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Preface

A French theoretician once remarked that anthropologists can be recognised
from the food stains on their clothes, given that they are inveterate frequenters
of restaurants, taverns, or lunch pubs. This is probably true of all scholars of the
humanities. The origins of this volume go back exactly to such an encounter of
scholars over the loaded table — one evening in December 2018, when the two
of us were having dinner in a neighbourhood bistrot, at the north of Athens, and
discussing the organisation of an international conference at the University of
Crete. As we both maintain a lively interest in Greek comedy, we came up with
the idea of comic language and the linguistic techniques of humour as a confer-
ence topic. This promised to be an opulent and not overploughed field that
would lend itself to fruitful scholarly exploitation. Soon we were exchanging
emails and drawing up lists of the speakers we would like to have in the confer-
ence. The colleagues we approached responded readily and eagerly, and we felt
a little like the mythical Jason or the legendary Germanic king Hengist putting
together their brave crews for a fabulous enterprise.

The practical procedures for the preparation of the conference were also set
in motion, mostly thanks to the initiatives of Kostas E. Apostolakis and the sup-
portive milieu of the University of Crete. The Department of Philology willingly
undertook to host the conference in its hospitable premises at the university
campus at Rethymno, which replicate the beautiful labyrinthine style of Evans’
Knossos. The Special Account for Research Funds of the University of Crete
offered a generous grant to cover the organising expenses and the accommoda-
tion of the speakers. Almost everything was ready, and the conference was
scheduled to take place in May 2020. Then, in the early March of that fateful
year, the COVID pandemic reached Greece, and the lockdowns became our
everyday reality.

At the beginning, we tried to be optimistic, in spite of the growing fear, not
unlike the heroes of Camus’ The Plague. We kept postponing the conference
again and again, for a few months each time, in the hope that conditions were
eventually bound to ameliorate, and that human contact would become permis-
sible before long. We could have opted, of course, for an event online, the kind
of experience that developed into a standard part of university life from a given
point onwards. However, as both of us were facing on a daily basis the very
unsatisfactory practice of online teaching, we were reluctant to extend this kind
of virtual semi-existence to the endeavour which we had originally planned as a
live exchange of knowledge and scholarly companionship. In the end, exasper-
ated after a protracted period of continuous cancellations and deferments, we

@ Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111295282-202



VI —— Preface

decided to abandon the plan of the conference and to collect the written chapters
from the participants, so as to prepare a collective volume.

We are most grateful to the authors who have contributed to the book. They
have laboured for our common project with unfailing endurance and patience
in difficult times, and have stayed with us throughout the long interval of its
gestation and its metamorphoses. We feel deeply honoured that they have en-
trusted us with the fruits of their work. We are sorry that we have not been able
to welcome them to Crete, but we hope for another opportunity in the future,
when — as is usual in the wonderful world of Aristophanic comedy — language
will be transformed into real things and acts.

Professor Antonios Rengakos is our agathos daimon. Already while we were
planning the conference, he took an active interest, encouraged us, and invited
us to think of the renowned Trends in Classics Supplementary Volumes series as
a possible venue of publication of the proceedings. When we approached him
later with a proposal of the volume, he warmly embraced the project and offered
us his invaluable support. By now, no less than four generations of Modern
Greek scholars have found a good home and a well-respected forum in the rich
and prestigious Trends series, which is his spiritual child. We are all proud to be
soldiers in his great scholarly legion — the equivalent of the magical “Dumble-
dore’s army” in the Greek philological world.

A big “thank you” is due to our colleague Melina Tamiolaki, of the University
of Crete, who offered us valuable advice and guided us through the tricky process
of applying to the university administration for funding. We owe a great debt to
two charismatic young doctoral students of the Department of Philology at Crete,
members of Kostas E. Apostolakis’ dynamic research team: Georgia Choustoulaki
(who meanwhile has been awarded her doctorate) and Georgios Triantafyllou,
who has also contributed a chapter to the collection. They provided vital assis-
tance in editing the volume, formatting the texts and bibliographies, checking
references, and taking care of innumerable practical details. Last but not least,
our wives, Vaso and Konstantina, tolerated the project with their undaunted
good humour and surrounded us with their inexhaustible love and solicitude.
Let our profound gratitude to them serve as an envoi for this book.

Kostas E. Apostolakis
Ioannis M. Konstantakos
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loannis M. Konstantakos
Introduction

1 A drama of words

For the study of ancient Greek comedy, and of Greek drama in general, the sec-
ond half of the twentieth century might be called the “Golden Age” of perfor-
mance criticism and performance-oriented scholarship. The tragic and comic
plays of ancient Athens were emphatically and insistently envisaged as stage
events, rather than as written texts and fabrications of words. They were pro-
ductions to be acted out in vivo before an audience, and they could be properly
understood and interpreted only in the context of their live theatrical execution.
This “theatrocentric” view of ancient drama was proclaimed with might and
main by scholars such as Carlo Ferdinando Russo with regard to comedy and
Oliver Taplin with regard to tragedy.' They were the prophets of a new age of
scholarship, and their arguments were soon established as the prevalent aca-
demic orthodoxy. It became customary for authors of philological commentaries
on ancient plays to include, in their prefaces or introductions, a statement to the
fact that they considered the text they commented on as a script or a libretto for
performance. Every student of Greek drama had to be an imaginary metteur en
scéne, putting up a production of the classical tragedies and comedies in the
theatre of their mind. The eyes of all classicists had to turn inwards, to move
away from the words on the page in front of them and towards the phantasmic
stage that was to be erected inside the reader’s mind; it was on this imaginary
theatrical space that the text had to be reflected in the form of live action.

There is no doubt that performance-oriented study afforded important in-
sights into ancient dramatic texts and opened up fruitful perspectives for the
understanding of theatrical experience in classical antiquity. On the other hand,
comedy, as an art form, is not only a performative event. The kind of highly
literary and poetically accomplished play in verse, which was produced during
the acme of the comic genre in the Classical and early Hellenistic age, is also an
intricately crafted text, a masterful work of artfully elaborated language, a con-
summate piece of wordsmithing. The justified emphasis on spectacle and scenic
performance, which permeates much of modern scholarship on ancient comic
drama, should not make us forget its fundamental linguistic dimension. Greek

1 Russo 1962; Taplin 1977; Russo 1994.

8 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. [ XM This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111295282-001



2 —— loannis M. Konstantakos

comedy was, first and foremost, a theatre of language, a drama of words. The
logos, in its multifarious aspects, was the paramount constituent of comic poetics.

In some respects, indeed, the text seems to have been regarded as the
primary factor which determined the aesthetic value of a comedy and condi-
tioned its reception by the audience and the pleasure of the spectators. The
comic poets themselves took great pride in the verbal sophistication and lin-
guistic accomplishment of their scripts. Aristophanes, in particular, often
extols the high-level wordplays and verbal jokes and emphasises the creative
use of language which he displays in his works. This is formulated very elo-
quently in a passage from the parabasis of the Clouds (537-544), in which the
poet, speaking in the first person through his Chorus, exalts the virtues of his
comedy. As he points out, he has not used in his play the common and vulgar
devices for eliciting easy laughs from the audience. He included neither ob-
scene jests with the comic phallus of the actor (538-539), nor the lascivious
kordax dance (540), nor scenes of scenic violence and noisy knockabout, with
people rushing on stage, brandishing torches, and crying for help (543). Also,
the poet did not present an elderly character that resorts to slapstick, hitting
the people around him with his stick, in order to cover up for the poor jokes
that are assigned to his part (541-542). By contrast, the Aristophanic comedy
confidently relies on its &nn (544, GAN’ oaUTH kol TOiG £meowv MOTELOLC’
£M\A\uBev), that is, on its poetic verses, on its verbal constituents and the qual-
ity of its text.

This passage is highly significant as to the artistic merits that the comic
poet would have wished to be primarily judged and evaluated upon. Aris-
tophanes stresses the value and proficiency of the text and the verses of his
work, of its poetic and linguistic composition. Furthermore, he contradistin-
guishes this textual and verbal aspect from a series of low-brow artifices,
aimed at provoking gross and uncouth laughter, almost all of which pertain to
the performance, the scenic materialisation and live staging of the script: the
jests with the phallus rely on an element of the comic actors’ costume and on
the performers’ gestures for manipulating it; the kordax dance is self-
evidently an exhibition of lewd and indecent movements; the animated
scenes with torches and actors rushing on stage also depend on bodily mo-
tions in the performance area. Even with regard to the scenes of the poorly
jesting old man (541-542), the poet’s censure does not fall so much on the
character’s low-brow banter (movnpa oxwyupata) as on the fact that he resorts
to physical slapstick (the age-old routine of beating up other personages) in
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order to draw the audience’s attention away from the awful quality of his
jokes.?

In other words, Aristophanes glories in the excellence of his verbal humour
and the brilliance of his poetic writing, while he finds fault with coarse routines
which belong to the mise en scéne and the stage execution. This stance seems
characteristic of an author who considered himself first and foremost a poet and
a writer, rather than an artist of the stage. Not fortuitously, Michael Silk, in his
perceptive critical monograph on Aristophanes, at the turn of the new millenni-
um, reacted against the theatrocentric vision of ancient drama and called for a
reconsideration of the Aristophanic oeuvre in terms of purely literary artistry:
Silk’s Aristophanes is primarily a writer, a creator of poetic discourse, a literary
author whose main task is the manipulation of words, before and beyond their
potential transformation into performance.’> The same idea has been implicit in
much of the scholarship on the language of ancient comedy, which has never
ceased to be produced and has yielded insightful and illuminative studies dur-
ing the past few decades (see the bibliographical survey below, in section 2 of
the introduction).

The Clouds are not the only witness to this kind of poetic self-appreciation.
Other passages from the comic corpus support the same perspective. Aristopha-
nes repeatedly proclaims the dexterity and originality of his poetic lines and
highlights his mastery of particular linguistic artifices, such as metaphors, image-
ry, and verbal humour. He boasts that his plays contain the best comic verses
ever to be heard by Athenian audiences (Wasps 1047, uf| nwmnot’ dpeivov’ &m ...
Kwpwdikd pundév’ dkovoat). He attributes the greatness of his art to his magnifi-
cent poetic lines and his refined jokes (Peace 749-750, £moinge TEXVNV HEYGANV ...
EMEOLY PEYAAOLS ... KOl OKWHHAOWY 0VUK Gyopaiolg). He exhorts the spectators to
cherish those poets who can “speak” something original (Wasps 1053, xawov Tt
Aéyelv, a characteristic choice of verb). He especially singles out his inventive

2 The reference to the “jests against bald men” (Clouds 540, 008’ £okw\pev TOVG PAAAKPOUG) is
ambiguous: coarse verbal mockeries at the expense of the bald may be evoked; but the poet
may also have in mind scenic routines in which bald characters were physically abused and
ridiculed on stage, e.g., by being laughed at for the funny spectacle of their hairless head, or by
receiving loud slaps on their bare pate.

3 Silk 2000, 1-6, 98-206. For a more detailed summary of Silk’s views on Aristophanic verbal
artistry, see below, section 2.6 of the introduction. Cf. also Konstantakos 2019, 244-246, where
I discuss the dramatic writer as a literary craftsman and drama as a form of literature to be
enjoyed also by reading — a very ancient idea, which goes back at least to Aristotle (Poet. 1450b
18-19, 1453b 1-6, 1462a 11-14) and runs through the history of European criticism up to
T.S. Eliot (e.g. Eliot 1932, 113-115).
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metaphors and comic images (eikoug, Clouds 559), which his fellow-writers
strive to imitate and plagiarise.

It might be argued that the insistence on the verbal aspects of comic art is
an exclusive characteristic of Aristophanes, not shared by any of his colleagues.
Under this viewpoint, Aristophanes would be holding up the excellence of &mn
as a brandmark of his own creations, the central component of his own poetics,
by contrast to the inferior productions of his opponents, who would have pri-
marily focused on slapstick and performative gimmicks for the generation of
comic effect. As is the case with many facets of ancient comic dramaturgy, the
scantiness and fragmentariness of the other comic authors’ textual remains
render it nearly impossible to refute the claim of Aristophanes’ uniqueness —
although it should not be forgotten that the same factors make it equally diffi-
cult to prove this claim. Nevertheless, there are a few comparable statements
from the works of Aristophanes’ colleagues, which indicate that the latter was
not alone in his exaltation of linguistic artistry. Pherecrates, in a fragment from
a parabasis, calls his audience to appreciate an original invention of his, which
consists in a new kind of “condensed” anapaests (fr. 84, £&gvpripatt kawv®,
oupmTUKTOLG Gvamaiotolg). The creative innovation, in which the dramatist
takes pride, is again an artifice of poetic expression, regarding the metrical
composition of the verses. Aristophanes, as noted above, censures his col-
leagues for plagiarising his witty metaphors (Clouds 559); this implies that the
criticised writers were conscious of the high value of verbal humour and wished
to imitate Aristophanes in this respect.

The axiom of “saying new things” persists until much later, in the indirect
poetological statements of New Comedy. In Hegesippus fr. 1.2-3, a slave re-
proves the garrulous cook, a hackneyed figure of the comic stage, by challeng-
ing him to either pronounce something evidently new (Aéywv @aivov Tt 87
Kawvov) or be silent. As often in New Comedy, these lines entail an implicit criti-
cism of commonplace and trite comic motifs (such as the cook’s loquacity),
which tend to be routinely used by uninventive writers. The meritorious poet
must brush aside such stock-in-trade stuff and create work of true novelty.® It is

4 On these passages of poetological self-presentation, cf. Sommerstein 1992, 17-27; Konstan-
takos 2004, 13-20.

5 On the underlying poetological implications of Hegesippus’ passage, see Konstantakos 2004,
32-33. One should not misunderstand the well-known (and most probably apocryphal) anec-
dote about Menander, who claimed that his comedy was ready, even though unwritten — for
he had designed the outline, and it only remained for him to add the little verses (Plut. Mor.
347e—f, @kovopnTat yap i 81608eatg, 8l & avTii T& otiyidla énGoan). This tale does not imply
that the language and the verbal formulation of the comic text were deemed unimportant by
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noteworthy that in this case, well over a hundred years after the kavov Tt Aéyewv
of Wasps 1053 was heard on the Attic stage, verbal expression is again high-
lighted, in exactly the same words, as the indicator of comic inventiveness
and originality.

Aristophanes, and perhaps also other poets of Old Comedy, belonged to
that small and selective elite of literary creators whom George Seferis, the Mod-
ern Greek poet and Nobel laureate, has called “the lords of language” (&pxovTeg
TG YAwooag).® The happy few authors of this group possess absolute mastery
over the complete range of resources afforded by their native tongue, and confi-
dently exploit the full extent and variety of its stylistic means, linguistic
niveaus, specialised jargons, and peculiar idiolects. They can combine and fuse
together all these expressive elements into an exuberant, polymorphic, and
kaleidoscopic linguistic synthesis, which offers their compositions a character-
istic richness of style and serves as the brandmark of their literary versatility.
Language for them is not (as in the case of other writers) a strong and challeng-
ing rival to fight with, but a cunning, resourceful, yet entirely obedient servant,
who is ready to faithfully carry out every one of his master’s commands. Aris-
tophanes and his colleagues may worthily take their place in this old literary
aristocracy, next to some of the foremost authors of the western canon, from
Shakespeare and Rabelais to Italo Calvino, from Joyce to Anthony Burgess and
the members of the Oulipo team.

Thriving in their lordship over language, the comic poets of ancient Greece
employed a vast range of linguistic means to achieve the aesthetic effects they
desired. They delved deeply into the mechanisms of language in order to create
humour and entertain their audiences. On the level of vocabulary, they fabricat-
ed long grotesque compounds, portmanteau words, neologisms and funny word
formations, ridiculous diminutives, and speaking personal names. They were
also deft at parodying all kinds of specialised and technical terminology, from
scientific jargon to philosophical and rhetorical nomenclature. With regard to
more composite verbal and phrasal structures, they crafted clever puns and
wordplays, paradoxes and oxymora, para prosdokian jokes, and ludicrous
accumulations. They elaborated various stylistic figures, such as inventive

the poet. It simply serves to highlight, modo Aristotelico, the prominence of the plot in the
overall craft of playwriting and the poetics of comic drama. The verses are not in themselves a
negligible constituent; in fact, they are designated as the main aesthetic means for the expres-
sion of the poetic design which the poet has formed in his mind. Cf. Willi 2002, 1-2; Ciesko
2011, 124.

6 Seferis 1974-1992, 1203, 259, 319, 11 99, III 185. Cf. Seferis 1966, 20, 60.
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metaphors, lively imagery, and similes, by means of which they produced both
poetic enchantment and comic amusement. They occasionally cultivated intri-
cate patterns of formulation, for example, witticisms and ironical quips, clever
apophthegms and absurd sophisms, riddles and conundrums, so as to emanate
an air of refined pleasantry. They also indulged in more violent forms of mock-
ing language, from aischrologia and obscene jokes to abusive insults and
satirical speech, in order to ridicule their targets or enhance the carnivalesque
tone of their works. Their chameleonic creativity extended to larger stretches
of discourse, chiefly by use of the techniques of parody: they comically imitat-
ed and distorted all forms of high-flown literary and official expression which
were established in their milieu. They parodied the elevated style of epic,
tragedy, and lyric poetry, as well as the rhetorical formalities of judicial and
political oratory.

The comic exploitation of language was not confined to the composition of
a humorous text for the generation of poetic charis and amusement. Language
was a pliable and multivalent tool which could be made to serve every aspect of
the comic dramaturgy. It was the fundamental means for the realisation of the
dramatic storyline and the creation of the comic fiction. In fact, language was
intrinsically connected to all the main constituents of the comic work, from plot,
characterisation, and ideology to scenic spectacle and performance. The words
of the script were the basic materials for the formation of the dramatic mytho-
poeia and the central factor which conditioned the holistic aesthetic experience
offered by the play.

In particular, comic language was a valuable instrument for ethopoiia, for
the characterisation and ethological constitution of the dramatic personages.
The characters of the play, the comic hero and his antagonists, the various stock
types and standard figures of the comic repertoire, all may be viewed as prod-
ucts of linguistic operations and systems of speech. An individual character
might be endowed with his or her peculiar style of expression or scenic idiolect;
he might display distinctive verbal or phrasal habits and gimmicks, which func-
tioned as recognisable brandmarks of his speech. This practice of linguistic and
stylistic characterisation has been traced, in a more or less elaborate form,
throughout the history of Classical Greek comedy, from Aristophanes to Menan-
der and the other poets of the fourth century.”

In some cases, the Greek comic poets created dramatic characters that are
entirely generated from stylistic processes and idiosyncratic operations of lan-
guage. The whole ethos of such figures, their dramatic personality and identity

7 See below, sections 2.4 and 2.8 of the Introduction.
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are determined by peculiar choices of vocabulary, phrasal patterns, and figures
of speech; it may be said that characters of this kind are truly “made of words”.
An evident example is offered by the foreigners and aliens of the comic stage:
the barbarians who speak broken Greek, such as the Scythian archer in the
Thesmophoriazusae, and the non-Athenian professionals, such as the Doric
doctor, a recurrent type in the comic repertoire from Crates and Ameipsias to
Menander. The presence of these personages in the play, their comic effect,
their entire role, in essence, are the result of their linguistic make-up; they are
funny because they speak in a ludicrously strange and devious idiolect, and this
is the main reason why they have been created by the author and included in
the scenario.® In the person of such a character, comic language has been made
flesh; linguistic morphology and grammatical peculiarity have acquired a body
and face.

The broad gallery of the comic alazones is also a noteworthy manifestation
of the same characterological phenomenon. This ample category, which
traverses the entire history of Greek comedy, comprises a variety of arrogant
and boastful figures — from the cook, the medical doctor, and the conceited
philosopher and scientist to the yarn-spinning traveller, the glorious military,
the pompous poetaster, and the charlatan priest — all of whom pretend to be
something greater than they are in reality, to possess knowledge or powers
which they lack in fact. The pretentious temperament of these characters is
expressed, in textual terms, through the use of fanciful and bizarre language, of
vocabulary and style which starkly deviate from the common norm of speech of
comic drama. Their alazoneia is manifested through linguistic exhibitionism.’
The miles gloriosus uses bombastic rhetoric, aggressive discourse, and pompous
high-style locutions; the poetaster recites high-flown chants which ridiculously
mimic epic, dithyrambic, or tragic diction; the pompous intellectual reproduces
abstruse philosophical terminology or scientific jargon; the cook accumulates
interminable sequences of names of foods and describes detailed culinary reci-
pes; the bragging traveller narrates exaggerated tales about the extraordinary
marvels he has witnessed in faraway lands.

Thus, the alazones of comedy acquire their ethological identity and dra-
matic substance by means of their idiosyncratic linguistic constitution. They are

8 Cf. Del Corno 1997, 245-246. On the broken Greek of comic foreigners, see the relevant chap-
ter of Willi 2003, 198-225. On the doctor’s Doric, see Rossi 1977; Imperio 1998, 63-75; Imperio
2012; Montemurro 2015; Ingrosso 2016; and cf. the survey of research in section 2.4 of the Intro-
duction.

9 See Konstantakos 2015, 43-44.
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roles substantially made up of funny language. Another kindred figure, paired
and contrasted with the alazon already by Aristotle (Eth. Nic. 1108a 21-25, 1127a
13-1128b 1, Rh. 1419b 7-9, cf. Tractatus Coislinianus XV 38-39 Koster), is the so-
called bomolochos of Old Comedy. The role of the bomolochos, as aptly noted by
Sommerstein, essentially consists in a particular type of utterance: a string of
mocking, buffoonish, silly, and often vulgar statements, which are interposed in
comic dialogue in order to ridicule the serious or grandiloquent pronounce-
ments of other characters and provide humorous relief. The bomolochos person-
age is practically made up of these low-brow jokes; he is another creation of
funny speech made flesh.™

With such character creations, the poets of Greek comedy initiated a semi-
nal literary practice, which was bound to enjoy a long posterity in the comic
theatre and more broadly in the humorous literature of the western world. The
ridiculous personage whose essence consists in his peculiar language is a well-
loved figure of the comic tradition, which has many whimsical specimens to
display, up to the present age. The foreigner who speaks in pidgin language,
with a distorted vocabulary and mutilated morphology, remained a perennial
favourite of humoristic writing, from the Mufti and his mock-Turkish entourage
in the Bourgeois Gentilhomme to the heavy Teutonic accents of the psychologist
Doctor Zempf in Stanley Kubrick’s adaptation of Lolita. A modern variation of
the type is the German tourist in Monty Python’s Flying Circus, who communi-
cates with ready-made, stilted phrases lifted out of an English dictionary and
mechanically agglutinated together. One may also recall Maistre Janotus de
Bragmardo, the doyen of the Sorbonne in Rabelais’ Gargantua, who constructs
his speech out of strings of Latin quotes from the breviary; Camille Chandebise,
in Feydeau’s A Flea in the Ear, who pronounces only the vowels of words and
omits the consonants; and the grotesque lay brother Salvatore in Umberto Eco’s
The Name of the Rose, who speaks a lunatic medley made up of Latin and vari-
ous European vernaculars. These hilarious characters carry on the comic line
which goes back to Aristophanes’ Scythian guard, the Doric-speaking doctor,
and the grandiloquent braggarts of the Greek theatre.

Last but not least, comic language crucially interacts with the stage action
of the play and provides the basic stuff for the live performance of the actors.
This aspect comes forward most impressively in an emblematic Aristophanic
technique which is examined in two chapters of the present volume: the scenic

10 Sommerstein 2004. On the role of the comic bomolochos, see Kloss 2001, 132-188; Borowski
2013.
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materialisation of metaphors and figures of speech." By means of this proce-
dure, which is recurrent in Aristophanes’ plays, a figurative expression or a
proverbial phrase is taken in an entirely literal sense and is transformed into a
visible spectacle on stage: for example, the “King’s Eye” (the synecdochic title
of a Persian official who served as the king’s representative) is presented with
an enormous eye on his mask; poetic verses are “weighed” (a metaphorical
idiom of Attic speech, meaning “evaluated”) literally on a pair of scales; the
demagogic politicians, who rhetorically claimed to be the “watchdogs” of de-
mocracy, are metamorphosed into actual dogs.” Thus, poetic language and its
stylistic artifices become the basis for elaborate theatrical representations and
sensational stage effects.

With these fascinating scenic visions, the present section, which began with
a reference to the possible overvaluation of comic performance by comparison
to the words of the script, comes full circle: comic language is not an opponent
of performance but its good master, its benefactor and main provider. The liter-
ary text creates the setting for the performance to evolve and establishes the
main guidelines to be followed by the performers. The comic poets of Greece
wrote plays of words and presented before their eager audiences a drama of
language.

2 Aselective research survey

In his classic Geschichte der griechischen Literatur, first published in 1957, Albin
Lesky set an important research goal for the following generations of students of
Aristophanes: “It must be remarked with regret that, amidst all the critical work
on the preserved plays, the task of bringing out the elements of Aristophanic
humour has been very much neglected. Although the comedy of situation is
amply used, the primary conveyor of Aristophanes’ humour is language”.” In
this way, the great Austrian philologist was indirectly but firmly encouraging

11 See the first two chapters of this volume, by Bernhard Zimmermann and Ioannis M. Kon-
stantakos.

12 For these and further examples and relevant bibliography, see the chapters by Zimmermann
and Konstantakos in this volume.

13 Lesky 1971, 506: “Mit Bedauern muf3 man feststellen, daf {iber der kritischen Arbeit an den
erhaltenen Stiicken die Aufgabe, die Elemente des aristophanischen Humors herauszuarbeiten,
stark vernachldssigt wurde. So reich auch Situationskomik ausgeniitzt wird, ist Trager dieses
Humors doch vor allem die Sprache”.
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younger scholars to take up this neglected task and analyse the comic language
of Aristophanes’ oeuvre, the linguistic artifices exploited by the poet to generate
his unsurpassable effects of humour. The younger generations of classicists
responded quickly to this exhortation.” Important monographs on various
aspects of Aristophanic verbal artistry and humour appeared within a few
years of the first edition of Lesky’s work. Their flow continued steadily over the
following decades.

Collectively, the scholarly investigations extended over a wide range of lin-
guistic facets and stylistic artifices of the comic text. Studies have been pub-
lished on poetic figures such as metaphors and similes, on rhetorical devices
such as accumulations and epithets, on categories and thematic areas of comic
vocabulary, on types of humour (paradoxes, para prosdokian, obscene jokes),
on personal names, on particular grammatical and syntactic structures (diminu-
tives, forms of address, reported speech), as well as on the literary imitation and
parody of the language and style of various other genres. Most interestingly,
there have also been happy few attempts at a broader synthesis: monographs
which bring together and examine the multiple levels and expressive means of
comic language in their complex interrelation; essays which afford a holistic
approach to the comic text as an aesthetic creation. The bibliographical ac-
count, which is set out in the next pages, does not aspire to offer a complete and
systematic overview of modern research on the language of ancient Greek com-
edy; such a task would probably require an entire book and surpasses the pre-
sent writer’s scholarly stamina. I merely intend to select and describe several
important works on various facets of this vast topic, based mainly on my own
research experience.”

In other words, what follows is an unavoidably partial memoir on the books
and essays which I have found most illuminating and useful during my thirty-
year-long engagement in the study of ancient comedy. Emphasis is given to
works of a more general nature, which address broader phenomena and
tendencies of comic speech and writing, rather than to specialised studies of
particular plays or passages. Above all, the selection is restricted to approaches
which treat language as an aesthetic medium and an artistic tool, used by the
comic poet to construct his fictional world, create poetry, amuse his audience,

14 At least two Modern Greek scholars admit, in the introductions of their dissertations, that
Lesky’s statement inspired their choice of topic: Spyropoulos 1974, 2; Michael 1981, 9.

15 An admirable survey of scholarship, up to the turn of the millennium, has been published
by Andreas Willi, in his introduction in Willi 2002, 1-32. A young and dynamic scholar should
now continue this work and bring it up to date, covering the rich crop of the past two decades.
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and achieve humorous effects. There is little mention of purely technical and
grammatical treatments, which explore the comic corpus as a source of linguis-
tic phenomena (for example, the syntax of the genitive case, colloquialisms, or
word formation), in connection with the history and structure of ancient Greek,
but without reference to their literary operation and aesthetic purposes. This,
unfair though as it may seem towards the hard-core workers of philological
linguistics, is in accordance with the overall thematic orientation and objective
of the present volume. The aim of the contributions gathered here is to highlight
verbal materials, artifices, and figures of expression which serve the creative
and poetic operation of comic drama.

2.1 Catalogues raisonnés and their reverberations

In 1962 Jean Taillardat published a virtually exhaustive survey of Aristophanes’
figurative expressions, including poetic imagery, metaphors, and similes — an
aspect of his art in which the poet himself took great pride, as already remarked
above (see Clouds 559)." Understandably for that time, the book was rather thin
with regard to theoretical linguistic background. Nonetheless, Taillardat cov-
ered important unexplored ground, and his work was soon established as a
standard tool of research. His investigations were poured into the layout of a
long catalogue of entries, methodically categorised according to the notions
expressed by the figurative locutions. Every passage of the catalogue was ac-
companied with a detailed exegetical discussion, which illuminated the mean-
ing of the Aristophanic text with apt commentary and apposite textual parallels.
The book thus brought to light the basic principles of Aristophanes’ handicraft
of fabricating metaphors. Taillardat also carried out some useful work of practi-
cal criticism, trying to evaluate the originality and artistic accomplishment of
the comic poet’s linguistic imagery — a perilous and speculative but indispen-
sable part of philological study. Even if it is read as a catalogue, from beginning
to end, Taillardat’s book will not give the impression of an arid, interminable
list. On the contrary, it reveals to the reader the multicoloured and variegated
mosaic of an entire world, throbbing with life — the world within which the
comic poet lived and worked.

The one aspect which Taillardat neglected was the significance of imagery
within the dramatic world of an individual play, the use of images and similes
as leitmotivs which help to organise and unify the plot and bring forward the

16 Taillardat 1962.
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poetic meaning of the work. This lack was soon redressed in other studies,
which focused on the close reading and interpretation of particular Aristophan-
ic comedies. Cedric Whitman, in his monograph on the comic hero, one of the
most fascinating critical studies of Aristophanic poetics and aesthetics, was the
pioneering figure in this respect.” Alongside many other poetic and dramaturgi-
cal constituents, Whitman trailed and highlighted the clusters of imagery which
recur in several episodes of the plays and connect the different parts into an
integral artistic unity (e.g. wine, filth, and scatology in the early peace plays;
food and eating in the Knights; air in the Clouds; feathers and flying in the Birds;
the circle in the Wasps; animal imagery in many comedies). In particular, these
permeating systems of imagery bring forth the contrast between the miserable
reality of the early stages of the plot and the ideal world created by the comic
hero through the implementation of his fantastic scheme.

Whitman’s contribution was very influential in the field of Aristophanic
studies, especially among Anglo-Saxon academics. Its echoes and reverbera-
tions are felt in many other books and essays, even decades later, by authors
who do not necessarily focus on comic language, but have taken over and
adapted Whitman’s methods of close reading in order to correlate recurrent
figurative motifs with central notions in one or another comedy. The interaction
of these two registers was thus proved to be a determining factor for the inter-
pretation of the Aristophanic works.'® More recent studies have proceeded fur-
ther on this track with greater theoretical complexity and sophistication. Schol-
ars such as Ian Ruffell and Nicola Comentale have traced extensive networks of
imagery and symbolism, which run through the text of particular comedies
(e.g. the wine of peace in the Acharnians, the allegory of the polis as a house-
hold in the Knights, the interweaving of animal metaphors and dicastic image-
ry in the Wasps). They have analysed the intersection of these metaphorical
networks with the central themes, plot patterns, and ideological contexts of
each play.” They have also highlighted the association of imagery with theatrical

17 Whitman 1964.

18 See, e.g., Arrowsmith 1973 on the metaphors of flying, wings, and eros in the Birds; Cassio
1985 on the imagery of the Peace; Reckford 1987 concerning the use of poetic images in various
plays; Hubbard 1991 on literary-critical metaphors; Bowie 1993 on images from ritual; and my
own essays (Konstantakos 2012, Konstantakos 2021a) on the exploitation of motifs from tragedy
and comedy.

19 See Ruffell 2011, 54-213; Comentale 2015, 60-66.
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performance, as the dominant metaphors of the text are visualised on stage
through scenic objects and their manipulation.?

Taillardat’s tradition was followed by the Greek scholar Elias Spyropoulos
in his useful study of verbal accumulations and lists of terms in Aristophanic
comedy.” This device is indeed one of the most impressive traits of Aristopha-
nes’ comic style; like his distant French kinsman Rabelais, the Greek comic poet
piles up words into heaps, as children do with pebbles.? In the model of Tail-
lardat, Spyropoulos compiled methodical and well-arranged catalogues of the
numerous extant examples of comic accumulations. He classified a great mass
of material by more than one criterion, such as the distribution of specimens in
the different parts of the comedy, the semantic fields and subject-matter of the
lists, and the grammatical genus of their ingredients; he thus offered valuable
service to subsequent commentators of Aristophanes with his detailed and well-
indexed collections. He also included selective comments on the aesthetic and
literary function of accumulations, their rhetorical dimension, emotional use by
the characters, humorous and parodic effects, as well as their relationship to
other techniques of humour, such as puns and para prosdokian jokes. This criti-
cal aspect of the study should have been more developed; as it is, Spyropoulos
did the basic groundwork of tilling the field and left the harvest of the rich fruits
of interpretation to later experts. His most valuable critical contribution was the
study of the additional stylistic artifices and tropes which may be intertwined
with the accumulation and heighten its poetic effect: alliterations and sound
effects, asyndeton and polysyndeton, repetition and anaphora, homeoteleuton
and climax, as well as the prominence of lists consisting of three items — the
“magical” number which links comic poetry with the world of folksong and oral
popular formulas.

The masterpiece among the studies of “catalogue” type was Jeffrey Hender-
son’s groundbreaking investigation of obscene language and aischrologia in Old
Comedy. Published originally in 1975, reissued and still in print today,
The Maculate Muse is the boldest of the reference works of Aristophanic
scholarship.? Henderson compiled a comprehensive catalogue of the sexual,

20 Cf. also above, section 1, with reference to the chapters by Zimmermann and Konstantakos
in this volume, concerning scenically materialised images and metaphors.

21 Spyropoulos 1974, based on his doctoral dissertation at the Sorbonne (1973), for which
Taillardat himself served as an examiner.

22 Cf. Anatole France’s famous quote about Rabelais: “Il joue avec les mots comme les enfants
avec les cailloux; il en fait des tas” (France 1928, 95).

23 The second edition, Henderson 1991, is the standard one. I once told the author (a perfect
American gentleman, supremely courteous and impeccably dressed) that I had read his book
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scatological, and other obscene jokes of Greek comedy, and interpreted a large
number of obscure, unclear, or multi-levelled comic passages. The objections
raised by some critics with regard to points of detail, dubious explanations,
inaccuracies, or mistranslations,? have not essentially detracted from the great
value of this book for all subsequent editors, commentators, and translators of
Greek comedy. Henderson furthermore provided a substantial introduction
discussing general critical and grammatological issues: the origins of obscene
humour in the ritual roots of the comic genre, the aesthetic function of aischrolo-
gia in the poetics of Greek comedy, its interrelation with the themes and drama-
turgy of the plays, and its psychological effects on the audience.

Although theoretical perspectives have been altered and broadened since
then, Henderson’s discussion remains the starting point for the appreciation
and understanding of this vital constituent of ancient comic art. Later scholars
have offered valuable insights and clarifications as to particular sexual images
or categories of obscene vocabulary.” James Robson, in his monograph on hu-
mour and obscenity, set the aischrologia of Aristophanic comedy in a complex
and up-to-date methodological frame, laden with the full apparatus of modern
humour theory and discourse analysis. He refined and supplemented Hender-
son’s views on the psychological effects of obscene language, stressing its con-
vivial, playful, and carnivalesque aspects. He analysed in general the operation
of aischrologia as a type of humour, according to the prevailing cognitive, so-
cial, and psychological theories. But he did not add to the collection of material,
the practical explication of bawdy jokes, the typologies of sexual and scatological
imagery, or the elucidation of difficult words and expressions — the perennial
exigencies of the readers and commentators of Aristophanes.? In this respect, no
one has yet achieved a synthesis of the same breadth and comprehensiveness as
Henderson’s work.

through with great enthusiasm already as an undergraduate. He looked at me with an air of
mock-severity and answered, with a twinkle in his eye: “You were not very well brought up,
were you?”

24 See also the chapter by S. Douglas Olson in this volume.

25 See the essays by Jocelyn 1980, Komornicka 1981, Bain 1991a, Bain 1991b, Bain 1992 on the
terminology of sexual organs and copulation; Edwards 1991 on scatology; Beta 1992 on the
sexual vocabulary of Cratinus; Sommerstein 1999, 196-208 on sexual and scatological euphe-
misms; and McClure 1999, 205-259, comparing the varieties of obscenity used by male and
female comic characters.

26 Robson 2006.



Introduction =—— 15

2.2 Parody

Another branch of the study of comic language, which also took roots in the
1960s, in the wake of Lesky’s admonitions, was the investigation of the literary
allusions and imitations which are interwoven in the comic text. Parody of high-
style poetic genres took the lion’s share in this respect. The seminal work in the
field was Peter Rau’s monograph on paratragedy, a large-scale examination of
the humorous adaptations and satirical versions of tragic material in Aristopha-
nes’ works, with particular attention to the extensive sequences of episodes
based on Euripidean tragedies in the Acharnians, Thesmophoriazusae, and
Peace.” A good deal of Rau’s analyses was centred on content and plot, rather
than on language. The author examined various plot motifs, dramaturgical
techniques, themes, and structural patterns which Aristophanes took over from
tragic drama and reworked in his own productions. Nevertheless, Rau also paid
detailed attention to matters of language and style. He compared particular
Aristophanic citations to their tragic models, word by word; he minutely distin-
guished the verbal and metrical elements of tragic discourse which were taken
over in every comic passage that mimics tragedy. He thus highlighted the tech-
niques of variation, substitution, degradation, and distortion, which were used
to turn the tragic formulations into ridiculous statements and sources of mirth.
In the intervening decades since Rau’s pivotal publication, countless essays
on comic paratragedy have appeared. Scholars have examined the reflection of
particular tragic motifs, structural patterns, and techniques in the oeuvre of
Aristophanes and the remains of his colleagues; or they have provided close
readings of particular comic passages and sequences of tragic parody in indi-
vidual plays. These multitudinous studies, often supported by elaborate appa-
ratuses of literary theory, have shed abundant light on the parodic mechanisms
employed, both in terms of language and in matters of content, and on the
metadramatic constructs created through the incorporation of tragic models
into the comic fiction. The comic imitation of tragic models has also been stud-
ied as a powerful dramatic tool, which serves the broader intellectual and ideo-
logical topics of the comedy and the creation of poetic meaning.?® Nevertheless,

27 Rau 1967.

28 The most important studies, selected from among a vast number, are Zeitlin 1981; Foley
1988; Dobrov 2001; Nieddu 2004; Rosen 2005; Platter 2007, 42-62, 143-175; Jay-Robert 2009,
114-133; Lauriola 2010, 115-132, 181-192; Wright 2013; Nelson 2016; and the collections of
essays in Calame 2004 and Medda/Mirto/Pattoni 2006. More references to specialised studies
of particular plays and passages are listed in Willi 2002, 14; Konstantakos 2021b, 205-206, 217,
222-225.
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with regard to the stylistic aspect of paratragedy, Rau’s book has remained the
standard work of reference, because it offers the fullest, most comprehensive, and
most illuminating survey of Aristophanes’ linguistic techniques of parody — at
least until Stavros Tsitsiridis wrote his own, dense and all-embracing typological
classification of the material.”

Published a few years after Rau, Wilhelm Horn’s dissertation focused on the
imitations and parodies of prayer in Aristophanic comedies.*® Building on the
earlier monograph by Hermann Kleinknecht, who had examined many exam-
ples from Aristophanes in the context of his broader overview of parodies of
prayer in ancient literature,* Horn collected the Aristophanic passages in prayer
form and analysed their literary substance and function in the context of the
comic plays. As in many studies of parody, the examination of thematic ele-
ments and dramaturgical aspects of prayer coexists with attention to stylistic
markers, ritual language, traditional formulations, and the methods employed
for their comic distortion.

Although tragedy was diachronically the favourite and most prominent in-
tertext of Greek comedy, the Aristophanic drama, at least, is a truly polyphonic
composition, which assimilates and reflects in a panoramic manner all the
grammatological genres and literary forms of its time.* Stimulating contribu-
tions have therefore been dedicated also to the echoes of other poetic genres,
such as lyric and epic, in the texts of Old Comedy. Christoph Kugelmeier pub-
lished an admirable study of all the quotations, parodies, and imitations of
Greek lyric poetry which are traced in Aristophanes and the other poets of Old
Comedy.” He meticulously examined the text and wording of every one of these
lyric reflections, in connection with their operation as a literary means within
the broader comic script. Kugelmeier also offered a full-scale analysis of the
parodies of the so-called “New Dithyramb”, the form of lyric song that was
greatly in vogue in late Classical Athens, during the acme of Old Comedy.>*

A number of other studies revolve around the parodies of epic poetry, espe-
cially Homeric epic, in Aristophanes, Cratinus, and their colleagues. Apart from
pointing out the hilarious reworking of epic myths and episodes, scholars also
tend to the linguistic aspect of the parody; they discuss epic words, phrases,

29 Tsitsiridis 2010.

30 Horn 1970.

31 Kleinknecht 1937.

32 See Konstantakos 2021a, 92-97.

33 Kugelmeier 1996.

34 The parody of the ponderous New Dithyramb is also discussed by Zimmermann 1997.
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typical formulas, or centos of Homeric verse, and their incorporation or misrep-
resentation in the comic text for the achievement of humorous effects.*® There
have also been discussions of epic parody in Epicharmus, who regularly used
Homer and the epic cycle as models for his mythical travesties. The ironical
echoes and satirical pastiches of Homeric formulas in the papyrus fragments of
Odysseus Automolos have attracted particular attention.*

2.3 Vocabulary and idiolects

The examination of the vocabulary of comedy, of its humorous functions,
sources, and specialised categories, has also been at the epicentre of fruitful
research. Investigations in this area have mostly taken the form of articles and
essays concerning particular thematic groups of words, specific systems of ter-
minology, peculiar social and professional idiolects, or specialist jargons, which
are exploited in the comic text for the construction of the dramatic mythopoeia
and the generation of mirth. Studies of this kind have covered a very wide varie-
ty of thematic areas, sociolinguistic niveaus, and cultural domains: for example,
the language of power and government; the catchwords, slogans, and ideologi-
cally charged imagery that was current in Athenian political discourse, in the
speeches of the demagogues and the civic parlance of the Agora and the popu-
lar assembly; the language and rhetoric of the courts and the juridical proce-
dures; the vocabulary used for the life of the soul and the mind, the psychologi-
cal operations and emotions; words of praise or affection and epithets of insult;
medical terms, words for illnesses, medicaments, and the physician’s tasks; the
jargon of sophists and intellectuals, of rhetoricians and literary criticism; the
nomenclature and terminology of athletic contests, games, and competitive
sports; and the terms for sailing, shipbuilding, maritime travel, navigation,
fishing, and all other aspects of sea life.*”

A relevant perspective consists in the exploration of ritual terminology and
religiously charged jargons in ancient comedy. Important work on an aspect of
this theme was done in the already mentioned monographs by Kleinknecht and
Horn, who analysed the formulation and style of prayers in the Aristophanic
plays. In the same direction, other scholars have investigated the morphology of

35 See mainly de Lamberterie 1998; Macia Aparicio 2000; Ornaghi 2004; Revermann 2013.

36 See Cassio 2002, 73-82; Willi 2008, 177-192; Willi 2012.

37 See especially Denniston 1927; Handley 1953; Handley 1956; Byl 1981; Byl 1990; Dover 1992;
Zimmermann 1992; Casevitz 1996; Camacho Maxia 1996; Lopez Eire 1997; Noél 1997; Zanetto
1999; Jouanna 2000; Campagner 2001; Dover 2002; Byl 2006; Jay-Robert 2011; Zanetto 2020.
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religious hymns incorporated in comic drama, mostly on the lips of the Chorus;
the formulas of oaths and their parodic or satirical use in the dramatic action;
the diction, imagery, and poetic language of comic oracles and their relation to
other genres, from epic to fifth-century oracular poetry; the invocations of gods,
their typology and use in comic situations; the cult epithets of gods and their
connection to the general themes and the overall poetic meaning of the plays.*®

In another pioneering essay, Alan Sommerstein compiled a glossary of Aris-
tophanic euphemisms, that is, attenuated or vaguer expressions used in place
of stronger ones which might cause offence, embarrassment, or be of ill omen.*”
He classified the euphemistic terms and phrases according to their subject mat-
ter (death, old age and disabilities, vice and crimes, political misdeeds, sex and
scatology) and surveyed their distribution among the various sections and roles
of the Aristophanic comedies, highlighting their prominence in the speech of
women and elderly characters.

In total, over a period of several decades, considerable work was done on all
these individual facets of the verbal repertoire of comedy. At the turn of the
millennium, the time was ripe for a broad and comprehensive synthesis, which
would collect and survey the various types of vocabulary and specialised idio-
lects, so as to give a more spherical picture of the protean and kaleidoscopic
nature of comic discourse. This task was accomplished, with regard to Aris-
tophanes’ oeuvre, by Andreas Willi in a book which constitutes one of the rich-
est and most engaging works of Aristophanic philological scholarship.*® Making
use of the research methods and tools both of modern linguistic science (espe-
cially sociolinguistics) and of traditional philological approaches, Willi ex-
plored the great diversity of verbal ingredients, the mixture of linguistic varie-
ties, terminological registers, and forms of speech that make up the mosaic of
the Aristophanic text. His goal was to sketch a comprehensive (though una-
voidably not exhaustive) panorama of the multiform and polychromatic land-
scape of Aristophanic poetic expression; to provide, as Willi himself liked to
suggest, a linguistic equivalent to Victor Ehrenberg’s People of Aristophanes,
that classic survey of the social and anthropological substance of ancient Athens,
as reflected in comedy.

To fulfil this task, Willi focused on a cross-section of representative catego-
ries of Aristophanic language, comprising religious formulas and technical

38 See most prominently Anderson 1995; Dillon 1995; Gil 1997; Conti Bizzarro 1998; Suarez de
la Torre 1998; Bellocchi 2009.

39 Sommerstein 1999.

40 Willi 2003.
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vocabulary, scientific jargon and sophistic terminology, and also foraying into
social and characterological idiolects, such as the speech of women and for-
eigners. Most of these categories had been treated, more or less abundantly, in
earlier scholarship, and some of them would continue to be studied in subse-
quent works. In Willi’s monograph, however, these were considered for the first
time together, in their coexistence and interaction within the complete linguis-
tic arsenal of the great comic poet. In particular, Willi examined two religiously
charged forms of expression in Aristophanic comedy: the more elaborate poetic
hymns, which offer praise and encomia for the gods, and the simpler prayers, in
which a specific request to the divine is directly posed. In this context, he con-
sidered a series of linguistic components and stylistic markers, such as cultic
epithets, formulaic cries and invocations, speech-act verbs, and syntactic struc-
tures. He painstakingly differentiated between the overlapping but distinct
registers of hymn and prayer, and studied their intersection with the dramatic
situations and the characterisation of personages.

In connection with technical, scientific, and sophistic terminologies, Willi
reached some of the most original and provocative conclusions of his study. He
examined legal and juridical language, medical vocabulary, and terms of liter-
ary criticism in the Aristophanic texts, and established sophisticated criteria for
distinguishing truly technical and professional jargon from words which had
passed into general everyday usage. He demonstrated how Aristophanes adapts
and parodies the language of Pre-Socratic thinkers, especially Eleatic and Or-
phic poetry, Protagorean grammatical theory, and the neologisms and verbal
habits of the sophists, in order to fashion a peculiar brand of scientific parlance
for the intellectuals of his comic fictions.

2.4 Linguistic characterisation

With regard to the social and character categories of language, Willi also had
important earlier research to build on and carry further. Kenneth Dover, in a
seminal paper, was the first to substantially discuss the question of linguistic
characterisation in Old Comedy. Dover examined the idiolects of a series of
character types from Aristophanic plays (old countrymen, slaves, philosophers,
tragic poets) and showed that their speech represents a compromise between
realism and comic convention. Many of these personages are endowed with a
modicum of distinctive stylistic markers of naturalistic quality (e.g. sophistic
neologisms for the intellectuals, old-fashioned vocabulary for the rustics, high-
flown tragic expressions for the poets), but none of them preserves full con-
sistency of this linguistic make-up. All the Aristophanic characters may abandon
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their expected language register and freely stray into different levels of dis-
course for the purpose of jokes, parody, and other comic effects.”” Subsequent
studies refined these conclusions and adduced further observations on tech-
niques of linguistic character depiction, such as the stylistic differentiation
between opposed characters (the hero and the bomolochos, the antagonists in a
contest), the querulous and self-defensive tone of old men’s speech, or the use
of verbal tics.”

Much attention has been awarded to the language of women in comedy, in
accordance also with the emphasis on gender studies which prevails in recent
classical scholarship. In a number of essays, the speech of the heroines of Aris-
tophanic plays has been analysed, with a view to pointing out distinctive traits
which permeate their manner of expression: affective locutions, pathetic and
sentimental adjectives and forms of address, endearing diminutives, informal
and colloquial turns of phrase, laxity and simplicity of style, euphemisms and
restricted use of obscenity, and a preference for particular oaths.” On the other
hand, Stephen Colvin dissected with precision and minuteness the passages of
non-Attic dialect (Laconian, Boeotian, Megarian) placed on the lips of non-
Athenian characters in Aristophanic comedy. He investigated in full the pho-
nology, morphology, lexicon, syntax, and idioms of these marked stretches of
comic text and assessed the accuracy of the representation of the various Greek
dialects in the dramatic world of comedy. He also made interesting remarks on
the use of dialect as a literary tool in comic drama, as an element of dramatic
realism, a means of characterisation, and a medium for humour.*

In the wake of this earlier work, Willi also studied the language of Aristoph-
anes’ female characters and identified a long series of idioms peculiar to it:
terms of endearment and affection, markers of politeness and attenuating
speech patterns (litotes, non-assertive moods and verbal forms), possessive and
emotive elements (pronouns, ethical dative), and other peculiar syntactic struc-
tures and phenomena, which are much more prominent in the lines of female
personages than in those of the male characters, and may thus be considered as
more characteristic of the idiolect of women.

In the final chapter of his book, Willi meticulously analysed the broken
Greek of the barbarian figures in Aristophanes’ plays, especially the longest
such extant part, that of the Scythian archer in the Thesmophoriasuzae. He

41 Dover 1976; Dover 1987, 237-248.

42 See especially Silk 1995, 208-214; Del Corno 1997.

43 See Sommerstein 1995; McClure 1999, 205-259; Nieddu 2001.
44 Colvin 1999; cf. Colvin 2000.
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compared the Aristophanic material with examples of modern representations
of “foreigner talk” in literary contexts, so as to highlight the humorous effects
that these characters’ faulty speech would produce on the Athenian audience.
Another valuable study of barbarian speech in Old Comedy and its comic ex-
ploitation was recently published by Piero Totaro, who concentrated on the
briefer roles of this type: Pseudartabas of the Acharnians, the Triballus of the
Birds, and the strangely speaking young guard on the so-called “New York
Goose Play Vase” at the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York.*

The most comprehensive and elaborate study of the use of language for
characterisation in Old Comedy was written by Simone Beta.“® The central axis
of Beta’s monograph is the identification of the different ways of speaking and
forms of eloquence that are assigned to individual categories of personages in
Aristophanes’ works. The author aims at defining the distinctive manner of
expression which represents a character’s peculiar nature and epitomises the
way in which the poet, the other personages of the play, and the audience look
at this character. Rather than focusing on the vocabulary and grammatical
structures traced in the speech per se of one or another group of comic figures,
as Willi and other scholars had done, Beta analyses the significant terms, de-
scriptions, and evaluations provided in the Aristophanic texts for the language
used by each one of these groups. In this perspective, Beta establishes a basic
dichotomy which conditions Aristophanes’ classification of speech forms: on
one hand, the “negative speech” is typical of the targets of comic satire, such as
politicians, sophists, mediocre poets, antagonists of the hero, and the other
alazones of the stage; on the other hand, the “positive speech” is attributed to
the poet himself, in his statements in the parabasis, and to the praiseworthy
heroes of his dramas.

A series of unpleasant, dangerous, and reprehensible qualities is associated
with the speech of the satirised characters. Politicians and charlatans have
loud, babbling, and offensive voices, similar to the cries of animals. The lan-
guage of sophists and intellectuals is marked by emptiness, vagueness, and
vanity, a hollow void under their verbal brilliance and subtlety. Their words are
like thin air. Their talk abounds, of course, in neologisms, complex antitheses,
and other rhetorical gimmicks. The discourses of politicians are steeped in lies
and deceit, calumny and flattery, sycophancy and cunning. The degenerate

45 Totaro 2019. Colvin included a few remarks on the language of comic barbarians in his own
studies: Colvin 1999, 281-294; Colvin 2000, 287-291. See also Brixhe 1988; Morenilla-Talens
1989; Lamagna 2000; Negri/Ornaghi 2008.

46 Beta 2004.
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eloquence of radical demagogues, in particular, is associated with filth, scato-
logy, and perversion. The alazones, bomolochoi, and buffoons of the comic
stage are also notable for deceitful and puffed-up outpourings. Women are
prone to idle talk, chattering, and loquacity, although central heroines, such
as Praxagora and Lysistrata, may display the serious rhetorical skills of male
eloquence. The propensity towards prattling and garrulousness is also
deemed to be a feature of old men and slaves. By contrast, the elocution of the
poet and the positive heroes is a model of truthfulness, justice, righteousness,
and good sense.

Plutarch, in his notorious denunciation of Aristophanic comedy (Compara-
tio Aristophanis et Menandri 853d), accused the great comic poet of haphazardly
mixing all kinds of disparate styles. In Plutarch’s view, Aristophanes never
gives to each particular category of characters its fitting and appropriate lan-
guage; the reader cannot tell from the text whether the speaker is a son or a
father, a rustic or a god, a hero or an old woman, a king or a housewife, an ora-
tor or a scumbag of the market. It is a pity that Plutarch did not have the chance
to read the works of Willi, Beta, and the other scholars mentioned in this section.
He would have been moved to considerably revise his unfair statements.

2.5 Artifices of humour

The comic poet’s mastery of language is particularly evident in the way he ma-
nipulates words to create humour. Lesky had already remarked that the major
and most interesting part of Aristophanic comic effects are generated through
verbal mechanisms; wordplays and puns, paradoxes and oxymora, unexpected
locutions and aprosdoketa, funny words and phrases, and other artifices of this
kind are at the centre of the comic writer’s métier. Although research on these
linguistic procedures has not been prolific, in spite of Lesky’s exhortations, a
few stimulating works, especially in the new millennium, have successfully
anatomised the verbal neurons of Aristophanic humour.

As was the case with the categories of comic vocabulary (see above, 2.3),
there have been individual studies of separate linguistic tropes and devices of
humorous intent. These include the repetition of phrases and lines of comic
text, which may serve to produce humorous effects (irony, derision, parody,
burlesque absurdity, comic characterisation) or to connect different parts of the
comedy through recurrent linguistic leitmotivs; various kinds of wordplay,
which rely on semantic ambiguity, polysemous words, assonance, or elliptic
and ambivalent syntax; comic misunderstandings caused by euphemistic and
ambivalent expressions; punning compounds and word coinages; and various
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figures of speech and rhetorical effects, such as anaphora, chiasmus, and an-
tithesis.” Ian Ruffell also examined the arrangement of sequences of jokes into
larger routines, around which entire scenes may revolve; for example, the funny
metonymies of the animal trial in the Wasps, the strings of “stand-up comedy”
jests with the audience in the prologue of the same play, or various metaphor-
oriented routines of comic confrontation in the Knights.*®

Much interest has been roused by the so-called aprosdoketon or para
prosdokian joke, the kind of jest that relies on unexpected expressions and ver-
bal surprise. In a series of essays, plentiful examples of this device have been
catalogued and classified with regard to their themes, grammatical and lexical
structure, notional function, and positioning within the lines of the text. Schol-
ars have explicated the basic mechanics of the device, in particular the effects of
dissonance and incongruity, the mixture of serious and ludicrous terms, and the
operation of the final surprising punch line, the unforeseen tag which carries
the gist of the joke. Through close readings of passages including aprosdoketa,
mostly from Aristophanic texts, scholars have also highlighted the interaction
of this form of humour with other comic techniques, such as obscenity and
political invective.*

Most recently, the study of the para prosdokian has been significantly fur-
thered by Dimitrios Kanellakis, who dedicated to this artifice a long and
thought-provoking chapter of his monograph on the poetics of surprise in Aris-
tophanic comedy.*® Kanellakis combined the insights of ancient grammarians
with the methods of modern linguistic science, to establish an accurate defini-
tion of the para prosdokian (“a figure of speech in which the latter part of an
idiom, proverb, or well-known expression or formula of words is altered to make
an unexpected and humorous ending”). He offered full analysis of the structure
and verbal mechanisms of this device and proposed a typological classification of
the specimens, based on criteria of source, theme, and morphology. He thus
brought forth the close interaction of para prosdokian jokes with other important

47 See Miller 1944 and Miller 1945 on repetitions; Diller 1978 on various kinds of wordplay,
calembour, punning compounds, and neologisms, but restricted to the Acharnians; Sommer-
stein 1999, 213-217 on misunderstandings; Slings 2002 on figures of speech; Melis 2018 on
verbal plays of polysemy and ambiguity. Robson 2006, 39-69 also discusses examples of vari-
ous types of joke (repetition, tragic parody, para prosdokian, coinages and unusual words,
puns of ambiguity, and double entendres), although his emphasis is on theoretical models of
humour analysis, not on the elucidation of verbal mechanics.

48 Ruffell 2011, 112-156.

49 Filippo 2001-2002; Napolitano 2007; Comentale 2015, 53—-60.

50 Kanellakis 2020, 23-85.
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procedures of linguistic amusement (paratragedy, aischrologia, hyperbole, and
climax). He investigated the structural and syntactic distribution of aprosdoketa
in Aristophanic discourse, the linguistic materials (parts of speech, grammatical
levels) involved in the fabrication of the extant examples, their relative statisti-
cal occurrence in the various sections of the play and in the parts of different
standard characters. He explicated dozens of passages of this kind from Aristo-
phanic comedies, underlining the reverberations of the verbal comic technique
on the dramatic situation and the scenic action. With his methodical approach,
control of the evidence, and good judgement, Kanellakis has not only written
the most fruitful discussion of the comic para prosdokian but also provided a
model for future studies of verbal techniques of humour.

In a brief coda, Kanellakis has also treated the oxymoron, a type of witti-
cism which consists in the juxtaposition of two opposite semantic values. This
particular device proves to be rare in Aristophanic comedy.” It would take per-
haps a more affected and mannered kind of humorous writing, as found, e.g., in
the stilted courtly satires of the English Restoration or in the witty brilliance of
Wilde and Shaw, to elaborate the oxymoron to the full extent of its potential.

Another particular source of verbal humour, which has been repeatedly
studied, consists in the so-called speaking or significant names: in other words,
the personal names of comic characters and other relevant appellations (nick-
names and sobriquets, demotics, ethnic and place names, theonyms), which
have been specially coined by the poet or appropriately chosen from the exist-
ing repertoire of real life, so as to serve an aesthetic and dramatic purpose — for
example, to express a character’s particular ethos and role in the comedy, epit-
omise central themes and tendencies of the plot, function as a medium of invec-
tive and satirise personalities of contemporary Athens, or produce various hu-
morous results. Related studies have emphasised the use of names as literary
tools and structural elements of the comic fiction, as well as their importance
for personal satire and onomasti komoidein. The use of stock or standardised
names for particular categories of characters (e.g. slaves, citizen women, and
elderly men), which was bound to become a staple feature of Middle and New
Comedy, was also traced back to the comic poets of the fifth century. Most inter-
estingly, scholars have commented on the dynamic operation of naming as an
element of dramatic action, highlighting how the names of important characters

51 Kanellakis 2020, 85-87.
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are revealed at key moments of the plot, so as to maximise their dramatic im-
pression or their laughable effect.*

There have also been forays outside the classic tradition of Attic comedy.
Andreas Willi offered an exemplary survey of Epicharmus’ literary dialect, ana-
lysing its phonology, morphology, syntax, lexicon, as well as its colloquial ma-
terial and local Sicilian idioms. In this context, he also discussed Epicharmean
linguistic humour, especially puns of etymology and paronomasia, funny simi-
les, aprosdoketa, and accumulations. His lead was followed by Sara Tosetti,
who collected and interpreted a good number of Epicharmean wordplays and
verbal jokes: puns based on homonymy, homophony, semantic ambiguities,
and sound effects, double entendres with obscene sense, quiproquos and mis-
understandings, fabricated speaking names, and ridiculous compounds.” All
these artifices bear eloquent testimony to the refined humour and high literary
level of Epicharmean drama.

Two broader synthetic studies of verbal humour were produced decades
apart from each other. Firstly, the Greek scholar Christos Michael wrote a disser-
tation on the tropes and stylistic devices of the Aristophanic comic logos, draw-
ing amply on the poet’s entire oeuvre.>* His work covered a mixed variety of
literary techniques, including categories which pertain to content rather than
linguistic form, such as satire, invective, irony of situation, black and macabre
humour, marvellous tales, the ridicule of gods, and the manifestations of ala-
zoneia. Much of his study, nonetheless, surveyed purely linguistic forms of comic
expression: witticisms, sophisms, funny proverbs and maxims; various kinds of
wordplay based on sound effects, semantic ambiguities, synonymy, homonymy,
and etymology; the mechanisms of parody, such as transposition, disfigurement,
and pastiche; misunderstandings of multivalent words and phrases; the linguis-
tic means of irony (rhetorical questions, exclamations); aprosdoketa created by
unexpected words, phrases, and pragmatic references, by the distortion of literary
passages and proverbs, or by incongruous combinations of disparate items;

52 See Bonanno 1987; Olson 1992; Beltrametti 2019. The monograph by Kanavou 2011 is
scarcely more than a catalogue of lemmata, accompanied by explanations borrowed and com-
piled from the standard commentaries on Aristophanes, with no trace of original thought and
no contribution to broader interpretative issues. It is sad that this book should occupy now the
place of a “standard” work on Aristophanic speaking names, due to the mere lack of alterna-
tives. A new synthetic and interpretative study of personal names in Old Comedy is sorely
needed.

53 Willi 2008, 119-161; Tosetti 2018. A methodical description of the poetic dialect of Epicharmus
and the Doric mime was already carried out by Cassio 2002.

54 Michael 1981.
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repetition of words and lines, anaphora, parallelisms, homeoteleuton, and
rhyme; funny sobriquets and satirical distortion of proper names; comic neolo-
gisms, fabrication of new words, onomatopoeia, derivatives, and ludicrous long
compounds; sound effects, alliteration, and paronomasia; metaphors and simi-
les; comic prayers, oaths, and curses; and the humorous functions of the classic
repertoire of rhetorical figures, from hypallage, hysteron proteron, hendiadys,
and hyperbaton to asyndeton, polysyndeton, periphrasis, antithesis, metony-
my, synecdoche, and aposiopesis. He also briefly touched upon other figures of
style, such as bathos and anticlimax, paradox, repartee, insults, obscenity, and
the humorous exploitation of colloquialisms and specialised vocabulary.

Michael set his study in a general philosophical framework; he elaborated
on the aesthetic nature and psychological effects of the comic, based on ideas
from Schlegel, Schopenhauer, and Bergson. In spite of the broad range and
comprehensiveness of the material, however, the investigation of the individ-
ual tropes and artifices was not much developed in terms of interpretation and
commentary. Michael offered typological classifications and methodical sys-
tems of subdivisions for each category, but attempted no close readings of
individual passages, no explications of the mechanics of humour, and no
comparative investigations. Much of his book consists of catalogues of exam-
ples, classified under typological headings. The author drew a preliminary
map of the vast area of Aristophanic comic discourse, but provided little guid-
ance as to its sights.

Much more sophisticated and theoretically up-to-date is Stephen Kidd’s
book on nonsense and meaning in Greek comedy, in which a number of verbal
mechanisms of comic effect are explored, though hardly in a systematic or ex-
haustive manner.” Kidd sets out from the concept of “nonsense”, the utterance
or action that is seemingly interpretable but ultimately escapes meaning; ac-
cording to his approach, this kind of playful reference-free incongruity lies at
the core of the pleasure of comedy and constitutes the risible element par excel-
lence, the essence of comic fun. Under this perspective, Kidd examines a series
of linguistic formations and devices which can be connected with the central
axis of hilarious nonsense, such as riddles, metaphors, allegories, wordplays,
verbal coinages, repetitions, and rambling speech. Unfortunately, the reduction
of the material under an idiosyncratic and ultimately elusive concept does not
favour the methodical classification and comprehensive study of the techniques
and figures of speech. Nonsense is essentially a notional, not a linguistic category,
and as such it is not a suitable tool for illuminating the mechanics of comic

55 Kidd 2014.
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language. It may prove useful, nonetheless, in probing peculiar, exceptional, or
borderline cases of linguistic creativity.

In this direction, Kidd examines riddles and conundrums incorporated into
the comic text, a fascinating element of verbal humour, which was especially
loved by the authors or Middle Comedy but has roots already in fifth-century
masters such as Aristophanes and Crates. He focuses primarily on riddles and
cognate forms (oracles, allegorical locutions) which do not truly have a solution
but offer parodies and funny reproductions of enigmatic and symbolic formulas,
as a void shell of form, without correspondence to an external reality. In such
cases, the riddling language turns and reflects on itself. Kidd furthermore dis-
cusses extended metaphors and allegories, such as the trial of the dogs in the
Wasps and the vocabulary of sex used in connection with feminine personified
abstractions in several plays (Aristophanes’ Peace and Lysistrata, Eupolis’ Cities).
As he demonstrates, in these examples the metaphorical expression sometimes
breaks loose from the signified reality and wanders freely into the imaginary
world created by the imagery per se. An analogous approach is applied also to
other elements: far-fetched wordplays, which rely on simple homophonies and
games of sounds and have a tenuous connection with the content and meaning
of the characters’ words; ludicrous verbal coinages and multi-syllable com-
pounds, in which the semantic values of the individual components seem to
merge into the pure exuberance of language; and funny repetitions of words or
phrases, which destroy the meaningfulness of the linguistic items by means of
their vain proliferation.

2.6 The Silk Road: broader syntheses

The years around the turn of the millennium were a propitious time for the
study of Aristophanic poetic expression. Apart from the comprehensive mono-
graphs by Willi and Beta, which were mentioned above, two other important
works were published at that time, offering a wide-ranging overview and critical
evaluation of many facets of Aristophanes’ verbal humour and artistry. For the
scholars of ancient comedy, the inauguration of the twenty-first century showed
that in the beginning was the word.

Gerrit Kloss, in his book on the manifestations of comic speech in Aristoph-
anes, examined the forms of linguistic humour in the context of pragmatic anal-
ysis and communication theory, as speech acts of a peculiar kind.*® In essence,

56 Kloss 2001.
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the jokes of comedy are speech acts gone wrong, utterances which violate one
or more of the prerequisite conditions for the success of a speech act. The comic
effect is generated from the disturbance or failure of the communicative pro-
cess. This theoretical frame enables the scholar to analyse the modes and tropes
of comic language not merely as rhetorical and stylistic artifices, but as integral
factors of the plot and performance of the play; the funny speech acts are
viewed as constituents of the live interaction between dramatic characters and
are interwoven with the creation of comic situations. In this perspective, Kloss
reviews a series of phenomena of humorous speech, which belong to various
categories, and provides close readings and detailed discussions of several Aris-
tophanic passages. His work thus becomes a useful commented anthology and
a selective encyclopaedia of the forms of comic language.

Kloss’ investigation ranges over phenomena of linguistic characterisation,
deviant or aberrant idiolects, parody and imitation of literary, official, and cultic
registers, types of joke, and stylistic figures. In particular, he examines the gib-
berish and the ridiculously broken Greek of barbarian characters (Pseudartabas,
Triballus, the Scythian guard), a form of communicative failure which causes
laughable incongruities and misunderstandings. The dialectical speech of non-
Athenians, on the other hand, is proved to function as a means of characterisa-
tion, rather than as an object of mockery and comic effect. The vocal and gram-
matical faults of prominent contemporary komoidoumenoi (for example, Cleon’s
loud tirades, Alcibiades’ and Hyperbolus’ flawed phonetics, the lapsus linguae
of the actor Hegelochus) are mercilessly satirised. Kloss furthermore discusses
the comic use of various revered or established linguistic systems from the
spheres of literature, religion, administration, and popular culture: hexameter
oracles, legal documents such as laws, decrees, and treaties, public prayers and
curses, military orders, sympotic songs, fables and Sybaritic anecdotes, and the
vocabulary of philosophical discourse. The introduction of these divergent lan-
guage codes into the comic text serves a variety of dramatic purposes.

A valuable chapter is dedicated to the vulgar jokes, anticlimactic similes,
mocking asides, and silly anecdotes placed on the lips of the bomolochos and
interposed in the dialogue in order to afford comic relief. Kloss also analyses
examples of comic misunderstandings (such as the hilarious interventions of
Critylla in the parody of Euripides’ Helen in the Thesmophoriazusae 850-923)
from the point of view of failed speech acts. Finally, he explores the repetition of
words and phrases as a means of creating burlesque or ironical effects and as a
leitmotiv connecting different parts of the play. Though far from exhaustive,
Kloss’ study conveys a fair idea of the overall richness and variety of the linguistic
arsenal of Aristophanic humour. The comic poet emerges as a verbal jongleur,
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who dexterously juggles with a large number of linguistic devices, like so many
balls in the air, in order to produce a magnificent and entertaining spectacle for
his audience.

The most complex and fascinating critical appraisal of Aristophanes’ lan-
guage as an aesthetic creation and an accomplishment of poetic art is found in
Michael Silk’s magnum opus on Aristophanes and the definition of comedy, the
culmination of two decades of thought and research. Amidst an impressive
general discussion of the literary techniques and expressive means of Aristo-
phanic drama, Silk dedicated a sizeable part of his investigation to language
and style as a central component of comic poetics.”” He sought to trace the
sources of Aristophanes’ poetic greatness in his mastery of words and demon-
strated how the multifarious ingredients of Aristophanic style (from tragic bor-
rowings to barbarian pidgin, from omnivorous literary echoes to colloquialism
and animal voices) ultimately serve the poet’s unified vision of the world. A
genuine heir of the best traditions of New Criticism, Silk offered close readings
of numerous textual passages, by means of which he brought forth the defining
qualities of Aristophanes’ poetics of language.

As Silk demonstrates, the Aristophanic text is branded by an immense vari-
ability and mobility of stylistic level. High and low elements are blended with
the utmost dexterity. The poet often juxtaposes characters that incarnate differ-
ent stylistic codes or contrasted levels of expression (e.g. the turgidity of Aes-
chylus versus the insubstantiality of Euripides). The language displays unpre-
dictable variations and continuous undulations between the portentous and the
banal, the literary and the colloquial, pathos and bathos, lyric exaltation and
coarse insult. Yet, behind and beyond this seemingly infinite diversity, there are
certain stylistic features which permeate Aristophanes’ manner of expression
and assume central significance for his art. Silk singles out first and foremost
the physicality of the language, the preponderance of the material element
which is given poetic form. The metaphors materialised on stage, the osmosis of
the metonymical and the real, the sharp and bold verbal combinations, the
sensuous obscenity, all these elements contribute to the intensely physical
sense of the text. The second trademark of Aristophanic writing is accumula-
tion, which is displayed on every level of composition: lexicon (large compound
words), syntax (long lists of terms, paratactic juxtapositions), elocution and
versification (parallel phrases and repeated stylistic patterns, often enhanced
by sound effects). This accumulative slant is the main cause of the exuberance
which so strongly marks the Aristophanic text.

57 Silk 2000, 98-206.
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The third main trait, a corollary of the essential mobility of Aristophanic
style, is discontinuity, in other words, the collision of incompatible items, which
is ubiquitous in the text and underlies a range of stylistic manoeuvres: para-
tragedy, para prosdokian, verbal coinages, violation of the dramatic illusion,
bold comic metaphors, all rely on the unpredictable and irregular combination
of unrelated elements. In the most extended and elaborate sequences of meta-
phor and allegorical imagery, the terms of the real subject continuously intrude
and disrupt the consistency of the metaphorical image. The conjunction of the
concrete and the abstract (“oats and salvation”, “smell of quietism and poplar”)
is another emblematically Aristophanic manifestation of the same principle of
discontinuity. The cumulative effect of these three capital stylistic features is to
convey a particular poetic vision of the world, an exuberant acceptance of exist-
ence in all its peculiar diversity. Silk compares this Aristophanic worldview with
the modern literary-theoretical concept of defamiliarisation, which was devel-
oped by the Russian formalists: the purpose of poetry is to make objects unfa-
miliar and thus grant readers a renewed vision of the things of the world, which
will enhance their sensation of life. The vitalism of Aristophanic language is the
essential catalyst for this defamiliarising and reinvigorating experience.

2.7 Middle Comedy

Most of the monographs and essays mentioned in the preceding sections con-
cern exclusively or par excellence the language of Aristophanes; at most, they
take account also of the fragments of his fifth-century colleagues. It was inevi-
table, perhaps, that the material of Old Comedy would preponderate in scholar-
ly research, given that the comic language of Aristophanes (and, to some extent,
of his contemporary playwrights) was a rare artistic accomplishment, a phe-
nomenon of poetic vitality and euphoria virtually unparalleled in the ancient
literary canon. However, the history of Greek comedy did not end at the begin-
ning of the fourth century, nor should the study of its verbal and stylistic as-
pects stop at that time. Although they are fewer by comparison with the bulk of
Aristophanic scholarship, important and stimulating studies of the language of
Middle and especially of New Comedy have been published over a period of
several decades. There are also great prospects of further research in this par-
ticular area, both with regard to the material of fourth-century comedy per se
and in comparison with the expressive means of Aristophanes and Old Comedy.

Concerning the produce of Middle Comedy, the fragmentary remains of the
early and middle decades of the fourth century, most of the relevant scholarship
focuses on the parody of high-style poetic genres and its humorous techniques.
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Tragedy, especially Euripidean tragedy, but also the productions of the post-
classical tragic dramatists, remained an important intertext for the comic writ-
ers of that age. Following the example of Rau and other students of Aristophan-
ic paratragedy, the scholars who have investigated this phenomenon in Middle
Comedy examined a variety of materials, surveying both content and form.
Alongside the comic adaptation and distortion of tragic myths and scenarios,
scenic machinery and dramaturgical techniques, they also drew attention to
linguistic facets: tragic quotations and paraphrases introduced in the comic
fragments, burlesques of lines from tragedies and pastiches of tragic style, use
of marked formulas and stylistic patterns from standard structures of tragedy,
such as the narrative prologue and the messenger speech. In spite of the diffi-
culties posed by the scantiness and fragmentariness of the material, scholars
have attempted to delineate new traits and tendencies which distinguish the
paratragedy of fourth-century comic poets by comparison to their fifth-century
predecessors. These new trends consist firstly in a more nuanced critical stance
towards tragedy as a model art form; and secondly in the assimilation of the
tragic echoes and imitations into the favourite plot schemes and thematic con-
cerns of fourth-century comic drama, such as the travesty of myth, love intrigues,
and culinary matters.*®

The most abundantly exploited target of parody in Middle Comedy was
dithyrambic poetry. A great number of comic fragments consist of burlesque
spoofs of the high-flown style of the New Dithyramb, usually placed on the lips
of comic cooks or slaves, who describe in a ridiculously elevated manner food-
stuffs and culinary dishes, wine and drinking vessels, and other paraphernalia
of the banquet. Heinz-Giinther Nesselrath, in his seminal monograph on the
literary history and poetics of Middle Comedy, dedicated a substantial chapter
to the analysis of these mock-dithyrambic tirades and described in detail their
linguistic ingredients: extravagant compound words, rare and stilted poetic
vocabulary, long and rambling circumlocutions, affected periphrases, loose or
tortuous syntax, and interminable sequences of accumulated clauses in asynde-
ton or parataxis. All these stylistic means were well exploited already by Aris-
tophanes, who also regularly made fun of the dithyrambic poets and their heav-
ily ornate expression. Nevertheless, as Nesselrath showed, in Middle Comedy
these devices were applied to different subject-matter, combined in new ways,
and treated in a wholly peculiar and distinctive spirit, which produced a form of
verbal humour and a kind of sound unheard in the comic tradition until then.*”

58 See Oliva 1968; Hunter 1987, 281-291; Cusset 2003, 31-52.
59 Nesselrath 1990, 241-280.
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In the context of his investigation, Nesselrath also examined a number of other
rhetorical and poetic figures mobilised by the bragging cooks and slaves of
Middle Comedy to enhance the mock-elevated effect of their tirades: enormous
lists of food names and culinary terms, mostly cast in long clusters of anapaes-
tic dimeters; accumulations of phrases and parallelism of verses, reinforced
through parison, isocolon, and homeoteleuton.

Other scholars carried on these researches and further explored the figure
of the comic cook as a wordsmith and master of language, both in Middle Com-
edy and in its epigones in the Hellenistic age. They documented the cook’s ver-
balism and lofty expressions, his parodies of high-style tragic and dithyrambic
poetry, his detailed accounts of recipes and accumulations of culinary vocabu-
lary, his use of Homeric glosses, philosophical terms, and scientific jargon from
various disciplines (medicine, musical theory, architecture, astronomy, geome-
try, and military tactics).*®® Riddles and conundrums, which were a popular form
in Middle Comedy and provided material for extensive episodes and even for
entire plays, have also been fruitfully studied. Scholars have dissected the linguis-
tic procedures and stylistic figures of comic riddles, their use of kennings and
enigmatic circumlocutions, metaphors and symbolic imagery, contradictions,
paradoxes, and other artifices intended to confuse the listener and obfuscate
meaning.®!

Overall, in spite of the aforementioned works, the verbal humour of Middle
Comedy is an underexplored field of research. Many valuable remarks on the
style and linguistic artifices of particular fragments are found in the commen-
taries on the remains of individual poets, from the classic earlier books by Rich-
ard Hunter and Geoffrey Arnott to the long series of excellently documented
volumes of the Freiburg Fragmenta Comica project, which has already covered
most of the poets of this period. Nevertheless, the lack of broader synthetic stud-
ies of the language of Middle Comedy is palpable. There is room for more than
one dissertation which will investigate the multifarious figures and tropes of
humorous expression in fourth-century comic fragments, from wordplay, witti-
cisms, funny compounds and neologisms, types of vocabulary, philosophical
jargon, ritual and technical codes to repetition, graphic metaphors and similes,
sound effects, aprosdoketa, and even such rhetorical devices as asyndeton and
polysyndeton, homeoteleuton, hypallage, and synecdoche. Perennially pushed

60 See Dohm 1964, 160-203; Kassel 1974; Livrea 1980; Gallo 1981, 84-140; Roselli 2000; Do-
brov 2002; Belardinelli 2008; Garcia Soler 2008; Di Marco 2010; Stamatis 2014, 31-33, 131-177.
61 See Konstantakos 2000, 115-117, 146-210; Piitz 2007, 192-211; Monda 2012; Kidd 2014, 52—69.



Introduction =—— 33

to the margins of literary history, Middle Comedy is still expecting to find its
Andreas Willi, its Simone Beta, its Gerrit Kloss, or (why not) its Michael Silk.

2.8 Menander and New Comedy

The discoveries of many papyri, over more than a century, have vouchsafed us a
moderate sample of Menander’s oeuvre, sufficient for literary study and inter-
pretation, even though miserably small by comparison to the poet’s total out-
put. Menandrian style and poetic expression, so different from the exuberant
speech of Aristophanic comedy, have attracted a good deal of scholarly interest.
Benjamin Cartlidge’s recent dissertation has offered an admirable grammatical
description and analysis of Menander’s language, examining most of its main
aspects (phonology, morphology, word formation, syntax of subordinate claus-
es) in relation to the development of the Hellenistic Koine.*? Earlier linguistic
investigations of this kind concentrated on the typology of selected grammatical
and syntactic phenomena, such as the formation, use, and distribution of the
perfect tense and the varieties of hyperbaton in the Menandrian texts.®® The new
words (mostly unattested compounds or derivatives) found in the papyri of
Menander have also been collected and analysed morphologically and semanti-
cally, as important indications for everyday speech or technical registers in
early Hellenistic Athens.*

The bulk of related scholarship is concerned, of course, with the literary as-
pects and aesthetic operation of Menandrian language, with the poet’s stylistic
devices, mechanisms of verbal wit, and their dramatic function. Research in
these areas has tended to take the form of specialised essays and small mono-
graphs on individual techniques and figures of style, rather than produce com-
prehensive and synthetic works comprising general overviews of a variety of
such forms. Nevertheless, the scholarship on Menander’s humorous wordsmith-
ing is much more plentiful than the studies dedicated to his predecessors of the
period of Middle Comedy.

Menander’s complex literary debt to tragic poetry has been explored in
many books and articles, and its linguistic aspects have received a fair amount
of attention. Scholars have examined the introduction of tragic quotations in
the Menandrian text and their self-conscious exploitation by the personages;

62 Cartlidge 2014.
63 Goldberg 1996.
64 Pascucci 1971; Pascucci 1972.
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the use of elevated tragic vocabulary, metre, and diction to underline the ten-
sion and pathos of a dramatic scene or the emotion of a character’s speech,
often in a subtly ironic manner; the application of tragic elocution to mundane
matters or the mixture of tragic style and everyday speech for humorous effects;
the imitation of the style of standard tragic parts, such as the narrative pro-
logue, the recognition scene, and the messenger speech; and the employment of
tragically coloured speech for linguistic characterisation, in order to mark par-
ticular dramatic characters as notably educated and dignified, or conversely as
pretentious and pompous persons.®

This latter line of investigation leads to another area of research on which
plentiful scholarly studies have concentrated: namely, the utilisation of linguis-
tic and stylistic means in order to illustrate the ethos of the Menandrian person-
ages, to bring out the peculiar idiosyncrasy, moral qualities, or intellectual gifts
of individual characters. Much more prominently and palpably than in the plays
of Aristophanes, the personages of Menander’s comedy are differentiated
through the language they speak, according to their sex, age, social position,
educational background, or comic type. A great number of essays have explored
this rich stratification of the Menandrian text, whether focusing on the idiolect
of individual characters from one or the other play, or highlighting general
trends which distinguish the speech of entire categories of personages and
stock types.® Menander is shown to have handled a range of devices for this
purpose: specific phrases or speech patterns used by an individual character as
his or her favourite mannerisms or personal gimmicks of speech; dense repeti-
tion of the same or cognate keywords, whose semantic field pertains to the
speaker’s main ethical qualities; preferential assignment of selected elements
(particular oaths and interjections, personal, possessive, or demonstrative pro-
nouns, and other grammatical structures) to certain social or ethological groups
of characters, such as slaves, women, hetairai, or old grouches; reserved re-
course to special codes, such as obscenity, slang, and technical jargon, for the
illustration of peculiar types (drunken slave, mock-doctor etc.); and a nuanced
distribution of rhetorical effects such as asyndeton, enjambement, alliteration,
anaphora, and hyperbaton.

65 See especially Sandbach 1970, 124-136; Katsouris 1975, 101-181; Poole 1978; Arnott 1986;
Hurst 1990; Cavallero 1994, 83—89; Leurini 1994; Cusset 2003; Zanetto 2014.

66 See Zini 1938; Osmun 1954; Dedoussi 1964; Sandbach 1970; Feneron 1974, 88-91; de Kat
Eliassen 1975; Del Corno 1975; Katsouris 1975, 101-181; Ferrero 1976, 100—105; Bain 1984; Brenk
1987; Arnott 1995; Grasso 1995; Krieter-Spiro 1997, 201-251; Ferrari 2014.
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A series of important findings have emerged from these researches, which
help to draw a linguistic map of the world of New Comedy. To take some exam-
ples: The old men of Menander’s comedies do not constitute a linguistically
unified type, but rather an ample gallery of variegated speech idiosyncrasies,
which includes some of the most amusing specimens of Menandrian theatre.
For instance, the language of Niceratus, the simple and poor paterfamilias in
the Samia, is branded by short asyndetic sentences and a proclivity towards
superlative and exaggerated expressions, especially in his moments of anger.
On the other hand, Demeas, the rich gentleman in the same play, masters a rich
variety of registers, ranging from cultured fluency and vivid imagery to emo-
tionally charged paratragedy and dexterous manipulation of humour and irony.
Knemon, the protagonist of the Dyskolos, displays his rustic uncouthness and
misanthropy through his predilection for negatives, emphatic and absolute
expressions. Other rustic figures, such as Gorgias in the Dyskolos, suffer from
rigid syntax, maladroit articulation of sentences, imitation of old-fashioned or
pompous bookish style, and proneness to gnomic platitudes. Young men, espe-
cially lovers, such as Sostratus in the Dyskolos and Moschion in the Samia, are
endowed with fluent and elegant speech, rhetorical capacities, and a reflective
or introspective tone. The soldiers, such as Polemon in the Perikeiromene and
Thrasonides in the Misoumenos, are prone to impulsive expression and hyper-
bolic sentimentality.

The diction of many slaves is colourless and conventional. Nevertheless,
some of the most interesting representatives of the type are marked by stylistic
individuality. For example, Daos in the Aspis demonstrates his intelligence
through his complex syntax, familiarity with elevated and tragic diction, wide-
ranging vocabulary, wordplays, and ironic wit. Pyrrhias in the Dyskolos is gifted
with lively figurative language. The garrulous Onesimus in the Epitrepontes
uses colourful images and mixes colloquialisms with fancy terms, which betray
his desire to mimic the style of the well-educated. The cook Sikon in the Dys-
kolos is one of the greatest verbal masters of Menandrian comedy, full of wit and
wordplays, unusual words and imaginative metaphors. Female characters fill
their speech with emotional expressions, especially adjectives, adverbs, forms
of address, and exclamations indicating affection, sympathy, tenderness, and
(self-)pity. Habrotonon in the Epitrepontes, with her effusive superlatives and
abundant terms of endearment, is an emblematic example. On the other limit of
the spectrum, the elderly woman slave Philinna in the Georgos utters many
impulsive exclamations which voice strong feelings.

These fruitful researches are founded on the groundwork laid by other for-
malistic studies, which have methodically examined important grammatical
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phenomena, complex syntactic structures, and rhetorical figures (asyndeton,
aposiopesis, questions and answers, word order, direct and indirect speech,
rhyme and sound effects, anaphora and repetition, traditional verbal formulas)
and illuminated their use, typology, and distribution over the entire Menandri-
an corpus, though not necessarily in connection with particular character types
and their ethology. As has emerged from these studies, uncommon or abnormal
word order serves to underline the speaker’s emotion, excitement, or sarcasm.
Asyndeta of various lengths and types may be used in monologues, narrative
speeches, and lively dialogue, in order to create graphic vividness or indicate
emotional agitation. Aposiopesis is introduced by speakers for reasons of dis-
creetness and delicacy, euphemism, or repression of violent sentiments. Ques-
tions, longer or shorter, are employed to reveal various kinds of emotion, ensure
dramatic pace and vivacity in dialogue, or help the advancement of the plot
through the disclosure of information. Quotation of direct speech and dialogue
inside a soliloquy renders the long monologue livelier and more theatrically
effective; it is also useful for the indirect characterisation of other personages.
Long and complex sentences are used in prologues, monologues, and rheseis to
convey important information or capture the heart of an argument in an eco-
nomical manner. Rhyme, assonance, and anaphora heighten emotion and afford
rhetorical elevation to the speech, often with ironic results.

Considerable interest has been attracted by the gnomic utterances, maxims,
and proverbs included in the Menandrian text. Scholars have studied a number
of aspects, including the morphology and syntactic structure of these forms of
didactic speech; the formulas employed for their introduction and demarcation
in the comic text; the metrical effects and rhetorical figures used for their formu-
lation (chiasmus, parallelism, antithesis, assonance); their moral content,
themes, and areas of reference; the imagery and similes contained in them,
which range over a wide variety of fields of experience, from the animal king-
dom to food, from myth to ethnic stereotypes and popular folktale; their literary
ancestry and attestations in earlier tradition; and their application to the dra-
matic situation, the plot of the drama, and the delineation of the characters,
which is often innovative or ironic.%®

Menander’s techniques of verbal humour have also enjoyed their share of
attention. The linguistic artifices, on which related scholarship has concentrated,
include wordplays, both hackneyed and original ones; witticisms and effects of

67 See Feneron 1974; Ferrero 1976; Katsouris 1976; Turner 1980; Ireland 1981; Ricottilli 1984;
Heap 1992; Lamagna 1998; Niinlist 2002.
68 Tzifopoulos 1995; Leurini 2006; Schirru 2010; Tosi 2014; Leurini 2019.
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comic irony; rude terms and insults, even some obscenities and double enten-
dres, especially on the lips of low-brow characters, such as the slave personnel;
funny combinations of words and paradoxical turns of phrase; long accumula-
tions and odd-sounding or exuberant compounds; para prosdokian jokes, artful-
ly positioned in the verse; misunderstandings of ambiguous terms; and repeti-
tion of the same words and phrases to hilarious results. All these effects, of
course, are exploited by the comic poet with moderation and subtlety, in con-
formity with the overall refinement and urbanity of the Menandrian comédie
larmoyante.®® As in the case of Middle Comedy, the works of this kind are fewer
than the studies of the same phenomena in the oeuvre of Aristophanes. The full
and methodical investigation of verbal humour in Menander and more general-
ly in New Comedy still constitutes a desideratum of research. Antonis Petrides
takes a significant step towards the fulfilment of this goal with his chapter in the
present volume; he provides an all-embracing survey of Menander’s linguistic
techniques of humour, though concentrating on a single play.

Finally, a fascinating line of investigation, which has not been pursued as
much as it would deserve, is the interaction of language and performance, espe-
cially the connection between particular forms of style and the delivery of the
text by the actors. Phenomena such as the use of long and syntactically complex
clauses, full of dense participial constructions, in the narrative prologues, or the
abundance of asyndeta, anacolutha, and exclamations in passages of emotion-
ally charged speech, may have served also as indications for a specific manner
of hypokrisis and enunciation of the dramatic text on stage. The quotations of
other characters’ speech within a soliloquy, which are demarcated with a num-
ber of formal and syntactic conventions, would also have called for a special
mode of delivery; they might well have been uttered with a voice, tone, and
sound effects different from those the speaker would have used for his own
words. Other special forms of speech, such as repartee, asides and interjections,
obscene insults and allusions, would have been appropriately voiced by the
performers and accompanied with suitable movements and mimicry, to maximise
their scenic effect.”

69 Cavallero 1994; Arnott 1997; Craik 2001; Rampichini 2002.
70 Osmun 1952; Del Corno 1994; Cavallero 1994, 98—101; Niinlist 2002.
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3 The present volume

The present volume represents a contribution to the study of the language of
ancient Greek comedy, in the wake of the rich tradition of research outlined in
the previous section. A collection of eleven chapters address a range of aspects
of the linguistic material and stylistic artifices exploited by the Greek comic
poets, from vocabulary, metaphors, and imagery to parody and obscenity, from
artifices of humour, such as the par’ hyponoian and the droll compounds, to
figures of style, such as similes, accumulations, and rhyme. Most of the chap-
ters concentrate on Aristophanes and Old Comedy, which offers the richest
repository of verbal wealth and the most fully equipped arsenal of comic tech-
niques. Nevertheless, the less ploughed fields of Middle and New Comedy are
not ignored. Throughout the volume, the emphasis falls on practical criticism,
textual readings, and “micro-philological” approaches, on the examination of
specific figures and artifices of speech, on the analysis of individual comic
words and passages. Broader theoretical issues are taken into account by sever-
al authors in connection with their focused philological and textual investiga-
tions; but this is not a book of linguistic theory or a manifesto of new methodol-
ogies. Above all, the main unifying theme, which runs through the chapters of
this volume, is the use of language for the achievement of the aesthetic, artistic,
and intellectual purposes of ancient comedy: for the generation of humour and
the production of comic effect, the delineation of characters, the transmission of
ideological messages, and the construction of poetic meaning.

The book opens with Bernhard Zimmermann’s essay on “Metaphors and
personifications onstage” in Old Comedy. As the author observes, the comic
poets of the fifth century have three distinct techniques of enlivening abstract
notions on stage. Firstly, they use common metaphors and verbal images, take
them in an absolutely literal sense, and transform them into live theatrical spec-
tacles. Secondly, they embody various aspects of reality or social life into per-
sonifications, which appear as dramatis personae with a greater or lesser role in
the action of the play. Thirdly, the comic poets strip a well-known contemporary
person of his individual characteristics and introduce him into the play as the
representative of a broader group. The first technique is illustrated by a famous
scene of the Acharnians (180-202), in which the spondai, the libations for the
conclusion of a peace treaty, are materially represented before the spectators’
eyes in the form of three jars of wine. With regard to personifications, Zimmer-
mann examines in particular the incarnated Clouds, who form the Chorus of the
homonymous play. The Clouds are introduced as the patron deities of intellec-
tuals and embody all the typical features attributed to intellectuals by public
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opinion. Their representation in the comedy is based on metaphors which per-
sist in modern languages for the characterisation of impractical theoreticians
and philosophers (e.g. “hover above the ground” for thinkers who are out of
touch with reality). Socrates’ figure in the Clouds is an example of the third
technique. The Aristophanic character does not correspond to the historical
Socrates of 423 BCE. Rather, he generically conflates in his person all the intel-
lectuals who are under the protection of the Cloud goddesses, and thus becomes
a stage symbol of the total of Athenian intellectual life at that time.

Analogously, in the Birds the well-known dithyrambic poet Kinesias sceni-
cally epitomises the entire category of the innovative choral poets of the New
Dithyramb. The vocabulary and metaphors, which Kinesias employs to describe
his poetic works, express in a graphic manner the literary defects of dithyrambic
art, namely, its airy insubstantiality, cloudy darkness, and frigidity. Cratinus
and other early poets of Old Comedy had already pioneered this technique.
Some of their Choruses, such as Cratinus’ Archilochoi and Kleoboulinai or Tele-
cleides’ Hesiodoi, represent particular cultural tendencies, ideological agendas,
or poetic genres. Individual personifications were also assigned the same func-
tion of rendering artistic and political notions in visible manner. In Cratinus’
Cheirones, the historical characters Solon and Pericles stood respectively for the
idealised past and the contemporary state of corruption and stasis in the city.
Female figures such as Comedy in Cratinus’ Pytine and Music in Pherecrates’
Cheiron are stage holograms of art forms and give voice to the poet’s critical
reflections on art. Thus, in the first chapter of the book, the interaction of the
language with the performance and staging of comic drama is emphasised. It is
this peculiar operation of comic speech, its use as a malleable, almost physical
stuff for the creation of scenic spectacle, which defines the aesthetic and drama-
turgical nature of Old Comedy.

In the second chapter (“Imaginary wor(l)ds: Comic language and the con-
struction of fantasy”), loannis M. Konstantakos examines the use of language as
a means for the creation of comic fantasy in the works of Aristophanes and his
contemporaries. As he points out, the construction of a secondary fantastic
world often entails the invention of the languages spoken by the inhabitants of
that world; this is exemplified in many modern works of fantastic fiction, from
Thomas More’s Utopia and Jonathan Swift’s Gulliver’s Travels to the narratives
of Borges, Tolkien, and George R.R. Martin. The ultimate roots of this phenome-
non may be traced back to ancient Greek literature. In the Homeric epics, the
gods have their own peculiar language, of which specific terms are cited in the
text; the authors of Hellenistic travel romances made up strange or bestial local
dialects, spoken by the natives of legendary or fictitious lands at the edges of



40 =— loannis M. Konstantakos

the earth. Attic Old Comedy also provides a possible example of a language
fabricated for a fictional metaphysical world. Pherecrates, in his comedy
Krapataloi, invented a special numismatic system for the polity of the under-
world, with particular names for the monetary units and their subdivisions.
These names do not occur independently in the rest of the ancient literary tradi-
tion and may have been invented by Pherecrates for his comic fiction of Hades.

The comic poets of the fifth century, who were fond of producing comedies
on fantastic and fairy-tale themes, also applied other linguistic and stylistic
methods to illustrate secondary worlds in their dramas. They invented gro-
tesque composite names for utopian states, names which reveal the mythopoeic
function of comic fantasy. The technique of verbal and phrasal accumulation
was amply employed to depict ideal alternative societies of fabulous wealth and
gastronomic abundance. Aristophanes often resorted to the scenic materialisa-
tion of linguistic metaphors and proverbial expressions (a technique also dis-
cussed, in a different context, in the chapter by Bernhard Zimmermann), in
order to highlight the surreal nature of the fictitious worlds of mythopoeia.
Above all, wordplays, especially of the type based on homonymy, homophony,
and ambiguous or polysemous words, are used in the comic plays to trigger the
genesis of the fantastic world, and also to condition the formation of many of its
particular aspects.

A characteristic example is included in Aristophanes’ Birds, in which the
play on two virtually homophonous words (polos and polis) constitutes the
cornerstone for the foundation of the new city of the birds in the sky. The most
extensive exploitation of such creative wordplays is found in Archippus’ come-
dy The Fishes, the swan song of Athenian fairy-tale drama at the end of the fifth
century. In this play, the verbal puns on the names of various species of fish
become a dominant motif of the plot and provide the basic code both for the
administrative organisation of the fishes’ state and for its external relations to
the cities of men. As transpires from Konstantakos’ discussion, the creation of a
secondary fictional world, in the context of a poetic drama, is above all a labour
of diction and a feat of poetic language.

There follows a series of chapters which concentrate on verbal artifices of
humour in the Aristophanic oeuvre. S. Douglas Olson (“A less maculate Muse”)
offers a new appraisal of sexual humour in Old Comedy, starting from a critical
review of the standard scholarly monograph in this field, Jeffrey Henderson’s
The Maculate Muse (see above, section 2.1). Henderson’s philological approach
to the comic texts and his close readings of a great number of passages are
premised on the argument that the comic poet describes sexual activities and
sexual organs with a wide variety of primarily allusive terms. Comic obscenity is
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expressed par excellence through figurative language, which is deployed on
stage to shock and amuse.

Olson takes issue with a number of Henderson’s individual interpretations,
in which obscene jokes are misunderstood, confused, or inadequately ex-
plained, and their humour is not correctly appreciated. In the main part of the
chapter, seventy-two cases are examined, in which Henderson has detected
sexual metaphors or double entendres. These items fall into four figurative
fields: agricultural metaphors for the sexual act and the genitals; elongated
objects which are supposed to represent phallic implements (from flask, bar,
and peg to spear, sword, and ladle); nautical language and images borrowed
from ships and marine life; and words which signify hits, blows, piercing and
the like. Olson argues that the interpretation of these passages in obscene sense
is erroneous, based on weak evidence or on problematic textual readings, and
supports a more straightforward explanation of the text. This line of argumenta-
tion, in turn, raises broader questions about the detection of sexual jokes and
more generally the appreciation of allusive humour in Old Comedy.

Olson stresses the need to establish alternative basic principles for the ap-
praisal of such figures of speech, taking account of the incompleteness of sur-
viving materials, as well as of our temporal distance from the sources of the
materials and the surrounding culture of antiquity. It is commonly observed,
even in everyday experience, that language which is considered metaphorical
by one recipient may not appear so to another. Such problems become even
more acute in the field of classical studies, given that present-day readers be-
long to a different age and culture from that of the original texts. The infor-
mation preserved from the time of composition of the classical texts may be
scant, fragmentary, obscure, or not fully reliable. Thus, it is difficult to defini-
tively rule whether a certain verbal expression has additional overtones, regard-
less of its context. In this connection, Olson proposes two viable criteria for
establishing a figurative second sense of a particular word. Firstly, multiple uses
of an image that are not dependent on (and hence not generated by) context, can
be regarded as examples of established use (as happens, for example, with the
sexual connotations of “pussy” and “bang” in modern English or éAavvelv in
ancient Greek). Secondly, a metaphorical interpretation gains in plausibility if it
is supported by ancient sources, such as scholia and lexicographers.

Georgios Triantafyllou (“Like a rabid dog: Animal metaphors and similes in
Aristophanes”) focuses on another type of imagery which is also a core charac-
teristic of Aristophanic style: the animal metaphors and similes, which suggest
an order of similarity between a person or group of humans and an animal crea-
ture. In this figure of speech, the animal functions as the symbol of a certain
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type of behaviour or trait of character. While in other poetic genres, such as
Homeric epic, animal similes are applied to high-brow and heroic qualities, in
Aristophanic comedy this stylistic effect is used to assign lowly and negative
features to comic personages. The author proposes a classification and typology
of the comic animal similes, both in morphological terms (similes demarcated
by specific syntactic structures or implied by pragmatic reasoning) and in terms
of subject matter, especially with regard to the human target of the comparison:
politicians, citizen bodies, artists, and other citizens.

Animal similes concerning politicians exemplify the essential ambiguity of
this stylistic figure. The politicians, as dramatis personae of the comedy, use the
similes to attribute to themselves the positive qualities of the animals described;
for example, Cleon presents himself as a loyal dog which guards and protects
his master Demos. By contrast, when describing their opponents, they have
recourse to the animals’ negative traits; similarly, the poet applies animal com-
parisons to ridicule the demagogues for their vices. Thus, Cleon is also repre-
sented as a cunning and thieving dog, which cheats his master and steals food.
Various other rapacious animals are used for this kind of political satire, from
foxes and monkeys to seals, whales, birds of prey, and mythical monsters.

A wide range of animal species is employed to bring out the ridiculous de-
fects of the other categories. The Athenians are compared to sheep and pigeons
for their naiveté, or to rabid dogs and wasps for their aggressiveness. The Spar-
tans and other enemies of Athens are presented as ravenous and treacherous
creatures, such as monkeys, foxes, wolves, and kites. Failed poets and artists
are pictured as small and contemptible birds and insects. Many of the similes
serve as satirical tools to convey the poet’s critique against his political enemies
and artistic rivals. Others are merely humorous and generate hearty laughter
rather than scorn. In a few examples, the animal image highlights a man’s posi-
tive virtues, as when the old tragic poet Phrynichus is compared to a bee for the
sweetness of his songs. In general, similes targeting politicians are harsh and
sarcastic, while those regarding artists or simple citizens are often playful and
less acrid.

Simone Beta, in his chapter “The shop of Aristophanes the carpenter: How
comic poets assembled (and disassembled) words”, focuses on another em-
blematic device of comic wordsmithing: the compound words, especially the
invented and innovative compounds which were fabricated by Aristophanes
and his fifth-century colleagues with great resourcefulness and ingenuity. Beta
highlights the use of these droll made-up compounds in their textual context, in
close connection with the plot and the comic situation at hand, and analyses their
role in the generation of humour. He examines a large number of specimens,
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classifying them by means of morphological criteria into grammatical catego-
ries. Firstly, compounds beginning with prepositions produce ironic formations
and hilarious portmanteau words, such as KotayéAa (Acharnians 606),
AvtiNéwv (Knights 1044), and annAtaotd (Birds 109-110). Secondly, compounds
with the prefixes @ilo- and pioo- comprise many original Aristophanic coinages
and hapax legomena, which express the poet’s or a character’s strong passion in
favour or against something. Especially the compounds introduced by pico- are
frequent in political contexts and convey the poet’s hatred for demagogues and
warmongers.

The third category consists of compound nouns created by use of standard
nominal suffixes, such as -pavia (e.g. dpviBopavia, Aakwvopavia), a suffix em-
ployed to satirise social tendencies and trends. Another large group is made up
of composite personal names (a rich area of study, rather poorly covered even in
recent monographs, which is also examined in the chapter by Kostas E. Aposto-
lakis with regard to Middle Comedy).” These include meaningful patronymics
(Pheidippides in the Clouds); burlesque verbal concoctions, such as Amo8pa-
ownniéng (Wasps 185), which humorously render the essence of a comic situa-
tion; and fanciful conjunctions of names of contemporary Athenian komoi-
doumenoi, joined together for the purposes of political or literary invective (e.g.
Tewoapevogarvinmoug and T'epnrobeodwpovg, Acharnians 603-605; peAAOVIKIAY,
Birds 639; evpuudaploto@aviwv, Cratinus fr. 342). The longest compound words
in the corpus of Old Comedy are spoken by female Chorus members (Lysistrata
457-458, Ecclesiazusae 1169-1175) and have culinary associations. The way is
thus opened for the exuberant verbal cuisine of Middle Comedy (cf. also the
chapter by Ioannis Konstantakos in this volume).

The series of chapters on the linguistic devices of humour closes with An-
dreas Willi’s essay (““When he should have said...”: The treatment of humour
map’ vmdvolav in the Aristophanic scholia”), which offers a reappraisal of a
well-known type of verbal jest: the para prosdokian or par’ hyponoian, as it is
most usually termed in the ancient scholiastic literature. This kind of humorous
effect has also been analysed in earlier studies (see above, section 2.5), but Willi
approaches it from a different, innovative angle: he examines the comments
and explanations of par’ hyponoian jokes included in the Aristophanic scholia,
the mass of ancient scholarship on comedy which was compiled in the Hellenis-
tic and Roman periods. As he points out, the oeuvre of Aristophanes was stud-
ied in later antiquity not only as a school text, a model of Attic speech, or a
source of realia for Classical Athenian history, but also for the pure amusement

71 See above, section 2.5.
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and pleasure it offered to readers. The Aristophanic scholia do not ignore verbal
humour but provide descriptions and exegesis for several wordplays and other
linguistic jokes, especially those based on unexpected substitutions of terms.
These are usually called par’ hyponoian by the scholiasts, a term more special-
ised and more pertinent to comedy than the para prosdokian, which is a more
general critical appellation for a rhetorical figure, not necessarily associated
with humorous effects.

Often the term par’ hyponoian involves a particular counter-expectational
device: the lack of a rational connection between the point of the joke and what
precedes it (as noted in the scholion on Wealth 27). In conceptual terms, the
name par’ hyponoian may serve in the scholia as an “umbrella” for a variety of
comic artifices. According to Willi’s classification, prospective par’ hyponoian
jokes consist of sequences in which the audience is induced to expect a particu-
lar continuation, only to be surprised by what is actually said (e.g. Acharnians
119, Wasps 238, Lysistrata 114). In retrospective jests, by contrast, the audience
realises only after a certain thing has been spoken, that another term would
have yielded a more logical utterance in the wider context (e.g. Clouds 833-837).
In other cases, the unexpected arises from a pun of paronomasia, by means of
which another, closely sounding or homophonous word is substituted for the
expected one (e.g. Clouds 856—857). As Willi further notes, the scholiasts some-
times fail to distinguish between what might be expected in the real world and
what is logically consistent in the fictional world of the comic play (see e.g. the
scholia on Knights 296). Ultimately, the term par’ hyponoian could also be ap-
plied as a generic formula for any kind of textual surprise effect. The scholiasts
resort to par’ hyponoian explanations even in connection with difficult and
problematic passages, which they cannot account for otherwise.

The chapter by Dimitrios Kanellakis (“Rhyme in Greek comedy”) shifts the
focus to the broader field of rhetorical and poetic figures and concentrates on
rhyme — a very much underrated topic of research in connection with ancient
Greek literature. Although rhyme, as a poetic phenomenon, is rarely discussed
by ancient critics, relevant specimens are included in Aristotle’s discussion of
the rhetorical device of homeoteleuton, which relies on various effects of rhym-
ing assonance. Kanellakis rejects the unfounded statements of earlier classi-
cists, who sweepingly condemned rhymes in Greek poetry as grotesque and
ugly or argued that rhyming in an inflected language is simply a fortuitous re-
sult of grammatical suffixes. He establishes a series of criteria for detecting
perfect and imperfect rhymes in ancient Greek verse, relying on the consonance
of endings and the identity of stress. On this basis, he offers a full catalogue of
the rhymes found in extant Greek tragedies and comedies, from Aeschylus to
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Menander, demonstrating that the effect was common enough in ancient
dramatic poetry.

Kanellakis also classifies and analyses the various functions of rhyme in
Greek comic texts. When it is used in stichomythia or antilabe, rhyme under-
lines aggression and sarcasm or punctuates a speedy exchange of words. Most
usually, both in dialogue and in continuous discourse, rhyme highlights an
antithesis, with the opposing terms placed at the end of successive lines. It also
amplifies the effect of comic accumulations, strengthening the impression of
abundance, exaggeration, or emotional climax, or boosting a comic point or a
surprise joke. Furthermore, rhyme is employed in poetic narratives and descrip-
tions, to convey a steady pace or make them sound more exciting. In choral
sections, it serves important technical functions, such as the transition from
recitation to song or from one song to another. Occasionally, it is employed to
enhance various other humorous artifices and figures of speech, from hyperbole
and parody of high-register genres to proverbial expressions, rhetorical parallel-
ism, and formal address. As is well known, certain purist Greek poets and critics
of the early modern period branded rhyme as a “barbaric” phenomenon, on the
grounds that it is absent from ancient Greek poetry and alien to traditional
Greek aesthetics. Kanellakis’ chapter, a sound warning against such exaggerat-
ed claims, shows that rhyme is a familiar effect in Greek verse already since
ancient times.

Piero Totaro’s chapter, “Three words in Aristophanes’ Wealth (999, 1037,
1083)”, signals another thematic move, this time to the area of comic vocabu-
lary. The author, who is preparing a much-expected commentary on Aristopha-
nes’ Wealth, provides a detailed study of three problematic words (&Gung, TAla,
€T@v) from the text of this comedy, all of them taken from the burlesque episode
of the lustful old woman and her former young lover. Totaro elucidates the mul-
tiple linguistic nuances of these terms and determines their exact meaning in
the light of the information provided by ancient scholia and lexica. In Wealth
999, an &ung, that is, a kind of soft cake made of dough and milk, is sent by the
young man to the old lady, his former mistress. The deeper significance of this
gesture is that the smooth milk-based pastry is particularly appropriate for a
toothless old woman; the young man thus confirms his abandonment and rejec-
tion of his aged paramour.

Regarding Wealth 1037, Totaro argues in favour or the reading TAia (nomi-
native), as given in the majority of medieval codices, instead of the genitive
TnAlag transmitted by the Ravenna manuscript. The speaker sarcastically com-
pares the old woman to a telia (a large round board or tray with a raised circular
edge), so as to mock her fat girth and ridicule her claims of having grown thin
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from chagrin. In Wealth 1083, Totaro defends the manuscripts’ reading £t@v ye,
which creates a witty double entendre in conjunction with the foregoing parti-
ciple SieomAekwpévn (1082, in obscene sense, “screwed”). The form £t@v may
represent the genitive plural not only of the word &tog, “year”, but also of the
noun £1ng, “fellow citizen”. Apart from being mocked for her age, the old wom-
an is also denounced as a veteran whore who has been possessed by innumerable
lovers in her long career.

Anna A. Novokhatko, in her chapter “Spoudaiogeloion revisited: Homeric
text between a scholar and a cook”, concentrates on yet another favourite stylis-
tic mechanism of humour: the citation and parody of high-registered literary
discourse in the comic text, especially the parody of epic poetry — an area
which has attracted some study but has never been the focus of such keen inter-
est as the parody of tragedy (see above, section 2.2). Novokhatko examines a
number of comic fragments, together with some passages from parodic poems,
in which Homeric verses are quoted, ridiculed, or discussed by the characters.
She thereby charts the various ways in which comic literature engages with
Homeric texts, and the effects this might have on the audience.

In Old Comedy, Homeric vocabulary and formulas become the objects of
discussion and literary criticism, as in the famous scene from Aristophanes’
Daitales (fr. 233), in which a father probes his son’s knowledge of Homeric
glosses. This scene echoes contemporary Athenian school practice and fifth-
century handbooks of Homeric explication. Epic phrases, metrical units, and
syntactic patterns are also abundantly reworked and woven into comic speech.
This may happen for satirical and parodic purposes: corrupt politicians are
styled with grandiloquent Homeric epithets (Cratinus fr. 258, Hermippus fr. 47);
typical words and morphemes of the epic language may be dismantled and
reassembled in new combinations, to fabricate droll neologisms and com-
pounds (e.g. ke@aAnyepétav, Cratinus fr. 258; omtétatog, Cratinus fr. 150).
Apart from the humorous potential, the comic poets’ preoccupation with epic
language indicates that Homeric criticism and transmission were a focus of
interest for the intellectuals of Classical Athens.

In the parodic poetry of the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, a genre which
has close affinities to comedy and extensive intertextual exchanges with the
comic corpus, the traditional language and style of Homeric epic are applied to
the down-to-earth pleasures of everyday life, such as culinary matters, food-
stuffs and banquets, or hot baths. Epic verses and phrases are distorted, invert-
ed, and conflated into pastiches or centos; the heroic or fabulous contents they
originally evoked are ridiculously re-contextualised and connected with trivial
objects, such as gastronomic courses, fishes, and cooking methods. This practice
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survived into the period of Middle and New Comedy, as shown by a masterful
tirade from Straton’s Phoenicides (fr. 1), in which a pompous cook baffles his
employer by using Homeric glosses to refer to kitchen implements and the par-
aphernalia of the sacrifice. The semiliterate mageiros misunderstands and falsi-
fies the epic terms, but also exploits them as raw materials for inventive verbal
concoctions. This amusing scene reflects both the use of the Homeric poems in
school practice and the contemporary scholarly exegesis of the Homeric oeuvre,
as exemplified by the lexicon of Philitas. All these comic and parodic rework-
ings of Homer also serve as testimonia of the state of the Homeric text in the
Classical age, before the editorial interventions of the Alexandrine grammarians.

The foray into the province of later Greek comedy is continued in the two
closing chapters of the volume. Kostas E. Apostolakis contributes a much-
needed examination of aspects of linguistic humour in the fragments of Middle
Comedy. As noted above (section 2.7), this is a comparatively neglected and
underexplored area of research. Apostolakis’ chapter (“Proper names, nick-
names, epithets: Aspects of comic language in Middle Comedy”) is an important
step towards filling this gap of scholarship, and significantly contributes to
mapping the evolution of humorous language in the interim period between
Aristophanes and Menander. The author concentrates on jokes and humorous
effects which depend on the speaking names, nicknames, and droll epithets
attributed to komoidoumenoi in Middle Comedy. The discussion brings forth the
artistry and ingenuity of the often underestimated and marginalised comic writ-
ers of the fourth century, who are shown to have proficiently handled a range of
verbal artifices, from wordplay and inventive metaphors to incongruous similes
and hybrid compounds.

Continuing a well-documented trend of Old Comedy, the fourth-century
playwrights construct burlesque compounds which bring together the name of a
mythical figure and that of a generic stage character or a well-known contempo-
rary personality (e.g. Timocles’ Orestautocleides, Eubulus’ Sphingocarion).
Mythical names also give rise to wordplays (e.g. Timocles fr. 19, Antiphanes
fr. 74). Speaking names, which reflect the bearer’s peculiar nature and qualities,
are sometimes attributed to comic personages and epitomise or comically con-
trast with their role in the play (e.g. Amphis’ Dexidemides; the lyric poet Cho-
ronicus in Alexis fr. 19; the slave Pistus in Antiphanes fr. 69). Other verbal plays
on historical or stock personal names include punning assonances, etymologi-
cal figures (Dionysius fr. 3), and burlesque coinages and compounds
(me@inmibwoat, Alexis fr. 148, for a man thinner than the emaciated politician
Philippides; BpuvowvoBpaovpayeloAnkeppdtwyv, Ephippus fr. 14).
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Much more than speaking personal names, Middle Comedy revels in in-
ventive nicknames, which ironically connect the bearer (whether a character of
the plot or a komoidoumenos) with his or her main passion, occupation, or mor-
al vice (Anaxandrides fr. 35 is among the most telling examples in this respect).
Colourful nicknames were made up for particular categories of comic personnel,
such as braggart soldiers, parasites, and hetairai. Epithets may also be a power-
ful and multivalent means of comic expression. Characterological adjectives,
often serving as play titles, reveal the central ethical disposition of the main
hero (e.g. Antiphanes’ Misoponeros, Philopator, Philometor). Witty descriptive
epithets are used to emblematise particular comic types, such as the parasite
(e.g. GxAnTog, kvicolowyog, OABloydotwp). Traditional epithets of gods, usually
originating in epic poetry and ritual, are invoked in an innovative and sarcastic
manner for satirical purposes (e.g. Alexis fr. 93, Timocles fr. 14).

The long journey of the Greek comic language in time reaches its last station
in the subtle verbal wit of Menander, the subject of the final chapter of the book
by Antonis K. Petrides (“Strategies of verbal humour in Menander’s Dyskolos:
From linguistics to dramaturgy”). Petrides takes advantage of the approaches
and taxonomies of modern humour studies to provide a comprehensive over-
view of Menander’s techniques of verbal comicality, using the only complete
extant Menandrian play, the Dyskolos, as a case study and repository of exam-
ples. All the lexical, stylistic, and pragmatic resources, by which laughter and
comic effects are achieved in this comedy, are methodically classified by char-
acter and species; their mechanisms are analysed and their semantics are
probed in detail. A wide range of verbal artifices are singled out and described,
including comic hyperbole, irony and sarcasm, malapropisms and para
prosdokian, the comedic use of proverbs, scurrility and double entendres, puns
and witticisms, plays with homonymy and polysemous words, imaginative
metaphors and peculiar vocabulary, parody of high style, repartee, accumula-
tions and repetitions, paradoxes and teasing pleasantries. These are distributed
among some of the main characters of the comedy: the slave Getas, the cook
Sikon, the young lover Sostratus, the landowner Kallipides, the parasitic
Chaereas, and the prologue god Pan.

Menander’s pretentions to linguistic naturalism have caused his texts to be
considered as privileged models for studying everyday language and conversa-
tional humour in the late fourth century BCE. However, as Petrides points out,
Menander’s comic speech is an artificial and artistic construct, no less than the
comic language of earlier playwrights (although it takes, of course, a different
form). Menander purposefully distributes the various mechanisms of verbal
humour among the characters of the comedy in a manner which transcends
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mere naturalism and serves dramaturgical purposes of character individualisa-
tion and configuration. For example, analogous linguistic tics and humorous
tendencies connect characters of the same household; personages who are an-
tagonists in the plot share a penchant for the same figures of style. Therefore,
the naturalistic use of verbal humour is shown to be an elaborate authorial
strategy. Menander mirrors the occurrence and operation of humorous devices in
real conversational contexts, with a view to establishing an appropriate setting
for the deployment of his dramatic and ethological artistry.

Furthermore, Menandrian humour functions thematically: the various lin-
guistic devices are assigned to the dramatic characters in such a way as to un-
derline the fundamental ideological issues and dichotomies of the play. In the
Dyskolos, the rustic and poor characters of the countryside are scantily endowed
with jokes; they appear to be rather grim and agelastic. By contrast, the urban
and rich personages and their household are liberally invested with humour.
Thus, the targeted use of linguistic comicality boosts the main thematic concern
of the play, the division between city and country or misanthropy and philan-
thropy. As Petrides concludes, for Menander verbal humour is not an end in
itself but one of several instruments in the playwright’s dramaturgical toolbox,
organically interwoven with dramaturgy, character depiction, and ideology.

In conclusion, we hope that the volume, as a whole, will contribute to a
deeper understanding of the verbal artistry and linguistic craft of ancient Greek
comedy. The authors have explored a great variety of mechanisms of language
and resources of poetic expression, building on the foundations of earlier stud-
ies to highlight further, often ignored or undervalued facets of the examined
materials. In some cases, constructive criticism is exercised towards previous
approaches to particular linguistic artifices and forms of humour, such as ob-
scenity, rhyme, and par’ hyponoian jokes, in order to establish a broader per-
spective, greater complexity, or finer distinctions in the treatment and operation
of these forms. The rich vocabulary of comic speech, in particular, is sifted and
probed to a great detail in several of the chapters; some of its most idiosyncratic
and intriguing manifestations (such as droll compounds, comic names and
nicknames, epithets, and ambiguous terms) become the object of new investiga-
tions and reappraisals. Figurative expressions (staged metaphors and turns of
phrase, animal similes, food imagery), which have always been at the centre of
scholarly interest, are examined anew with regard to broader aspects of their
function, such as their contribution to the making of the comic fiction and to the
ideological content of the play.

Several areas of research, which have received scant attention or only occa-
sional treatment in earlier scholarship, are brought to the fore and explored
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in extenso in this volume. Emphasis is placed on the importance of the ancient
scholia and the writings of ancient scholars and grammarians for the under-
standing of comic language and of the operation of jokes. The various verbal
artifices of humour are not only studied individually, as separate mechanisms,
but are also viewed in their interaction and collaboration within the overall
script of the play, and are appraised for their collective contribution to the aes-
thetic experience of the comic text as a work of art. In the same perspective, a
wide range of linguistic materials and techniques are considered as the main
building blocks for the construction of the entire dramatic world of the play, the
fabrication of the plot, the creation of comic fantasy and phantasmagoria, the
delineation of the characters, and the organisation of the performance. In gen-
eral, the authors of this volume have collectively striven to bring into relief the
multifarious and paramount role of language in the creation and experience of
the ancient comic theatre. We are all disciples of Mallarmé and Seferis, the poets
who stressed that poetry is made with words. Comic poetry is no exception.
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Bernhard Zimmermann
Metaphors and Personifications Onstage

Abstract: A typical literary technique of Old Comedy is the visualisation of ab-
stract concepts by dramatising metaphors or by the appearance of personifica-
tions on stage. The comic poets of the fifth century BCE had three separate ways
of bringing abstract concepts onto the stage. First, they use metaphor, taking an
image literally and bringing it to life as a prop or in action. Second, they introduce
personifications as a considerable part of the comic action. Finally, they strip a
real, well-known person of his individuality to render him into a representative
of a particular group. This chapter analyses these techniques in Aristophanes’
Acharnians (180-202), Clouds (role of Socrates and the Chorus), and Birds (904—
957, 1372-1409), and in some fragmentary comedies by Aristophanes’ rivals (es-
pecially Cratinus’ Pytine and Pherecrates’ Cheiron).

1 Visualised metaphors

It is a constant anthropological principle that human beings interpret and en-
counter the phenomena that control their lives, and especially those that threaten
them, by imagining them in physical and even personified form. Anything that
can be named and imagined causes less fear than an intangible abstract power,
and personifications of this kind abound in Hesiod’s works. Abstract concepts
such as Sleep, Death, or Love are elevated into the rank of divine or demonic pow-
ers, visible beings, and even occasionally honoured in cult worship.! This princi-
ple applies even more to fundamental values: conventions and rules of behaviour
that govern human life such as honesty or reliability, as well as lies and deceit,
persuasion, strife, and related concepts. In Works and Days, we can see the trans-
formation of abstract terms into personifications (760-764):

GAN’ EpBetv: Sewvrv 8¢ BpoT@V UaAEDED PAUNV
@AUN YGp Te Kokn TEAETAL KOV@N HEV Aelpail
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This chapter was translated into English by Rachel Bruzzone.

1 Cf. West 1966, 33-34 (“deification of abstracts”).
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Act this way. Avoid the wretched talk of mortals. For talk is evil: it is light to raise up quite
easily, but it is difficult to bear, and hard to put down. No talk is ever entirely gotten rid of,
once many people talk it up: it too is some god.>

These verses vividly illustrate the way that human gossip, at first simply words,
suddenly gains substantial weight and becomes a millstone on the neck of the
victim. Even if the sufferer gains freedom, some portion of the gossip always
sticks (semper aliquid haeret).? Similar personifications occupy a particularly cen-
tral position in Greek comedy of the fifth century BCE. An exploration of the char-
acteristics of the plays of this epoch, Old Comedy, makes clear why personifica-
tions, as the embodiments of abstract ideas or circumstances, played such a
prominent role. Archaic comedies are rightly called “political”, in that their con-
tent typically has to do with the polis of Athens. The term can include politics
proper, in the modern sense of domestic, social, and international policy, but
these plays are also concerned with religion, culture, literature, education, and
related issues that are of consequence to the city. To a far greater extent than in
narrative or discursive texts, comedy turns on these abstract phenomena, not by
constructing arguments about them, but by converting them into action. If comic
poets had not done so — and occasionally they do not, instead allowing argumen-
tative points to collide in the form of an agon — they would not, in fact, have
composed dramas, but rather staged static discussions which would not be fo-
cused on comedy. Much more often, comic poets, driven to produce colourful,
engaging, and, above all, comic or burlesque plots annually, chose to make their
thoughts visible, and thus comprehensible, via comic representation in the form
of personification.

In his 1957 book Metapher und Allegorie, Hans-Joachim Newiger explored this
particular feature of Aristophanic comedy, a point on which there is a clear dis-
tinction from Menander’s plays, demonstrating that the Aristophanic personifi-
cations reflect particularly comic aspects of real life. For example, the old gentle-
man Demos in Knights or the Chorus of judgemental wasps in Wasps in fact carry
the plot, deriving their comic effect and vividness from their roots in the common
metaphors of colloquial language, now made absurdly literal and translated into
action or visible figures. This becomes clear in two examples: in Acharnians
(187-202), Aristophanes plays on the ambiguity of the word omov8ai, which signi-
fies both the ritual of libation, made when contracts are concluded, as well as,

2 Translation by Most 2006, 149; cf. West 1978, 344 ff.
3 Audacter calumniare, semper aliquid haeret (Tosi 2017, nos. 1 and 2; Kudla 2021, no. 3143).
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per synecdoche, the agreement itself that the libation concludes.* When pleas for
peace fall on deaf ears in the popular assembly and the comic hero Dicaeopolis
concludes one for himself and his family through his negotiator Amphitheos,
then, the treaty can thus have a specific age, just as wine does: it can last five,
ten, or even thirty years, just as wine ages. And just as the quality of wine im-
proves over time, the longest-lasting peace treaty is by far the best (180-202).
When Amphitheos — pursued by the ferocious charcoal burners of Acharnae at-
tempting to prevent the conclusion of peace — brings the omovdai with him in the
form of wineskins, both peace and those threatening it are made material. It be-
comes clear that it is the Acharnians who would like to hinder it, while, on the
other hand, Peace is rendered appealing and delicious in a way familiar to every-
body in the theatre. This example serves as a typical demonstration of the way
that Aristophanes uses metaphor. Metaphor thus sets into motion the process
that allows the play to explore conflict, and the tension between war and peace
is rendered not only rational, but also part of a sensual and emotional process
based on shared sensory experience.” The Acharnians have caught the scent of
the wine (179) and, like the Erinyes in Aeschylus’ Eumenides pursuing the trail of
Orestes’ blood, they track the scent of the peace offering. This sensual dimension,
which turns on the ambiguity of the term omovdai, is developed further as Dicae-
opolis holds a wine tasting, sampling the different vintages that Amphitheus of-
fers: the five-year-old wine tastes of bad luck and new ships, namely of war. The
ten-year-old one has the flavour of sluggish negotiations with allies, and there-
fore is acidic like vinegar. Only the thirty-year-old wine is spared: it tastes of nec-
tar and ambrosia rather than military commands. It is also crucial that the wine
is appropriate to the Dionysian context in which the Lenaea was celebrated, early
in the year. The peasant Dicaeopolis, upon tasting the thirty-year-old wine, bursts
out in the delighted exclamation “Dionysian!” and announces that he would, af-
ter ending the war and all its evils, return to his home village to celebrate the local
Dionysian festival (201 ff.).

The connection between metaphorical language and the visualisation of the
abstract becomes even clearer in the personification of Clouds, a play concerning
the impact of the sophists on the traditional education of Athenian youth.® This
happens on several levels. The plot shows how the Athenian citizen with the

4 Newiger 1957, 104-106. On the technique of literalised and enlivened metaphors in Aristoph-
anes’ works, see also the chapter by Ioannis M. Konstantakos in this volume.

5 Tension simultaneously builds as to how the Chorus of wild Acharnians will perform and what
the conflict with Dicaeopolis will be; cf. Konstantakos 2021, 199.

6 Cf. Newiger 1957, 50-74.
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speaking name Strepsiades, “Distorter” — in fact “Distorter of Law” as it turns
out — is destroyed through his own fault and due to the influence of the sophist
teacher Socrates. His oikos and family are ruined, and his own son beats him be-
fore demonstrating, with his education in Socratic argumentation, that he is en-
tirely right to do so. The contrast between the old, traditional education and its
modern, sophistic counterpart, which underlies the whole piece as its basic ten-
sion, is made clear in the central portion, in the agon between the two personified
Logoi (889 ff.).” The two Logoi, which in this form probably belong to the second,
revised version of the Clouds,® are not as lifelike as the other personifications of
Aristophanes. Their appearance is confined to a small portion of the text, does
not develop logically from the action, and, above all, the two Logoi do not have
their roots in a metaphorical manner of speech which would lend the scene a col-
ourful background. This may have been different in the first version of Clouds.
The Scholion VE at verse 889 reports that in the earlier version the two Logoi were
brought onto the stage in cages and fought like roosters in a cockfight. The sur-
viving text, the revised version, contains no such references to a cockfight. It is
therefore reasonable to assume that in the first version the agon was designed in
the manner of a cockfight or that cockfight metaphors were used — probably by
the Chorus — to describe the confrontation.’ In the absence of metaphorical im-
agery in the version passed down to us, the scene of the epirrhematic agon ap-
proaches a discussion between two allegorical forms, such as we see in the dis-
cussion between Penia and Plutus, Poverty and Wealth'® — a discussion that is
perhaps even inspired by the allegory of Heracles at the crossroads, which goes
back to the sophist Prodicus.

The rhetorical, and thus rather dry for a comedy, in fact even uncomedic
character of the two Logoi is clearly evident in comparison with another personi-
fication of the play, namely the Clouds that form the Chorus. As Socrates explains
to an astonished Strepsiades (252 ff.), the Clouds are tutelary deities of all intel-
lectuals (330-334, goglotai), be they seers or physicians, dithyramb poets or
young people from a good family who are in the habit of staying in the orbit of
the sophists. By introducing Clouds as the tutelary deities of intellectuals, Aris-
tophanes succeeds in making everything that is associated with intellectuals in
public opinion intensely visible. The metaphors behind the identity of the Chorus
of Clouds are still used today — at least in the German language — to characterise

7 Cf. Newiger 1957, 134-155.

8 On the two versions of the Logoi, see Olson 2021, 2-5; Torchio 2021, 11-38.
9 Dover 1968, 95.

10 Cf. Newiger 1957, 155-178; Torchio 2021, 39-43.
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intellectuals: they “take flight” like clouds, or they hover above the ground of
reality, as Socrates does at the opening of the play. Intellectuals are, like clouds,
“untouchable”, they cannot be grasped or understood. They constantly change
their opinions, like clouds do their appearances. And intellectuals can have a se-
ductive influence, as the personified Clouds do to poor Strepsiades. The fact that
these symbols of sophistry ultimately turn out to be quasi Aeschylian deities, in
that their seduction of the comic hero accords with the motto mafet pébog,
“knowledge through suffering”, is the surprise that Aristophanes saves for
shortly before the end of the comedy. A personification can therefore remain an
exciting riddle or present the viewer with a subsequent puzzle, even after the first
seems to have been solved. But it should never be forgotten that in comedy a pri-
mary tension is often created by enigmatic identities."

A particular form of personification occurs in the person of Socrates in
Clouds. 1t is clear that Aristophanes does not bring a “real” Socrates onto the
stage here, in that he does not create a likeness of the historical man Socrates of
423 BCE. Rather, the Socrates character represents all those who are under the
special protection of the cloud goddesses, i.e. the entire group of intellectuals at
the time of the performance.”? While the Clouds illustrate the characteristics of
intellectuals generally, Socrates acts as a generic intellectual on the stage — just
as Lamachus in Acharnians represents the whole group of those who advocate
war and seek profit.

2 Dithyrambic poetry in metaphor
and personification

Using the example of the scene of the poet and Kinesias in Birds (904-957, 1372-
1409), a second stage of this study will now illustrate how Aristophanes explores
the possibilities of making the abstract visible with the help of personification
and metaphorical dramatisation. The anonymous poet (IToinTrig) represents the
type of poet who works on commission, a la Simonides and Pindar, and who, as
he proudly emphasises, composes dithyrambs, partheneia, and songs in the
manner of Simonides (919, péAn katd t& Zipwvidov). He is thus an old-school
choral lyricist who has mastered the craft and is at home in all choral and occa-
sional genres. In order to secure Peisetaerus’ permission to enter the newly

11 Cf. Konstantakos 2021, 196.
12 Zimmermann 1993, 260-267; Olson 2021, 5-7.
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founded Cloudcuckooland, the beggar poet offers — Hipponax is certainly the
model” — Pindaric verse interspersed with Homeric and lyric set pieces. Not be-
cause he is overwhelmed by the poet’s skill, but simply to get rid of his irritating
presence (931, 940), Peisetaerus presents him with a cloak and asks him to flee.

Kinesias, the representative of modern choral poetry influenced by sophistry,
fares quite differently. The son of the citharode Meles," he was a dithyrambic poet
and politician active from 425-390 BCE. At the beginning of the fourth century, a
Chorus directed by him won a victory at the Dionysia (IG II* 3028). As a city coun-
cil member, he introduced a resolution to honour the Syracusan tyrant Diony-
sius I (IG II? 18). He also accused a certain Phanias of criminal action. In his de-
fense of Phanias, Lysias (fr. 195.1 Carey) accuses Kinesias of impiety and of
belonging to an obscure club of kakodaoviotai who had mocked the gods and
despised the laws. In comedy, he is regularly ridiculed for physical abnormali-
ties, thinness, and incontinence.'® Whether the husband of Myrrhine in Aristoph-
anes’ Lysistrata (838-979), also named Kinesias, is to be equated with the dithy-
rambic poet is unclear, but he may be the same man." In the list of the rapists of
Music in Pherecrates’ Cheiron (fr. 155.8-12),' he is attacked for having “twisted”
everything in his dithyrambic compositions. The epithet “Chorus killer”, which
Strattis gives him in his comedy Kinesias (fr. 16), indicates that Kinesias almost
“killed” the dithyrambic Choruses with his compositions, since they were not
danceable.” Exactly the same point is made when Kinesias is addressed in the
Birds (1379): “Why are you dragging around the dithyrambic circle with your
clubfoot?” (ti 8ebpo md8a b KLAAOV dva KUKAOV KUKAETG;). The compositions of
the dithyrambic poet are thus represented as so twisted and crazy that they are in
fact impossible to dance, so that one could even get the impression that the Cho-
rus members are clubfooted.®

13 Onv. 935, cf. the commentary of Dunbar 1995, 535 ff.

14 On this, see Zimmermann 1985b, 55-58; Dunbar 1995, 520-540.

15 Cf. Pherecrates fr. 6; Pl. Grg. 502a.

16 Cf. Ar. Ran. 366, 1437; Eccl. 328-330; fr. 156.10; Plato Com. fr. 200.

17 Cf. Kidd 2014, 87-117.

18 On this issue, see Restani 1983; M. Napolitano in Franchini 2020, 242-294.

19 Cf. Orth 2009, 108-115.

20 On this interpretation of the verses, see Dunbar 1995, 667-668; Zimmermann 1995, 125 ff.;
Zimmermann 2008, 117-120.
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In verses 1383-1390, Kinesias describes his dithyrambic art:

K.  Umo oob nrepwbelg BovAopat peTApaLog
GVATITOPEVOG €K TV VEQPEADV KavVAG AaBeiv
depoBoviToug Kal VipoPOAoLG GvaBoAds.

Me. &k T@OV vEPEA@V yap &v TG AvaBoldag AdBot;

KL KPEHATAL UEV 0DV EVTEDBEV ARGV | TEXVI.
TV S10upApPwV yop T& Aapmpa yiyveTat
GEPLOL KOl TKOTEVA KO KUOVOUYEX
Kai trepodovnTa.

Ki. I want wings from you, to fly on high and snatch from the clouds fresh preludes air-
propelled and snow-swept.

Pe.  You're saying you can snatch preludes from the clouds?

Ki. Why, our whole art depends on them! In dithyrambs the dazzling bits are airy,
dusky, darkly flashing, wing-propelled.

The art of the dithyrambic thus lives in the clouds, and poets soar up to them for
new ideas and inspirations (cf. Peace 828-831). Indeed, the poetry itself has all
the qualities of clouds: it is something airy, intangible, and floating, and can also
be dark and difficult to see through.” As in Aristophanes’ Clouds, then, the Cho-
rus symbolises all those who, in Newiger’s words, “confuse people by throwing
blue mist before their eyes, including especially the orators” (“zu denen vor allem
die Redekiinstler, die den Leuten blauen Dunst vormachen, geh6ren”).? In Birds,
the art of the dithyrambic poets is described as something ethereal and intangi-
ble, which is removed from normal life, through the air and cloud metaphors. The
dithyrambic poets, like the teachers of rhetoric and the sophists, are windy char-
acters who “throw mist before people’s eyes”.

A comparison of the metaphors used in Clouds and Birds makes clear that the
two groups — rhetors and sophists on the one hand and dithyrambicists on the
other — can be seen as parallel to each other. Socrates pursues his thoughts while
floating in the air (225, GepoBatd kai mepippovd TOV fAtov; cf. also 1503), while
the dithyrambic poet receives inspiration for his poems (&vafoAai) in the same
region. The Clouds are the nurturing deities not only of the sophists and sooth-
sayers, but also of the dithyramb poets (333 ff., kukAiwv Te Xop@Vv Gopa-
TOKGUTTAG, GvBpag petewpo@évakag, / o0dev dpwvtag Bookova’ dpyoug, &t
TaUTag povoomnoodow). The poetry of the dithyrambic poet is therefore something

21 Cf. Newiger 1957, 90.
22 Newiger 1957, 74.
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insubstantial and windy (1384, d&epoSovritoug), something that constantly
changes shape and remains elusive.”

A second quality is also closely related to the airy nature of the dithyrambs:
their darkness (okoTtewvad). The cloud metaphor is maintained in this sense as well.
Clouds can be dark and inscrutable, as can the dithyrambs, containing the in-
scrutable and incomprehensible. A further characterisation is found in the adjec-
tive vigpoBdrog, “whipped by snow”, a poetic expression for the rhetorical term
Puypog, “cold” or “lifeless”. Aristophanes already used the image of “coldness”
for uninspired poetry radiating lifelessness in Acharnians, where he associated
the tragic poet Theognis, notorious for his “coldness”, with snowstorms and the
freezing cold in Thrace: just when everything in Thrace was suffering from freez-
ing cold, Theognis was performing his plays in Athens (138-140).* Additionally,
they are kawai, “new”, since the poet always has to offer something new to the
client. A second meaning of kawvdg also resonates in this context: these works are
modern and innovative, since the author breaks new ground in the composition
of dithyrambs.

The sensual dimension of Aristophanes’ metaphors is on display again in the
metaphorical use of the adjective Ppuxpdg: the coldness of Theognis’ and Kinesias’
poetry can be experienced almost physically.” The samples of his art that Kine-
sias then offers (1392-1400) fully illustrate what is new in dithyrambic poetry: the
dithyrambs of the modern poets are concerned with the essential sound of words,
full of associative leaps, and are characterised by an accumulation of adjectives.
Any meaning recedes behind the beautiful sound and impressive combinations
of words and coinages, especially of adjectives.*

The Kinesias scene of Birds deftly combines the two comic techniques of per-
sonification which is closely related to the 6vopaoTi kwpwdelv, and of metaphor-
ical dramatisation. A well-known figure, the politician and dithyrambic poet Ki-
nesias, represents a whole group, in this case the community of modern choral
poets influenced by sophistry. The Kinesias scene gains significantly more weight

23 Cf. Newiger 1957, 58.

24 Cf. Olson 2002, 116.

25 Regarding the adjective Yuxpog, it can also be understood how metaphors become rhetorical
termini technici. Aristotle discusses in Rhetoric (1405b 34-1406b 14) the adjective Ypuxpdg as “the
result of excessive use of compound words, odd vocabulary, peculiar epithets, and strained met-
aphors” (Olson 2002, 116).

26 Cf. here also Palumbo Stracca 2015, 17. I would emphasise that in Zimmermann 1985a, 80 ff.
I already highlighted the pastiche character of the hoopoe monody of Birds. The “paradox” that
Aristophanes simultaneously uses the achievements of New Music, even while criticising them,
is entirely resolvable, as I have pointed out (Zimmermann 2012, 202 ff.).
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in that Aristophanes allows an anonymous representative of traditional choral
poetry to appear through the figure of the Poietes. This beggar poet irritates the
comic hero and receives a cloak; but in the case of Kinesias, Peisetaerus even be-
comes violent in order to finally be rid of him (1402), “the poet who is courted by
all the community” (1403 ff.).

The dramatic use of metaphor has a double face in the Kinesias scene. The
dithyrambic poet soars into the air to reach Cloudcuckooland and asks Peisetae-
rus for wings so that he may find further artistic inspiration in the realm of the
Clouds (1385 ff.).” Aristophanes thus uses the metaphor of “floating” or “being
lifted off” or the absence of any connection to the earth, to characterise the nature
of contemporary dithyrambic composition. Simultaneously, he allows Kinesias
to explain dithyrambic poetry in terms of literary theory, using cloud metaphors
as poetic and rhetorical terms. We thus stand on the threshold where metaphori-
callanguage begins to develop into literary, specialised, rhetorical and poetic ter-
minology — with the result that the image fades and theory comes to the fore.

3 Cratinus, Pherecrates and personified art

As this study has shown, Aristophanes has three separate ways of bringing ab-
stract concepts onto the stage. First, he may use metaphor, taking an image liter-
ally and bringing it to life as a prop or in action. Second, he sometimes introduces
personifications as dramatis personae which form a considerable part of the
comic action (e.g. Demos in Knights or the Choruses of Wasps or Clouds). Finally,
he can strip a real, well-known person of his individuality to render him a repre-
sentative of a certain group, and thus a personification of characteristics and be-
haviours ascribed to that group. This last group is numerous in Aristophanes’
oeuvre: Lamachus represents warmongers and profiteers, Socrates the intellec-
tuals, Euripides poetry influenced by sophistry, Kinesias dithyrambic poets, and
so on. While the first two methods of rendering ideas concrete are not tied to any
particular time period, personification using a real person anchors the comic plot
to the specific date of the performance and thus makes clear the political relevance
of the comedy in question to the polis at that point in time.

27 Cf. Ar. Pax 828-831: at his heavenly council, Trygaeus also meets the souls of some dithy-
rambic poets who found their “wind-swept musical inspirations” in the lofty realms (&vaBoAds ...
TG EVBLAEPLAVPLVIETOVG TIVAG).
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The cases examined thus far, which in some points have expanded on
Newiger’s conclusions regarding metaphor and allegory, are based on Aristoph-
anes, and therefore cannot claim to represent all forms and functions of personi-
fication and the dramatisation of metaphor in fifth-century comedy. Research in
recent years has demonstrated that comic poets engaged in a constant agonal di-
alogue, adopting, altering, and developing the themes and techniques of their
rivals to win the audience’s favour. Therefore, there were probably similar ele-
ments in other comic poets, but it is also probable that each poet also employed
unique techniques.

If we consider Aristophanes’ older rival, Cratinus, we discover a similar type
of personification to what Aristophanes employs, and to a much greater extent:
namely, his Choruses often represent a particular spirit, be it political or cultural.
A defining characteristic of the Choruses of Cratinus seems to be that they often
embody a certain cultural tendency, or else followers, friends, or companions of
a certain person. A few examples suffice to illustrate this tendency: in Archilochoi,
they are Archilochus and his followers; in Odysses, Odysseus and his compan-
ions; in Kleoboulinai, Kleoboulina and her friends; in Cheirones, the centaur Chei-
ron and his companions; in Dionysoi, the god Dionysus and his entourage. Re-
garding Cheirones (concerning the centaur Cheiron, Achilles’ tutor, and his
companions),?® a play which Cratinus emphatically claims to have laboured in-
tensively to write (mdvog, fr. 255),% Hesiod certainly serves as a background influ-
ence (Theog. 1001; frr. 40.2 and 204.87 M.-W.), and especially the Precepts of Chei-
ron (Xeipwvog vmobiikal, cf. fr. 253 M.-W.), a didactic poem attributed to Hesiod
which was used as a school text in the fifth century.* In keeping with the charac-
ter of the Chorus, the comedy seems not only to have dealt with the decay of po-
litical culture, but — similarly to Aristophanes’ Frogs or Pherecrates’ Cheiron —
also with the decline of musical education (frr. 247, 248, and 254).%' The character
of Solon returns to the world of the living as a representative of the good old days
(émtt Kpdvou, fr. 246), standing as the antithesis of the character of Pericles. The
latter is represented as the son of Stasis, domestic warfare, who, together with
Hera/Aspasia as the daughter of immorality and lasciviousness (katamuyoovvn),”

28 On the orthography of Xep- or Xip-, cf. the introduction to the play in Kassel/Austin 1983—
2001, IV 245.

29 Schwarze 1971, 55-64.

30 Cf. West 1966, 430. On the school text, see Schmid 1929, 287 ff.

31 On the political content, see Farioli 2000, 406-431.

32 It remains unclear whether he opened the piece as the speaker of the prologue, or whether
he was called out of the underworld (by the Chorus?) or returned to Athens in its company.

33 On personification in Hesiod, see West 1966, 33 ff.
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rules over a city torn apart by party struggles (frr. 258 and 259). The Chorus, bor-
rowed from the myth, thus stands, as is the case in Wasps and Clouds, for a new
cultural movement — the old paideia, embodied by the centaur Cheiron — against
which the decay of education of the present is contrasted. Similarly, in the
Archilochoi (“Archilochus and his Companions”) the theme of paideia in music
may have been linked to politics, a tension which could likewise lead to a clash
between different positions — Archilochus and his followers on the one hand and
a group of modern poets on the other.*

A look at the Poetae Comici Graeci demonstrates that a comedy like Archilo-
choi was not the exception in the fifth century. Judging by the title, the Hesiodoi
of Telecleides (before 429 BCE) may have been a comedy concerning poetic prac-
tice, like Cratinus’ Archilochoi.” In it, the tragedians Nothippus (fr. 17) and Philo-
cles, who assumes an Aeschylian attitude (fr. 15; cf. fr. 31), are deemed “bad” po-
ets. It is possible that an agon took place between poets, with the participation of
the personified Poetry or Tragedy. Nor was personal mockery absent (fr. 12, Peri-
cles; fr. 16, Androcles). Conflict dealing closely with the genre of tragedy is at-
tested in frr. 41 and 42, where Mnesilochus and Socrates are named as co-authors
of Euripides.*®

The last comedy of Cratinus, Pytine (“The bottle”) — the 423 BCE play with
which Cratinus achieved a victory over the Clouds of Aristophanes that the
younger comedian never got over — was probably full of personification. In this
piece, the older poet unveils his aesthetic programme in direct confrontation with
his younger rival®”” — and unmistakably makes himself the comic hero of the play.

The Scholion to Aristophanes’ Knights 400a (Pytine test. ii) conveys the es-
sential points of the plot of the play:* enraged by Aristophanes’ characterisation
of him as an old drunkard past his prime as a poet in the previous year’s parabasis
of Knights (531-536), Cratinus — although he had already retired from the busi-
ness of writing — took up the pen again in a comedy about himself and his own
drunkenness (pebn). Cratinus thus represents himself as the husband of the per-
sonified Comedy,* who wants to end their relationship and accuses him of abuse
(koxwoewc). Frr. 193-196 are Comedy’s own accusation, and fr. 197 Cratinus’

34 The reconstruction of the plot is controversial, see the discussion in Zimmermann 2011, 727.
35 Schwarze 1971, 94-96; Bagordo 2013, 117-138.

36 See Patzer 1994, 51-55; cf. Kallias fr. 15.

37 Cf. Ruffell 2002; Olson 2007, 80-87.

38 For possible reconstructions of the play, see the note on the testimonia and fragments in
Kassel/Austin 1983-2001, IV 219-232, as well as Schmid 1946, 85; Heath 1990, 148-151; Ruffell
2002, 156-158; Bakola 2010, 59-64.

39 See Hall 2000, 410-412.
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reply. Friends arrive and ask Cratinus not to rush things, and inquire about the
causes of the quarrel with his wife Comedy. She reproaches him for no longer
spending time with her, but instead with Methe, the personified drunkenness.
The fragments do not reveal whether Methe faced Comedy or whether Cratinus
was forced to choose between the two women in the role of Heracles at the cross-
roads.” But in any case, Drunkenness (Methe), whether appearing onstage in
personified form or not, is also conceived of as a person, like Comedy. The friends
discuss how they can cure Cratinus of his drunkenness (fr. 199) and only find one
solution: to smash all the drinking cups. Cratinus seems to have yielded (fr. 200)
and agreed to abstain from wine. But his plaintive address to his empty, cobweb-
defaced cup (fr. 202) suggests that his abstinence will not last long. The fragments
permit two possible resolutions of the crisis: one possibility would be that the
spouses are reconciled. Alternatively, a perhaps more comedic solution would
be if Cratinus, after first letting himself be taught better (similarly to Philocleon
in Aristophanes’ Wasps), eventually falls back into his old vice in even greater
extremes of Dionysian exuberance.

Which of the two interpretations is correct depends on the interpretation of
fr. 198, in which the elemental power that gushes out of his verses and songs is
described, and fr. *203 (“If you drink water, you will never produce anything
clever!”).” Central to the plot is whether, in the agon, Cratinus defends his wine-
inspired poetry, or whether in the exodos he has abandoned all good intentions
and returned to drunkenness. The second solution would fit better to the general
poetic technique of the piece. Just as Aristophanes’ Frogs discusses the right way
to write a tragedy, the Pytine — probably in the agon — seems to have centered on
the craft of the comic poet (frr. 208 and 209). In the classroom scene, as we know it
from the Aristophanic Clouds and Wasps, Comedy gives instructions to Cratinus.

In the Pytine, Cratinus engages in direct confrontation with Aristophanes by
putting forth both friendly and biting characterisations, reworking representa-
tions which his rival bestowed on him in Acharnians (848-853) and above all in
the parabasis of the Knights (526—-536). Many men — according to Aristophanes in
Knights (517) — have already propositioned Comedy, but only a few have been
kind to her.”> According to Cratinus’ response in Pytine, he has nothing to do with

40 See Heath 1990, 150.

41 With an even clearer Dionysian reference in Epicharmus fr. 131, o0k o1t 8180papBog, dxy’
V8wp miing. This in turn resonates significantly with Archilochus fr. 120 West; cf. Conti Bizzarro
1999, 73-79.

42 On interpreting nelpdoBot with an erotic connotation, see Henderson 1991, 158: “Comedy vis-
ualized as an hetaera at whom poets make passes”.



Metaphors and Personifications Onstage = 71

the poets as variously successful lovers of the difficult, capricious Comedy; rather,
he shares a conjugal relationship with Comedy.*” He abandoned her for another
woman, Methe, of his own free will, and now Comedy is fighting to win him back
as her husband. The old man whom Aristophanes mocked in Knights as a living
corpse is thus still the object of intense female attraction. In the image of his po-
etry as animated by a massive elemental force capable of sweeping away every-
thing in its path and destroying the opponents, which Aristophanes portrayed in
Knights (527 ff.), Cratinus in Pytine develops a theme of Dionysian poetics based
on Archilochus. The image of wine resembles that of Archilochus fr. 120 West
(g Atwvioov &vakTog kahov EapEat péAog / oida S18VpapBov oivy cuykepauvw-
Beig ppévag), as a metaphor for divine inspiration.* Fr. 198, which describes the
power of Cratinus’ words and characterises them as flooding and sweeping eve-
rything away, reproduces Aristophanes’ judgement even on the level of vocabu-
lary.”> Archilochus becomes the main reference point of Cratinus’ comedic poetry,
representing both Dionysian inspiration and scathing personal mockery.“ In ad-
dition to the Dionysian metaphor cuykepavvodv (fr. 199.4), there is a word-for-
word quotation from Archilochus in fr. 211 (= fr. 109 West).* Fragments 208, 209,
212, 214, and 215, meanwhile, show that the comedy was peppered with personal
mockery, with Aristophanes also receiving criticism for stealing ideas from
Eupolis (fr. 213). One could almost say that Cratinus, provoked by Aristophanes’
mockery, revives the two dominant elements of his comic poetry, the Dionysian“®
and the satirical, in his last comedy. However, he does not do this in the form of
a performative speech — for example in an agon or parabasis — but rather by

43 Cf. Hall 2000, 411 ff.

44 The Dionysian verb ovykepoavvodv, “to strike with lightning”, is found in fr. 199.4. Rosen
(2000, 35) assumes that there will be an eventual reconciliation between Cratinus and Comedy;
while Cratinus would reduce his wine consumption, he would not give it up entirely; this view
is contrary to that of Dionysian poetry developed here.

45 Cf. Ar. Eq. 526, oM@ pevooag ot énaivey; Cratinus fr. 198.1, T@v éndv o pevpatog. Cf. Zim-
mermann 2010, 53-61.

46 Rotstein 2010, 281-346.

47 Inany case, it is entirely possible that moAitat, stemming from Archilochus, has intruded into
Cratinus’ fragment; cf. Kugelmeier 1996, 171 ff.

48 The Dionysiac element is already clear in the titles Dionysoi, Dionysalexandros, and Satyroi.
It is possible that Boukoloi and Euneidai also had Dionysiac content: the old family of the Eunei-
dai included the priest of Dionysus Melpomenos and was responsible for a particular type of
Dionysiac cult music, cf. Burkert 2006, 114-116.
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converting that poetic programme into a comic stage action playing with meta-
phors and personifications.”

Pherecrates undoubtedly played with similar ambiguities with the female
personification in his Cheiron, which is undatable but should probably be dated
before Cratinus’ Pytine; the decline of contemporary musical art is the focus of
this play. In terms of the age of the speaker, fr. 156 may have been spoken by
Achilles’ tutor. It is presumably addressed to the Chorus, and the centaur seems
to have appeared, as in Cratinus’ Cheirones, in the role attributed to him by the
didactic poem Precepts of Cheiron (Xeipwvog UnoBiikar).”® Of particular interest
for the history of the dithyramb and the “New Music” is the extensive text (fr. 155)
handed down by Pseudo-Plutarch in De musica, which may have come from the
prologue. In it, the personified Music, abused on every part of her body, com-
plains to the personified Justice about the tortures inflicted on her by the repre-
sentatives of the New Dithyramb and the New Music (Melanippides, Kinesias,
Phrynis, Timotheus, Philoxenus).”! Pherecrates plays with sexual ambiguities
throughout; the musical innovations of the avant-gardists, which were intended
above all to make their compositions richer and more varied, are described as the
rape of the incarnated Music.

4 Conclusion

This sampling of the works of Aristophanes and of his rivals, even in their frag-
mentary state, suffices to demonstrate that personification in its various forms
was one of the central techniques of Old Comedy. The plot structure of fifth-cen-
tury comedy drives this tendency, which will disappear in the course of the fourth
century until the time of Menander. The plays of Old Comedy, in contrast, are
usually based on a “critical idea” that occurs to the protagonist. In light of his
criticism of the rampant wrongs going on in the polis, he develops a fantastical
counter-model to remedy the abuse. Playwrights prefer not to leave the abuse
that is being criticised, or indeed the criticism itself, in the vacuum of abstraction.
Instead, they render it both visible and understandable, in accordance with the

49 The Didaskaliai may also have featured implicit poetics and self-referentiality, if one assumes
with Kaibel (Kassel/Austin 1983-2001, IV 139) that Cratinus introduced his individual pieces as
a (probably personified) Chorus, forming a kind of career overview.

50 Schmid 1946, 106.

51 The fragment has been discussed in detail from a music-historical viewpoint by Restani 1983,
130-159; cf. Hall 2000, 414 ff.; Henderson 2000, 143.
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genre of drama and especially comedy. Comic poets of the fifth century thus em-
ployed personifications, either as protagonists of the entire play, like Aristopha-
nes in Knights or Cratinus in Pytine; or as the main characters in a single scene,
such as the Logoi in Aristophanes’ Clouds; or in a wealth of associations of meta-
phors. When the genre of comedy later allows critical analyses of contemporary
events to recede into the background, the personifications and metaphors that
animate it eventually disappear from the plays.
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loannis M. Konstantakos
Imaginary Wor(l)ds: Comic Language
and the Construction of Fantasy

Abstract: The poets of Old Comedy applied various linguistic and stylistic methods
to construct secondary fictitious worlds in their dramas. Grotesque composite
names, which reveal the mythopoeic function of comic fantasy, were assigned to
invented utopian states. The technique of verbal and phrasal accumulation was
employed to depict alternative worlds of fabulous wealth and gastronomic abun-
dance. Aristophanes resorted to the scenic materialisation of linguistic metaphors
and proverbial expressions, in order to highlight the surreal nature of his mytho-
poeia. Pherecrates, in his comedy Krapataloi, may have invented an imaginary lan-
guage for the inhabitants of the legendary society of the underworld. Above all,
wordplays, especially of the type based on homonymy, homophony, and ambigu-
ous or polysemous words, were used to give rise to the genesis of the fantastic world
per se, and also conditioned the formation of many of its individual aspects, from
civic institutions and administration to demography and political life.

1 The languages of literary fantasy

As J.R.R. Tolkien pointed out in his seminal essay on fairy-stories, the writer of
fantastic tales is a creator of another world — or, rather, a “sub-creator”, a lower-
order imitator of God, the one and only true Creator. The story-writer invents a
“secondary world”, in other words, an alternative universe parallel to the reality
of our common experience, an imaginary space-time which operates according
to its own internal laws. Inside this delimited second-degree cosmos, anything
that the author relates is “true”, provided that it happens according to the system
of this world’s rules.! The writer of fantasy must strive to achieve the “inner con-
sistency of reality” for his secondary world.? He needs to concretely invent and
design virtually every aspect of his imaginary universe, down to the tiniest de-
tails: from the natural order, physical layout, and material conditions of the cosmos

1 J.R.R. Tolkien, “On Fairy-Stories”, originally delivered as a lecture at the University of St. An-
drews in 1939: Tolkien 1983, 138-147. On the concepts of “sub-creation” and the “secondary
world”, which are central in Tolkien’s view of fantastic fiction, see Phelpstead 2014, 86-90.

2 Tolkien 1983, 139-140.

3 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. [ This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111295282-003
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to its inhabitants and creatures, populations and races, flora and fauna, and fur-
ther to its socio-cultural formations, its realms and cities, nations and societies,
history and civilisations, and generally all the components of the people’s ordi-
nary life, public activity, and private experience. If the story-writer succeeds in
constructing the secondary world in such fullness, he will have carried out a true
achievement of art. The narration of fantasy, in this perspective, is “story-making
in its primary and most potent mode”.? Thus, the successful author of fantastic
literature becomes a disciple of the real Maker; he replicates, as far as is permitted
to mortals, the original and genuine act of Creation.

The invention of every aspect of the secondary world includes, among many
other elements, the languages spoken by the world’s intelligent residents, the
various tribes, nations, or other collectivities of speech-endowed dwellers that
inhabit the sub-created cosmos. Ideally, at least, the author must have set out, in
his mind and in his text, the native tongues of the populations of his world, their
peculiar nature, sound-pattern, history, distribution, and interrelations. In the
annals of world literature, there is one author who actually worked out the vari-
ous individual languages of the inhabitants of his fantastic universe in full detail,
as freestanding and operational systems of linguistic expression, complete with
their grammatical paradigms, morphological and syntactic rules, etymological
roots, derivation mechanisms, and their place in overarching family trees of lan-
guages. This was J.R.R. Tolkien, the sub-creator of Middle-Earth and of its sundry
races of living beings.*

Mostly in the earlier part of his creative years, from the mid-1910s to the late
1930s, Tolkien composed (in full or in outline) more than a dozen fictitious lan-
guages (“art-languages”, as he called them), which were eventually distributed
among the populations of his vast imaginary universe, throughout its multi-mil-
lennial history. In a celebrated essay, Tolkien described his “secret habit” of in-
venting languages and defined the crucial role that this habit played with regard
to the development of his mythopoeia, the fabrication of his fictional world, and
ultimately the writing of his novels and stories.’ As he states, the making of lan-
guage (“glossopoeia”) is closely intertwined with the creation of a mythology
(mythopoeia); for the perfect construction of an invented language, it is

3 Tolkien 1983, 140.

4 On this fundamental aspect of Tolkien’s creative art, the invention of languages in the context
of fantastic mythopoeia, see Flieger 2002, 67-95; Drout 2007, 332-344; Smith 2007, 3-23, 81-112;
Weiner/Marshall 2011; Smith 2014; Fimi/Higgins 2016, xvi—xxx.

5 See the essay entitled “A Secret Vice”, written around 1932: Tolkien 1983, 198-223; Fimi/
Higgins 2016, 1-59.
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necessary to devise, at least in outline, a mythical concomitant. In practice, once
the art-language is designed, it will breed a suitable mythology for itself.® In his
personal correspondence, writing in a more informal context, Tolkien went so far
as to declare that his entire fictional oeuvre was “fundamentally linguistic in in-
spiration”: the invention of languages was the foundation; the stories were gen-
erated subsequently and secondarily, to provide a context, a “world” for the lan-
guages to exist in.” Having composed a fictitious tongue, for reasons of linguistic
exercise and pure aesthetic pleasure, Tolkien proceeded, at a second stage, to
imagine the people who would be the speakers of this language, and to set out
their history, culture, and myths. In the beginning was the word.

Very few, if any, subsequent writers have advanced thus far in drawing up
entire systems of artificial languages. Most authors, both before and after Tol-
kien, have restricted themselves to a much more moderate scale of invention.? A
special case is presented by certain dystopian fictions set in a dark and pessimis-
tic vision of the future. The language of the societies depicted in these works is
usually based on an existing modern language, such as English. The author de-
velops the common spoken language into a weird direction, introduces strange
innovations and mutations in its structure and vocabulary, and ends up with a
distorted and unfamiliar version of it, which suits particular social and cultural
aspects of the bleak future world.

George Orwell, in his famous novel Nineteen Eighty-Four (published in 1949),
introduced Newspeak, the official language of the totalitarian state of Oceania.
Newspeak is a perversely simplified form of basic English, with limited vocabu-
lary, curtailed semantics, many artificial contractions and abbreviations, and ex-
tensive use of prefixes and suffixes to indicate all kinds of grammatical variation.’
Analogously, Anthony Burgess, in his novel A Clockwork Orange (1962), devel-
oped Nadsat, an argot used by delinquent teenagers in the novel’s dystopian city.
Nadsat consists in English with numerous Russian loan words and various bor-
rowings and influences from Cockney rhyme, demotic slang, Shakespearean

6 Tolkien 1983, 210-213.

7 Tolkien 1981, 219-220, from a letter to Houghton Mifflin Co., Tolkien’s American publishers,
dated June 30, 1955. Cf. Shippey 2003, 116-117; Smith 2007, 17-19, 127-129; Weiner/Marshall
2011, 96-98; Smith 2014, 202-203; Fimi/Higgins 2016, xi—xvi.

8 For comprehensive surveys of the fictitious languages appearing in world fiction, see
Lo Bianco 2004; Barnes/van Heerden 2006; Stockwell 2006; Smith 2007, 93-106; Cheyne 2008.
An analytical catalogue raisonné is provided in the encyclopaedia of Conley/Cain 2006.

9 On Orwell’s Newspeak, see Wicker 1962; Courtine 1986; Conley/Cain 2006, 136-138; Jackson
2011, 50-64; Noletto/Teixeira Lopes 2018, 1-9, 13-15.
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style, and archaic linguistic registers.!’ Cases such as Newspeak and Nadsat do
not constitute truly invented languages. Rather, they represent strange and un-
conventional adaptations of common speech to a fictional context, with a view to
bringing about an irregular and alienating effect."

Other writers confined themselves to making up only some words, phrases,
or at most a few structural elements of the imagined tongues of their narrative
worlds. This practice can be traced back to the dawn of the modern age and seems
to have originated in the early phases of European travel fiction. Some authors of
imaginative travelogues and utopian romances composed short specimens of the
languages which they placed on the lips of the fictional populations of the fara-
way countries they described. Thomas More’s illustrious Utopia (1516) is prefaced
with a poetic quatrain written in the language of the fantastic land of the title, a
phonetic concoction apparently based on Latin, Greek, and Persian. The main
narrative is also interlaced with several names of institutions, offices, customs,
and geographical landmarks of the Utopian land, which follow analogous prin-
ciples of derivation from the Greek and other ancient languages." Jonathan Swift,
in his satirical novel Gulliver’s Travels (1726), included sundry samples from the
fictitious tongues of the places visited by the hero, such as Lilliput the kingdom
of minuscule people, Brobdingnag the land of the giants, and the country of the
Houyhnhnms, the intelligent and supremely virtuous speaking horses.”

This literary practice flourished especially in the twentieth century, becom-
ing a staple ingredient of fantastic fictions, especially those concerned with the
fabrication of imaginary secondary worlds. C.S. Lewis peppered the novels of his
space trilogy (Out of the Silent Planet, Perelandra, and That Hideous Strength,
1938-1945) with numerous words and names of Old Solar, an invented interplan-
etary language which is presented in the novels as the original speech form of the
universe and as the lingua franca used throughout our solar system.! Jorge Luis
Borges designed a couple of idiosyncratic abstract languages for the fantastic uto-
pias of his short stories; their main characteristic is their austerely selective and
restrictive repertoire, which only comprises some of the constituents of common
parlance and excludes others, so that the operation of the language recalls the
experimental linguistic games of the Oulipo team. In the story “T16n, Ugbar, Orbis

10 On Burgess’ Nadsat, see Evans 1971; Conley/Cain 2006, 28—29; Jackson 2011, 64—72; Noletto/
Torres de Alencar Costa 2017.

11 Cf. Smith 2007, 97-99; Adams 2011, 242-243; Noletto/Torres de Alencar Costa 2017, 259.

12 See Romm 1991; Conley/Cain 2006, 201-203; Noletto/Teixeira Lopes 2019.

13 See Kelling 1951; Clark 1953; Kelly 1978; Conley/Cain 2006, 78—82; Noletto/Teixeira Lopes/
Torres de Alencar Costa 2017.

14 See Bond 1972; Conley/Cain 2006, 143-147.
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Tertius” (from the collection The Garden of Forking Paths, 1941), the Ursprache of
the idealistic planet T16n contains no nouns but only impersonal verbs, modified
by suffixes and prefixes which function as adverbs. In this form of speech, every-
thing has to be expressed by means of verbal actions and adverbial relations (e.g.
to convey the meaning “the moon rose above the river”, the speaker needs to say
“upward, behind the onstreaming it mooned”). In another weird tale, “Dr. Bro-
die’s Report” (from the homonymous collection, 1970), the language of the savage
Ape-men on the unknown island discovered by the Reverend Dr. David Brodie
consists only of consonantal roots conveying a general idea, which is further to
be defined in actual communication by the context or by the speaker’s facial ex-
pressions. For instance, the word nrz indicates a dispersion of spots; in practice,
it may denote the starry sky, a leopard’s skin, a flock of birds, smallpox, a splatter
of water or mud, the act of scattering, or an army taking flight after a defeat. Borges
usually illustrates these figments of linguistic imagination with a few examples
from the original native vocabulary.”

Roald Dahl created another fictitious language (commonly known as “gob-
blefunk”) for the tribe of the giants in his novel The Big Friendly Giant (1982). He
made up and cited almost four hundred words of it, most of them fanciful nouns
and names, which recall the portmanteau words and nonsense formations of
Lewis Carroll.’® George R.R. Martin, perhaps the greatest sub-creator of fantastic
worlds since Tolkien, mentions about a dozen languages spoken by the popula-
tions of the fictional continents Westeros and Essos, the setting of his enormous
cycle of novels under the general title A Song of Ice and Fire (five books published
between 1996 and 2011). For a couple of these languages, such as the native
tongue of the nomadic Dothraki tribe or the aristocratic High Valyrian, Martin
also wrote down a few words and sentences, which appear interspersed in the
texts of his novels.” However, he did not elaborate any of these languages to a
substantial degree; indeed, none of the aforementioned novelists have attempted
such an endeavour, with the single exception of Tolkien.

In the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, the writers of fiction do not usu-
ally move beyond the invention of individual words and phrases of the con-
structed languages. The development of fictitious tongues as fully-fledged sys-
tems is left to specialised professionals, expert linguists and scientists, who are
usually hired to work for television shows. The linguist David J. Peterson became

15 On Borges’ linguistic fantasies, see Cordero 1990, 192-194; Conley/Cain 2006, 191-192; Smith
2007, 1-6, 93-94.

16 See Rennie 2016.

17 See Peterson 2015b for a general survey.
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famous for developing High Valyrian and the speech of the Dothraki for the tele-
vised series Game of Thrones (2011-2019), on the basis of the small number of
words from these languages which were mentioned in George R.R. Martin’s nov-
els. He went on to devise other fictional languages for a score of television serials
and films." The pioneer of this kind of activity was the academic Marc Okrand, a
scholar of Native American languages, who fabricated the language of the extra-
terrestrial race of the Klingons for the science fiction franchise Star Trek in the
early 1980s.”” What had been an amateur hobby and “secret vice” for Tolkien is
now turned into a full-time job in show business.

For present-day readers, the images of the fantastic lands of epic legend, sci-
ence fiction, travel literature, or secondary mythology are inextricably connected
with the peculiar sounds of made-up languages, the emblematic slogans and
mottos placed on the lips of the various peoples which inhabit the vast continents
of the imagination. “Ash nazg durbatuliik, ash nazg gimbatul”, “Valar morghu-
lis, valar dohaeris”, “phizz-whizzing”, “Hekinah degul”, “hl6r u fang axaxaxas
mld” — these phrases have entered the collective literary imaginary, and their
mere mention calls to mind the worlds of fiction for which they have been cre-
ated. Invented language has become a valuable tool in the hands of the writer of
fantasy, one of the building blocks for the construction of fictitious universes.

What has all this to do with ancient Greek literature? The development of im-
aginary languages in a fictional context is a phenomenon of modernity, rarely
encountered before the twentieth century, impossible to trace before the Renais-
sance. There seems to have been no equivalent in the literary production of the
ancient world. No known Classical author of prose or poetry has created a recog-
nisable alien form of speech for the peoples of his narrative. Nevertheless, the
devices of language are not altogether irrelevant to the construction of alterna-
tive, utopian, and secondary worlds in ancient literature. One particular form of
art, the so-called Old Comedy in the theatre of fifth-century Athens, exploited a
wide range of linguistic techniques and stylistic means for the fashioning of fan-
tastic societies and utopian visions.” In the hands of the Athenian comic poets,
the Attic idiom served as the basic material for the scenic portrayal of the imagi-
nary worlds which formed part of the comic storyline. Aristophanes and the other

18 See his own testimony in Peterson 2015a, 1-2, 25-26, 89-96, 153-163, 199-207, 247-265;
cf. Peterson 2015b.

19 For the fascinating story of the development of the Klingon language, see Conley/Cain 2006,
170-172; Okrent 2009, 229-244; Okrand/Adams/Hendriks-Hermans/Kroon 2011.

20 On the concept of the fictitious “secondary world” (or “counter-world”, “Gegenwelt”) in Old
Comedy, cf. Heberlein 1980, 5-26.
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playwrights of his generation produced and brought on stage cities made of
words, kingdoms founded on wordplay, lexical wonderlands, and otherworlds
discovered in the gaps of grammar and syntax.

The rest of this chapter will be dedicated to the exploration of this aspect of
linguistic creativity in the preserved texts and fragments of Old Comedy. A variety
of linguistic resources and mechanisms of verbal humour, employed by the poets
of this fruitful genre, will be examined in connection with the depiction of ficti-
tious worlds. These include the invention of amusing composite names for imag-
inary countries, which poignantly indicate the main traits of the corresponding
lands or the preoccupations of their people; the use of stylistic devices such as
accumulations, word lists, climaxes, and metaphors for the description or the
scenic realisation of a utopian otherworld; the exploitation of wordplays for the
development of social and cultural facets of invented societies; and also the fab-
rication of fictitious vocabularies and forms of speech, which may have been ap-
plied by certain poets to a moderate degree. This latter aspect will provide a good
point to start.

2 Anew language for an alien place

Although ancient Greek authors thought up many imaginary places and their fic-
titious peoples, they did not display equal creativity with regard to the latter’s
forms of oral expression. Rarely do Classical writers wonder about the language
spoken by the inhabitants of an invented country, or about the ways in which the
latter may contact the outer world. Even if a particular language is attributed to
such a fictional population, words or other elements of it are almost never cited
in the text. Although the concept of an invented form of speech originated in
Greek imagination from early on, already in the Homeric Iliad, it was only ex-
ploited to a minimal extent. In the Iliad, the Trojans and their Asiatic allies speak
throughout the same language as the Achaeans, and the poet does not problem-
atise their mode of communication in the context of the epic narrative.
Nevertheless, one particular group is assigned a separate language: namely,
the immortal gods, who embody the most important counter-world within the
Homeric universe. In a number of Iliadic passages, the gods are said to use a par-
ticular name for a given entity (a person, landmark, animal, or object) which mor-
tal men call differently in their own language (Iliad 1.403-404, 2.813-814, 14.291,
20.74, cf. also the divine terms p@Av and ITAayktai mentioned in Odyssey 10.305
and 12.61). This implies that the Olympian divinities have their own tongue,
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which is different from the human forms of speech, although they may fully im-
itate the language of men when they come into contact with the latter — in the
same way as they assume a human form, hiding their true godly appearance,
when they appear among men on earth.” The Homeric poet may be presumed to
have access to the divine language via the omniscience granted him by the
Muses.” Of course, in the context of Greek religious cult, the gods cannot exactly
be regarded as a “fantastic” race, on a par with the populations of the fictitious
countries of utopian and travel literature. They do represent, however, an alter-
native supernatural world, which exists in parallel with the ordinary society of
mankind and bears the marks of a secondary mythological sub-creation.

Apart from the Homeric polity of the gods, the fantastic cities and regions of
ancient Greek fictional narratives are mostly encountered in distant lands at the
edges of the known world or in metaphysical spaces such as the kingdom of the
dead. In many cases, the local tribes or groups of dwellers are not attributed a
separate language of their own. Often the inhabitants of the fictitious country are
shown to communicate spontaneously and unproblematically with visitors from
our ordinary world, sharing the same language, like the Achaeans and the Tro-
jans in the Iliad. Odysseus converses freely with the alien races of the Cyclopes,
the Phaeacians, and the Laestrygonians in the Odyssey.” Alexander the Great, in
the fictionalised Alexander Romance, conducts extensive dialogues with the Am-
azons and the royal family of the legendary Ethiopia (3.18-23, 3.25-26), without
any mention of translation or linguistic mediation. In Lucian’s pioneering fantas-
tic novel True Histories, the protagonist is able to communicate without obstacle
with the peoples of the sun and the moon, which he visits during his wonderful
journeys (1.11-29). The ingenuous spirit of folk fantasy and fairy tale permeates
these early travel fictions, which pose no problems of linguistic communication
to the hero, as though the entire earth were covered by a single universal

21 On the Homeric language of the gods and the various scholarly hypotheses about its origins,
see Glintert 1921, 89-130; Heubeck 1949-1950; Lazzeroni 1957; Clay 1972; Suter 1991; Watkins
1994, 456-458; Gera 2003, 50-54; Heath 2005, 52-57. The idea that the gods speak a different
language from men is indeed a very old and traditional folk belief, deeply enrooted in mythical
and magical thought. There are analogous examples in Vedic, Hittite, Old Norse, and Old Irish
religious or mythological texts. See Glintert 1921, 1-88; Heubeck 1949-1950, 197-198, 217;
Lazzeroni 1957, 15-25; Watkins 1994, 458-472.

22 See Gera 2003, 50-51; Heath 2005, 53-56.

23 Cf. Glintert 1921, 90, 165; Gera 2003, 52.

24 Cf. Giintert 1921, 164-165 for the analogies between the gods’ peculiar language and the in-
vented speech forms of the peoples of fantasy and fairyland.

25 Cf. Gera 2003, 3-17.
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language. The imaginative sub-creation recaptures the conditions of the world
before Babel.

In other narratives, the legendary or fictitious people are said to speak an
idiom of their own, and the hero only manages to converse with them through
the intervention of interpreters. Cambyses exchanges messages with the king
of the legendary Ethiopians through a party of native African envoys, who know
the local Ethiopian language (Herodotus 3.19-25).% Alexander meets with a
tribe of effeminate fish-eaters on a faraway location of India, at the shores of a
sea of gigantic monsters; they speak an unknown alien language, but the Mac-
edonian conqueror communicates with them through an interpreter (Alexander
Romance 3.17.3).” If no such intermediary is available, articulate verbal ex-
change between the heroes and the foreign populations may prove to be impos-
sible. When a party of Amazons find refuge in inland Scythia, the natives can-
not understand their language and at first communicate with them only by
means of signs, until the women learn the local Scythian tongue (Herodotus
4.110-117).% Alexander meets various tribes of wild and theriomorphic human-
oids (oversized men with bodies covered with hair, cynocephali, headless hu-
mans), as he wanders with his army in the deserted regions near the edges of
the earth. They speak an unintelligible language (Alexander Romance 2.37) or
only make inarticulate yelling sounds (2.33).” One of the most felicitous inven-
tions is found in the utopian travelogue of lambulus, a writer of the late Hellen-
istic age, who composed a novel about an imaginary journey to a marvellous
idyllic island far away in the southern ocean. The natives, a wonderful race of
tall men with supernatural bodily capacities, have forked tongues, with which
they can imitate all articulate human languages (Diodorus Siculus 2.56.5-6),

26 See Harrison 1998, 11-14; Munson 2005, 73-77.

27 The interpreter is mentioned only in the Latin translation of the earliest recension a of the
Alexander Romance, composed by Julius Valerius in the fourth century CE (3.17.330-331: Fuit
igitur mihi ad eorum fabulas diligentia et interpres inventus est qui nobis daret cum hisce barbaris
fabulari; see Rosellini 2004, 137; Callu 2010, 168-169). Nonetheless, this detail is presumably an
authentic part of the story and stems from the original text of the Alexander Romance: see Kon-
stantakos 2019, 285-289.

28 See Harrison 1998, 6; Munson 2005, 72-73; Mayor 2014, 54-56.

29 Cf. the non-verbal, barking sounds with which the legendary tribe of the Cynocephali of India
communicate, according to Ctesias’ Indica (fr. 45.37, fr. 45p Lenfant) and other ethnographic
sources (Ael. NA 4.46). See Gera 2003, 185-192.
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presumably including Greek. The question of communication between the hero
and his hosts is thus immediately solved.*

In none of these cases, however, do the Greek authors cite words or other
components of the fictitious peoples’ languages; the sound of their speech is left
entirely to the reader’s imagination. Only in the Greek comic corpus, there is one
possible case of an invented otherworldly language accompanied by actual cita-
tion of some of its words in the text. Pherecrates’ comedy Krapataloi must have
developed a fantastic storyline, revolving around the well-known mythological
theme of the katabasis, the journey to the underworld. In one fragment, Aeschy-
lus takes pride in the lofty art which he elaborated and gave over to his successors
(fr. 100); the context is probably a poetic agon in Hades, similar to the contest of
the Frogs. In another passage (fr. 85), a character receives instructions on how to
become ill with fever and aches, probably with a view to descending more quickly
to the dead.” The purpose of the journey to the netherworld in this drama is un-
known. Perhaps the kingdom of the dead was depicted as a kind of trenchermen’s
utopia, with continuous banquets, culinary abundance, and automatic prepara-
tion of food (frr. 87, 88, 89),% as happened also in another play by Pherecrates,
the Miners (see below, section 4).

A testimonium and a small fragment of the Krapataloi, in combination, open
an intriguing possibility with regard to the language used in this comic version
of Hades. According to Pollux (9.83, test. i Kassel/Austin), the title of the comedy
was taken from the name of a type of coin used in the underworld:

30 On Iambulus’ utopian concept of polyglottism, cf. Gera 2003, 33-35. In another Hellenistic
romance of travelogue and utopia, the book on the Hyperboreans by Hecataeus of Abdera, the
legendary tribe of the Hyperboreans, at the far north of the world, were reported to speak an
idiom of their own (i8iav Tva SidAektov, FGrHist 264 F 7, from Diodorus 2.47.4); nevertheless,
they were also said to freely communicate with the Greeks, especially the Athenians and Delians,
who travelled to the Hyperborean land and were welcomed there (ibid., from Diodorus 2.47.4-5);
see Winiarczyk 2011, 54. Were the Hyperborean people as a whole imagined to speak foreign
languages such as Greek, like the fantastic population of lambulus’ island? Or were interpreters
of Greek locally available at Hyperborea? Diodorus’ brief summary of Hecataeus’ narrative af-
fords no clue on this matter.

31 On the plot of the Krapataloi and the theme of the katabasis to Hades, see Rehrenbdck 1987,
55—-56; Urios-Aparisi 1992, 267-270, 277-280, 289-290, 296—297; Franchini 2015; Franchini 2020,
12-14, 19-23, 29-40, 50-51, 55-61.

32 Cf. Korte 1938, 1988; Urios-Aparisi 1992, 267-268, 277-280, 283; Ceccarelli 1996, 131; Fran-
chini 2015, 4-11; Franchini 2020, 11-13, 16, 29.
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Gvopa 8¢ vopiopatog kai kpamatalol, eite nai{wv eite omovda{wv DepekpdTng WVOUATEV
€V TQ) OLWVOLY Spdpatt Aéyet 8€ TOV pév kpamataAov etvat €v Gdov Spoyunv, Exewv 8 avtov
800 Pwbiag, T 8¢ Pwbiav eivar TpLwBolov kai Svvacbat OkTw Kikk&Bovg.>

The krapataloi is a kind of coin, as Pherecrates used the word in his homonymous play,
whether he did so with serious intent or for amusement. As he says, the krapatalos is the
equivalent of a drachma in Hades. It is divided into two psothiai. One psothia is the equiva-
lent of three obols and comprises eight kikkaboi.

Fr. 86 complements this information: the character addressed in the text is in-
structed or informed that in Hades he will receive these coins.**

Aet & €v ‘Adov kpamatalov {TplwPoiov} kai pwbia
In Hades you will receive a krapatalos and psothia.

Apparently, Pherecrates devised a new system of coinage for his comic vision
of the underworld, complete with its subdivisions and relative monetary values.
The krapatalos, the main monetary unit, was the equivalent of the drachma, the
basic coin of Classical Athens. It was subdivided into two psothiai, which repre-
sented the equivalent of half a drachma (i.e. three obols in Athenian value), and the
psothia was further divided into eight kikkaboi, presumably extremely small
coins of minimal worth.*

These words are practically unattested in Attic vocabulary outside Phere-
crates’ comedy. They do not recur in extant literary texts and are only adduced as
curious glosses in lexica and grammatical works.* Hesychius (k 3971) interprets
the word kpamatalog as “idiot” (mopd mOAAOIG O pwpog), before citing the

33 I adopt the text as printed in Kassel/Austin 1983-2001, VII 143, with Meineke’s correction of
oxtw Ypwbiag into SVo Pwbiag. On the various emendations proposed for this passage, in order
to change the numerical subdivisions of the otherworldly coinage and make them accord with
one or another arithmetical system, see Caccamo Caltabiano/Radici Colace 1987, 977-979;
Rehrenbdck 1987, 56-57; Urios-Aparisi 1992, 264—267; Franchini 2020, 15. Whichever corrections
and numerical analogies are adopted, it would make no difference to the present discussion,
which is focused on the names of the coins per se.

34 On the text and interpretation of this fragment, see Rehrenbdck 1987, 57-58; Urios-Aparisi
1992, 276-278; Franchini 2015, 7-8; Franchini 2020, 24-26.

35 On the numismatic system of the society of Hades in Pherecrates’ play, see Caccamo Caltabi-
ano/Radici Colace 1987; Rehrenbdck 1987, 55-68; Urios-Aparisi 1992, 261-267, 276-278;
Franchini 2020, 14-17, 24-26.

36 On the textual tradition of the words, see Caccamo Caltabiano/Radici Colace 1987, 973-976;
Rehrenbdck 1987, 5659, 64—-65; Urios-Aparisi 1992, 261-264, 268—269, 276—278; Franchini 2020,
11-12, 14-17.
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meaning “coin”, with obvious reference to Pherecrates’ play. In other lemmata
(x 3969 and 3970), he designates the plural kpanataAloi (sic) as the name of a
species of fish, and also cites the kindred form kpanataAiog with a range of mean-
ings: “like the wind”, “weak” or “speaking weakly”, and “foolish” (cf. the expla-
nation “idiot” in k 3971).” The YwBiat or Pwbia are glossed as “small crumbs of
bread” by Athenaeus (14.646c) and as “the blisters on the lower side of a loaf of
bread” by Pollux (7.23). The lexicographical tradition (Hesychius, Suda, Photius,
the Atticist Pausanias, and later glossaries) gives the same hermeneumata and
presumably depends on Athenaeus and Pollux.’® Both meanings, with their evi-
dent connotations of smallness and insignificance, could be metaphorical deri-
vations or extensions of the numismatic usage. As for the kikkafol, they are only
mentioned in lexicographical sources (Photius, Lexicon k 708) as small coins of
Hades, doubtless once again in connection with the Pherecratean text.*

In brief, there is no solid evidence for the autonomous use of these terms in
Athenian speech or literature, apart from Pherecrates. It is conceivable, if not
probable, that all three words were invented by Pherecrates for the purposes of
his comedy, in order to serve as names of the monetary units in the numismatic
system he devised for his comic underworld.* It has been sometimes argued that
the names of the three coins must have originally been colloquial Attic words,
used with different meanings in common parlance (e.g. “worthless thing”,

37 Hesychius, Lexicon k 3969: kpamatoaAiag &vepwdng, kai GoBevig. kal avioyupa Aéywv. Gpel-
vov 8¢ Anpwdng. k 3970: kparmataAloi® ixBVEG TIVEG. k 3971: kpamaTaldg: Tapd TTOANOTG O HWPOG.
fi véopa. Cf. Herodian, De prosodia catholica 1158.23 Lentz: kpamotaA\dg 8¢ £(50G vopiopatog,
38 See Athenaeus 14.646¢: PpwBia T& PadpLa [...] AoANGSwpog 8’ 6 ABnvaiog kai Oc6dwpog &’
£v Attikaic TAwooaig Tod &pTou T drmobpavopeva Pwbia kaAeiobat, & TIVAG OVORALEY GTTapd-
youg. Pollux 7.23: oD ye prv pTou ai pév katd 10 Gvw pépog olovel @AUKTALVAL ATTAPAYOG, ai &’
£k 10D kdtw Ywbiay, ol 8 kal pocexeabat eiwbaot @) kpPdvw vmepontwpeval. Cf. Hesychius,
Lexicon 307: pwOlov* 16 brokdtw 10U &ptov, and Y 308: Ywhia: T& ToD GpTov drnobpavopata,
Kai T0 Urokdtw. Similarly Suday 129; Photius, Lexicon s.v. pw0ia (657.6 Porson); Pausanias Att.
6 Erbse; Eustathius in Od. 1817.46-48; and the glossary of comic words in CGFPR 342.27. Fur-
ther testimonia from the Byzantine lexica are collected by Rehrenbdck 1987, 59.

39 Photius, Lexicon k 708: kikkafog' (yvopatonenointai Tt vopopdtiov v ‘Aov. Cf. Hesychius,
Lexicon k 2648: Kikkptv* €EAdyxloTtov, ov8¢v, which presumably derives from the numismatic use
of the term kikkafog/kikkdapiov for a very small, almost minimal unit of money. Similarly, Pho-
tius, Lexicon x 720 (xipBag kai Kikk&Boug ToUg aioxpovg) is based on the original sense of
kikkapog, “small coin”. The kippi&, i.e. the miserly and parsimonious man (cf. Arist. Eth. Nic.
1121b 21-23: o pév yap &v Taig TolowTalg poomyopialg olov @edwAol YAioxpol KipBikes, mavTeg
T 86oeL ENAeinovan) is precisely the kind of person who would collect “small pennies” and strive
not to spend a cent (cf. Rehrenbock 1987, 65-66).

40 This hypothesis is rightly endorsed by Korte 1938, 1988; Schmid 1946, 104; cf. Caccamo Calta-
biano/Radici Colace 1987, 972, 976.
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“worthless fish” for kpamataAdg; “crumbs” for Pwbiat; “owl bird” for kikkapog);
Pherecrates is supposed to have simply transferred the familiar Athenian terms
to his fictitious numismatic system of the underworld society.” Such an ap-
proach, however, is contradicted by the lack of independent literary testimonia
of these words outside Pherecrates’ play. This fact does not support their preex-
istent use in Attic speech; there should have been some occurrences of these
terms in further literary authors (e.g. comic poets or later Atticists such as Lucian),
if they had been indeed in common use.

As for the alternative or variant meanings of the three coins’ names, which
are recorded in ancient lexica and grammarians, these could also stem from
Pherecrates’ text. It is noteworthy that a glossary of words taken from comic writ-
ings (A¢&eig kwpkai), transmitted in P. Sorb. 2243 (CGFPR 342), glosses the word
Ywbia as T& DOK&Tw T0D GpTov (v. 27). This indicates that the use of Ywbia in
this sense originated in a comic play; and the only comic work for which this term
is attested is Pherecrates’ Krapataloi. Most probably, therefore, this and the other
variant explanations of the three coins’ names were also included in or inspired
from the script of the Krapataloi. They may have been metaphorical or metonym-
ical applications of the coins’ names in the context of particular scenes of the
comedy; or they may have arisen through misinterpretation of these comic scenes
in the context of the later lexicographical tradition.*

If this hypothesis is true, it opens up an enthralling possibility for the lan-
guage of the Pherecratean netherworld. The inhabitants of Pherecrates’ Hades
presumably had a society of their own, complete with its peculiar numismatic
system and its subdivisions, according to the model of the Classical Athenian po-
lis. Were the names of the coins and monetary units the only linguistic elements
peculiar to Hades? Or could they be simply the “tip of an iceberg”, a small extant
specimen which suggests that the dwellers of this comic Hades had an entire

41 See Rehrenbock 1987, 59-68; Urios-Aparisi 1992, 261-264; Franchini 2020, 11-12, 16-17.

42 To give only some examples of conceivable and practicable scenarios: Hesychius’ associa-
tion of kpamataAloi with fish might stem from a comic episode in which these particular coins
were used for buying seafood, perhaps worthless or inedible fishes (cf. Rehrenbdck 1987, 62).
The widespread interpretation of Ypw6iat/\PpwBia as crumbs of bread could have been generated
from another such ludicrous scene of exchange: e.g. a poor soul might go to the market of Hades
equipped with a couple of Ppwbiai, and find out that he could only acquire a few miserable bread
crumbs in exchange for them. The meaning “idiot” or “weak person” for kpamataAdg or
kpamnataAiog may also have been related to a foolish and ridiculous character of the play, who
would have employed the coin in a silly manner in the course of the plot (cf. Rehrenbock 1987,
59). See also above, n. 39, for the metonymical application of kikkafog to the miser and to things
of no value; cf. in general Caccamo Caltabiano/Radici Colace 1987.
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vocabulary of their own — a vocabulary which may have comprised many more
unique words, unknown to the common Greek speech, like the gobblefunk jargon
used in the land of the giants in Roald Dahl’s novels, or even like the constructed
languages of fictitious populations in the works of modern fantasy? In that case,
Pherecrates would have designed the ancient equivalent of an invented language
for the secondary world of the dead, which he staged in his comedy. This cannot
be definitively proved on the basis of the extant remains of the Krapataloi, but it
is an intriguing possibility. It seems unlikely that the linguistic peculiarities of
Pherecrates’ comic Hades would have been restricted to the nomenclature of the
numismatic system. If the comic poet made this kind of beginning, he would be
liable to extend the special vocabulary of the inhabitants of the underworld also
to other domains.

Pherecrates was a seminal figure for the development of Mdrchenkomaédie in
fifth-century Athenian theatre. He wrote many plays based on fantastic scenarios
and fairy-tale materials, and amply contributed to the repertoire of motifs and
techniques that defined the physiognomy of this particular comic genre. Together
with his earlier contemporary Crates, Pherecrates was one of the most prominent
writers of imaginative literature in Classical Athens. If his oeuvre had survived in
its entirety, he would undoubtedly rank among the greatest authors of comic fan-
tasy in world tradition, on a par with Lucian, Rabelais, Jonathan Swift, Terry
Pratchett, Tom Holt, and Terry Gilliam. If he made up indeed a special language
of the underworld in his Krapataloi, according to the hypothesis advanced above,
Pherecrates would also appear as the ultimate precursor of such modern lumi-
naries of fantastic writing as Roald Dahl and C.S. Lewis, George R.R. Martin and
J.R.R. Tolkien.

3 The names of utopia

In the context of a fantastic narrative, the invented world may be identified with
a metaphysical space, such as the domain of the gods in heaven or the realm of
the dead in the underworld. On the other hand, the fictitious society may be an
altogether new and original formation, for example, a freshly discovered land in
a hitherto unexplored part at the edges of the earth, or a newly founded city or
state, or an alternative universe in a separate space-time, distinct from our own
reality. In these cases, the invented world needs to have a name of its own, and it
is the author’s task to provide it. Thus, the discipline of fantastic name-giving
arose, in other words, the art of creating new and suitable names for the fictitious
places and peoples which appear in the plot of a fictional narrative. This is the
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most elementary and primal stage in the linguistic construction of a secondary
fictional world, although it should not be assumed that it is an easy and un-
problematic task. Many authors have expended considerable efforts and talent in
performing it.

In semantic terms, the name of the secondary world need not bear a recog-
nisable meaning or a transparent etymology, connected to the nature and quali-
ties of the fictional formation to which it refers. Fictitious name-giving is not a
Cratylean science; there is no compulsory pragmatic relationship between the ap-
pellation of an imaginary place or people and its properties. The author may
strive to create a phonetically appropriate word which serves the aesthetic effect
he wishes to convey, whether this is humour or mystery, exoticism or strange-
ness, the aura of fairy tale or the power of legend. Tolkien’s Gondor, Rohan, Eriador
and Rivendell, Minas Tirith and Edoras radiate an aura of mythical grandeur, ro-
mantic heroism, and chivalric adventurousness, while harsher words such as
Mordor, Barad-diir, Caradhras, Khazad-d{im, and Erebor transmit an uneasy feel-
ing of fear and dark anxiety, compatible with the natural bleakness or the moral
depravity of the corresponding locations.*

In the fictitious universe of George R.R. Martin, the names of foreign coun-
tries and cities, such as Valyria, Braavos, Volantis, Qarth, Astapor, Yunkai, carry
the tones of otherness and exoticism that are fitting for a distant, outlandish con-
tinent of the East. Similarly, in the parallel fantastic world created by C.S. Lewis,
the topographical appellations, such as Narnia, Calormen, Telmar, Beruna, and
Tashbaan, are endowed with a sense of fabulousness and fairy-like charm, as
though taken from medieval legend or Celtic folklore; they are thus suitable for
the setting of a magical tale.* Borges, in his attempt to construct a well-tempered
global geography for his alternative universe, counterpoised and balanced the
Scandinavian-like Tl6n with the mock-Arabic Ugbar.”” On the other hand, the
lands and towns visited by Captain Gulliver, in Jonathan Swift’s satirical novel,
bear either quaint humoristic names which seem to have been taken out of non-
sense poetry (Lilliput, Balnibarbi), or sufficiently grotesque and ludicrous for-
mations (Blefuscu, Brobdingnag, Glubbdubrib, Luggnagg), all of which contribute
to the generation of comic effect.*®

43 On invented names and their aesthetic function in Tolkien’s fictions, cf. Shippey 2003, 96-117;
Turner 2005, 77-128; Smith 2007, 21-23, 57.

44 Cf. Sayers 1998.

45 Cf. Fishburn/Hughes 1990, 177, 244.

46 On the aesthetic effect of Swift’s invented names, cf. Clark 1953, 596, 606—607, 611-615.
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In other cases, however, especially in works of self-consciously comic and
satirical character, authors have tried to establish a pragmatic relation between
the fantastic place and its invented name. The semantic value or the etymological
derivation of the word corresponds to basic characteristics of the designated land
or of its population. The prime example of this practice is Thomas More’s Utopia,
a felicitous compositum which denotes at once the ideal conditions of the fantas-
tic land (eu + topos, “the good place”) and its unreality (ou + topos, “no place”).”
Rabelais, in his Fourth Book (ch. 2-4), similarly invented the island of
Medamothi, the first stop of Pantagruel and his companions after they have set
sail in the ocean to reach the Oracle of the Bottle. The name of the location, a
Greek adverb meaning “nowhere at all”, brands it as a landscape of the imagina-
tion. The island proves to be full of marvellous things and sights. Pantagruel and
his company have the opportunity to procure there a number of unreal commod-
ities, including three unicorns and some paintings which depict objects impossi-
ble to represent, such as the Platonic Ideas, the atoms of Epicurus, and a faithful
portrait of Echo.

Thus, the non-place of Medamothi serves as the gate to fairyland; it intro-
duces the heroes of the novel into the secondary otherworld of their voyage, the
area of the fantastic and the unreal. Two other isles, which the heroes encounter
later in the Fourth Book (ch. 45-54), are also given eloquent composite names,
which humorously reveal the main disposition of their inhabitants. On the island
of the Papimanes (“Papimaniacs”) dwell the people who worship the Pope, spend
their life in the hope of seeing his person, and consider the papal decretals as a
holy book. By contrast, the island of the Papefigues (“Pope-Figs”) is the home of a
dissident nation who “make the sign of the fig” (an insulting gesture) before the
Pope’s image and disparage his authority. The two geographical terms, inspired
from the religious conflicts of the author’s age, serve the satirical purposes of the
novel, which symbolically concretises the main ideological trends of its time in
the form of topographical landmarks scattered over the ocean of the imagination.*®

The creation of significant geographical names for the utopian secondary
world was also practiced by the authors of ancient comedy. An exemplary case is
found in Aristophanes’ Birds, in which the fantastic city of the birds in the air is

47 See Romm 1991, 179; Konstan 1995, 33, 176-177; Winiarczyk 2011, 1-2.

48 There have also been attempts to decipher many names of places and personages in Gulliver’s
Travels as anagrams or comic distortions of actual words, which satirically hint at Swift’s con-
temporary realities in Britain and Ireland. See Kelling 1951; Clark 1953; Noletto/Teixeira
Lopes/Torres de Alencar Costa 2017. In this case, however, the satirical meaning of the names
was hidden under a code, which would only have been accessible to few well-learned and initi-
ated readers (cf. Kelling 1951, 763-778).
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baptised by the comic heroes in a highly amusing scene. The two exiles from the
human world, Peisetaerus and Euelpides, together with the Chorus of the birds,
wonder how to call the newly-founded polis (809 ff.). The name of Sparta is first
forwarded and readily rejected (813-816). Euelpides suggests that the name of the
new city should be light and airy, reminiscent of the clouds and the things of the
surrounding sky (817-819). Then, Peisetaerus comes up with the formation
“Nephelokokkygia”, which is enthusiastically accepted by the birds as a grandiose
and beautiful proposition (819-820). Henceforward, this word is adopted as the
official appellation of the city of the birds, although no detailed explication of its
meaning is provided in the text. The spectators are obviously expected to think
up their own interpretation, based on the linguistic components of the name.

The first component clearly points to the area of the clouds, in the midst of
the sky, where the new polis is situated. This is in accordance with Euelpides’
proposal that the name should take account of the city’s aerial location. In addi-
tion, the clouds carried in the ancient Greek mind the semantic connotations of
emptiness, unreality, and deception. According to myth, Zeus used a cloud
(vepeAn) in order to fabricate a sham effigy of Hera and thereby deceive Ixion,
who wanted to seduce the goddess (Apollod. Epit. 1.20); the same stuff was em-
ployed to create the false idol of Helen which was taken to Troy, to mislead both
the Greeks and the Trojans, according to the Euripidean version of the story (Eur.
Hel. 705-707).% Moreover, the clouds look like smoke or mist and are glossed with
the synonym kamvog in ancient texts (e.g. Ar. Nub. 330, cf. Arist. Mete. 346b 32-35);
the very word kamvog in Greek denotes metaphorically something vain, insipid,
meaningless, or insubstantial (e.g. Eur. Hipp. 954).°° Thus, the first part of the
name, nephelo-, insinuates that the city of the birds is an elusive and illusory for-
mation, a creation of thin air and smoke, which belongs to the domain of the un-
real and the imaginary.” Nephelokokkygia is a sham polis, a mock-city masquer-
ading as though a real citadel in the land of dreams. It is also implied that the
new polis has been founded with the purpose of cheating and deception, as in-
deed will be proved in the course of the plot: the inhabitants of the town will dupe
the Olympian gods and snatch the rule of the universe out of their hands.

The second component of the name introduces an apt bird-element in the
form of the cuckoo, a creature also associated with fraud and delusion in the an-
cient popular tradition. The word k6xkxv§ was used metaphorically for a foolish

49 See Dover 1968, Ixviii.

50 Cf. Taillardat 1962, 299; Dover 1968, 1xviii; Thiercy 1986, 109, 263; Zannini Quirini 1987, 122-123.
51 Cf. Newiger 1957, 57-59; Whitman 1964, 187-188; Thiercy 1986, 114; Reckford 1987, 331-332;
Zannini Quirini 1987, 16-17, 122-126; Dunbar 1995, 5, 491; Dobrov 1997, 97, 107.
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and empty-headed person; this might indicate that the population of the city
(i.e. the birds) are taken for inane and silly subjects under the control of their
master, the human Peisetaerus, who takes advantage of the new polis in order to
control the universe.”> More relevant is the allusion to the cuckoo’s cunning and
predatory breeding habits, which were widely known to ancient naturalists and
bird-watchers.>® The cuckoo lays its eggs in the nests of other birds, and in many
cases the cuckoo’s chicks, when hatched, push the host’s genuine eggs out of the
nest or are raised alongside the host bird’s authentic offspring. The young cuck-
oos thus supplant the true owner’s children and take their place. The inhabitants
of the new city will also perform a similar feat in the comedy: under Peisetaerus’
leadership, the birds will supplant the gods, the previous masters of the universe,
and replace them in power.>

Therefore, the name of Nephelokokkygia is tailor-made to illustrate the com-
plex destiny of the birds’ city in the plot of the Aristophanic play. The poet con-
denses in one multivalent word-formation the essence of the corresponding sec-
ondary world and its function in the context of the narrative. Nephelokokkygia is
arare creation, a cuckoo’s nest amidst the clouds of poetic imagination, half-way
between the real world and the space-time of fantasy.

In post-classical comedy, the creation of secondary worlds was relegated to
a peripheral position. The discovery or foundation of new societies on the heroes’
part ceased to be a central theme and a core device of the plot. As a rule, the in-
vented lands or cities were not displayed on stage but only described in reported
speeches by characters who were supposed to have encountered them in the

52 See Zannini Quirini 1987, 120, 126; Dunbar 1995, 5, 491; Dobrov 1997, 97, 107, 113; Dobrov
2001, 107, 123; Corbel-Morana 2012, 109, 181.

53 See Arist. Hist. an. 563b 29-564a 3, 618a 8-29, Gen. an. 750a 11-15; [Arist.] Mir. ausc. 830b
11-20; Theophr. Caus. pl. 2.17.9; Antig. Mir. 44, 100; Ael. NA 3.30; Dionys. Ixeut. 1.13; Zannini
Quirini 1987, 119; Arnott 2007, 153-154; Konstantakos 2009, 458-460. Dunbar’s objection (Dun-
bar 1995, 345, 491) that the cuckoo’s breeding habits were presumably unknown to Aristopha-
nes’ contemporaries, because they are not mentioned in any source before Aristotle, is not
strong. The lack of fifth-century references may be simply an accident of transmission. The for-
mulation in Arist. Hist. an. 618a 13-25 (note the repeated references to earlier authorities: (g
QOO ... 0i 8& Aéyouotv G kai dmokTeivaca 1 Tpépovca SiBwot KaTAPAYELV ... TA pEv oDV mAsioTa
TOUTWV OpoA0YoDOLY aUTOTTAL YEYEVIHEVOL TIVEG TiEpt 8¢ TG POOPES ... OVX WOAVTWE TIAVTEG
Aéyouaty, GAN’ ol pév @aoty ... o 8¢ ... ol 8¢ ...) clearly suggests that multiple observations on the
cuckoo’s breeding habits had been made before Aristotle, and Aristotle is drawing on them for
his discussion.

54 Cf. Zannini Quirini 1987, 121-122. The same scholar also detects broader mythical assonances
in the name Nephelokokkygia, with regard to the primeval dominion of the birds over the uni-
verse (Zannini Quirini 1987, 121-126).
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course of their past adventures. In particular, one type of comic figure became
prominently associated with the delivery of such utopian and fantastic narrations
in the storylines of Middle and New Comedy: the braggart soldier, a character
who has the opportunity to widely travel in various places of the world, as part of
his military assignments, and often reports on the marvellous lands and sights
he has experienced in his journeys. In the context of their sensational tirades, the
braggarts of Middle and New Comedy or their associates and servants refer to var-
ious imaginary places which they have allegedly visited, in the periphery of the
known world.” Thus, the illustration of fantastic alternative worlds is introduced
into the comic fiction, as it were, “from a side entrance”, as a minor ornamental
element of the comic discourse.

In the context of the soldiers’ imaginative narrations, the poets of post-clas-
sical comedy continue the earlier practice of fictitious name-giving, as known
from Aristophanes. The fantastic lands and cities discovered by the comic brag-
garts are given fanciful speaking names, which eloquently bring out their satiri-
cal aspect and their relation to the soldier’s role. A characteristic case is found in
Plautus’ Curculio. The soldier of this play, Therapontigonus, is reported to have
completed within a few days a vast cycle of conquests, for which he is about to
dedicate an impressive golden monument. The report is placed on the lips of the
parasite Curculio, who appears as Therapontigonus’ emissary and representa-
tive. The long list of conquered territories comprises various well-known areas of
the Aegean and the Near East, side by side with imaginary lands bearing gro-
tesque polysyllabic names (442-448):

quia enim Persas, Paphlagonas,
Sinopas, Arabas, Caras, Cretanos, Syros,
Rhodiam atque Lyciam, Perediam et Perbibesiam,
Centauromachiam et Classiam, Unomammiam,
Libyamque, <et> oram omnem Conterebromniam,
dimidiam partem nationum usque omnium
subegit solus intra viginti dies.

Because within twenty days he single-handedly subjected the Persians, the Paphlagonians,
the inhabitants of Sinope, the Arabs, the Carians, the Cretans, the Syrians, Rhodes and Lycia,
Gobbleonia and Booziania, Centaurobattaglia and Classia, Onenippleania, Libya, and the en-
tire coast of Wineknockoutia, in short, half of all the nations on earth. (Transl. W. de Melo.)

The invented names of the regions which have supposedly been subjugated by
Therapontigonus fall into two categories. On one hand, some of them refer to the

55 See in detail Konstantakos 2020.
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pleasures of food, drink, and the symposium, fictionalised as imaginary coun-
tries. Peredia is the land of everlasting eating and Perbibesia that of continuous
drinking. Conterebromnia seems to be derived from the verb conterere (“wear
out, destroy”) and Bromius, a cult epithet of Dionysus, the god of wine and ban-
quets; the name thus signifies “the country of those worn down by Dionysus”,
another reference to the banquet and its wine-struck participants. These names
ironise the braggart’s exploits, presenting him as a hero of tables and cups, whose
great battles are fought in the banquet hall rather than on the field of action.

On the other hand, another group of names point to well-known mythical cy-
cles of warlike feats, which pertain to traditional heroes such as Heracles and The-
seus. Centauromachia, literally “the land of the battle with the centaurs”, recalls
Heracles’ celebrated fight with these monsters during his visit to Pholus in Arcadia.
Theseus took part in the other famous centauromachy of ancient mythology, at the
wedding of Peirithous in Thessaly.”* Unomammia, the “country of the One-
Breasted”, clearly alludes to the Amazons, who were said to cauterise or cut off their
right breasts, so as to easily throw javelins or draw bows in battle. Both Heracles
and Theseus were said to have fought with the Amazons, the former to acquire the
wondrous belt of the Amazon queen Hippolyte, the latter when the fabulous female
warriors attacked Athens.”” Thus, the invented names of the fictitious conquered
lands emblematise the most salient comic characteristics of the miles gloriosus: on
one hand, his pretence to heroic status and superhuman powers comparable to
those of the legendary warriors of myth; on the other hand, his proneness to ban-
quets and entertainments, which seem to supplant his military activities.*®

However, the secondary worlds of post-classical comedy are no longer stage
realities presented before the spectators’ eyes. The fancifully named comic utopia
remains out of reach, a mere rhetorical ornamentation in a world altogether
averse to fantastic exuberance. The lands with the strange and grotesque names
form a peripheral universe away from the centre of comic fiction. Verbal inven-
tiveness, for the successors of Aristophanes, is a gate to a narrated otherworld
which remains largely unexplored.

56 See Apollod. Bibl. 2.5.4, Epit. 1.21; Gantz 1993, 277-282, 390-392.

57 See Apollod. Bibl. 2.5.9, Epit. 1.16—17; Gantz 1993, 224-225, 284-285, 397-400; Blok 1995,
349-430; Mayor 2014, 249-286.

58 On these Plautine comic names and their interpretation, see Elderkin 1934, 34; Collart 1962,
84-85; Hofmann/Wartenberg 1973, 117-119; Konstantakos 2020, 140-144.
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4 The lists of fantasy

One of the most prominent themes in the fantastic comedies of the fifth century is
the portrayal of the Golden Age, which takes a peculiar form in comic dramaturgy:
the comic playwrights describe a kind of culinary paradise, a utopian world of
miraculous gastronomic abundance, in which food and drink are automatically
produced from the elements of nature. This fantasy of trenchermen has impres-
sive similarities with a well-known utopian construct of medieval and later Euro-
pean folklore and popular storytelling: the so-called “land of Cockaigne” or
“Schlaraffenland”, a marvellous otherworld in which nature itself undertakes the
functions of the cook and the pastry-maker, and a variety of cooked foodstuffs are
generated from natural forces.

The depiction of Cockaigne may be inserted into the comic fiction in a number
of ways. It may be presented as an alternative reality set in a metaphysical space,
such as the underworld, or in a mythical location, for example, the wondrous isle
of the Sirens; or it may be described as a state of things which exists in exotic
lands of the faraway East or West (the marvellous Persia or an idealised Magna
Graecia). It may also be envisaged as a memory from the distant past, a situation
which once prevailed in a primeval epoch of bliss, such as the Golden Age of Cro-
nus.” In this latter case, clearly, the conditions of Cockaigne would only have
been the subject of descriptions in the course of the play; they would have been
verbally illustrated in characters’ speeches, as fond recollections or hallowed tra-
ditions from a long-lost past, but would not have been actually staged as part of
the plot.

On the other hand, when the theme of Cockaigne is introduced as a parallel
reality which may be found in other countries or in a metaphysical otherworld, it
cannot be excluded that the paradisiacal utopia might have been actually
brought on stage in some phase of the action of the comedy. The setting of the
play could have changed at some point and have been transferred to the exotic
land or the metaphysical location in which the Cockaigne-like world was sup-
posed to exist; thus, the wondrous state of affairs and some of its marvels could

59 There is abundant bibliography on these comic portrayals of Cockaigne. See Baldry 1953;
Langerbeck 1963; Gatz 1967, 116-121, 201, 206; Cantarella 1969, 331-336; Kenner 1970, 72-78;
Morocho Gayo 1977; Carriére 1979, 88-90, 255-269; Heberlein 1980, 19-22; Bertelli 1982, 520-523;
Zimmermann 1983, 59-62; Mainoldi 1989, 251-258; Ceccarelli 1996; Ruffell 2000; Pellegrino
2000; Wilkins 2000c, 109-130; Farioli 2001, 10-15, 27-137, 187-233; Melero 2006; Pellegrino
2006; Garcia Soler 2009; Melero 2009; Garcia Soler 2012; Pellegrino 2013, 13-17, 61-70; Bagordo
2013, 18-21, 43-104; Orth 2014, 379, 408-434.
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have been staged before the spectators’ eyes. At least one extant fragment from a
Greek comic play, fr. 299 from Eupolis’ Chrysoun Genos (“The Golden Race”), may
derive from a scene which formed part of the live presentation of the secondary
world on the comic stage. The speaker of the fragment points to a truckle of
cheese which is walking off towards the water, clothed in its rind, presumably to
be washed on its own before being eaten or stored: Aotmog yap ovSeig <f> Tpo-
@aAig Exevni / €@’ VBwp Padilel, oxipov Nupleopévn. The strongly deictic éxewvni
indicates that the paradoxical spectacle of the walking cheese must have been
visible on stage. The role may have been performed by an actor or an extra who
would incarnate the cheese in a suitable costume.®

Apart from this rare textual specimen, the great bulk of extant comic passages
consist of narrative descriptions of the Cockaigne-like society, included in speeches
by characters who have seen or heard about this wondrous phenomenon. A series
of excerpts on this theme are cited by Athenaeus (6.267e-270a), taken from a se-
quence of eight plays by Cratinus, Crates, Telecleides, Pherecrates, Aristophanes,
Metagenes, and Nicophon, which were presumably produced between the late
430s and the end of the fifth century. There is no reason to assume that Athe-
naeus’ list is exhaustive;* indeed, it does not include some plays which are
known from other testimonia to have treated the theme of Cockaigne, such as the
aforementioned Chrysoun Genos by Eupolis and Krapataloi by Pherecrates, or the
two Aristophanic plays (Ecclesiazusae and Plutus) which will be discussed below.
Nevertheless, the passages cited by Athenaeus give a fair idea of the layout and
style of the descriptions of Cockaigne in fifth-century comedy.

The main stylistic device used by the comic poets for the depiction of the cul-
inary paradise is the verbal or phrasal accumulation. The comic poet piles up a
sequence of separate, independent clauses which illustrate aspects of the mar-
vellous trenchermen’s utopia. Every phrase offers a verbal image of a particular
wondrous element or phenomenon which characterises the fictitious world and
which usually has to do with the magical production of foodstuffs. Thus, every
single sentence functions as an individual tessera or pebble and combines with
all the other phrases of the passage for the collective creation of a verbal mosaic,
which reveals the total picture of the wonderful utopian universe.®” The accumu-
lative linguistic construction of these comic descriptions is well displayed in the

60 See Zielinski 1885, 58, 66; Ruffell 2000, 490, 501; Storey 2003, 269; cf. Olson 2016, 468—-471.

61 Cf. Ceccarelli 1996, 112, 131-135; Pellegrino 2000, 37—-39; Ruffell 2000, 475.

62 On the use of the phrasal accumulation for the depiction of the utopian world, see Spyropou-
los 1974, 88—-89; Heberlein 1980, 20—-21; Urios-Aparisi 1992, 324-326, 330; Pellegrino 2000, 18;
Orth 2014, 420; Franchini 2020, 107-108.
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following example, fr. 113 from Pherecrates’ Metallés (“The Miners”). The plot of
this play seems to have revolved around a group of diggers in the mines of Laurium,
who delved too deep and reached down to the underworld, to discover there a
world of gastronomic plenty and natural flow of foodstuffs.®* A woman who re-
turns from that blissful location gives a detailed description of its conditions:

(A.) MAOUTW 8’ EKETV’ NV TIAVTAl GUPTIEPUPHEVQ,
&v o dyadoig mavta Tpomov eipyaopéva
TIoTapOL péEV GB&pNS Kai péAavog {wpod mAéw
8L TV oTevwn@v TovBoAuyoivteg Eppeov
aUTAIOL PUOTIAALOL, KL VAOT@OV TPOQN,

WOT eVHOPT] YE KAOTOPATNV TRV EVOETY
XWPEV Atapdv Katd ToD Adpuyyog TOTG VEKPOIG.
@VoKal 8¢ kal (Eovteg AANGVTWVY TOpOL

TIAPQ TOTG TTOTAWOLG OIlOVT EKEXUT AVT OOTPAKWV.
Kai PV opiv TERAXN HEV EEWTTNHEVA
KOTAXUOHOTIOLOL TIaVTOSAmoioLw EVTPENH,
TevTAowoi T yyéAela ouykeKoAuppEVQL.
oxelibeg & OAdKkvnpol TAnaiov TakepTaTAL
£t Tuvakiokolg, kol 8ie@d’ dkpokwAla

f8iotov dtpifovta, kai xOMKeG Boog,

kai Aeupa SeA@aker EnegavOiopéva
XVOUPOTATA TIOPEKELT £ GUUAOLG KOORHEVA.
Tapiiv 8& XOV8pog YOAAKTL KATAVEVIHHEVOG

£V KatoyUTAOLG Aekdvatat Kol tvod TOpoL.

(B.) ol g &rmoAeiq ’ évraBa Swatpifova’ €11,
TIaPOV KOAUBEV WG EXET &G TOV TapTapov.
(A.) Ti 8jTa Aéerg, Tamiloun’ fivmep mvdn;
omrai kixAat yop €ig avaBpaot’ fpTupéval

TIEPL TO OTOY’ EMETOVT GvTIBoAODOAL KATOTILETY,
D70 HUPPIVALOL KAVERWDVAILG KEYVHEVAL.

TG 8& PAN’ EKpEPATO, TA KAAX TV KAAQDV (BeTv,
VP KEPOARG, £ 0VBEVOG TEPUKATAL

KOpaL 8’ £v APMEXOVALG TPLXATITOLG, APTIWG
NBLAALDoOL Kai TG POSa KeKappEVaL,

TIANPELS KOAKAG 0lvou péAavog dvBoapiov
AVTAOLY B1& XWVNG TOToL BOUAOUEVOLG TUETV.
Kol TV’ £kAoTOT €l pdyol TiS A Ttio,

SimAdor éyiyver evBug EE dpyTig A

63 For analysis and commentary on this fragment, see Urios-Aparisi 1992, 322-355; Ceccarelli
1996, 123-126; Pellegrino 2000, 86—109; Farioli 2001, 91-104; Franchini 2020, 94-96, 104-116.
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(A.) Abundance was what everything there oozed, with every advantage, produced in every
way. Rivers, filled with porridge and black broth, flowed bubbling through the canyons,
croutons and all, and chunks of cheese-stuffed bread; each mouthful went slick and easy
by itself down the corpses’ throats. On the riverbanks, blood-pudding and sizzling sausage-
slices were strewn like seashells. There were also broiled steaks decked with sauces galore,
and eels smothered in beets, and next to them ribs and joints, tender as can be, on individ-
ual plates; and stewed pigs’ feet with their delicious aroma, and beef tripe; browned pork-
ribs lay perched daintily on soft cakes. There was oatmeal too, bathed in milk in bath-buck-
ets big as basins, and chunks of birth-milk pudding.

(B.) Lady, you’ll kill me wasting time like this, when you all could be leaping right into hell
instead!

(A.) What will you say when you’ve heard the rest? Roast thrushes, seasoned to be boiled,
flew round our mouths begging to be gobbled up as we lay beneath the myrtle and anem-
one. The most beautiful sight, apples hung above our heads, growing out of nowhere. Girls
in silken wraps, just blossoming, their roses shaved, sloshed through funnels full goblets
of dark aromatic wine to the drinkers. And if you ate or drank any of these things, they grew
back right away, at twice the size. (Transl. J.S. Rusten.)

The same stylistic armature, with the sequence of accumulated phrases, is re-
tained in the other passages of this type, although the grammatical mode of ut-
terance may change from one example to another. In Pherecrates fr. 113 the verbs
are placed in the past tense, because the speaker reports on the sights she has
witnessed in Hades on a previous occasion, during her recent visit there. The past
tense is also employed in accounts in which the utopian otherworld is presented
as a phenomenon of an earlier age, set in a blissful society of bygone times (e.g.
Cratinus, Ploutoi fr. 176, oig 81 actAedg Kpdvog v 16 mahatdv, / dTe Toig &ptolg
notpayaAilov, “Cronus was their king of old, when they played knucklebones
with loaves of bread”; Telecleides, Amphiktyones fr. 1, oivw yap Gnaoc’ £ppet Ya-
padpa, padat 8 &pTolg EUGXoVTO / TIEPL TOIG OTOHAGIV TV GVOPWTIWV IKETEVOV L
KATOTIVELY, [ €l TL @INOTEV, TAG ASUKOTATAG. 01 8 iyBVEG olkad’ idvTeg / E£omT@VTES
0@ag avToug Gv TapekewvT £mi Taiol Tpamelaig, “Every creek bed flowed with
wine, barley loaves would fight with wheat breads about the lips of men begging
them to gulp down the whitest loaves, if you please; fish would come into your
house, grill themselves, and then lie down on your tables”).

On the other hand, the verbs are placed in the present tense when the speaker
describes the reality of his own world as a contemporary and current state of af-
fairs (Metagenes, Thouriopersai fr. 6, 0 pev motapog 6 Kpadig fuiv katagepet /
padag peyiotag adTopdTag pepayuevag, / 0 8 £Tepog WOET KD VOoT@OV Kal
Kpe@v, “the river Crathis carries huge barley loaves, self-kneaded, downstream
for us, and the other river drives a wave of cakes and meats”). The gastronomic
paradise may also be introduced as a prophecy or vision of the future, a set of
miraculous conditions announced or promised for a forthcoming period. In that
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case, the verb forms are in the future tense (Pherecrates, Persai fr. 137, adtopaToL
yap 81 T@v TpLOdwv moTapol Amapois EmmdoTols / {wpod pelavog kai AxiMeiolg
padaig koxv8otivreg EMPBAVE / o TGOV iy @V T@V 1o [TAoVTOL PEVOOVTAL, QDY
aputeabal. / 6 Zevg & wv olvw kamvig katd T0D kepdpov Balavevaoel, “on their
own through the crossroads will rush forth rivers of black broth with shiny
speckle cakes and Achilles buns, gurgling from the springs of Wealth, for us to
draw from; Zeus will bathe the roof tiles by sending down a rain of mellow wine”).
The speaker may even employ the imperative, commanding the elements of na-
ture or the foodstuffs themselves to perform their function in the context of the
Cockaigne-like utopia (Nicophon, Seirenes fr. 21, veipétw pév GAgitolg, / Paka-
{¢tw & GpTotow, VETw & Etvel, [ Lwpog 8l TV 08V kVAwdeitw kpea, “let it
snow with barley groats, hail with loaves of bread, pelt down with soup, let gravy
roll pieces of meat throughout the streets).*

The accumulative construction of these passages highlights one of the cen-
tral curiosities concerning the development of the theme of Cockaigne in Old
Comedy: the repetitiveness of the poetic repertoire, in other words, the recurrence
of essentially the same images or motifs in most of the texts. Many individual de-
scriptive elements, illustrating one or another aspect of the automatic generation
of food in the paradisiacal world, are reused by the majority of the poets and are
included in most of the preserved fragments of this category, either in substan-
tially the same form or with small variations. Identical or closely related visions
of abundance and natural generation of foodstuffs recur again and again in the
comic passages of different authors. Thus, the recycled motifs collectively com-
pose a repertoire of standard culinary topoi, which become the building blocks
for the construction of the fairy-tale utopia. The comic dramatists may have
drawn these motifs and images from the repository of popular tradition, or they
may have freely plagiarised and borrowed from each other. Each one of them elab-
orated, expanded, or diversified the elements he appropriated in his peculiar way,
so as to construct his own dramatic representation of Cockaigne.®

For example, we hear of rivers and streams which flow with meat soup, drag-
ging pieces of meat downstream (Pherecrates fr. 113.3-4, fr. 137.3-5; Telecleides

64 The translations of all these passages are by I.C. Storey. On the variety of tenses and moods
used in the comic descriptions, cf. Ceccarelli 1996, 123-124, 126, 128-130.

65 This phenomenon has often been noted and discussed; see Baldry 1953, 55-60; Gatz 1967,
117-121; Morocho Gayo 1977, 378-382, 387; Rehrenbdck 1987, 51-52; Urios-Aparisi 1992, 327-331;
Ceccarelli 1996, 124, 126, 129-130, 132, 138-139, 155; Pellegrino 2000, 31, 62, 79, 92-93, 103, 119,
121, 130-131, 136, 139-140; Wilkins 2000c, 113-114, 119; Ruffell 2000, 483-486, 498-499; Melero
2006, 133-134, 137-138; Pellegrino 2006, 180, 190-191; Melero 2009, 75; Garcia Soler 2012, 320-322;
Pellegrino 2013, 15-16, 68—70; Bagordo 2013, 18-19, 53-54, 61-73; Orth 2014, 411, 417, 420-426.



100 — loannis M. Konstantakos

fr. 1.8; Metagenes fr. 6.3). Other rivers are filled with porridge and carry along float-
ing pieces of cake and croutons (Pherecrates fr. 113.3-5, fr. 137.3-5; Metagenes
fr. 6.1-3; Nicophon fr. 21.3); yet other streams and canyons flow with wine (Tele-
cleides fr. 1.4). The moistened pieces of bread and cake, which have been im-
mersed into the streams of broth, offer nice and soft mouthfuls to the eaters
(Pherecrates fr. 113.3-7; Telecleides fr. 1.8-10). Baked pies and loaves of bread
gather around the people’s mouths and vie with each other to be eaten (Tele-
cleides fr. 1.4-6, fr. 1.13; Metagenes fr. 6.11; Nicophon fr. 21.4). Various plates or
other containers of ready-made edibles (slices of meat and fish, tripe and entrails,
eggs, dairy products) lie about freely and sometimes move of themselves (Phere-
crates fr. 113.10-19; Telecleides fr. 1.11). Roasted birds fly around and thrust them-
selves into the open mouths of the eaters (Pherecrates fr. 113.23-24; Telecleides
fr. 1.12; cf. Metagenes fr. 6.9-10 for flying fillets of fish). The fishes grill them-
selves in the frying pan and lie down on the table of their own accord (Crates
fr. 16.9-10; Telecleides fr. 1.6-7). The rain is made of wine or of pea soup, the
hail of bread crumbs, the snow of barley flour (Pherecrates fr. 137.6; Nicophon
fr. 21.1-2). Cakes roll in the streets and fall down from the rooftops (Pherecrates
fr. 137.7-8; Cratinus fr. 176). People play knucklebones with bread rolls or with
scraps of meat (Cratinus fr. 176; Telecleides fr. 1.14). In view of this cluster of re-
current and interconnected imaginary motifs, it becomes evident that the fabri-
cation of fictitious secondary worlds, as practiced by the Attic comic poets, was
essentially an art of “themes and variations”.

The stylistic device of the accumulation was destined to enjoy a long afterlife
in the depictions of culinary plenty in comic drama. In Middle and New Comedy,
the same linguistic technique is used by cooks, parasites, gluttonous slaves, or
other characters associated with food, who pile up long lists of foodstuffs or cul-
inary dishes.® In the relevant comic passages, the speaker enumerates the food-
stuffs which he has bought or intends to buy from the market (e.g. Alexis frr. 115,
175, 191-193; Eubulus fr. 120; Ephippus fr. 15), or those he offers for sale to his
clientele (e.g. Antiphanes fr. 27); or he catalogues the culinary courses which he
usually prepares and serves to customers (e.g. Alexis frr. 191-194; Diphilus frr. 17,
90), or those he has cooked or tasted on a particular occasion of the past (e.g. Alexis
frr. 15, 84, 263; Eubulus fr. 36; Ephippus fr. 8; Diphilus fr. 64), or those he plans

66 On the list of foods in Middle and New Comedy, see Nesselrath 1990, 255-265, 272-280, 285—
291, 297-306; Arnott 1996, 33, 224-228, 315-324, 383-390, 528-536, 559; Degani 1998, 219-224;
Pellegrino 2000, 19-21; Wilkins 2000c, 18-19, 44-46, 87, 166, 230—231, 376-378, 380-386. Al-
ready Spyropoulos 1974, 87-89 noted the affinity of these passages with the accumulative de-
scriptions of Cockaigne in Old Comedy. See also Wilkins 2000c, 114.
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to present in an impending feast (e.g. Antiphanes frr. 130, 131, 216, 221; Alexis
frr. 178, 180; Anaxandrides fr. 42; Eubulus frr. 14, 63, 75; Mnesimachus fr. 4).

However, the poets of Middle and New Comedy have entirely removed the
fantastic aspect from their accumulations of culinary materials. The enumerated
items are drawn from the world of ordinary experience; they consist of foodstuffs
actually bought from the city market, or of courses truly prepared for banquets
held in the context of the comic plot. There is no reference to a secondary world
of utopian conditions or to miraculous phenomena such as the automatic pro-
duction of foodstuffs from natural sources. The culinary accumulation and its
contents have been domesticated and adapted to the everyday setting and the
ordinary social context, in which the plays of post-classical comedy are stand-
ardly set. The strong and colourful power of imagination, which used to brand
the fantastic comic fictions of the fifth century, has been rather trivialised and
brought down to earth.

Apparently, only one author succeeded in creatively reworking the pattern of
the fantastic gastronomic list in the fourth century. This was Aristophanes, who
was himself an accomplished master of the technique of verbal accumulation®
and had been one of the greatest practitioners of the fantastic type of comedy and
the creation of invented secondary worlds at the time of his prime, in the fifth
century. In his latest surviving plays, the Ecclesiazusae and the Plutus, produced
at the beginning of the fourth century, in the years of burgeoning Middle Comedy,
Aristophanes persisted in the utopian themes of his imaginative earlier reper-
toire. In both plays a paradisiacal society is established and enlivened on stage,
although it is not located in a distant, parallel, or metaphysical space but in-
scribed within the limits of the Athenian polis. The utopian secondary world is
now generated from the radical metamorphosis of the ordinary society of contem-
porary Athens, which takes place in the context of the comic fiction under the
influence of a catalytic marvellous event. In the Ecclesiazusae, the women as-
sume power in the city and implement a bold plan of reform, which leads to the
inauguration of a new type of state organisation, characterised by idealised social
justice and total equality of access to material resources. In the Plutus, the per-
sonified god of wealth, who had previously been blind and easily misled by
crooks, is magically cured by Asclepius and receives his sight back; he therefore
makes all the righteous people rich and is established in the Acropolis, to provide
perennial prosperity to the public finances of Athens.

67 See the seminal monograph by Spyropoulos 1974; also Ferrari 1998; Silk 2000, 126-136,
155-157.
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In both these plays, Aristophanes exploits the device of verbal accumulation to
depict the new world of plenty and bliss, which prevails in the latter part of the plot.
The Aristophanic use of the accumulation presents some notable innovations by
comparison to the standard practice of the fifth-century Cockaigne comedies. In the
Plutus, the slave Carion gives an accumulative description of the new conditions of
abundance and prosperousness, which hold sway in his master’s household after
the god of wealth has recovered his sight (802-818):

@G NSV MPATTEWY, WVEPEG, £0T EDSAUEVWG,
Kai TabTa undEv EEEVeYKOVT 0lkoBEV.

MMV Yap &yoab@v owpog eig TV oikiav
EMEIOTIETINIKEY OVBEV ABIKNKOGLY.

Tl H&V ouTdn HEOTT] '0TL ASUK@V dA@iTwY,

ol & &ppopig oivou pEAavog GvBoaptiov.
amavta 8§ Npiv &pyvpiov kai xpuaiov

T okevdpla mAnpn ‘otiv, HGote Bavpdoat.
T0 @péap & £Aaiov peoTtdv ai 8¢ AMjkvbot
Wopov yépouat, TO 8 briep@ov ioyddwv.

6£ig 8¢ méoa kol Aomadiov kal YuTpa

XoAkf] yéyove® Tovg 8¢ mvakiokoug ToUg oampoug
ToUG ixBunpoug &pyupoidg Tapead’ Opav.

0 § imvog yéyov fuiv g€amivng EAe@AvTIVOG.
otatiipot & ol Oepémnovteg ApTIdlopev
XPLooig' drnophwueoda 8 ov Aibolg £tt,

GAAG okopOdiolg VIO TPLYPTIG EKAOTOTE.

Well, gentlemen, prosperity is sweet, especially when no money leaves the house! A heap of
goods has piled up in our house, and not a single one’s ill-gotten gain. The meal-tub’s brim-
ming with gleaming barley grain; the vats are brimming with dark and fragrant wine; our cof-
fers are crammed with gold and silver coins; you wouldn’t believe how much we’ve stored
away. The well’s awash with olive oil; the flasks are full of scent, the cupboards upstairs with
figs. Our saucers, dishes, and pots have turned to bronze; our plates, which used to be such
grimy things, have turned to highly polished silverware. Our oven’s changed from bricks to
ivory. We slaves sit playing games with golden sovereigns, and now we’ve got so used to lux-
ury, we wipe our bums on garlic, not on stones. (Transl. S. Halliwell.)

Carion constructs his report by piling up sentences which reveal various aspects
of the new cornucopian reality. His stylistic technique is identical to that used for
the descriptions of the Cockaigne-like secondary worlds in the discourses of fifth-
century comedies. Every phrase in his monologue refers to a particular phenom-
enon of marvellous abundance or excessive hedonism. Thus, each phrase oper-
ates like an individual tessera in a broader mosaic, whose total image is gradually
constructed by means of the paratactic line-up of the phrases, one after the other.
The basic difference between Carion’s monologue and the speeches about
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Cockaigne in the fantastic comedies lies in the wider thematic range of the for-
mer. Carion’s examples are not restricted to phenomena of culinary plenty and
profusion of foodstuffs. The slave includes several references to edible goods
(a tub full of grain, vats brimming with wine, a well overflowing with olive oil,
cupboards stocked with figs) but combines them with attestations of great wealth
in other kinds of valuable materials: gold and silver (coffers crammed with coins,
former earthenware plates turned to silver ones, slaves playing with golden
coins), perfume (flasks full of scent), and other precious items (an oven made of
ivory, pots of bronze), together with a general display of luxury (soft garlic for
wiping one’s bottom). Aristophanes has taken over from the earlier poets the
model of the accumulative, mosaic-like description of the fantastic world of
plenty, but has notably enlarged the repertoire of motifs and images.%

In the Ecclesiazusae, the illustration of the marvellous abundance of the new
world is kept on the level of gastronomic hedonism, as in the comedies on the
theme of Cockaigne. This time, Aristophanes finds another way to innovate on
the well-known pattern of accumulative description and to produce a new varia-
tion of the traditional image of culinary plenty. At the finale of the play, the new
society of gynaecocracy has been established in the city, and a female servant calls
the people to come to the communal banquet. She sets out the menu to be served
in the feast by means of the following gigantic word, an agglomeration of the names
of various foodstuffs joined together into a single compositum (1168-1175):

Téya yap £melot
AomadotepayooehayoyaAeo-
KkpavioAenpavodpunotpippaTo-
OAPLOTIOPOAOUEALITOKA TOKEXULLEVO-
KIXAETUKOOTUPOPALT>TOMEPLOTEPQ-
AektpvovorntomniparAidoktykhome-
Aelohaywoatpatofagntpaya-
VOTITEPUYWV.

This is what is coming: casserole-saltfish-skate-dogfish-head’s-leftovers-vinegar-dressing-
silphium-cuttlefish-honey-sauce-thrush-blackbird-pigeon-dove-chicken-roast-lark-wag-
tail-hare-stewed-in-new-wine-gristle-wings.

The traditional comic list of foodstuffs breaks down, as its individual items lose
their independent subsistence and are fused together into a vast integrated

68 For comparison of Carion’s tirade with the descriptions of the Cockaigne-like worlds of earlier
comic fragments, see also Heberlein 1980, 133-134; Reckford 1987, 90-92; Wilkins 2000c, 129.



104 —— loannis M. Konstantakos

concoction.” The descriptions of Cockaigne in the earlier plays of Old Comedy
unfolded a sequence of successive snapshots from the marvellous gastronomic
conditions of the fantastic world. Now all these images seem to converge together
in one kaleidoscopic picture, which offers a panoramic view of the utopian cui-
sine, seen from all its angles and aspects simultaneously. The gigantic and all-
inclusive meal course, which merges together virtually all the foodstuffs on the
menu, emblematises the constructed world of abundance, in which every good
thing is freely available.” In the rest of the text of the Ecclesiazusae, Aristophanes
paid relatively small attention to the aspect of culinary plenty in the women’s
utopian state,” choosing rather to highlight other aspects, such as social justice,
the distribution of wealth, egalitarianism, and the complicated sexual relations
between the various age groups. In the finale of the play, however, as the entire
polis is transformed into an enormous banquet hall for the universal citizens’ din-
ner, the poet brings to the fore the material dimension of dining, in the form of
an all-embracing, multi-ingredient superfood, around which the whole popula-
tion of the city will be united. Thus, Aristophanes reconnects with the earlier
comic tradition of the fifth century, in which the utopian visions were mostly asso-
ciated with the themes of Cockaigne and gastronomy.

5 The wordplay made flesh

To return to the comic production of the fifth century, there is another important
linguistic artifice which plays a cardinal role in the construction of invented sec-
ondary worlds. Wordplay, in its various forms and with its multiple mechanisms,
is often a crucial factor for the formation of the fantastic society and determines
the development of many of its facets.” The forms of wordplay exploited by the
comic poets in this respect rely mostly on homonymy and homophony, on the
similar sounds of different words and names. Occasionally, semantic ambiguity
and the metaphorical meanings of polysemous words are also explored.

In Aristophanes’ Birds, an elementary pun on two near-homophonous words
provides the basis for the foundation of the new city of the birds in mid-air. Pei-
setaerus, upon arriving at the region of the birds in the sky, perceives the

69 Cf. Spyropoulos 1974, 123-124; Bowie 1993, 264; and Simone Beta’s chapter in this volume.
70 Cf. Silk 2000, 135-136.

71 On the restricted role of the culinary element in the utopia of the Ecclesiazusae, cf. Langerbeck
1963, 201; Farioli 2001, 203.

72 Cf. in general Farioli 2001, 226-227.
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immense potential of this as yet unbridled space. He conceives the plan of estab-
lishing a polis in this aerial location, and invites his host, the Hoopoe, to survey
the entire surrounding area of the sky and the clouds, looking upwards, down-
wards, and all around (172-178). Peisetaerus calls this space “the polos of the
birds” (179-180, 6pviBwv moAog), a rare term in Classical Greek, usually designat-
ing the celestial sphere of the heavens ([Aesch.] PV 429; Eur. fr. 839.11), the vault
of the stars in the sky (Eur. Or. 1685), or, in philosophical and scientific texts, the
axis of the celestial sphere and its poles (Pl. Ti. 40c; Arist. Cael. 285b 9-21, Mete.
362a 33, Mund. 392a 2 etc.).” In plain words, this “vault” or “sphere”, as Peisetae-
rus explains, is the “place” or “region” of the birds (their Tomog, 180), which is
termed polos because it revolves (moAeitat) and everything moves through it
(181-182).7* If this space is inhabited by the birds and fenced off with a wall, the
polos will be turned into a polis, a city in the air, by virtue of which the birds will
lord over the men and the gods (183-186).

Thus, by means of a slight wordplay of near-homonymy, the new city of the
birds comes into existence; the undifferentiated space of the air is transformed
into an organised polis, a political and social community of the birds, complete
with its walls and fortifications, and with a specified geographical location in the
overall design of the universe. A change of a single letter brings about the crea-
tion of the secondary world of the play, the utopian state of Nephelokokkygia in
the sky, midway between the higher domain of the gods and the realm of men on
the earth. An elementary pun, consisting in a small mutation of vowels, is the
origin of the entire fantastic cosmos. Language has rarely been awarded greater
power in the annals of imaginative literature.”

Wordplays and punning associations also prove important for the design and
configuration of further individual aspects of the secondary world. In the case of
Aristophanes’ Birds, the construction of the great wall of Nephelokokkygia (1124—
1163) is partly achieved by linguistic means, through the application of occasional
wordplays in the text. All the duties and tasks required for the building of the wall
are carried out by the birds themselves. The distribution of the tasks among the
individual species of birds is based, as a rule, on the physical capacities and nat-
ural endowments of each particular species. Each separate kind of bird is

73 See Dunbar 1995, 192.

74 On the puns involved, cf. Whitman 1964, 177; Thiercy 1986, 114; Zanetto 1987, 198; Dunbar
1995, 192-194; Konstan 1995, 36—37; Amati 2010, 216-217.

75 Cf. Whitman 1964, 177-178; Bertelli 1982, 526; Kloss 2001, 277-278. See also Arrowsmith 1973,
144-146; Thiercy 1986, 114-116; and Dobrov 1997, 95-108, 117-121 for more general discussion
of the capital role of language in the creation of Nephelokokkygia.
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assigned a type of work which accords with its peculiar physique, bodily features,
and congenital properties (at least as perceived by the ancients). For example,
the stones for the foundations of the wall are carried by cranes from Libya (1136—
1137); it was widely believed in antiquity that cranes swallow a stone to steady
themselves against gusts of wind during their high flight (Arist. Hist. an. 597b 1-2;
Ael. NA 2.1). The stones are then dressed by the krekes (most probably the black-
winged stilts), which perform the work with their long and strong beaks (1138). The
water for the fabrication of the bricks and the mortar is carried by the stone curlews
and other river-birds (1140-1141), which have their natural habitat near streams of
water and are hence ideally suited for this job. The wild geese use their broad and
webbed feet as shovels, to carry and load mud into troughs (1143-1147).7

In a couple of cases, however, the task assigned to a particular species of
birds cannot be connected with an identifiable characteristic of this species’
physical constitution or natural qualities. Rather, the link between the birds and
their type of work is provided by a play of words, a punning association between
the name of the bird species and another term which designates some aspect of
the required task. The storks are said to have made the bricks (1139, £tepot &
£mAvBovpyouv iehapyoi poptol), although this latter assignment cannot be cred-
ibly attributed to any one of the known physical properties of these birds. It seems
that the mehapyoi are selected as brick-makers (the main productive task for the
fabrication of the wall) because their name recalls the so-called IeAapyikov
1€ixog, the age-old complex of walls which encircled the Acropolis of Athens
(Hdt. 5.64.2, Thuc. 2.17.1, Arist. Ath. Pol. 19.5) and was supposedly built by the
Pelasgians (Hdt. 6.137). Since their very name entails a reference to a famous wall
and to the activity of wall-building, the storks were thought suitable for the re-
sponsibility of brick-making.”

Furthermore, the wooden parts of the wall (gates, parapets) are said to have
been cut and carved by the pelicans, who proved to be excellent carpenters and
woodworkers (1154-1155, 3pviBeg oAV TEKTOVEG COPWTATOL MEAEKAVTEG). They
used their beaks to hew the wood and fashion the gates (t0ig pOyxeowv anemnehe-
Knoav TG oAag), and the sound of their hacking was like the noise of a shipyard
(1155-1157). In reality, the beaks of pelicans are large but soft, unfit for boring into
wood. The association of the pelicans with woodwork in this passage must also
be due to a linguistic reason, namely, the phonetic similarity between the name
niehekdvteg (“pelicans™) and the verb nehekdw (“hew, hack with an axe”), the

76 See Dunbar 1995, 597-606 for a detailed commentary on the analogies; also Zanetto 1987,
270-272; Corbel-Morana 2012, 181-183.
77 See Dunbar 1995, 497-498, 598-599; Corbel-Morana 2012, 182.
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standard term employed for the carving of wood in ancient Greek.”® Thus, in both
these cases, the choice of a certain bird species for a particular type of artisan’s
work in the construction of the great wall is conditioned by a play of words. It is
the name of the bird that makes the latter appropriate for undertaking a task
which is designated by near-homonymous terms in common parlance.

An analogous criterion is applied for the selection and recruitment of the hu-
man population of the aerial city. Together with the birds, the founders and orig-
inal citizens of Nephelokokkygia, certain humans are also deemed worthy of be-
coming members of the new society, thanks to their personal qualities which
bring them close to the world of birds. The qualities in question may involve phys-
ical similarities between the man and a bird species (e.g. the branded skin of a
tattooed slave is similar to the multi-coloured plumage of the black francolin,
760-761) or analogous patterns of behaviour (e.g. a deceitful man may be com-
pared to the partridge, which practices cunning tricks to escape capture, 766—768).
In some cases, however, the correspondence between man and bird is again de-
pendent on phonetic play and punning association of similarly sounding terms.
As the birds declare, a charlatan such as Spintharus, who is in reality a Phrygian
(®pvé) alien and pretends to be an Athenian citizen, would be welcome in the
new city, where he will have no reason to hide: among the birds, this man will
become a @puyilog (762-763) — this was the Greek name for a species of bird not
identified with certainty (possibly the cattle egret).” The transformation is held
to be possible because of the similarity between the bird’s name @pvyilog and
the ethnic term ®pvE.*°

The amplest and most consistent use of this linguistic technique for the con-
struction of a secondary world is found in the comedy The Fishes (Tx00eg) by
Archippus, which was produced shortly after 403 BCE,* at the very end of the
period of Old Comedy. The basic premises of the plot of the play can be deduced

78 See above all Dunbar 1995, 514-515, 606, and Arnott 2007, 251-252, where the identification
of meAexdg with the pelican is securely established; also Taillardat 1962, 39; Sommerstein 1987,
276; Zanetto 1987, 272; Corbel-Morana 2012, 183.

79 On the possible identification of the species, see Dunbar 1995, 471; Arnott 2007, 280.

80 On the pun, cf. Dunbar 1995, 471-472.

81 On the date of Archippus’ Fishes, see Csapo 1994, 40; Farioli 1999, 38; Farioli 2001, 157;
Storey 2012, 2; Miccolis 2017, 100, 203. Eucleides, the Athenian eponymous archon of 403/2 BCE,
is mentioned as “having exercised the archonship” in the past (EvxAeidnv tov dpEavra, fr. 27).
On the other hand, the politician Anytus, who is mocked in the play (fr. 31), was exiled from
Athens after 397. The comedy should therefore belong, at the latest, to the early 390s.
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from the preserved fragments.® The fishes of the sea found a city or state of their
own, much like the birds in Aristophanes’ comedy or like the beasts in Crates’
Theria (frr. 16-19),% which promise to inaugurate a utopian world of plenty and
miraculous automatism. It is not recorded in the extant remains of the comedy
whether this new polis of the fishes was given a particular name. It would be
tempting to hypothesise that Archippus followed the creative example of the
Aristophanic Nephelokokkygia and invented an analogous funny appellation,
such as e.g. Oalacookapapia (“Sealangousteland”) or ‘Y8atokeotpeia (“Wa-
tergreymulletland”), although he might also have opted for a more conven-
tional solution, such as Ty6udmoAlg.

In their newly-founded society, the fishes themselves undertake the various
public offices, hieratic orders, and administrative positions of the state machin-
ery. The distribution of these state posts among the fish population is determined
again on the basis of linguistic principles, mostly wordplays which link the fish
names with the vocabulary of the corresponding human activity. The name of a
species of fish is correlated with a near-homophonous term which signifies an
appropriate task, social function, or personality trait of the human world. For ex-
ample, the bogue is called féag in Greek, and its name phonetically resembles
the word Bor, “shout, cry”. Therefore, this fish is appointed a public herald
(fr. 16), an office for which the capacity of a loud cry comes in handy. The saupe
(06&Anng) is associated with the word odAmiyg, “trumpet”, and assumes the ser-
vice of the trumpeter (fr. 16). The dogfishes, yaAeoi, are nearly homonymous with
a Sicilian clan of diviners, the so-called Galeoi or Gale6tai; hence, they are ac-
claimed as seers and prophets of the sea (fr. 15). The Greek name of the grouper,
O0pwg, brings to mind Orpheus and the Orphics; thus, this particular fish under-
takes the hieratic office of the priest of a certain god (fr. 17). The gilthead, ypvoo-
@pug, has the Greek term for gold embedded in its name; it therefore becomes a
priest of Aphrodite, the goddess standardly designated as “golden” (xpvo€n) in
ancient poetry (fr. 18).%* The entire social organisation and civic design of the
fishes’ secondary world is developed by means of the linguistic mechanisms of
homophony and homonymy, pun and calembour.

82 On Archippus’ play in general, see Csapo 1994; Farioli 1999, 37-59; Wilkins 2000a, 345-347,
351-352; Wilkins 2000b; Farioli 2001, 156—174; Rothwell 2007, 126—130, 260-262; Pace 2008;
Storey 2012, 2, 6-19; Miccolis 2017, 92-211.

83 Cf. Farioli 1999, 38-41, 54-59; Wilkins 2000b, 529; Farioli 2001, 71-72, 157-160, 165-170,
189-192, 228; Rothwell 2007, 127-128, 260-261; Pace 2008, 122-123; Storey 2012, 6—9; Miccolis
2017, 99.

84 On these puns, see Csapo 1994, 40—-44; Farioli 1999, 40-43, 53; Farioli 2001, 160-164, 173-174;
Pace 2008, 123; Storey 2012, 7-8, 10; Miccolis 2017, 95-96, 99, 102-103, 113-136.
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Apart from the offices assigned to the fishes, some of the institutions and
civic procedures of the new state are also conceived and articulated through lin-
guistic artifices, mostly homonymy and semantic ambiguity. In one of the frag-
ments (fr. 14), the election of public officials (mpaypdTwv émotdTag, “overseers
of state affairs”) is discussed.® The operation of this process revolves around an
ambivalent term, naAwaipetog, which signifies different things in the political
experience of men and in the life of fishes. In terms of a human democratic polity,
the word maAwaipetog refers to a candidate who has been once elected for an
office by common vote, has been subsequently disqualified through a process of
scrutiny, and has finally been re-elected to the same post (mdAwv + aipeioBat in
the sense “elect, choose”, “the one who is elected again”). On the other hand, in
the precarious life of sea creatures, the same word refers to another kind of expe-
rience, the capture of fishes by fishermen. The maAwaipeTog is a fish which has
been caught once by a fisherman, has subsequently been thrown back to the sea,
only to be fished up again in the end (m&Aw + aipelv in the sense “catch, capture”,
“the one who has been caught again”).% The play on these two meanings of the
polysemous word correlates and parallels the democratic routine of public elec-
tions in the marine city with the fishes’ common experience of being captured as
prey. In their new state, the fishes may become moAwvaipetol in more than one
sense: they are liable to be elected, disqualified, and then re-elected as officers,
in the same way as they are in danger of being caught, released, and finally re-
captured in their normal everyday existence. Through the operation of language,
the institutions of the fishes’ polity reflect the common experiences of their sub-
sistence in their natural habitat.

Wordplays also condition the external relations of the fishes’ state with the
human race. In Archippus’ play, there must have been some kind of conflict be-
tween the fishes and the city of Athens. In the end, the two opposed parties came
to an agreement and signed a treaty, part of which is transmitted as fr. 27 of the
comedy. According to the terms of the treaty, the fishes and the Athenians com-
mit to mutually restore to each other whatever property of the other party is held
by each one of them (dmo8obval 8’ doa £xopev dAAAAWY). The preserved portion
of the text concentrates on the exchange of persons, presumably captives or

85 aipOVPEVOUG TE MPAYUATWY EMOTATAG / AmoSokiudlety, <eita Sokipdlev> moAw. / fiv obv
TIOLWWEY TADTA, KivBuvog AaBelv / dna&dmavTag yevopuévoug maAvalpétous, “now, we elect our
comptrollers in order to reject them first, and afterwards we approve them again. So if we keep
on doing this, there is a real danger that, without realising it, they will all become second catch”
(adapted from the translation of L.C. Storey).

86 See Farioli 2001, 158-159; Rothwell 2007, 127; Miccolis 2017, 95, 105-113.
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hostages. The fishes undertake to hand over to the Athenians a number of more
or less well-known personalities of Athens, whose names or nicknames refer to
fishes or other creatures of the waters.®” Evidently, because of their marine appel-
lations, these persons were considered to belong to the fishes’ world and were
held up there. Homonymy and phonetic assonance are again of capital im-
portance for the elaboration of this aspect of the fantastic scenario.
Unfortunately, most of the people alluded to in fr. 27 are unknown to us and
unattested in other ancient sources. Nevertheless, some indications about their
identity may be deduced from the clues provided in the comic text itself. The pun-
ning list of exchange subjects includes first of all the ©pdttal, a word which lit-
erally means “women from Thrace” and, in the milieu of Classical Athens, might
designate female slaves of hetairai; it is also the name of a species of fish, the
shad. There follows a flute-girl called ABepivn, “sand-smelt”; a woman named
Inmia, “Mrs. Cuttlefish”, wife or daughter of a certain Thyrsos; and a group of
men designated as TptyAiat, “red mullets”. Perhaps the latter were also foreigners
conspicuous for their red hair or reddish faces (later, in the 340s or 330s, a pros-
titute similarly nicknamed TpiyAn was active in Athens, possibly another impres-
sive redhead from the north; see Antiphanes fr. 27.9-11).% The next name on the
catalogue belongs to a historically documented person: Eucleides, the former
eponymous archon of Athens (403/2 BCE), who is classified among fish-named
individuals because his name contains the word kAgi8eg, i.e. choice morsels from
the shoulders of the tuna; Eucleides may thus be taken to mean “the tunny with
the nice shoulder meat”. The Kopaxiwveg from the deme of Anagyrous, whose
name recalls the fish kopaxivog, the “castagnole” or “meagre”, were perhaps a
known family at the time. A man from Salamis, called Kwftog, “goby”, bears a
name that is actually attested for real people in Classical Athens. A descendant of
his, named again Kobios, is mentioned as a lover of the luxurious hetaira Pythi-
onice in the 340s (Antiphanes fr. 27.19-21).% The list closes with a minor

87 dmoSotvat 8’ doa Eyopev GANAAwY, UGG pev TG Opdttag kai Abepivny v avAnTpida kol
Inmiav Thv OVpoov kai Toug TptyAiag kai EVkAeidny Tov Gp&avta kai Avayvpouvtdbev Toug Ko-
pakiwvag kai Kwpod 1o ZaAapviov tokov kai Batpayov tov apedpov Tov £€ Qpeod, “To give
back what we have of each other’s: we will give back the Misses Herring, and Madame Smelt the
flute-player, and Cuttlefisha the wife of Thyrsus, and the Red Mullet-Boys, and Euclid the former
archon, and the Crowfishes from the deme of Anagyrus, and the son of Master Goby of Salamis,
and the right honourable Frog, the inspector from Oreos”.

88 See Konstantakos 2000, 80.

89 See Konstantakos 2000, 87-88; Miccolis 2017, 188.
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magistrate called Batpayog (“frog” but also “monkfish”) from the deme of Oreos.
He also carries a personal name well documented in ancient Greece.”

It is not possible to estimate how large a part of the comedy would have been
devoted to the development and scenic enactment of such wordplays. It is not
inconceivable that they would be restricted to a couple of scenes, while the rest
of the script would have been taken up with other comic situations and routines.”
Nevertheless, the contribution of these punning calembours to the layout of the
fictional society of the fishes is cardinal. Wordplay and linguistic association are
promoted as basic modes of thinking about an alternative otherworld in literary
terms.** It is not accidental that Archippus’ Fishes was the last masterpiece of fan-
tastic comedy in the theatre of ancient Athens; the fairy-tale mode, with its in-
vented secondary worlds, was destined to decline shortly afterwards and to dis-
appear from the comic production, ceding its place to the mythical and social
themes prevalent in Middle Comedy.

Did Archippus suspect that he was cultivating a dying genre, a form of art
which would soon become obsolete? In any case, he seems to have done his best
in order to epitomise the essence of this genre of utopian writing in his work.
Above all, he linked comic language with fantastic action, the repertoire of lin-
guistic devices with the fictional plot, to an unprecedented degree of intensity.
The Fishes offers a fine epilogue to the history of fictitious cosmoi in Classical
Athenian theatre. Its author definitively showed that the construction of a second-
ary world, in the context of a poetic work, is primarily a feat of language.

6 Fantasia for enlivened metaphors

One of the most intriguing techniques, which Aristophanes uses for the construc-
tion of fantastic and utopian societies in his comedies, is a complex mannerism
straddling the borderline between language and scenic representation. It has
been designated with various terms, such as “enlivened metaphors”, “staged
metaphors”, or “materialisation of figures of speech”. The basis for this proce-
dure is provided by a figurative or proverbial expression of common use, a man-

ner of speaking widespread in the popular parlance of ancient Athens. The comic

90 On the interpretation of this fragment and its wordplays, see Farioli 1999, 50-53; Wilkins
2000a, 346, 351-352; Farioli 2001, 170-173; Rothwell 2007, 127, 261; Pace 2008, 113, 122-126;
Storey 2012, 8-9; Miccolis 2017, 103, 180-190.

91 Cf. Farioli 1999, 43-44; Farioli 2001, 163—-164; Miccolis 2017, 116-117, 120-121, 128.

92 Cf. Farioli 1999, 53; Farioli 2001, 173-174, 226—227; Storey 2012, 7; Miccolis 2017, 95-97.
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poet takes this expression in its fully literal sense and turns it into a visible spectacle
on stage; the various elements making up the metaphorical idiom are scenically
represented as personages or objects, and the linguistic conception is acted out
in the theatrical performance. Thus, what was originally a construct of words, a
commonplace metaphor widely used by the people, now acquires material sub-
stance and visibility before the spectators’ eyes.”

This technique, which is peculiar to Aristophanes, has been analysed in de-
tail by Bernhard Zimmermann in his chapter in this volume. There is no reason
to repeat the findings of that essay or to attempt a full examination of the Aristo-
phanic practice through an array of examples. The purpose of the following brief
and selective survey is to highlight a particular aspect of this dramaturgical proce-
dure, which characterises the majority of its occurrences in the Aristophanic oeu-
vre. The scenic materialisation of figures of speech is most frequently used by the
comic poet in the context of a constructed secondary world; it is a phenomenon
which belongs to the imaginary otherworld, occurs within its limits of space
and/or time, and exemplifies the peculiar conditions prevailing in the fantastic
environment, the idiosyncratic version of reality which exists in this parallel uni-
verse of the imagination. Of course, not all the Aristophanic examples of this de-
vice can be so classified; there are a few cases in which the enlivened metaphor
is found in the context of the heroes’ ordinary experience, in the parts of the play
which bring on stage the circumstances of everyday reality and the life of com-
mon citizens, with all its mishaps and difficulties.®* Nevertheless, most of the

93 Apart from Zimmermann’s essay in this volume, see also the analysis of this technique by
Newiger 1957, 122-133; Taillardat 1962, 65-67, 337-338, 405-406, 430-431, 504-506; Thiercy
1986, 103-119; Konstantakos 2015, 65—-69; Konstantakos 2017a, 124—125; Konstantakos 2021a,
213-214, 216-219.

94 A prominent example occurs in the Acharnians, when Dicaeopolis places his head on a
butcher’s slab before delivering his apologia for peace (355-369), so that his enemies may imme-
diately decapitate him if he does not speak persuasively. This is a literal scenic rendition of a
figurative manner of speech used by Telephus in Euripides” homonymous tragedy (fr. 706: “Even
if someone held an axe in his hands, ready to bring it down on my neck, I would not remain
silent, because I have just things to say in response”). See Konstantakos 2021a, 216-219 with
further bibliography. This sequence of incidents occurs while Dicaeopolis is still enmeshed in
the reality of war, which prevails in his contemporary Athens; he is faced with a party of bellicose
opponents, who threaten him, and is struggling to establish his right to a personal peace. An-
other exception is found in the Peace, in the scene in which Polemos prepares to crush the Greek
cities in his large mortar (228-288). This is a spectacular stage representation of the metaphorical
use of the verb Tpifetv in the sense “wear out, waste, ravage”. The war is bound to wear the Greek
cities out (tpiPewv) with its disasters and evils. In scenic terms, this is transformed into the per-
sonified figure of Polemos who intends to tpifewv the cities in the literal sense of the word, i.e.
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extant occurrences are connected with the invention and representation of the
secondary fantastic cosmos. The following examples will serve as illustration and
proof of this poetic rule.

In the Acharnians, the personal peace treaty, which the comic hero Dicaeopo-
lis makes with the Spartans, is called orovdai; the word was usual in Greek for
this type of peacemaking agreement, but its literal meaning is “wine”, “a quantity
of wine poured out on the ground in honour of the gods”. The comic poet takes
the word omovdai in its literal sense and represents the peace treaty in the mate-
rial form of wine. Dicaeopolis’ envoy brings from Sparta three vases of wine,
which represent peace treaties of three different periods of duration, respectively
for five, ten, and thirty years. The hero chooses the longest one, drinks it up, and
thus his peace agreement with the Lacedaemonians is regarded as valid and im-
mediately effective (175-200). Straightaway, Dicaeopolis is miraculously trans-
ported to his farm in the Attic countryside, where he is free to enjoy his peace,
without fear of enemy invasions into his own private space.

In essence, Dicaeopolis has created his own, ideal polis within the broader
Athenian territory; his private farm and household are organised like a miniature
city-state, complete with its geographical borders, agora, institutions, and inter-
national relations with the other Greek states. In this respect, Dicaeopolis’ peace-
ful domain is a secondary world, a constructed utopia which exists in parallel to
the ordinary Athenian polis and its historical reality.” The materialised metaphor
of the peace-treaty as wine is instrumental for the creation and inauguration of
the hero’s utopian society. The Aristophanic artifice, in this case, signals the be-
ginning of the fictitious cosmos of the play and brings it into existence.*®

The Acharnians includes another example of a scenically enlivened metaphor,
which is again associated to an alternative otherworld. The Persian envoy, who
comes to Athens in the company of the Athenian ambassadors (91-97), is a
“King’s Eye” (6¢p0aApog Baci\éwg), according to the traditional Greek title of his
office. In the performance, he is incarnated by an actor in a mask which bears one

pound and crush them inside his mortar, as though foodstuffs for a sauce (cf. Newiger 1957, 29-30,
111-119; Taillardat 1962, 365, 505; Olson 1998, 115-121). In this case, again, the impressive mate-
rialised metaphor is a visible representation of the conditions of wartime, the dire reality of the
Peloponnesian War which plagued the Greek states of Aristophanes’ time.

95 Cf. Schwinge 1977, 49-52; Edmunds 1980, 27-32; Zimmermann 1983, 63-66; Ceccarelli 1996,
136-137; Olson 2002, xlii—xliv, lii—liii.

96 On the materialised metaphor of the spondai and its significance in the Acharnians, see
Newiger 1957, 52-53, 104-106; Taillardat 1962, 372, 505-506; Whitman 1964, 62—-63; Edmunds
1980, 5-6; Thiercy 1986, 104-105; Reckford 1987, 167-168; Olson 2002, 127-133. See also Bern-
hard Zimmermann’s chapter in this volume.
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enormous eye. The official title of the Persian magistrate is a figure of speech; the
word “eye” is employed metaphorically in the sense of an overseer or supervisor
who surveys the provinces on behalf of the monarch. Aristophanes takes the ex-
pression literally and depicts it in a visible manner on the costume of the corre-
sponding theatrical figure.”

The Persian envoy represents a foreign state, the Achaemenid Empire, which
is described in the comedy as a utopian land of plenty, full of fantastic marvels
(65-90). Everything in this country is oversized, vast, of gigantic dimensions. The
Athenian delegates need three years to traverse it and reach the royal capital (80).
The luxury of the inhabitants is fabulous; they drink out of golden vessels and
compete with each other in consuming the greatest quantities of food and drink
(73-78). In their banquets, entire oxen roasted in the oven are served, together
with enormous birds, three times the size of the most corpulent Athenian glutton
(85—89). The gold is so abundant in the country that it is heaped up into whole
mountains. In fact, there is so much gold that people presumably have no use for
it, and therefore the king uses the golden mountains as a place to defecate on
(81-82). The Persia of the Acharnians is imagined as a land of fantasy.”® The en-
livened metaphor of the King’s Eye belongs to this invented secondary cosmos,
in which (as in so many Aristophanic fictitious societies) words acquire a material
dimension.

In the Birds, the central metaphor which is implemented in the fantastic plot
concerns flying, wings, and their acquisition. In common Greek, the verbs néto-
pat, “to fly”, and mtepobpat, “to have or acquire wings”, could be used also in a
figurative sense to signify “to be very excited or enthusiastic about something”,
“to be full of enthusiasm and high spirits”.”® The foundation of the birds’ city in
the air provokes indeed emotions of this latter kind to large groups of humans on
earth, and more particularly in Athens; numerous Athenians react to the news
about Nephelokokkygia with a great passion for birds and all things related to
them (1277-1304). Aristophanes advances this situation one stage further by tak-
ing the verbs ntepodobat/neéteoBat, which would metaphorically designate these
people’s eager attachment to avian matters, in their literal meaning, “have wings

97 Cf. Newiger 1957, 123; Taillardat 1962, 65—-67; Edmunds 1980, 4; Thiercy 1986, 106; Olson 2002,
101-104.

98 See Pretagostini 1998; Pellegrino 2006, 187-189; Konstantakos 2011, 59-99.

99 See Newiger 1957, 57-58; Taillardat 1962, 115-116, 249-250, 430-431, 479, 505; Dunbar 1995,
5, 491; Bowie 1993, 173-174; Dobrov 1997, 117-121, 124; Dobrov 2001, 124-125; Corbel-Morana
2012, 177-179.
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and fly”. As a result, a series of visitors come to Nephelokokkygia and ask to be
equipped with physical wings, so as to be able to actually fly in the sky (1305-1469).

The pioneers of this enlivened metaphor are, of course, the two protagonists
of the comedy, Peisetaerus and Euelpides, the two Athenian men who decide to
join the birds at the beginning of the play and inspire them to establish their new
city. Accordingly, the two Athenians are given a magical root to eat, thanks to
which they grow wings and feathers and are metamorphosed into hybrid, half-
human and half-avian creatures (649-655, 801-808).' In all these cases, the ea-
gerness of men for the life of the birds (their tendency to figuratively ntepodobat/
néteoBau) is expressed as a material phenomenon on stage, through the acquisi-
tion of actual wings for a flight. The staging of figurative expressions is directly
associated with the creation of the secondary world.

In the Frogs, the fictitious universe is located in the metaphysical space of
Hades. It is there that the contest of the two great poets, Aeschylus and Euripides,
takes place, including, among other competitive ordeals, the test of the weighing
of verses, which offers another case of a metaphorical idiom materially represented
in scenic performance. In Attic speech, the verbs otaBuav or ota@paacbat, literally
“weigh on the scales”, were also figuratively employed in the sense “assess,
judge the value of” something, especially with regard to the reception and eval-
uation of poetry and art. Dionysus, as arbiter of the poetic agon between the two
topmost dramatists in the underworld, decides to exploit the ambiguity of this
critical terminology in practice, as a means to evaluate the two competitors’ rela-
tive merits. Dionysus has a pair of scales brought on stage and asks the two tragic
authors to utter their poetic verses over the scales, so that the verses may be
“weighed”; the heaviest verse, i.e. the one that mentions physically heavier
things, will win (1365-1410).'

Apart from the aforementioned examples, the same technique also occurs in
two other Aristophanic plays, in which the enlivened figures of speech are lo-
cated within the confines of the Athenian polis, as represented in the dramatic
fiction of the comedy. However, the scenically materialised metaphors are en-
acted within a set of special conditions, in a kind of separate and delimited do-
main inside the everyday Athenian society — a domain, moreover, in which the
usual rules of ordinary reality are subverted and extraordinary or irrational phe-
nomena occur unproblematically, as though they formed part of the expected

100 See Reckford 1987, 331-332; Silk 2000, 286—289; Corbel-Morana 2012, 175-177. Cf. Whitman
1964, 181-182 on the image of wings and flying, which occupies a central place in the text of
the Birds.

101 Cf. Newiger 1957, 53; Taillardat 1962, 454—455, 505; Konstantakos 2010.
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order of events. Therefore, the particular context in which the enlivened meta-
phors occur in these plays may be considered as a form of distinct secondary
world; it is a fictitious heterotopia which has been invented by the poet and has
been introduced into the ordinary setting of the comedy, as a secluded other-
world operating within the framework of the heroes’ common experience.

In the Wasps, the elderly hero Philocleon suffers from an inveterate obses-
sion with public trials and is abnormally fond of serving as a judge in the popular
court of the Heliaea. His sober son Bdelycleon, who dislikes the way the Athenian
judges are manipulated by the populist demagogues, wishes to keep his father
away from the courts; but the old man cannot live without his favourite judicial
occupation. Therefore, Bdelycleon comes up with an eccentric plan: to inaugu-
rate a domestic court of law, which will operate at the threshold of their family
house, and in which Philocleon will be the sole judge. The old dicast will sit there,
a one-man jury by himself, and judge the private disputes which are bound to
arise between the slaves, the domestic animals, and other members of the house-
hold, following all the formalities of the Attic law (764 ff.). Oddly enough, Philo-
cleon is content with this outrageous idea. Thus, father and son collaborate to set
up an improvised courtroom outside their house door; a series of easily available
household utensils are transformed into makeshift components of the court set-
ting (805-891).

When everything is ready, the first case is introduced: a dog of the house-
hold, named Labes (“Snatcher”), has stolen from the pantry and eaten up a
truckle of Sicilian cheese. Another dog, Kyon of Cydathenaeum, presents the ac-
cusation (835-843). Their judicial conflict is tried and adjudicated according to
the Athenian court procedure, until the judge finally casts his vote and the de-
fendant is acquitted (892-1002). Apart from the obvious parody of the operation
of Athenian courts, this episode is also replete with marvellous and fabulous mo-
tifs, beyond the laws of nature and the limits of ordinary reality. The prosecuting
dog stands up and speaks with a man’s voice, as though he were a human being.
Inanimate household utensils are enlivened and move, as though living crea-
tures; they come into court, take up their places on the witnesses’ bench, and one
of them (the cheese-grater) is actually called to the stand, is interrogated by the
defendant’s representative, and answers the questions by nodding “yes” or “no”.

As becomes clear from these elements, the private court in Philocleon’s
house does not form part of the ordinary reality of the Athenian city. It is a sepa-
rate construct, a miniature cosmos operating according to its own peculiar rules;
it therefore fulfils the basic criteria of an invented secondary world, even though
it is not situated in a distant land or in a parallel alternative universe, but is
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inserted within the broader civic space of Athens.'® It is within this constructed
otherworld that the staged metaphor operates, revolving around the spectacle of
the two personified dogs, who dispute at court like human litigants. It is obvious
from the speaking names that the two hounds are symbolic aliases of two con-
temporary Athenian statesmen: Labes refers to the general Laches, and Kyon is a
thinly disguised allegory of the demagogue Cleon, who also came from the deme
of Cydathenaeum. The representation of the two politicians in the form of dogs
relies on the materialisation of a figurative expression taken from the political
jargon of late fifth-century Athens. The demagogues of Athenian radical democ-
racy, notably Cleon and his clique, used to compare themselves, in their rhetori-
cal speeches, to “watchdogs” of the polis or the people, so as to promote them-
selves as guardians of the state and highlight their own contribution to the
protection of democracy. Aristophanes takes the demagogues’ rhetorical figure
literally and turns it into a grotesque scenic spectacle, by casting the two politi-
cians as actual human-voiced dogs. In the context of the fantastic secondary
world, a rhetorical topos of contemporary political discourse is invested with
physical substance.'*

In the Clouds, another play set in the urban milieu of fifth-century Athens,
the heterotopian space of Socrates’ philosophical school, the so-called phrontis-
terion, is the epicentre of the scenically materialised metaphors. The phrontis-
terion is another delimited domain in which the laws of the ordinary Athenian
society do not apply. It has a dark and ominous interior (505-509) and houses a
collection of strange instruments, which would have appeared weird in the lay-
man’s eyes in Classical Athens (200-217). It shelters a group of persons of pecu-
liar physique and appearance, all of them identical in their pale complexion,
skinny bodies, hunched posture, and overall miserable look, which recalls pris-
oners of war (184-199, 500-504). They might well be taken for members of an
alien tribe from a distant land. Although no marvellous or supernatural events
are reported to take place in the phrontisterion, the latter is the home of extraor-
dinary non-physical creatures, namely the two Logoi, Right and Wrong, who are
embodiments of abstract concepts. In all these respects, the Socratic school of the
Clouds may be considered as a secondary otherworld inserted into the Athenian
setting of the play.

102 On the fabulous and fairy-tale materials, which underlie the episode of the domestic court
in the Wasps, see Konstantakos 2017b; Konstantakos 2021b, 240-248.

103 See Taillardat 1962, 404-406, 505; Corbel-Morana 2012, 118-136; Konstantakos 2021b,
240-244.



118 — loannis M. Konstantakos

In connection with the phrontisterion, two specimens of materialised meta-
phor are introduced into the text. The word petéwpog (literally “raised in mid-
air”, “high in the air”), like other words of related semantics, such as the verbal
forms memotnuat and dventépwpal (“I fly up, I soar in the air”), could be figura-
tively used in the sense “I am not down-to-earth”, “I am out of touch with reality”,
“I' have my head in the clouds”, “I think erratically”. Consequently, petéwpog and
kindred expressions might be metaphorically applied to philosophers and intel-
lectuals, who were considered to be out of touch with the real world and absorbed
in strange thoughts, as though “lost in the clouds”.!** Socrates, as represented in
the Aristophanic comedy, is a perfect example of this category of persons; he
could be described as petéwpog in the sense of an unworldly man dedicated to
weird ideas. Aristophanes takes the term petéwpog literally and presents his Soc-
rates, on his first entry on stage, as actually soaring in the air: the philosopher
sits in a large basket which hangs from a crane, so as to hover above the ground
(218-238).1 In the same way, the personified Clouds, who appear as divine pa-
tronesses of Socrates and his school, are entities of the sky and float about in the
air. They thus emblematise the philosophers’ detachment from down-to-earth
matters and their absorption with abstract concepts.'®

7 Epilogue

Aristophanes and other comic poets of fifth-century Athens cultivated success-
fully the genre of fantastic and fairy-tale comedy, the kind of comic drama that
drew its materials from popular imagination and magical narrative. Central to
this form of drama was the invention of secondary otherworlds, fictitious socie-
ties, and states of being characterised by marvellous, supernatural, or utopian
traits. Poetic language provided an important means for the creation of these im-
aginary cosmoi within the dramatic fiction.

The comic writers exploited a range of linguistic and stylistic devices to de-
fine the identity of their invented worlds and develop their various facets. Gro-
tesque composite nouns were fabricated, to serve as names of the fictitious poli-
ties and reveal their imaginary nature. Verbal accumulation was used for the
depiction of utopias of gastronomic abundance and fabulous wealth. Wordplays,

104 See Newiger 1957, 55-59; Taillardat 1962, 115-116, 249-250, 430-431, 505; Dover 1968,
Ixvii-1xix; Thiercy 1986, 109.

105 Cf. Taillardat 1962, 250.

106 Cf. Bernhard Zimmermann’s chapter in this volume.
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based on homophony or semantic ambiguity, provided the basis for the genesis
of the fantastic societies and the blueprint for the formation of many of their in-
dividual aspects, from institutions and administration to demography and polit-
ical life. Enlivened metaphors and scenically materialised figures of speech em-
blematised the surreal nature of the secondary worlds. At least one poet,
Pherecrates, may have gone as far as to envisage a special language spoken by
the inhabitants of the fictitious otherworld, and to pepper his text with selected
specimens of its made-up vocabulary.

Thanks to the scope and variety of these techniques, comic language became
the central means for the construction and representation of imaginary worlds in
Attic comic drama. The staging and performance of these secondary sub-creations
was dependent on the material provided by linguistic invention and verbal inge-
nuity. Comic fantasy, in ancient Greek theatre, was primarily a feat of language
and poetic art.
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S. Douglas Olson
A Less Maculate Muse

Abstract: This chapter considers the nature of sexual humour in ancient Greek
literature, with particular attention to Athenian Old Comedy and the pioneering
work of Jeffrey Henderson in The Maculate Muse. Henderson argues that comedy
describes sexual activities and sexual organs with a wide variety of primarily al-
lusive terms. His work depends on close readings of thousands of individual pas-
sages, supported by a complex implicit theory as to how figurative language is
established and deployed on the comic stage to shock and amuse. Through a series
of case studies, it is argued that Henderson’s treatment of specific obscenities (or
alleged obscenities) is often inadequate, confused, or unclear, and that the humour
of many individual passages in Athenian Old Comedy is not what he takes it to be.
Alarger concern is with how riddling, allusive language of this sort is created and
employed, and — much more important — with how it can be detected, and the
risks of misidentifying or misreading it.

Most readers today would agree that fifth-century Athenian comedy, the so-
called “Old Comedy”, is somehow “funny”, and there can be little doubt that in
its original performance context it was at least intended to be funny. Precisely
how Old Comic humour works is a more complex and difficult matter. But ob-
scenity — the use of coarse, “dirty” sexual language, often for mocking or abusive
purposes — is generally and not unreasonably taken to be an important and per-
haps central part of its appeal. This is a genre, after all, in which all adult male
characters were outfitted with oversized leather penises that dangled outside
their clothing, crudities seemingly equivalent to the modern English “fuck” and
“shit” are ubiquitous, and the hero’s ultimate triumph is routinely depicted as
involving access to beautiful women and occasionally boys.

Like many classicists of my generation, I was introduced to Old Comedy and
the nature of Old Comic humour in particular by Jeffrey Henderson’s ground-
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breaking 1975 book The Maculate Muse.! The Maculate Muse (hereafter MM) is
itself the product of an enormous cultural shift in America in the late 1960s and
early 1970s that involved a recognition not just of the significance of sexuality in
personal and political life, but of the right and indeed the obligation to
acknowledge and discuss that significance. It had always been obvious that ob-
scenity was an important component of Aristophanes’ plays and their humour,
even if the matter had never been given systematic scholarly consideration. MM
amounted to a call for open acknowledgement of the pervasiveness and vigour of
such language, which it converted into a basic tool for interpreting Old Comedy
and genres cognate with it, such as iambos. The individual paragraph-entries in
MM, moreover, showed that obscenity was far more pervasive in Old Comedy
than earlier investigations of the matter had suggested, and far more inventive.
The larger categories into which the material was collected also pointed to the
existence of whole fields of metaphor and imagery not previously identified as
such. The result was to open up new dimensions of the primary texts to consider-
ation, and to invigorate discussion of a genre that up to that time had been gen-
erally treated as far less significant and exciting than fifth-century tragedy. It
might accordingly be said without much exaggeration that the late twentieth-
century reception of the Old Comic poets can be divided into two general periods,
before the publication of MM and after it. The ripple effects of the book were even
more significant, for if a word or idea could be shown to be obscene — and thus
amusing — in the Old Comic poets, where the evidence was particularly dense
and informative, the same word or idea could be tentatively treated as such in
other, more fragmentary or less effectively understood genres and texts.

MM is equipped with a long theoretical introduction to the question of ob-
scenity that situates its subject in a Freudian context (pp. 1-55). It offers no equiv-
alent explicit discussion of what it takes to be the mechanics of figurative lan-
guage, on the one hand, or its own philological procedures, on the other,
leaving the reader to infer answers to such questions from the text itself.
Broadly put, MM appears to treat most Old Comic obscenity as one of two forms
of verbal play. “Primary obscenities” — words equivalent to “asshole” and
“fuck” — are used for their shock value, as something like punchlines, where
the unexpected and in one sense inappropriate crudity of the language makes
the audience laugh with pleasure at the reference to a fact or function that ought
not to be discussed openly. Other Old Comic obscenities — the type on which this

1 Henderson 1975. The book is generally cited from the 1991 Oxford University Press second edi-
tion. With the exception of a short section of “Addenda, Corrigenda, Retractanda” (pp. 240-252),
however, the two editions are identical. For the topic in general, see more recently Robson 2006.
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paper concentrates — are figurative: otherwise innocent words are used in a dou-
ble sense, and the disjuncture between pedestrian and metaphorical senses be-
comes an object of amusement and delight in and of itself, with the delight fur-
ther sweetened by the realisation that this is yet another way of saying and
listening to “dirty things™ in public. As for its style of philological argument, MM
seems to proceed from a conviction — in one sense, not particularly controver-
sial — that a case for a previously unsuspected figurative sense of a word is built
in the first instance by citing parallels in an essentially exponential fashion: two
examples of an alleged double sense are far more than twice as compelling an
argument as only one, and so forth. More controversially, MM assumes that once
a number of words of double sense falling into a general figurative field (agricul-
tural language or language of sailing, for example) have been identified, other
words belonging to the same field can be treated as potentially having a similar
valence. The pervasiveness of such language emerges as fundamental to Old
Comic humour as MM understands it, and indeed to the humour of texts of a
number of other sorts.

In Section I of this paper, I take what I understand to be the implicit method-
ological assumptions of MM seriously, by examining the textual and lexico-
graphic basis for its claims regarding seventy-two individual items falling into
four broad figurative fields.? This analysis suggests that much of the evidence the
book puts forward for a double sense for individual lexical items is weaker than
it is represented as being. In addition, a number of the figurative fields and sub-
fields MM identifies as rich sources of allusive obscenities, and thus of humour
of various sorts, seem not to exist. All of this has substantial implications for how
we read Old Comedy and how it was intended to be funny. Section II accordingly
attempts to articulate some alternative basic principles for evaluating figurative
language and the humour dependent on it in ancient sources, taking account of

2 Items are identified by their original paragraph-numbers in parentheses, and are generally
placed with the figurative field to which MM assigns them. The inherent complexity of metaphor
as a linguistic practice and the occasionally sprawling nature of the original discussion mean
that some relevant terms may be omitted. My general contention is nonetheless that this is a
sufficiently large and substantial subset of examples to suggest that my conclusions can be taken
to apply to the volume as a whole. Because reference numbers for most of the primary texts cited
in MM have changed since 1975, I routinely give the modern numbers (in the case of comedy,
Kassel/Austin fragment numbers) followed by the number offered in MM. Where MM cites mod-
ern secondary authorities, I generally do not repeat the bibliographic information. References to
standard commentaries and editions such as Dover’s Clouds and Kassel/Austin’s Poetae Comici
Graeci are treated as self-explanatory.
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the limited nature of the material available and our distance from the primary
sources and the cultures that produced them.

Section I: MM on four alleged sets of figurative
obscenities

A. Agricultural language used for the act of intercourse (1-11)
and for the male genitals (12-16)

This appears to be a large and previously disregarded figurative field consisting
on the one hand of verbs properly applied to agricultural activities given a sec-
ondary sexual sense, and on the other hand of nouns properly referring to agri-
cultural products used in reference to the penis.’

1. GAodw, “thresh” (§280). MM suggests that at Ar. Ran. 149 f| untép’ Aonoev
(literally “he threshed his mother”) the verb means not figuratively “beat, cudg-
eled” (= LSJ s.v. 1.2), as is generally assumed, but “had sex with”, on the ground
that the former meaning is insufficiently different from fj martpog yvabov / éndtagev
(“or struck his father’s jaw”), which follows. But it also acknowledges that the
supposed metaphorical sense of the verb is attested nowhere else, and Ar. fr. dub.
932 dhodv xpn TAG yvaboug (“it’s necessary to ‘thresh’ their jaws”) with Phot. «
1021 = Synag. B a 986 dAodv* Tumttewy, BaAAewy (“to thresh; to strike, to hit”) supports
the traditional interpretation.

2. BwAoxoméw, “break up clods (as in a field)” (§283). Ar. fr. 57 Dem. kaA®g pe
BepwAokdnnkev is actually Men. Dys. 514-515 (cited as a comparandum at MM 166
n. 70), where the context shows that the verb is not being used as a sexual meta-
phor, but means something like “throw for a loss”.

3. yewpyéw, “farm” (§284). As MM notes, at Ar. Lys. 1173 {81 yewpyelv yupvog
amodug BovAopat (“I want to strip naked now and work the land”; one of the Athe-
nian ambassadors contemplates a reunion with Reconciliation, personified as a
beautiful young woman), the verb gets its metaphorical sexual sense from con-
text, in that individual parts of Reconciliation’s body are compared to geographic
features of the Greek world. The sexual overtones probably depend as well on
what appears to be a standard Athenian marriage formula, in which a woman

3 MM catalogues other nouns from the same figurative field that allegedly describe the female
anatomy (scattered through §107-204), but considerations of space make discussion of them
here impossible.



A Less Maculate Muse =—— 129

was given to a man yvnoiwv naidwv e’ dpdtw (literally “for the ploughing of
legitimate children”; e.g. Men. Pk. 1013-1014). There is no other evidence to sup-
port the notion that yewpyéw alone has an established sense “have intercourse
with”.4

4. Saéyw, “pick out, separate, examine” (§155, 295). At Ar. Lys. 720-721 v
HEV ye ipnv Staléyovoay T 6mv / katéAaBov 1 Tod Mavog Tt TavAiov (liter-
ally “I caught the first one picking apart the hole where Pan’s cave is”), the hero-
ine is describing the first in a series of attempts by individual women occupying
the Acropolis to sneak off to their husbands. Zf glosses SiaAéyovoav with SlopuT-
Tovoav (“boring through, excavating”; cf. Hsch. § 1129 SiaAé€ar- Sopvéat) and
adds kaxeppatws (“in a vulgar sense”). Wilamowitz ad loc. rejects =¥s interpre-
tation as “willkiirlich” (“arbitrary”); compares Hsch. 8 1116 StaAéyev: Gvakabai-
pewv, 1 ¢ov drmévat f| ékmAeiv (“dialegein: to clear (a path) by which one needs to
exit or sail out”); and argues that the point is that the woman is widening a pre-
existing hole in the rock.> MM, by contrast, takes the scholion’s kakep@dTwg se-
riously and argues for a second sense of 8laAéyw (the woman has been caught
picking open or enlarging her vagina), rejecting Wilamowitz’s interpretation on
the ground that it “serves to leach all the humour from the joke (and there must
be a joke here) without offering either a reasonable defense of his explanation or
an alternative source of humour”. As MM itself concedes, SiaAéyw is not specifi-
cally agricultural language and thus does not really contribute to the construc-
tion of this as a productive figurative field. But there are a number of additional
problems with the argument. The first is that the claim that the passage is not
funny on Wilamowitz’s reading is misleading, for Lys. 720-721 remain just as
amusing as the two lines that follow, in which another woman is said to have
tried to get away from the Acropolis by means of a block-and-tackle, i.e. construc-
tion machinery being used for work on the Erechtheion, and which MM does not
treat as sexual. What MM means by “funny” is thus apparently “enlivened by a
sexual double entendre”, which is a form of circular argument.® Nor do the first
two anecdotes need to be obliquely sexualised in the way a number of those that
follow are: the general joke is that the women are deserting the Acropolis in var-
ious ridiculous ways, and sexual humour is then mixed into the remarks that

4 Cf. Ar. Lys. 1174, where the Spartan ambassador in turn expresses a desire to kompaywyfiv
(lit. “to spread dung”, sc. on a field as fertiliser), referring metaphorically to the supposed Spartan
preference for anal intercourse. Here too the double sense seems to be produced by context alone.
5 Cf. Ar. Vesp. 350, where Hermann proposed reading SiaAé€au (in reference to an 6mr) in place
of the paradosis 8lopv&ait.

6 “The passage is funny; it cannot be funny if there is no sexual double entendre; therefore the
passage contains sexual double entendre”.
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follow. Equally important, MM cites no parallels elsewhere for the supposed ex-
tended sense of dlaAéyw, and even if one accepts the general interpretation of the
line as “obscene”, SiaAéyw need not have an unusual sense, the much more
obviously ambiguous use of émr| alone being enough to generate the supposed
humour.

5. katayryopTi§w (§285). At Ar. Ach. 275, as the climax of a fantasy of raping a
slave-girl caught stealing wood from his land, Dicaeopolis imagines péonv
AaBovT’, Gpavta, kataBaAovta kataytyoptioal (“after grabbing her about the
waist, lifting her up, throwing her down, grape-seeding her down”). R citing
no evidence in support of the thesis — maintains that ylyaptov is a word for “penis”
and glosses kataytyaptioat (a hapax) with cuvovaoidoat (~ “to have sex with”).
But 2% also suggests fl kataBATa, Ao peTapopds T@V yrydptwv (“or ‘to press’,
metaphorically from gigarta (grape-seeds)”), whence van Leeuwen’s ex uvis prelo
subiectis succum exprimere (~ “to press like a grape”) and Taillardat’s “pressurer
le raisin”.” MM rejects the latter interpretation and follows Starkie in taking
KataytyopTilw to mean metaphorically “deflower”,® apparently on the ground
that “yiyaptov ... refers to virginity (and youthfulness)” (p. 166 n. 71) in PLond.
Lit. 188.246 (PLond. ined. 1821). The word in the London papyrus (a Greek-Coptic
glossary from the sixth century CE), however, is diminutive ytyaptwviov (= ytyap-
TOvIov; otherwise unattested), and the gloss reads “the unripe grapes”.’ The evi-
dence is thus overwhelming that van Leeuwen and Taillardat are right, and that
the claim in X" that yiyoptov means “penis” is merely a guess.

6. Kokki{w, “extract seeds from” (§286). MM supports its interpretation of
kataytyaptiw (5) by comparing Ar. fr. 623 (610 K.) 6&uyAUKeldv Tdpa KOKKLETG
poav (literally “and you’re going to seed a sweet-sour pomegranate, then”), fol-
lowing Dobree in understanding this to be a metaphorical reference to having sex
with an under-age girl. But Dobree’s interpretation of the verse is a guess — Pol-
lux merely cites the line as evidence that kokki{w could be used of “seeding” a
pomegranate — and there is no other reason to believe that the word has a sec-
ond, sexualised sense, much less that it refers specifically to deflowering.

7. Ménw, “peel” and anodépw, “flay” (§288-291). At Ar. Lys. 736, one of the
women occupying the Acropolis attempts to leave on the ground that she left her
flax &\omog (“unpeeled”) at home; once she has “flayed it” (GnoSeipao(a)), she in-
sists, she will return. These lines are full of seeming sexual double entendres,

7 Taillardat 1962, §173 (not “le raison”).

8 Henderson’s phrasing (“The scholiast’s alternative gloss, kata®Apat”) makes it appear that
this too is an ancient explanation of the sense of kataytyaptioat, but it is not.

9 For the text, see Bell/Crum 1925, 177-226 (at 192, 210).
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making it likely that MM is right that what the woman really wants to “peel” or

“flay” is her husband’s penis, i.e. she intends to make him erect and have sex

with him. Expanding on this interpretation, MM cites for Aénw Eupolis fr. 465 (427

K.) Aéney; Alexis fr. 50.3 (49.3 K.) AéneoBe (addressed to a group of women);

Mnesimachus fr. 4.18 (4.18 K.) Aénetat k0pSag (part of a description of a wild

party); and for Grmo8épw Ar. Lys. 953 (the sexually frustrated Cinesias complains

that his wife Myrrhine has gone away &noSeipac(a)); Ar. Vesp. 450 (Philocleon
reminds one of his slaves how once upon a time £££8e1p’ €0 k&GvSpIKG@Q); Ar. Lys.

158 = Pherecrates fr. 193 10 ToD ®epekpdToug, kiva Sepev debappévry (“What

Pherecrates said — to flay a flayed dog”; Lysistrata’s response to Calonice’s con-

cern that their husbands may divorce the women, if they refuse to have sex with

them); Ar. fr. 332.5 (320.5 K.) mepi8épai(a); Timocles fr. 19.1 (2.1 Dem.)
debdappévo]v. Neither verb is strictly agricultural in its primary sense, and in any
case:

— Aémetin Eupolis fr. 465 (427 K.) is merely Meineke’s suggestion for an emen-
dation of the paradosis Aéntel found in Photius, although it is printed by Kas-
sel/Austin. The sense is obscure, but Photius — i.e. the lexicographic source
Photius has taken over — glosses kateo0iet (“consumes”), suggesting that
whatever Eupolis wrote, the sense was not obviously sexual.

—  When Athenaeus (14.663c—d) cites Alexis fr. 50 (49 K.), he observes vaguely
that t@ 8¢ Aémeabat xp@vtar ot ABrvaiol £’ Goedyodg kal popTikiig 8U dppo-
Sioiwv ndovig (“The Athenians use lepesthai in reference to crude, base sex-
ual pleasure”). The meaning of the verb in the middle — not the active here
— is obscure beyond this, and nothing suggests that fellatio is in question in
verse 3, despite MM.°

—  Mnesimachus fr. 4.18 (4.18 K.) Aénetai kdpdag (once again middle rather than
active) is taken by MM to refer to “an obscene dance in which masturbation
(note middle voice) is featured”. This is difficult to extract from the text,
which appears instead to mean something like “a lewd kordax-dance is being
performed”.

9

10 “Aémecbe ... clearly means ‘get the penis ready for fellatio’”. Note that the only evidence that
the addressees are “prostitutes or flute-girls”, as MM maintains, is that they are also ordered to
drink toasts (mpomodoelg mivete) in verse 2. The next command (the final one in the fragment) is
poTTUGEETE (“prepare mattué!”, a fancy Macedonian-style dish), which MM seemingly takes as
another reference to fellatio, citing Ar. Nub. 451 pattvolowyog (lit. “mattué-licker”). But pattvo-
Aotxdg is merely Bentley’s conjecture for the paradosis patioAotydg, which Dover prints, noting
that mattué is otherwise referred to only in the Macedonian period. Even if the conjecture is ac-
cepted, it would have to mean “greedy parasite” (thus Dover ad loc.) vel sim. and scarcely “fellator”.
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Aermopat thus seemingly had a secondary sexual sense that is activated in the use
of the active in the Lysistrata scene. But its specific meaning beyond that is diffi-
cult to identify and may merely be a vague “excite” vel sim. As for &nodépw:

— Cinesias’ anobeipac(a) at Ar. Lys. 953 does not obviously mean anything
more than “after tormenting me”, which is precisely what Lysistrata has
asked her to do (839-841).

—  Ar. Vesp. 450 has nothing to do with homosexual rape, as MM would have it,
but refers to a beating and is thus irrelevant.

— The “flayed dog” of Lys. 158 is obscure, but is taken by Henderson in his com-
mentary ad loc. to refer to a leather dildo, making this passage too irrelevant.

- mepdepat(a) at Ar. fr. 332.5 (320.5 K.) is < 8¢pn (“neck”) and means “neck-
lace”, and is thus irrelevant.

— At Timocles fr. 19.1 (2.1 Dem.) 8edappév[o]v is a reference to the flaying of
Marsyas, and is thus again irrelevant.

8. 6pUTTW, “dig” (§292). As MM notes, the verb is used allusively at Ar. Av. 442
of penetrating another person’s anus; cf. Ar. Nub. 714, where Strepsiades says of
the bedbugs in his pallet TOV TpwkTodV SlopvtTovctv (“they’re boring through my
asshole”). The image is not agricultural, however, but is drawn from the combat
sports (“neither to bite me, nor to yank my testicles, nor to gouge...”;" = the terms
of the truce supposedly reached by an unfortunate knife-maker and his physi-
cally abusive wife), as also at Ar. Pax 898 (with specific reference to pankration-
fighting). Nor is there any other evidence for a sexualised metaphorical use: of
the other passages cited by MM, at Ar. Pax 372 tatnVv Gvopittwy refers literally
to “digging up” the goddess Peace, who has been buried in a cave, while at Phere-
crates fr. 155.19 (145.19 K.) 6 8¢ TipdPedg |’, & QINTATN, KATOPWPUXEV / Kai Stoké-
kvaik’ ofoytota (“And Timotheus, my dear, buried me and shamefully wore me
away to nothing”; Music describes what she suffered at the hands of one in a se-
ries of lovers/composers), katoputtw clearly refers metaphorically to abuse of
some sort (thus LSJ s.v. 2.a “ruin utterly”), but neither verb has an obviously sex-
ual sense.

9. okaAaBDpat (§293-294). The verb is attested at Ar. Eccl. 611 (what a man might
want to do with a girl he desires), but otherwise only in the scholia and the lexi-
cographers, who gloss it cuvouaidoat (~ “to have sex”; thus X* ad loc. = Suda o
521) and &koAaoTtaivwy (“behaving wantonly”; thus Hsch. o 810). MM takes the
second element to be < Bpa (“door”). But the upsilon in that word is short, and

11 The word “anus” is not used, but the point is clear from what follows (“(B.) Not your...? (A.)
No, I'm referring to my eyes”).
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okoAaBUpat is more likely < G6Upw, so that the sense is “poke in a playful fashion”
vel sim.; see below, the section on Language of hitting, piercing, and the like. This
is not agricultural language in any case.
10. okaAevw, “stir, poke” (§294). MM takes Ar. Pax 440 £xov®’ £taipav kai
okoAevovt GvBpakag (literally “holding a courtesan and poking coals”; from a
vision of the ideal life of peace) to mean “poking her hot coals” and thus meta-
phorically “her vagina”. But sitting beside a fire is a standard part of homely im-
ages of felicity (e.g. Ar. Ach. 984; Vesp. 773; Pax 1131-1132), and there is no obvi-
ous reason to give either okaAevw or GvBpakag an extended, sexualised sense;
cf. 17. In support of an obscene interpretation of the line from Peace, MM cites
Ar. Ach. 1014 106 hp LrookdAeve (“Fan the fire!”; Dicaeopolis gives directions to
the slave helping him cook the eel). But there as well there is no obvious sexual
allusion and no need of one to make sense of the passage.
11. Tpuydw, “gather (fruit)” (§287). At the end of Aristophanes’ Peace, the hero
and his bride Opora (“Summer Fruit”) are hailed by the Chorus with a sort of wed-
ding song in which they say of her (1339) tpuyroopev avtv (“we will gather her
in”). There are patent sexual overtones here, and the scene is an appropriate end-
ing to the play, in that it celebrates a return to the countryside and the old farmer-
hero’s acquisition of a bride. But the double sense of the verb is attested nowhere
else and is just as easily understood as dependent on the context.
12. dpopyig, “mallow stalk” (§39). At Ar. Lys. 735-736, one of the women at-
tempting to escape the Acropolis complains that she has left a mallow stalk
unscutched (&Aomog) at home. The middle of Aénw (whence GAomog) appears to
have a sexual valence; see 7. But nothing suggests that &popyig — glossed “the
erect member” by MM — does as well, as opposed to serving to set up a quick one-
off joke.
13. BadAavog, “acorn” (§40-41, 44). The word is applied to a variety of objects
that resemble an acorn, including a bolt for locking a door (Ar. Vesp. 200), and at
Arist. Hist. an. 493a 27, Poll. 2.171, and Gal. De loc. aff. 8.442.2K. is used as a term
for the head of the penis. The same sense appears to be activated at Ar. Lys. 413,
where the Probulus describes a naive husband whose wife has had the BaAavog
(“pin” vel sim.) of her necklace fall out (410), and who asks a goldsmith to go to
his house that evening while he is away and ékeivn v p&Aavov évappocov (“fas-
ten the/your balanos for/in her!”). This is wordplay of a sort, but does not suggest
that the head of the penis was metaphorically conceived of as an acorn, even if it
was called by a word that properly meant “acorn”. Nor do the other passages MM
cites support a strong metaphorical sense of faAavog:
—  BaAavevw at Ar. Lys. 337 (the female semi-chorus describe the male semi-
chorus as bringing logs to the Acropolis Balavevoovtag) does not mean “in
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order to penetrate sexually” but “in order to play the role of bathmen”, i.e.
“light a fire”; cf. 56.

— At Ar. Eccl. 361 BeBahdvwxke Tiv B0pav (cf. 370), the constipated Blepyrus
does not complain that the wild pear he ate “is banging at my back gate”
(~ “raping me anally”), but that it has locked him closed.

—  Timocles fr. 2 (2 K.) kai 10 YAwTTokopeiov Balavevoate (“and you gave a bath
to the reed-case”) can be regarded as obscene only if one assumes that both
words have a double sense, which is a petitio principii.

14. ¢péPwvOog, “chickpea” (§42). This is patently a euphemism for “penis” at
Ar. Ran. 545 tovpefivBov *Spattouny (literally “I was grasping my chickpea”; in
reference to masturbation), as perhaps also in a joke of a different sort at Ar. Ach.
801 (Dicaeopolis proposes offering chickpeas to the Megarian’s daughters, whom
he plans to buy and put to sexual use). Cf. Sophilus fr. 9 (8 K.) 6 matrip 6 Ta0Tng
TIOAD péylotog £t / kplog EpePiviog (“this girl’s father is far and away the biggest
ram-chickpea”), where “ram-chickpea” might — or might not — be an even more
extended metaphor (“penis” = “man”). MM’s claim that the word has the euphe-
mistic sense “penis” at Ar. Pax 1137, on the other hand, depends on a problematic
reading of that passage (see 17), while at Ar. Eccl. 45 (cited as another parallel)
chickpeas are simply a snack consumed along with wine.

15. kp1O1}, “barley” (§43). The word is patently used as a euphemism for an erect
penis at Ar. Pax 966-967 (when Trygaeus notes that the women in the theatre
have not got any of the sacrificial barley thrown to the audience, the Slave tells
him the men “will give it to them this evening”). That this was a well-established
secondary use is suggested by Ar. Av. 505-507 (the fact that the Phoenicians be-
gan to harvest wheat and kpiBai when the cuckoo calls is taken to explain the
saying “Circumcised men into the field!”) and perhaps Ar. Av. 566 (when sacri-
fices are made to Aphrodite, kptBai should also be offered to the @aAnpig, “coot”,
but punning on @aAAdg). Note also Hsch. k 4106 kpiBwv- éndvupov Gvdpog pot-
Xahiov (“krithén: a nickname for an adulterer”).” That the cognate verb
kplOaw/kpBdw also has a sexual meaning, as MM maintains, on the other
hand, is not apparent. The basic sense seems to be “consume barley” and thus by
extension “run wild” (of animals such as donkeys,” and metaphorically of

12 Characterised as a “comic name” by MM, but not identified by either Kock or Kassel/Austin
as a comic adespoton.

13 Cf. Aesch. Ag. 1641 kpi®@vta ndAov; Soph. fr. 876 kpiBwong dvou; Babr. 62.2 fpiovog ...
kplomoag (misidentified by MM as a reference to a human being).
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human beings' and the like®). But none of the passages cited in MM has a sexual
sense except the fragment of Cleanthes £x kpBLdvTog GvdpoOg €v dppodiaiolg,
where the addition of év appodioiolg makes it clear that kpiBidw by itself lacks
this significance. As MM notes, Cratinus (fr. 409 (381 K.)) is supposed to have
used ap@ikavoTig (cognate with kaiw, “burn”) — a term for some particular vari-
ety of barley, or for barley harvested at a specific time or processed in a specific
way — either to mean 6o@Ug or in reference to the genitals. But the ancient
sources (collected by Kassel/Austin) show no sign of direct acquaintance with the
original text, and the significance of the image remains obscure.'

16. oUkov, “fig” etc. (§31-38, 122). MM begins §31 by qualifying the fig as “a com-

mon source of double entendres for the organs of both sexes”, with the tree used

as an image of the male genitals, the fruit as an image of the female genitals. The
specific terms in question are:

a) ovkij, “fig-tree” (§31). At Ar. Eccl. 708, dipopog ovki (literally “double-bear-
ing fig-tree”) is patently a riddling reference to a penis and scrotum sack. The
same image seems to be preserved at Antiphanes fr. 196 (198 K.) £oTtwv mop’
av T TV Sipopov oukiiv kdtw (“It’s down below beside the double-bearing
fig-tree itself”), suggesting that this was established fourth-century usage.
Pherecrates fr. 103 (97 K.) obka 1@V Supopwv (“figs of the double-bearing va-
riety”; unmetrical) ap. Poll. 7.152 might be another example (pushing the im-
age back into the fifth century), but is not necessarily anything more than a
simple botanical reference, as at Theophr. Caus. pl. 5.1.6 0 T@WV S1Pdpwv
ovk@V Aeyopévwv kapmog (“the fruit of the so-called double-bearing figs”).
These are the only solid examples of oukf| meaning “penis”, and the point of
the image would seem to be not so much that a penis resembles a fig tree, as
that a scrotum roughly resembles a fig in shape; that it is “double-bearing”
because there are two testicles; and that what the scrotum hangs from can
therefore be riddlingly described as a “fig-tree”.

b) ovkig, “fig-shoot/fig-cutting” (§32). At Ar. Ach. 995-998, the plantings the
Chorus vow to undertake to celebrate their marriage to the personified Rec-
onciliation include véa pooyidia oukibwv (“new fig-tree shoots”), as well as
grapes and olives. MM, building on the interpretation of the passages dis-
cussed in 62, takes all this language to be sexualised in one way or another:
not only are the fig-tree shoots ~ penises, but dumeAidog 6pyov ... paxpov

14 Cleanthes fr. 583 von Arnim (Stoic. 1.132) (quoted below); Poll. 7.24 (citing the fragments of
Aeschylus and Sophocles).

15 Of uoyévela at Cercidas fr. 17.36 (17.16), p. 215 Powell.

16 MM’s “suggests the pubic hair” is a guess unsupported by the ancient evidence.
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c)

d)

e)

(“along row of grape-vines”) and fiuepidog dpxov (“a row of hémeris vines”)
pun on 6pyig (“testicle”). The reading is both complicated and unnecessary
to make sense of the passage, and there seem to be no other examples of
OUKiG suggesting “penis” or 6pxog suggesting 6pyig.”

Ynvifw, “pollinate figs by means of a gall-insect, Prjv” (§35). The sense
of the allusive adesp. com. fr. 12 K. (not included in Kassel/Austin) o0deig
Kopn NG 60711 00 Yrnvietat (“There’s no long-hair” — i.e. “no aristocrat” —
“who isn’t pollinised”) is apparent from the more straightforward adesp.
com. frr. 13-14 K. (also not included in Kassel/Austin) o08eig koprtng 60TIg
ov BnTid (“There’s no long-hair who doesn’t want to be fucked”) and o0deig
Kopn NG 607TIg 0¥ mepaivetat (“There’s no long-hair who isn’t pierced”): to be
“pollinised by means of a gall-insect”, i.e. to be treated like a fig-tree, is to be
sodomised. While Y v may figuratively be “penis” here, therefore, this is not
evidence that “fig” = genitalia. All these passages come in any case from the
paroemiographer Macarius (fourteenth century CE) and cannot be treated as
reliable evidence for Classical usage.

anoovkadw, “test figs (sc. for ripeness)” (§36). Ar. Eq. 259 &noovkGlelg
melwv Toug VrevBvvoug (literally “you test figs, squeezing the men whose
accounts are being audited”; of the Paphlagonian looking for victims) is a
pun on cuko@avTia (the use of false accusations and the like). Despite MM
§36, there is no obvious reference to homosexual rape, and if there were, the
“figs” in question would presumably be anuses.

Opiov, “leaf” (LS] s.v. I.1), and thus by extension “a pastry baked in a fig-leaf
or grape-leaf” (LS] s.v. IT) (§37). The only evidence that 8piov could be used to
describe a portion of the genitals is Ar. Eccl. 707-709 Dp&g 8¢ téwg Opia
AopovTag / Supdpou oukilg / év Toig mpobupolat Sepeabart (“But you [pl.] in
the meantime take the leaves of your double-bearing fig-tree and beat off in
the fore-courts!”), where the word perhaps refers metaphorically to the skin
that covers the penis-shaft, sc. as a fig-leaf covers a fig-leaf pastry. As this is
part of the elaborate image discussed in 16.a and dependent on it, however,
the verse is weak evidence for an established double sense “foreskin” vel sim.
for Opiov. MM also compares Ar. Ach. 1102 képoi oV Snpod Opiov: omtiow &
€xel (“And you fetch me a fig-leaf pastry; I'll roast it there”; Dicaeopolis to the
slave helping him prepare for the Priest of Dionysus’ dinner party), but un-
derstanding Opiov there as a reference to the hero’s foreskin makes the

17 MM §75 compares Lys. 409 OpXOUREVNG HOV TAG Yuvaikog Eomepag (“as my wife was dancing
in the evening”), where the general context is sexual (the speaker is accidentally setting himself
up to be cuckolded) but a reference to a testicle is otherwise irrelevant.
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passage neither funnier nor clearer. This is also true of Ar. Ran. 134, where
Dionysus notes that if he leaps from a tower, droAéoa’ av £yke@dlov Opiw
&vo (“I'd wreck the twin lobes of my brain!”).

f) anoBpralw, “remove Opia” (§37). MM glosses the verb “draw back the pet-
als” (sic) of a fig and claims that it “is in meaning identical to GropwAéw”
(“draw back the foreskin®, i.e. “become erect”). The verb is actually attested
only in the lexicographers and other late sources dependent on them, where
it is said to mean 16 G@aIPEV PUANA CUKT{G. KATAXPNOTIKWG 8¢ Kai TO OTIODV
apatpeiv (“to strip leaves from a fig-tree, but by extension to strip off any-
thing”; Hsch. a 6349 = Etym. Magn. p. 125.46-48, cf. Phot. o 2495 = Synag. B
o 1845).

g) £évOplow, “wrap in a fig-leaf” (§38). At Ar. Lys. 662-663, the male semi-cho-
rus discard their outer garments wg TOV Gv8pa 8€1 / dvBpoOg 6lety DBVG, AAN
oUk évtebplwabat mpémel (“since a man must smell outright like a man, and
it’s not appropriate that he be wrapped up in a fig-leaf”). MM maintains that
évteBplwabat not only alludes to the way pastries were prepared, but also
means “to be hoodwinked” (cf. Men. Sam. 241) and “to remain limp and
unerect ... with foreskins unretracted”. The first alleged additional sense is
irrelevant to the passage, while the second is unnecessary. There is no other
evidence that either the compound or the simplex had a sexual double sense.

17. @nyog, “acorn” (§165). MM maintains that the word can have the euphemis-
tic sense “penis” based on its reading of Ar. Pax 1136-1137 kavOpaki{wv Tovpe-
BivBou TV Te @ryov Eumupevwy, [ xdua thv Opdttav kuvav (literally “and roast-
ing some chickpeas in the coals and toasting acorns, and simultaneously kissing
Thratta”, i.e. the speaker’s slave girl; of a party in the countryside), where the
chickpea in question is supposedly the speaker’s penis (see 14) and the mention
of avOpa& “indicates the cunt inflamed by coitus and poked by a (phallic) stoker”.
There are no parallels for the supposed double sense of the word, and the passage
is more economically interpreted as meaning what it appears to: the speaker hap-
pily imagines preparing rustic snacks by a fire and kissing a woman who is not
his wife.

Very few of MM’s entries in this area thus hold up to detailed scrutiny. There
are two examples of the direct metaphorical use of the name of a crop for the pe-
nis (£péPwvBog, kpidr)), and one as part of what by the fourth century was appar-
ently an established image (oukifj). Aémopat — although not Aé¢nw — seems to have
a sexual sense, but is probably not usefully regarded as “agricultural imagery”.
Something similar is true of pdAavog: while in other contexts the word can mean
“acorn” rather than ~ “penis”, this is not the same as saying that a penis is an
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acorn. In three cases (yewpyéw, Tpuydw, Opiov), agricultural language appears to
take on a sexual valence from the context in which it appears; in two of these
(Tpuydw and Bpiov) there is no evidence that this sense would be felt outside of
the context. It is accordingly difficult to believe that there is in fact a figurative
field of sexualised agricultural language capable of generating and supporting
other alleged double entendres.

B. Phallic implements

This is a highly diverse collection, based on the notion that “From very early
childhood all men are fascinated by tools and tool-making”®® and are thus predis-
posed to represent their penis as one.

18. &AGBactov, “perfume flask” (§45). At Ar. Lys. 947, the frustrated Kinesias
responds to Myrrhine’s AaBe tovde 1OV GAdBactov (“Take this alabastos!”) by ob-
serving AN Etepov éxw (“But I've got another”), in reference to his erect penis.
This is unquestionably a sexual double entendre. The lack of parallels for the use
suggests that it is nonetheless also an example of one-off, situational humour, as
opposed to an established image. In support of its interpretation of the word as
an established euphemism, MM argues that at Ar. Ach. 1051-1066 “Dicaeopolis
vividly demonstrates on the alabastos” the technique by which the Bride is to
anoint the Bridegroom’s penis with liquid peace, so as to keep him out of combat.
But there is no evidence of this in the text, which instead shows that the hero
pours a bit of peace into the flask, which the woman is holding (1063), his own
hands being occupied with a pouring vessel. Nor is there any substantial ground
for asserting that Ar. fr. 561 (548 K.) &GAafaotpodrikag Tpeic £xovoav £k g (“hav-
ing [fem.] three alabastos-storage vessels made from (?) one”; from Triphalés) is
“unquestionably phallic”, even if the idea — advanced originally by Blaydes —
supplies an amusing interpretative framework for making sense of an otherwise
obscure verse.

19. 86pv, “spear” (§47). At Ar. Lys. 985, an Athenian mockingly pretends that a
Spartan’s erection is a spear (86pv). This is a joke, but not a figurative use of the
word of the sort in question here.

20. #uBolog, “ram” (§48). For the word used figuratively to mean “(erect) penis”,
MM cites Ar. Av. 1256, where Peisetaerus warns Iris that yépwv Qv atoopat

18 MM p. 44. “Men” does not appear to be used in the general sense “human beings” and is
instead a useful reminder that what pass for cutting-edge progressive attitudes in one generation
can come to seem obliviously Neanderthal in the next.
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TpépPorov (“although I'm an old man, I've got a triple-ram hard-on”), and
Ar. fr. 334.3 (fr. 317.3 K.) 601G émeyepel TOV EpBolov (a wine “which will awaken
your ram”); cf. Hsch. £ 2308 €uBolov: ... T0 aiboiov (“ram: ... the genitalia”).
Tprpoug EuPoldg (“the marks left by trireme rams”; a point of comparison for the
impressions created on a barley-cake by the kneader’s hands) at Eubulus fr. 75.12
(75.12 K.), on the other hand, is riddling dithyrambic language, and arbitrarily
sexualising the line makes it neither clearer nor funnier.?”

21. ¢muBoAr), “fine” (§50). émuBdAAw (lit. “fall upon, attack”) likely has the ex-
tended sense “assault (sexually)”, given its use at Ar. Av. 1214-1216 (Peisetaerus
asks Iris if any bird-magistrate énépaAév ... oot, and she responds indignantly);
see 57. When Bdelycleon at Ar. Vesp. 768-769, in a mock judicial setting, tells
Philocleon that he will be able to impose an £mBoAr| (normally “penalty, fine”)
on a slave-girl who has misbehaved, therefore, the word may well take on a
leering tone. It is nonetheless unclear that a “fine” is usefully described as an
“implement”.

22, ¢peTPoV, “oar” (§51). The word may have the allusive sense “penis” at Plato
Comicus fr. 3.4 (3.4 K.) 1| p&v éhavvopévn Aabpiotg EpeTpois, 6 8 Ehavvwy (“she
by being rowed with secret oars, he by rowing”; of Aphrodite and Dionysus, who
destroyed Adonis through their separate sexual relationships with him); cf. 44. It
might just as well mean “rhythmic motions”, however, and given the lack of any
other examples of this use of épeTpdv, its obscene sense seems in any case to be
determined by the use of éAavvw.

23. éTviipuatg, “ladle” (§52). Nothing about Ar. Ach. 245-246 Gvé8og 8edpo v
gtvrpuoty, / v’ £Tvog kataxéw TovAaTiipog TouTtovi (“Give me the ladle up here,
so that I can pour bean-soup over this flat-cake here!”; Dicaeopolis’ daughter,

19 In support of this interpretation of this fragment, MM §333 offers two additional examples of
what are taken to be méCw (literally “press, squeeze”) and cognates used to mean “‘penetrate
sexually’ (in a rough fashion)”: (1) Ar. Eq. 259 k4mooukdGel§ medwv Tovg VmevBvvoug, where
there is no hint of rape (see 16d), however, and mélw patently has the extended sense “apply
pressure to”, sc. “to bend them to your will”; (2) Ar. Lys. 416-417, where an oblivious husband
tells a well-hung young leather-worker Tfig pov yuvaikog tod mo80g / 10 SaxtuvAidiov miélel O
fuydv, [ 66> arahov 6v (“the strap [of her sandal] squeezes the little toe of my wife’s foot, given
that [the toe] is tender”), and urges him (419) éA6wv xdAaoov, 6mtwg Gv eVpuTEépw £xn (“come
and loosen it/her up, so that it’s/she’s wider!”). Like the similar request made in the immediately
preceding lines of the goldsmith, who is asked to “insert a bolt” for/into the man’s wife, this is a
patently sexual joke, in that the speaker is unknowingly asking to be cuckolded. On MM’s read-
ing of the passage, 416417 have the second sense “The bulk [{uyov] of my penis [moDg] is ram-
ming my wife’s little cunt [SaktuAiSiov]” (thus explicitly at §146). This is far too elaborate to be
funny, particularly since it requires otherwise unexampled meanings of {uydv, modg, and
SokTuAidiov.
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making preparations for the celebration that will accompany the phallic proces-

sion) suggests that either étvripuoig or £tvog (supposedly an oblique way of de-

scribing secreta muliebra: §181) is to be understood as having a secondary sexual
meaning.”

24. kévtpov, “pole, pike” (§53). At Sotades fr. 1 (p. 238 Powell; third century

BCE) €ig ovy 00inv Tpupaliy 0 kévipov wbeig (“You thrust your pole into an

unholy hole”; addressed to Ptolemy Philadelphus, who had married his sister

Arsinoe), kévtpov is used as a crude riddle to mean “penis”. Despite MM, there is

no evidence that the word was common in this sense. In particular:

—  The references at Ar. Vesp. 225-226, 406b/7, 1115, 1121 are to the stingers of
the eponymous Wasps; none of these passages is enriched or clarified by tak-
ing the word to have an allusive sense “penis”, and the Chorus does not nor-
mally wear a stage-phallus.

—  The specific sense of kévtpwv (nom.) at Ar. Nub. 450 (among the names Strep-
siades happily imagines he might be called, were he to become a courtroom
prodigy) is obscure. As MM notes, the only other attestation of the word is at
Soph. fr. 306, where kévipwveg is coupled with paotryial (“people who have
been whipped”, i.e. “worthless slaves, common criminals” or the like) and
aAAoTplo@dyot (“people who eat food belonging to others”), neither of which
has an obvious sexual sense. LS] s.v. suggests “one who bears the marks of
the xévtpov”, i.e. “torture victim” and thus “villain”. None of the other abu-
sive terms that surround kévtpwv in the Clouds passage is obviously sexual
in nature.

25. kiAwv (854). The word is attested in the Classical period only at Cratinus
fr. 359.1 (321.1 K.) (of Pan), and earlier at Archil. fr. 43.2-3 woT’ 6vov Ilpinvéwg /
kNAwvog EmAnpupev dtpuyn@dyov (“it swelled full like that of a crop-eating Prie-
nian kélon-donkey”; perhaps in reference to the penis of a sexually excited man).
The Byzantine-era Hippiatrica Berolinensia uses it in reference to horses, and it
most likely means “stud animal” rather than specifically “he-ass” (LS] s.v. II),*
and so by extension a man who is insistently eager to have sex, as at Suetonius

Tept PAA0Q. 14 kAwV O €iG Ta dppodioia EMPPENT|G, GO HETAPOPES TV OXEVTOV

20 MM cites as parallels for the supposed sense of £tvog Ar. Lys. 1061 k&otwv £1vog Tt (“and
there’s some bean soup”; from the menu for a feast) and Ar. Eccl. 845 y0tpag £tvoug &pouatv ai
vewTtatal (“and the youngest women are boiling cookpots of bean soup”). Neither passage is
usefully described as an “obscene banquet catalogue”, and taking £tvog as a sexual euphemism
makes them neither clearer nor funnier.

21 Note also Philo de spec. leg. 3.47.4 8voug UmeppeyeBelg, oUG MPOCAyopeVOVOL KAWVAG
(“exceptionally large donkeys, which they refer to as kélones™).
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6vwv (“kélon: a man who is inclined toward sex, metaphorically from stud-
asses”) and Philoxenus (fr. 514) kfAwv- 0 Beppog i cuvovasiav (“kélon: a man
who is hot for sexual commerce”) both claim. This is thus figurative language,
but not a phallic implement.

26. xovTOG, “ship’s pole” (8§55). Epicrates fr. 9 (10 K.) is a complicated jumble of
nautical and symposiastic language, which apparently refers to an old woman
and a younger one (prostitutes?) as if they were sails in vv. 3-4 &veAxe v ypaiv,
TV véav T’ €novpioag / mAfpwoov (literally “Haul up the old woman, and fill the
young one up and sail onward!”); see below the section on Nautical language.
Verse 4 e0Tpertii Te TOV kKovTOv Tolod (“stow the ship’s pole”) may therefore be
intended to suggest “bury the penis (in someone’s flesh)!” vel sim. Cf. 24, 63. As
this is the only example of kovtdg supposedly ~ “penis”, however, and as it is
embedded in a larger metaphorical context, this looks more like a one-off pun
than established usage. MM cites as comparisons Ar. Eq. 1391 KaTQTpLAKOVTOV-
Ti{w and Eup. fr. 364 (334 K.) artod & &mabev katéhaBev TOV kovTIAov (“but be-
hind him/it he/she seized the kontilos™). The former word is not from kovtdg and
is thus irrelevant (61). Nor is there any reason to take Eupolis’ kovtiAog as having
a sexual sense, particularly since — as MM itself notes — the word ought probably
to be accented kovtilog and understood as the name of a bird or animal.

27. Aafn}, “handle, hold” (§56). MM identifies the use of the word at Ar. Lys. 672
£l yop vBwoel TIg U@V Taiode kav opukpav Aaprv (“for if one of us gives them a
small labé”; the male semi-chorus describe the danger of yielding to the female
semi-chorus) as “an ad hoc double entendre” from the “common sexual sense” of
AopBévw.? The suggestion is tacitly withdrawn in Henderson’s commentary on
the play, where he notes ad loc. that the metaphor is actually drawn from wres-
tling (cf. Ar. Eq. 841, 847; Nub. 551; Nicochares fr. 21.2; P1. Resp. 544b).”

22 The evidence for this claim is laid out at §236, where MM identifies the expression “to grab
someone HeooG” as a euphemism for rape at Ar. Ach. 274; Lys. 437; Eccl. 260. In fact, (1) Ach. 274
is part of a description of a rape of a slave-girl, but is not the sexual portion of it, the “grabbing
around the middle” being merely the preliminary wrestling that makes what follows possible.
(2) At Lys. 437, the Probulus orders one of the bowmen to seize Lysistrata around the waist
(0¥ &uvopmdoet péony;) and bind her hands; this is violence — and indeed violence against a
woman — but with no hint of rape. (3) At Ar. Eccl. 259-260, one of the women proposing to visit
the Assembly disguised as a man says that if the bowmen try to pull her (sc. away from the bema
or off the Pnyx), éaykwvid / @i péon yap ovdénote Angorioopat (“I'll elbow them away like
this; because I'll never be caught around the middle”). This too is not obviously sexual.

23 Eur. Andr. 965 AdPeaBé pot Tiiod’, augpeliéavteg xépag (also cited by Henderson on Lys.
672-673) is irrelevant.
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28. poxAdg, “bar, pry-bar” (§57). Although the assault by the men in Aristopha-
nes’ Lysistrata on the women’s fortified Acropolis can be read on some level as a
sexual metaphor, nothing suggests that the poyAoi they bring at 246 to force the
citadel’s doors open are to be taken as punningly suggesting that they want to
knock the gates open with their penises.?

29. &ipog, “sword” (§58). Nothing except an arbitrary decision to read the pas-
sage this way makes the male semi-chorus’ quotation of the Harmodius-song at
Ar. Lys. 632 xai @opriow TO £ipog 1O Aotmtov v pipTtou kAadi “an obscene parody”
of the original (PMG 893.1 = 895.1 £&v pipTou kAabdi 10 &ipog popriow), with Eipog
to be understood as suggesting “penis”. In the traditional story alluded to at
Ar. Lys. 156 (MM’s second example of the supposed usage), Menelaus intended to
kill Helen when he found her after Troy was taken, but failed to do so. That he
£EEBal(e) (“threw away”, i.e. “dropped”) his £ipog at the sight of her péAa (liter-
ally “apples”, but in context clearly “breasts”; cf. §202) is thus comprehensible
on its own and does not require that the word be understood as a double entendre
for “penis”. Nor is it clear why Menelaus would throw away/drop his penis in
such a situation in any case, the point being that he was sexually attracted to
Helen, not the opposite.

30. 6BeAdg, “spit” (§59). The word is used in a leering double entendre at Ar.
Ach. 796, as the Megarian describes how yoipot (“piglets/cunts”) might be sacri-
ficed to Aphrodite. There seem to be no other examples of the usage.

31. 6mAa, “equipment” (§60). At Ar. Ach. 592, Dicaeopolis describes his adver-
sary Lamachus as ebomhog (literally “well-equipped”), which appears to mean
“well-hung” vel sim. Cf. Ar. Vesp. 27, where Cleonymus is mocked for having
thrown away his 6mAa (i.e. in the first instance his shield); Nic. fr. 74.30 (Athen.
15.683e) (a flower’s pistil described as a “donkey-6mAov”, apparently because it
is taken to resemble an erect donkey-penis).”

32. mdttalog, “peg” (§61). At Ar. Eccl. 1020 EAKewy ... AaBopévag Tod mattdAov
(literally “to grab him and drag him by his peg”), mdttaAog is certainly a euphe-
mism for “penis”.” The only other secure use of the word in this sense is in the
Roman-era epigram poet Automedon (Anth. Pal. 5.129.5-6), who praises a danc-
ing-girl not for how she moves, AN’ &1L kai Tpifaxov mepi ndooalov dpyrioacbdat /
0ide kai oV Pevyel ynpaAéag puTidag (“but because she knows how to dance

24 Note also that the koppog (“tree-trunk”) the male semi-chorus refer to at Lys. 255 is not a
“phallic battering ram” but wood to be burnt as a different means of assaulting the doors that
protect the Acropolis.

25 MM also cites Hesychius, who offers no relevant lemma for either ebomAog or 6mhov.

26 Despite MM, not necessarily erect.
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around a worn-out ‘peg’ and does not flee an old man’s wrinkles”).” Of the other

passages from comedy MM cites as examples of this sense of the word:

— At Ar. Eccl. 284 bnamotpexew £€xovot pndé mattadov (individuals who fail to
arrive at the Assembly-place early enough are forced “to scuttle off without
even a peg”, sc. because they will fail to get any pay), there is no reason to
detect a double sense for the word.

— At Ar. Vesp. 808, where Bdelycleon tells Philocleon that if he needs a piss-
pot when he is serving in his new, private law-court, mopd oot kKpeunoet’
£yyvg émi Tod mattdAov (“it will be hanging at your side nearby, upon the
peg”), it is easier to take this as a reference to an actual wall-peg than as a
punning reference to the old man’s penis.

— Although MM asserts that at Ar. Eq. 371 SianattaAevdnoet xopai (“you’ll be
stretched out on pegs on the ground”) SiamattaAevw “seems ... to mean ‘bug-
ger’”, the threat merely follows up on Eq. 369 1 Pvpoa cov BpavevoeTal
(“your hide will go on a tanning-board”); cf. 58. Sexual violence is not in
question.

— At Timocles fr. 19.2 (fr. 2.2 Dem.), kapivy poomnenattalevpévov (“pegged to
a kiln”) refers to the punishment of a man who is to be hung up like an apo-
tropaic device protecting the firing process. Sexual violence once again does
not appear to be in question.

33. néAekvg, “ax” (§62). The Antiatticist (rt 27) cites Araros fr. 5 (5 K.) f on
Buydtnp, 0T ékeivog avutryv éneléka (literally “your daughter, when that guy
axed her”) as evidence that meAekdw could be used kai €7t oD kakep@aTov (“also
in an ugly sense”), i.e. as a sexual metaphor. MM takes this to mean that méAekug
itself has the double sense “penis”, which it may, although the speaker in Araros
might just as easily be building on a metaphor established in the preceding lines
(the girl as a young tree, for example, or as the main beam supporting the ad-
dressee’s house). There appears to be no other evidence for an obscene sense of
either the noun or the cognate verb.

34. téATn (865). Despite MM, this is not a “spearshaft” used by cavalry, but a
small shield associated with Thracian infantrymen. A straightforward phallic in-
terpretation of the word is thus ruled out, including at Ar. Ach. 160, where a dou-
ble sense is unnecessary in any case; see 60.

27 Hipp. Ber. 115 (ninth century CE), cited by MM as an example of mdttaAog in this sense in
medical prose, in fact refers to 10l 6pBokwAolg fj macadAotg Aeyopévorg (“the straight-legged
horses known as ‘pegs’”) and lacks any obvious obscene undertones.
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35. tn8daAwov, “rudder, steering oar” (§63). At Thgn. 458, the claim that a young
woman ought not to be married to an old man, o0 yap mndaliw neiBetanr wg
akatog, / 008’ dykupat Exovaiv: dropprgaca 8¢ Seopd / TOANAKIG €K VUKTDV
GAAov Exetl Aipéva (“because she doesn’t obey a steering oar like a skiff, and she
lacks anchors; and she often breaks her mooring-cables at night and goes off to
another harbour”), uses nautical imagery to refer to sexuality, although not in a
simple one-on-one manner that would allow ninddAtov to be ascribed the mean-
ing “penis”. Theophilus fr. 6.2-4 (6.2-4 K.) (omep yop Gxatog 008e pkpov neibe-
Tat / évi inbaliw, To nelop’ dnopprifaca 8¢ / €k vukTOg ETepov ApEY’ Exoua’ £Egu-
pebn (“because just like a skiff, she doesn’t obey a single oar even a bit, but she
breaks her mooring-cable and is found occupying a different harbour at night”),
adapting the lines from Theognis, is slightly more explicit, but does not lend
much support to the notion that tndaAiov could be taken to have an obscene dou-
ble sense outside of a fully developed context such as this. Ar. Pax 142-143 is sim-
ilarly complicated: when Trygaeus is asked by his slave how he will cope, if he
and his dung-beetle fall into the sea, he seemingly points to his comic phallus
and says &mitndeg eixov mdaAiov, @ xprioopat / o 8¢ mhoiov Eotat Na&ovpyng
kG&vBapog (“I deliberately got a rudder, which I will use; and my ship will be a
Naxian beetle-boat”). But this is again different from claiming that nn8d&Aiov had
an established secondary sense.

36. pomaAiopog, “clubbing” (§64). At Ar. Lys. 553, this appears to be a one-off
coinage < portoifw (“wield a pémaAov”) with the sense “erection”. pémalov has an
obscene sense at Leonidas, Anth. Pal. 16.261.2 (Priapus has (Buteveg pnp@v ...
pomnadov, “a straight-stretched thigh-club”; third century BCE), as Hsch. p 449 xat
70 aidoiov (“also the genitals”) notes. There is no other evidence that the word or
any of its cognates had an established obscene secondary meaning.

37. sawviov, “javelin” (§67). Poll. 10.143 kai uota 8 €lmolg &v kai KApaKag Kal
TOATA Kol oapiooag Kail covvia: TO pev yap Gvopa £ Gvdpeiov aidoiov 0Tl map&
KpaTtivw (“And you could also call spears kamakes, palta, sarissai, and saunia;
for the latter word is used to refer to the male genitalia in Cratinus”) establishes
that cavviov (or cavviov?; cf. Hsch. ¢ 172) was used metaphorically by Cratinus
(fr. 490 (443 K.)) to mean “penis”. Hsch. ¢ 273 = Phot. 0 99 gavviov* k6vTiov Pap-
Bapikov. kot cabpdv, yadvov, dobeveég, mapa Kpativw (“saunion: a barbarian jave-
lin. Also (one that is) unsound, loose, weak, in Cratinus”; Marzullo proposed
emending to read “Also male genitalia that are unsound etc.”) suggests that the
specific sense was “a flaccid penis”.

38. okuTGAQ, “message-baton” (§66). At Ar. Lys. 991, the Spartan ambassador
attempts to explain that his prominent erection is actually a oxutéAa. This does not
suggest that the word had the established secondary sense “erect penis”.
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39. oTpoPirog, “ball”, “top”, “whirlwind” (§68). Whatever the meaning of the
word at Pherecrates fr. 155.14 (145.14 K.) ®pdvig 8’ i81ov otpopirov EuBaiwv Tva
(“and Phrynis, imposing (on me) some private whirlwind”; Music describes the
bad behaviour of one of her musician lovers), there seems to be no evidence that
it anywhere means “shaft”, as MM suggests, or has an obviously sexualised
sense.

40. o@puyig, “seal”, and coppolov, “token” (§69-70). At Ar. Av. 1213-1215,
Peisetaerus leeringly asks Iris whether she has a ogpayig from the pelargoi or has
had a oUpPolov impressed upon her by one of the ornitharchs, sc. as she crossed
the border into Cloudcuckooland. As Iris’ shocked response in 1216, echoing Pei-
setaerus’ use of émBaAAw (see 21) in 1215, makes clear, the latter word in particu-
lar takes on sexual overtones from the way he uses it. But nothing suggests that
either term has a similar sense outside this context, nor does 1213 o@payid’ £xelg
mapa TV ehapy@v; (“Do you have a token from the pelargoi?”) square neatly
with the claim that that o@payig “is clearly a sexual double entendre for phallus™.
MM cites as evidence in favour of the latter hypothesis o@payidag at Ar. fr. 332.12
(320.12 K.), in a long list of women’s accessories, which it takes to mean 6AwgBot
(“dildos”) rather than “seals, signet rings”. No positive evidence or parallels sup-
port this interpretation of the word.

41. Tépog, “drill” (§71). MM takes the word to have a veiled sexual significance
in Philyllius fr. *17 (18 K.) mpobSwkev avTdv 6 T6pog fv Yap dobevrg (literally
“his drill betrayed him; because it was weak”; probably from a play entitled
The Well-Digger), so that the sense of the second clause is “because he was impo-
tent” vel sim. There is no positive support for this interpretation in the fragment
and no ancient parallels for the supposed double sense of tpog.

42, @AY, “vein” (§72). At Xenarchus fr. 1.8 (1.8 K.), octopus is described in rid-
dling dithyrambic language as @AeBdg Tponwtrp (“an oar-strap of a vein”). Oc-
topus was supposedly an aphrodisiac, and the point is apparently that it serves
to drive a @A&Y (i.e. during sexual intercourse) in something approximating the
way an oar is driven when a man is rowing; cf. 22. @A& thus patently has the
allusive sense “penis” here, as also seemingly at adesp. trag. fr. 667a.85, TrGF V.2
p. 1140 (Neophron? PLond. Lit. 77 fr. 2.7) ebtévwt @AeBi, cf. 97 edAeBEg képag
(satyr play?), and later Alcaeus, Anth. Pal. 6.218.1 (but with the specifying adjec-
tive yovipun, perhaps suggesting that the word alone would not automatically be
taken to have this sense); Leonidas, Anth. Pal. 16.261.4 (both cited by MM from
LSJ s.v. 1). The citation contexts suggest that this is a high-style euphemism rather
than a crude obscenity, and it is in any case not an “implement”.
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This group is thus again much smaller and less diverse than MM’s presenta-
tion makes it appear to be. There seem to be five examples of established figura-
tive terms of this sort for a penis: £uBoAog, émBoAr], 6mha, aTTaAog, EAEY. Six
additional terms (épeTpodv, kovtdg, 0BeAdg, mnddAiov, oppayis, cUPoAoV) may
take on a leering tone in context, but are not obviously endowed with one inde-
pendently. That “phallic implements” is a useful general organising rubric for
these items is unclear. The dominant images in fact appear to be “pole” or “im-
pression”, with 6rAa as a more general “equipment”, and the high-style euphe-
mism A€ as an outlier. “Piercing” might be taken to be an additional underly-
ing idea with kovtdg and 6PeAdg; but given the lack of related vocabulary in
Group D (discussed below), it is tempting to think that it is not.

C. Nautical language

This is another seemingly substantial and nominally traditional figurative field,
although of the references MM §258 supplies as background, Alcm. PMG 125
(109 D.) has no sexual or nautical content, while in Sophron fr. 47 (48 Olivieri)
the word in question is not dykvpa (“anchor”; used euphemistically for “penis”
at Epicharm. fr. 189 (182 Olivieri), according to Hesychius), but éykipka (i.e.
gykipva, “mix (wine)!”). For Epicrates fr. 9 (10 K.; fourth century BCE), see 26.
Much of MM’s detailed discussion of the fragment is problematic,? but the more

28 For émovpioag (< ovpi{w, “carry with a fair wind”), MM §258 n. 49 compares Ar. Ran. 95
npogovproavta, which is however < oUpéw (“urinate”) and thus irrelevant. MM §258 n. 49 fur-
ther suggests that “mAfpwoov plays on the meaning ‘fill up (sexually) (LSJ s.v. I11.2)’”, although
LSJ actually reports only that Aristotle used mAnpdw in the sense “impregnate” a handful of times
in his biological works, and compares mipmAnaot at Xenarchus fr. 1.10 (1.10 K.) and katepéotwoe
at Pherecrates fr. 155.28 (145.28 K.). nipmAnot in Xenarchus fr. 1.10, however, is used in reference
to baked octopus filling a casserole dish (described in mock high-style language as a girl, but
with no obvious sexual overtones), while katepéotwoe in Pherecrates fr. 155.28 is from the per-
sonified Music’s description of how one of her lovers “filled (her) up” with modulations (kapr@v
< xopmr, but punning on kdunn “caterpillar”, hence her comment “just like cabbages”), but
again has no obvious sexual sense. MM does not say explicitly that it regards Toug kdAwg EkAve
(“loose the reefs!”) in Epicrates fr. 9.5 as another veiled obscenity, but the citations of Ar. Eq. 756
(the Chorus tell the Sausage-Seller that o€ mavta 8€l kdAwv £ElEvarl oeautod, “you need to let go
all your reefs”, i.e. “go full speed ahead”) with scholia and Eur. Med. 278 (Medea complains that
her enemies €§1&o1 évta 81 kdAwv, “are in fact letting every sheet go”, i.e. “sparing no effort”
in their attempts to ruin her) do not support one. For kovtdg (literally “pole”) in Epicrates fr. 9.4,
see 26.



A Less Maculate Muse =—— 147

significant point is that it is again unclear whether images located in a context of
this sort can be taken to have been generally available elsewhere.

43, Sikwnelv, “double-scull” (§259). At Ar. Eccl. 1091, the Young Man being
dragged offstage to do sexual service for the Hags wonders how he will be able to
Sikwmelv them both. MM describes the metaphor (set up by the reference to the
Hags as ferrymen in 1086-1087) as seemingly “an Aristophanic invention”. It
might be more usefully regarded as a one-off variant of the slightly more common
use of éAavvw (44), but there is in any case no evidence for use of it elsewhere.
44, ENaVVw, “row” (§260). As LS] s.v. 1.5 notes, éAavvw (literally “drive, strike”;
often of moving a boat forward with oars) is patently used as a verb of sexual con-
gress at Ar. Eccl. 37-39 6 yap Gvrip... — / ZoAapiviog yép £0Ttv @ Ebveys’ Eyd — / T
vOx®” 6Anv flAauve | €v toig otpwpacty (“for my husband — because I'm married
to a man from Salamis — was driving me all night long in the sheets”) and Plato
Com. fr. 3.4 (3.4 K.) 1 p&v éAavvopévn Aabpiolg €petpoig, 0 8 éhavvwv (“the
woman being driven by secret oars,” the man doing the driving”; see 22). In both
cases, the metaphor is expressly marked as nautical, which may mean that it
would otherwise be taken to mean simply “pound (sexually)”, like kateAavvw
(62). MM tentatively suggests that Ar. Eccl. 109 viv pév yap olte Béopev odT
é\avvopev (“for as it is, we neither run with the wind nor row”) “may contain
another such double entendre”. But there is no reason to believe that it does, par-
ticularly since the opposition “B¢w vs. EAavvw” would then make no sense. Despite
MM, there is no reason to take the simplex at Ar. Ach. 995 as sexualised; see 62.
45. £uBolog, “ship’s ram” (§272). See 20.

46. émuPatevw (§262). At Ar. Ran. 45-48, Heracles mocks Dionysus for his mixed
costume (a heroic lionskin over an effeminate krokétos, a club but also high
boots), and asks where he has been. Dionysus responds (48) émepdrtevov
KAewo6evel (“I was serving as a marine for Cleisthenes”). Cleisthenes was a noto-
rious effeminate, and MM takes this to be a “pederastic joke”, apparently adopt-
ing the suggestion at LS] s.v. II that émBatedw suggests émPaivw (“mount (sex-
ually)” = LSJ s.v. A.Il.1).*° But the word-play is not obvious, and the joke is
perhaps simpler than this: if Dionysus was “a member of Cleisthenes’ crew”, he
must share his commander’s dubious tastes.

47. keAnTiw, “ride” (§275). A xéAng is both a riding horse (LS] s.v. I) and a fast
yacht (LS] s.v. II), and keAnTi{w is “ride”, including “ride (sexually)” (Ar. Vesp.

29 MM §258 n. 50 compares Hsch. € 5741 épeTpov- ... kai 0 Gvdpeiov aioiov (“oar: ... also the
male genitals™).
30 Thus also Dover ad loc.
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501; Lys. 773).> What is less clear is whether k¢Ang II contributes to the use of
keAntilw as a sexual euphemism. The crucial text in this connection is Ar. Lys.
59-60 GAN’ ékeivai Y’ oi6’ 6Tt / &ml TV keAqTwv SlaPeprikac’ Spbpiat (“Well,
know that they’ve come across at dawn on their kelétes”; Calonice attempts to
make sense of the failure of the Salaminian women to arrive on time), which MM
translates “these women came early, mounted on their yachts”. This is the only
point at which keéAng II appears to be used as a sexual euphemism, kéAng I else-
where always being in question. Ar. Ran. 203-205 makes it clear that the inhab-
itants of Salamis were regarded as good rowers (presumably because they had to
be, since they lived on an island), and the same idea appears to lie behind the
speaker’s observation at Ar. Eccl. 38 that her Salaminian husband was “rowing”
her —i.e. having sex with her — all night long; cf. 44. It thus seems likely that at
Ar. Lys. 59-60 the crucial image is “rowing ~ sex”, and that kéAng Il is brought in
only because it is appropriate in context and because kéAng I often has a euphe-
mistic sense,* which kéAng II, by contrast, lacks.”

48. vavpayxéw, “fight a naval battle” (§263-268). At Ar. Ran. 430 (the end of an
iambic abuse song), the Chorus say of Callias that k008w Aegovtilv vaupoyelv
évnupévov (“he fights his naval battles wearing a lion-skin of pussy-hair”). This
is patently a sexualised insult: Callias does not wear a heroic lion-skin, but
something that suggests a taste for prostitutes or the like. But requiring
vaupayelv to have a veiled sexual sense as well (~ “he has intercourse wearing
a lion-skin of pussy-hair”), as on MM’s reading of the passage, renders the hu-
mour incoherent, since the contrast ought to be between Callias’ heroic posture
(fighting a naval battle while wearing something resembling a lion-skin) and
what he actually wears. MM similarly alleges a euphemistic sexual sense for
voupoyéw at Ar. Lys. 674—675, where the male semi-chorus complain that the

31 See MM §274, although note that the anger with which the prostitute responds in Wasps has
to do not with the content of the request itself, but with the supposed implication that it betrays
a longing for the tyranny of Hippias (cognate with inmog, “horse”). At Thesm. 153 ovkoDV
keAnTilelg, dtav @aidpav nolfig; (“So do you ‘ride’, when you write about Phaedra?”), the refer-
ence is in the first instance to Agathon (implicitly accused of wanting to be mounted as a woman
would be) and only secondarily to Phaedra. The comparanda in MM §274 n. 59 (Ar. Thesm. 497,
547; Ran. 1043) are simply additional references to Phaedra and do not touch specifically on her
sexuality.

32 Thus seemingly LS] s.v. III.

33 MM further maintains that the sexual euphemisms in the passage are reinforced by the use
of SoBeprikac(l) in 60 in place of the expected Befrikaa(t). But this is a standard use of the com-
pound (LS] s.v. 2 “abs. (BdAacoav or motapov being omitted) cross over”), here in reference to
the passage from Salamis to the mainland. Despite MM, Ar. Av. 1204 (a reference to the state
trireme, the Salaminia) and Lys. 411 have no obvious sexual content and are irrelevant.
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city’s women £miyelpr|oova’ £Tt / VaUPOXETV Kai TAETY £’ TUGS, Womep ApTepuoia
(“will undertake as well to fight naval battles and sail against us, like Artemisia”).
But here once again there is no reason to take the verbs as having anything other
than their obvious superficial sense. Cf. 50 on mAéw. MM also cites:

Anaxilas fr. 22.18-19 (22.18-19 K.; part of a long list of “monstrous” hetairai
and the male customers they have ruined), where Phryne in the guise of Cha-
rybdis is said TOV ... vavkAnpov Aafodoa kaTanénwk’ avt@® okd@el (“to have
caught the merchant-shipper and swallowed him down, vessel and all”). Al-
though the designation of the man’s occupation is crucial to the humour of
presenting Phryne as Charybdis, it is not obviously put to work of the sort
MM imagines: “merchant-shipper” in itself does not suggest “individual hav-
ing sex”.

Eubulus fr. 67.10-11 (67.10-11 K.) ‘EAAGS0g Eywye Tiig Tahamwpov otévw, / iy
Kubiav vavapyov éeméppato (“I for my part groan for wretched Greece,
which sent Cydias out as a naval commander”), with P1. Chrm. 155d (where a
man by the same name is said to have commented on the dangerous attrac-
tiveness of a beautiful boy). Even if this is the same person, the reference to
Cydias’ fondness for boys in Plato does not make his sexuality the point of
the Eubulus fragment. Nor — an even more unlikely argumentative step —
can the mention of Cydias’ sexuality in Plato colour the use of vavapyog in
Eubulus.

The otherwise unknown Nausimache (literally “Naval Battle”) at Ar. Thesm.
804 Nawoiudyng Hév <y’> fittwv éotiv Xappivog (“Charminus is worse than
Nausimache”), whom MM identifies as a hetaira, asserting that she “bat-
tered” the Athenian naval commander Charminus. The verse comes from a
section of the parabasis in which the Chorus are comparing individual Athe-
nian women with individual Athenian men, arguing that the former are su-
perior. In 805, the “radical democratic” politician Cleophon is said to be even
worse than the notorious prostitute Salabakcho, so perhaps Nausimache too
was a well-known hetaira. If so, this shows that “Naval Battle” could be re-
garded as a clever “working name” for such a woman, but nothing more.>*
Ar. fr. 558 (544 K.), which Kassel/Austin print in the form 1 Ti 8¢ £ig 6 Aotnog
gyyvtata Tag 6o@VaG / Ml TWV KoXwv@V Gpyovavtng ovtoaoi; (“t Who are
you the remaining close to the flanks upon the ass-cheeks this Argonaut?”).
The text is obscure, although the point is likely either homosexual or pederas-
tic; why the individual addressed is called an Argonaut, is impossible to say.

34 Note also that Nausimache is not said to have “battered” Charminus, but is merely better
than him.
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—  The claim that Artemisia (the name of a queen of Halicarnassus who fought
on Xerxes’ side at the Battle of Salamis in 480 BCE) “is a sea-fighter” not only
at Ar. Lys. 675 (quoted above) but also at Thesm. 1200, the implication being
that the name has a euphemistic sexual significance in both passages. In fact,
there is no reference to naval warfare in the second text, where “Artemisia”
is merely a name adopted by Euripides (for reasons that remain unclear; see
Austin/Olson ad loc.) as part of his disguise as an old woman managing a
dancing-girl/prostitute. Nor is the logic on which MM’s interpretation seems
to depend — “‘naval battle’ means ‘sex’; Artemisia fought in a naval battle;
therefore any mention of Artemisia is a reference to sex” — easy to follow.

—  Ar. Eq. 1300-1315, where Athens’ triremes are personified as women and de-
clare their unwillingness to be ruled (o0 87T’ éuod y’ dp&eL ot’, 1307) by Hy-
perbolus, although not “their fear that Hyperbolus will soon ‘board’ them”,
as MM would have it. MM goes on to identify the supposed “boarding” as “an
act of sexual aggression often associated in this play with Cleon”. But the Paph-
lagonian — Cleon’s stand-in in the play — never threatens sexual violence
against women in the play, and metaphorical language of ships and sailing
surfaces in the text repeatedly with no obvious sexual implications.

49, ntitta, “pitch” (§273). At Ar. Plut. 1093, the Young Man who has grown rich
and is thus free to abandon his older lover tells Chremylus ikavov ... a0 TV ipo-
Tepov LrEMiTTOVV Xpovov (“previously I pitched her bottom for quite a while”),
an image drawn from the production and maintenance of boats, whose hulls had
to be pitched to keep them waterproof. MM claims that “the reference is to the
female secreta”. The image is certainly nautical, although what the young man is
saying euphemistically is something more like “I applied semen to her under-
parts”.
50. mMAéw, “sail” (§270). MM maintains that the verb “usually = Bivéw and thus is
used of the male sailing the female”, although at fr. 144 (142 K.) the subject is the
woman. In fact, mMAéw is normally used in Aristophanes in its standard sense
“sail” (e.g. Eq. 1314; Av. 597, 1459; Lys. 392; Ran. 197), and the same is true of all
the passages MM cites in support of the claim that it routinely has the euphemis-
tic sense “have sexual intercourse”:
—  Ar. Pax 341 (when peace comes, the Chorus will be able mAglv, pévetv, kiveiv,
kaBevdetv, “to sail (elsewhere), to stay (at home), to screw, to sleep™)
— Ar. Lys. 411 (a careless husband tells the goldsmith he asks to come fix his
wife’s necklace when he is away €pot ... €07 €ig ZaAopiva Aevatea, “I have
to sail to Salamis”)
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—  Ar. Lys. 674-675 (the city’s women £miyelprioovs’ 1t / vaupayelv kai mAetv
&’ Nuag, “will undertake as well to fight naval battles and sail against us”;
cf. 48)

— Ar. Eccl. 1087 (discussed in 51)

—  Ar. Eccl. 1106 (the Young Man being dragged into the stage-house by the Hags
anticipates dying 8ebp’ elomAéwv, “when I sail in here”, the house being mo-
mentarily imagined as a harbour, as 1088 makes clear)

— AtAr. fr. 144 (142 K.) (A.) amomAgic é1edv; (B.) &mi TOV Vup@iov / @ yopobpat
Tpepov (“(A.) Are you actually sailing off? (B.) (Yes), to the bridegroom I'm
marrying today”), the scholion to Nicander that cites the fragment makes it
clear that “sail off” is a way of saying “go away”, with no necessary reference
to a boat; sexual euphemism is not in question.

51. mMAwThp, “passenger” (§269). At Ar. Eccl. 1087, the Young Man, having just
described the Hags who are pulling him in different directions as “bad ferry-
women” (1086), justifies his choice of image by explaining &\kovte TOUG
MAwTApag av dnekvaiete (“you would wear out your passengers with your haul-
ing”). MM takes this to make mAwTrp a sexual euphemism (“passenger on a (sex-
ual) voyage”), which is not the point.

52. guvvniEopat, “swim along with” (§271). The manuscripts at Ar. Eccl. 1104
(the Young Man, overpowered by the Hags, laments his fate) offer the corrupt
ovveifopat, for which editors generally print Dobree’s 607Tig ToloUTOLG ONpiolg ov-
veip&opat (“I who will be shut up with such beasts™). MM opts instead for guvvr|-
Eopat (“I' who will swim along with such beasts”), which it glosses “cuvvrxeafat
refers to coital motion and appears to be an Aristophanic invention”.

53. okG@n, “skiff” (§278). A scholion identifies Ar. Lys. 139 008&v ydp £opev ARV
[ooel8@v kai okden (“for we’re nothing but Poseidon and a skiff”; Lysistrata ex-
presses frustration at the unwillingness of the other women to give up sex as the
price for ending the war) as a reference to Sophocles’ Tyro (fr. 657), and glosses
the remark o08£v £opev, €i pr ouvovolalew kal Tiktew (“we’re nothing but hav-
ing sex and giving birth”). The skiff in question is the one on which Pelias and
Neleus, the sons of Tyro by Poseidon, were exposed, so that the passage is only
vaguely relevant here.

Despite MM, therefore, with the exception of éAavvw (probably better in-
cluded in Section D on the “Language of hitting, piercing and the like”) and the
elaborate one-off bundle of imagery at Epicrates fr. 9, nautical language does not
appear to be a productive locus of sexual imagery in Attic Comedy.
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D. Language of hitting, piercing and the like

This category includes a mix of simple, straightforward verbs meaning ~ “apply
physical force to” vel sim. and a number of sometimes elaborate euphemisms.
54. &voneipw, “spit” (§298). Ar. Ach. 1007 v’ dvameipw Tag kixAag (“in order that
I can spit the thrushes”) is a reference to culinary preparations and — despite
MM — has no obvious sexual overtones.

55. avartyvopt, “spit” (§299). Ar. Eccl. 843 Aay@’ dvarmyvoaot (literally “they

are putting hare-meat on spits”) again refers to banquet preparations and has no

obvious secondary meaning (allegedly “penetrate sexually”).

56. Badavevw (§300). At Ar. Lys. 337, the verb means “play the bathman”, i.e.

“heat water”, and has no euphemistic sexual sense; cf. 13.

57. -B&AAw compounds (§301). Of the various -B&AAw compounds MM discusses:

a) emparw (literally “fall upon, attack”) likely has the extended sense “assault
(sexually)”, given its use at Ar. Av. 1214-1216 (discussed in 21).

b) éuBdMw at Pherecrates fr. 155.14 (145.14 K.) ®pivig 8 i8lov otpdfiiov
éuBoAwv Twva (“and Phrynis, imposing (on me) some private whirlwind”; Mu-
sic describes the bad behaviour of one of her musician lovers), by contrast, is
made no clearer by assuming a euphemistic sense.

c) xataPdMw at Ar. Ach. 275 and Pax 896a (the latter generally expelled from
the text) merely means “throw down to the ground”, even if the context in
both cases is a sexual encounter (rape in the first case, a wild orgy in the sec-
ond).

d) MM translates pooBaleiv at Ar. Ach. 994 GAAG o€ AaBwv Tpia Sok® W av £Tt
nipooPaleiv (the Chorus address Reconciliation, whom they imagine as a
woman) as “to assault violently” and characterises this as a description of a
“predicted gang-rape”. This distorts both the tone and content of the passage,
which refers to a single man’s wish to establish a long-term relationship with
a woman (esp. 999); the verse is better translated “but I think that after I got
hold of you, I would add three items more” (i.e. the various plantings listed
in what follows).

58. SiantatTaAEVvw, “stretch out on pegs” (§302). At Ar. Eq. 371, this is a mocking
threat to treat the Sausage-Seller like a hide being tanned, and lacks an obvious
extended sexual sense; cf. 32.

59. épeidw, “press hard” (§303). The verb patently has an extended sense refer-
ring to vigorous sexual intercourse at Ar. Eccl. 616; fr. 715.3 (695.3 K.) (active, of a
man) and Ar. Thesm. 488 (passive, of a woman). Ar. fr. 76 (74 K.) péonv épeide
Tipog 1O ooy (literally “pound her/it in the middle towards the snub-nose!”) is
obscure; Fritzsche took an obscenity to be concealed in the line, but the sense
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might just as easily be “Proceed along the middle (of the road) toward the
height!” R’s £pya vuktepeiowa at Ar. Thesm. 204, taken by MM for a pun on £peidw,
is a spelling error for £pya vukTtepriola (“nocturnal activities”; thus Bothe).

60. kataneAtafopat (§316). The Thracian mercenaries introduced at the Athe-
nian Assembly at the beginning of Aristophanes’ Acharnians apparently have
prominently displayed erections (Ach. 158), and MM takes the Ambassador’s
claim at 160 that they kataneAtdoovrat v Bowtiav OAnv (literally ~ “will
peltazein the hell out of all of Boeotia”) to mean metaphorically that they will rape
the Boeotian plain. méATn is not “penis” (see 34), but even if MM’s sexualised
interpretation of the language is right, this is a one-off use of what is probably a
nonce verb.

61. katatplakovtouTi{w (§315). This is a nonce-word at Ar. Eq. 1391 punning on
TplakovtouTdag (“thirty-year”, in reference to peace treaties personified as beau-
tiful young women) in 1388-1389, with the prefix serving as an intensifier (LS]
s.v. xata E.V); thus “thirty-year the hell out of them” vel sim. for the expected
“fuck the hell out of them”. LS] s.v. offers a more complicated explanation of the
verb, describing it as a pun on dxovtiw. MM rightly rejects this on the ground
that “dkovrti{w is never found with an obscene meaning” — a reasonable caution
that cuts many of its own eccentric interpretations — but then offers the even less
likely suggestion that it “puns on tpia and kovtdg” (see 26). This is in any case
not a verb of hitting or piercing.

62. kateAavvw, “pound” (§261).* LS] s.v. 3 (followed by MM) notes that the com-
pound is used with a sexual sense at Ar. Pax 711 tiig ‘Onwpog katehdoog (“after [
pound Opora”; Trygaeus imagines having sex with one of the female attendants
of Peace); Eccl. 1082 moTépag mpoTépag ovv katehdoag aroAay®; (“Which of
them can I pound first and get away?”; the Young Man being dragged off by the
Hags considers his options). MM takes Ar. Ach. 995 dumneliSog Gpyov éAdoat
pakpodv (literally “to drive a long row of grapevines™) to be another example of a
sexualised use of é\avvw. But the interpretation this yields (“to have sex with a
row of grapevines”) is incoherent, and the verb must mean instead “drive (into
the earth)”, i.e. “plant” (LS] s.v. III.2) here; see 44. MM also notes Antiphanes
fr. 293 (300 K.) otve ... TOV 0ivov ¢EeAadveLv, / oAyt TRV GEATTLYYQ, TG) KpUKL
Tov Bo@vta / kTA (“to drive out wine with wine, a trumpet with a trumpet, a man
who shouts with a herald” etc.), which it identifies as “an obscene metaphor”
that “probably derives from metallurgy (see LSJ s.v. III)”. But no obscenity is in

35 MM includes xatedavvw in “Nautical Terminology”, but concedes that the compound has
no such implications and seemingly places it there only as a matter of convenience in the context
of its discussion of the simplex éAavvw in §260.
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question, and this is instead a straightforward use of é§eAavvw in its basic sense
“expel” (LS] s.v. I) on the quasi-scientific principle of driving out like with like.
63. kevréw, “prick, stab, goad” (§304). That the verb has an extended sexual
sense at Mnesimachus fr. 4.55 mivel, okipTd, Aopdoi, kevtel (“drinks, hops about,
lies on his/her back, kentei”; among the activities engaged in by the guests at a
great dinner party) is suggested both by the word that precedes, which routinely
has allusive sexual sense, and by the intrusive gloss pwel (“fucks”) that follows —
which nonetheless also suggests that this second sense of the verb was not im-
mediately obvious.
64. kpovw, “strike, smite” (§305-6). As LSJ s.v. 8, following Antiatt. k 15,*
notes, at Ar. Eccl. 989-990 &tav ye kpovorg TNV Eunyv mpdTtov Bvpav (the Hag tells
the Young Man that he can “knock” on the Young Girl’s door “when you knock at
my door first”) the verb appears to be a euphemism for “have sex”. Cf. the follow-
ing parallels:
- mpokpovw (literally “knock”, i.e. “have sex (with someone) before (someone
else)”) at Ar. Eccl. 1017-1018
—  the pun on the same compound in the reference to IIpokpovotng at Eccl. 1021
—  Umokpovw at Eccl. 618
—  kpovpoata at Eccl. 257, where Praxagora proclaims herself ovk &melpog ovoa
MOAA@V kpoupdtwv (“not lacking experience of many blows”) in anticipation
of a potential physical encounter with the other Assemblymen, which seems
more likely to be a joke than a claim that she is routinely beaten (sc. by her
husband).*®

Despite MM, Blepyrus’ observation at Ar. Eccl. 316-317 that a man from Kopreus
TV BVpav / €neixe kpovwv (“kept pounding on my door”) has nothing to do with
either pederasty or an extended sexualised use of kpovw, but merely means that
Blepyrus felt a desperate urge to defecate and therefore left the house without his
robe. kpovoTIKGG as a characterisation of an orator at Ar. Eq. 1379 similarly has no
obvious sexual content, but means “striking” (LSJ s.v. I11.2) vel sim.”

36 Kol KAt ToD KAKEUPATOV €V Tf| ouvnOeiq TO kpoboat KelTal Gvti ToD ouyyeveadat (“krousai
is also customarily employed in vulgar usage in place of ‘to have intercourse with someone’).
37 MM takes the prefix here to mean “below” (presumably in reference to the woman’s genitals),
whereas LS]J s.v. brokpovw suggests “gently” (cf. LS] s.v. vnd F.II).

38 Eup. fr. 197 (184 K.) kpovwv ye pnyv avtdg wvovpny yw (“but I was knocking on them (fem.)
as I purchased them”; cited by MM in § 305 n. 88) is obscure (of pots being checked for proper
firing?), but does not obviously use kpoUw in an extended sexualised sense.

39 MM also compares Eur. Cyc. 180 Siekpotioat’ év pépet (the satyrs fantasise about the gang-
rape of Helen), although rightly noting that this is a different verb and thus properly irrelevant.
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65. KUKAw, “stir up” (§307). At Ar. Eq. 1286, Ariphrades the cunnilictor is ac-
cused of kuk@v TaG £oyapag (literally “stirring up the hearths”) in the brothels he
visits. “Hearths” appears to be a double entendre for “vaginas” (cf. Ar. Thesm.
912), but kukdw does not obviously gain or require an extended sense as a conse-
quence.

66. ntaiiw, “strike” (§308). The verb clearly has an extended sexual sense at Ar.
Pax 874 (the slave asks his master if the beautiful Theoria is the one “we used to
paiein at Brauron”), as well as at Pax 898 maietv, 6pUTTEWYV, TILE OHOD Kal TQ) TEEL
(“to strike, to gouge, with fist and one’s penis alike”), although in the latter pas-
sage the issue is complicated by the fact that the entire passage is cast in agonistic
imagery; cf. 8. MM §12 suggests that maiw has a similar sense at Ar. Ach. 834-835
MEPTo0e ... [ maiev €@’ &AL Tav pdddav (literally “Try to strike your barley-cake
on salt!”; the Megarian’s parting advice to the daughters he has sold to Dicaeopo-
lis), with £’ GAl punning on @aAASG.

67. natdoow, “strike” (§309). Adesp. com. fr. 465 (798 K.) a10 éndtatev (liter-
ally “he/she/it struck it”, i.e. the thing that was aimed for) is quoted in a peder-
astic context at [Luc.] Am. 53 and apparently refers there to getting one’s hand on
a boy’s ass or penis. How the phrase was used in its original context is unclear,
but there is in any case no ground for claiming that matdéoow was used euphe-
mistically to refer to intercourse.

68. neAexdw, “hew with an ax” (§312). See 33.

69. puttadw, “toss about” (§310). At Ar. Lys. 2628, Lysistrata tells Calonice that
she has something she has “sought out and tossed about” through many sleep-
less nights (mpayp’ Gve{nnuévov / moAhaioi T dypumviaiowv éppintacpévov). Ca-
lonice responds by asking if the item in question is Aentdg (“thin, fine”; by exten-
sion “subtle”). MM takes this as a joke that has to do with manipulating a penis
to make it erect;** this would follow up on the much more openly phallic humour
in 21-24, where Calonice asks first whether the matter all the women have been
summoned regarding is both large and thick, and then, when Lysistrata assures
her that it is, expresses amazement that everyone has not arrived. But puttédw is
not an obvious image for “chafe”, nor is the supposed humour followed up by
either interlocutor, and the conversation in fact appears to be taking a serious turn
at this point. Sexual euphemism thus appears unlikely.

70. onaBaw, “strike the woof with the weaving blade” (§311). At Ar. Nub. 53,
Strepsiades, after describing his aristocratic wife’s expensive, sensual tastes
(51-52), adds o0 puny épd y’ (G &pyog iy, AN’ £omtdal (“I certainly won’t say that
she was lazy, but espatha”). He then explains that he would hold his himation up

40 Made more explicit in Henderson’s note on Lys. 28 in his edition of the play.
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and say (55) @ yovali, AMav onabag (“Wife, you spathais too much”). Dover ad loc.
notes that that omaBdw might be “a slang word (not attested elsewhere) for sexual
intercourse”, but rejects this interpretation as spoiling “the joke of 54ff., to which
53 is only a lead”, and takes 55 Aiav omaBdg to have the extended sense “you’re
much too extravagant” (= LSJ s.v. oraOdw II), as at Diphilus fr. 42.27 (43.27 K.).
MM argues instead for understanding the verb as in LS] s.v. I in 53 (Strepsiades’
wife works hard at weaving), but with a euphemistic sexual sense in 55 (Strepsi-
ades complained that she wore him out in bed). As this hypothetical euphemistic
sense of oraBdw is attested nowhere else (as Dover notes), whereas Dover’s ex-
planation of the lines depends on two well-established meanings of the word,
with the humour in 55 created by the divergence between them, MM’s interpreta-
tion should be rejected; as a matter of methodological principle, one ought not to
invent a meaning of a word to explain a difficult passage when a standard mean-
ing will do.

71. ontodéw, “pound, smite, crush” (§313). That the verb is an established eu-
phemism for intercourse (Ar. Thesm. 492; Eccl. 113, 908, 939, 942, 1016)* is
acknowledged by the standard lexica (LS] s.v. II).

72. Tt “beat” (§314). Although MM identifies this as a euphemism for inter-
course, of the two passages it cites in favour of the thesis, at Ar. Lys. 162 £&v 8¢
Tuntwotv; (Calonice considers potential reactions by the women’s husbands, if
they refuse to have sex) an actual beating is in question, as also at Ar. Plut. 1015
ETUNTOUNV B1d TODB’ ANV TV fuépav (“I was beaten on this account all day
long”; the old woman describes the Young Man’s reaction if someone leered at
her in public). The best evidence for Tomtw used this way are instead the terms
xapartonn (literally “one who is beaten on the ground”, but by extension “cheap
prostitute”: Timocles fr. 24.2 (22.2 K.); Men. Sam. 348; fr. 472.1 (879 K.)),
powyotunn (literally “one who is beaten in an illicit sexual encounter”, i.e. “victim
of seduction”: adesp. com. fr. 389 (1081 K.)), and crodnathavpa (a term for a pros-
titute: adesp. com. fr. 223 (1377 K.)*». None of these is securely dated before the
end of the fourth century BCE, which does not mean that the verb was not used
this way earlier.®

41 MM also cites Apollod. Car. fr. 5.13 (5.13 K.), where onodeiv is however merely a bad supple-
ment.

42 Not fr. 1352 K.

43 The use of cognates of xapaitunn in various authors of the Roman era cited by MM suggests
that the word eventually came to be regarded as an Attic colloquialism, although this is prob-
lematic evidence for Classical usage.
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“Pounding” or “striking” is clearly a well-established idiom for intercourse
(B \w, &peidw, katehavvw, kpodw, aiw, omodew, TOMTwW; cf. 44 EAaivw), to
the extent that it appears that almost any such verb could take on a sexual double
sense. “Piercing”, on the other hand, is a far less common image (the problematic
kevtéw), and none of MM’s more figurative language holds up to close inspection.

Section ll: Some larger methodological concerns

The first section of this paper evaluates the meaning and use of a number of indi-
vidual lexical items treated in MM as having an obscene double sense by refer-
ence to MM’s own implicit standards of philological argument. Many of MM’s
claims appear to be based on weak or defective evidence, or on problematic read-
ings of the ancient texts. That observation in turn raises questions not only about
the interpretation of the specific passages in which these words appear, but about
the larger style of allusive humour MM alleges is active in Old Comedy and related
genres. Old Comedy is certainly “dirty”, and this “dirtiness” is among the means
by which it generates humour. The genre nonetheless appears to be far less sys-
tematically obscene than MM argues; whatever makes — or made — it funny, this
is only one small part of it.

These conclusions evoke larger questions that MM bravely if perhaps imper-
fectly confronts in regard to sexual (or sexualised) vocabulary and the humour
dependent on it. The analysis of imagery is to a considerable extent a matter of
judgement. The power of imagery lies precisely in the fact that tenor and vehicle
are different, and this gap is part of what makes it powerful and sometimes amus-
ing. But language one reader or listener takes to be figurative may not seem to
have the same veiled significance to another, and such issues become even more
acute when — as in the case of classical studies — the readers are from a different
time and culture than the original texts, and native informants are few in number,
often obscure and fragmentary, and not entirely reliable. Put more directly, there
is no way to say definitively whether a particular Greek lexical item has a double
sense, sexual or not, in any particular context. Instead, we are thrown back on
methodology, i.e. on the need to articulate criteria that allow us to make informed
consensus decisions for ourselves on such matters.

The strongest cases for recognition of a figurative second sense of a word
would appear to be those in which we can identify multiple seeming uses of an
image that are not dependent on and thus perhaps generated by context, and
where support is provided for the interpretation by ancient lexicographic or scho-
lastic authority. These can reasonably be regarded as examples of established
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usage,* which then provokes the question of when and how such secondary
senses are activated. If we believe — as appears to be the case — that éAavvw, for
example, had the established double sense “have intercourse with”, is every use
of the verb necessarily coloured that way?* Genre is a reasonable place to start
with such questions: sexual imagery would seem to be inherently more likely in
comedy than in historical or documentary texts. But unless it can be shown that a
particular lexical item is always used in an unambiguously double sense in a par-
ticular text or set of texts, and unless that evidence is rich enough to be interpreted
as a pattern rather than a chance phenomenon, this is not enough, and context
(however defined or analysed) must seemingly be taken into account as well.

Falling into a different category are images that get their force only from con-
text, for example the naval language of Epicrates fr. 9: when established double
entendres or elaborate created metaphors are patently in play, otherwise
straightforward vocabulary can be made to conform momentarily to the pattern.
This is sexualised language, and potentially very amusing — in large part because
these are not established secondary senses of the words in question, so that briefly
understanding them as such is funny. It is nonetheless hazardous to assume that a
contextually determined one-off of this kind can be taken to establish a double
sense of a word that carries over into other texts or conversations.*

44 Cf. “pussy” or “bang” in contemporary English; no adult native speaker can have any doubt
that both words have a secondary sexual sense recognised even in dictionaries.

45 Translated into contemporary English: does the fact that “fooling around with my girlfriend”
means colloquially “having sexual adventures” with her inevitably colour “Last weekend I
fooled around with Bob and Jackie”, where the idiom has the more common sense “happily
wasted time”? In such cases, natural language competency suggests that contextual cues of
some sort (here the words “my girlfriend”) are required to activate the non-standard sense of the
vocabulary. One can leeringly respond “So you ‘fooled around’ with Bob, huh?” But no native
speaker acting on basic principles of communicative generosity would take the point of the orig-
inal statement to be that the speaker had sex with Bob and Jackie on the weekend, unless re-
quired to do so by some other clue.

46 Thus, if Jill has been seen wearing a tank top, (A) might comment “Wow, Jill’s got the nicest
pair of melons I've seen in a long time”, “melon” being an established colloquialism for a large
breast, and (B) might respond “That’s a fruit stand I’d like to do business with!” Context allows
“doing business with a fruit stand” in (B)’s remark to take on a figurative sexual sense it does
not otherwise have. The problem for the non-native speaker is that the difference is difficult to
detect, except by (1) looking carefully at other contemporary uses of “fruit stand”, which will
show that this is an isolated image, and (2) noticing that (B)’s remark is a joke and thus quite
possibly a one-off use of a neutral term. If the non-native speaker misunderstands the conversa-
tion and interprets every other reference to fruit stands he encounters as leering, sexualised hu-
mour, he will repeatedly detect “dirty jokes” where a native speaker would not, and will thus
badly misinterpret his material.
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Finally, there are passages — including a substantial portion of those treated
in MM and discussed above — in which obscenity, and thus obscene humour, is
purely conjectural. As noted above, any word can take on a second sense from
context, and there is no simple, objective way to determine whether such a sense
exists. If I insist that poxAog at Lys. 246 means “penis”, no one can prove me
wrong, despite the lack of ancient parallels for this use of the word or of ancient
authorities to support it, as well as the absence of a rich, allusive context that
might facilitate the interpretation. What one might reasonably insist in response,
however, is that I have advanced a very weak case for my alleged double sense,
and one that fails to meet what would elsewhere be treated as basic criteria for
philological decision-making. Arguments of this kind, in other words, can be de-
scribed as arbitrary, and they have all the weaknesses of arbitrary arguments gen-
erally: that I find it productive to define something e.g. as an obscenity because
it advances my own agenda with a text, is no basis for anyone else to believe me,
unless of course they share that agenda. This does not mean that the supposed
double sense or allusion is not there, for no one can tell. But it does mean that we
are generally ill-advised both to advance such claims and to accept them from
others. One might consider adopting a rule allowing an otherwise unattested
double sense of a word to be hypothesised when it makes sense of an obscure line
or passage, as with Blaydes’ theory regarding Ar. fr. 561 (18). These are merely
guesses and not deserving of much trust, since they inevitably reflect our own
presuppositions and concerns rather than those of the original author or audi-
ence, which are unavailable to us. But accepting this approach in such situations
in any case requires that we also accept its converse, which is that if a text is clear
as it stands, we are not justified in imposing a double sense on the vocabulary: this
is an exegetical technique appropriate for emergency situations only.

Analysing humour routinely tells us at least as much about what we find
amusing as about what our sources did. Obscenity is by definition a uniquely
charged phenomenon — that which one should not say or do, but nonetheless
does — and is thus particularly useful for inciting laughter. Indeed, such jokes
are so appealing on some level, that simply alleging the presence of one in an
ancient text can be enough to make it seem to be there, particularly in a time like
our own, when popular culture is openly suffused with sexuality. There is no easy
way to escape this dilemma. But we can at least insist that the evidence offered
in support of such claims hold up to normal standards of philological argumen-
tation, and self-consciously consider the methodological principles on which we
make and evaluate such claims.
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Georgios Triantafyllou

Like a Rabid Dog: Animal Metaphors
and Similes in Aristophanes

Abstract: Animals play a key role in the comedies of Aristophanes. More often
than not, the comic poet’s focus is not on the animals themselves but on human
beings who share characteristics with them. The attribution of animal character-
istics to humans takes the form of a simile and almost always creates a comic
effect. Examination of these similes can reveal Aristophanes’ and his audience’s
perceptions of animals, as well as the poet’s perception of the traits of his “dehu-
manised” human targets. Particular people are more frequently compared to cer-
tain animals than others: Cleon is compared to dogs, jurors to stinging insects,
Athenians to sheep, and Spartans to wolves. Most similes focus on negative char-
acteristics shared by animals and humans, especially when Aristophanes is tar-
geting politicians and civic bodies. Other similes, in particular those concerning
artists and common individuals, are merely amusing.

Aristophanic text and stage are populated not only by human beings but also by
various animals.! Whether domesticated or wild, these animals play a key role in
0ld Comedy, and in Aristophanes’ comedies, in particular.? In fact, some of them
are entitled after such animals.’ The text of Birds is crowded with all sorts of
winged creatures. Frogs gets its name from the first of the play’s Choruses.*

1 See e.g. Franco 2011, 320-361 on the presence of animals in ancient Greek literature; Harden
2013, 141-196 on animals in everyday life in ancient Greece. Cf. also Howe 2014, 233-244.

2 Comparisons between animals and humans are also found in other genres. Their use in the
iambic tradition, in particular, is especially worth noting, since Aristophanes is conscious of the
earlier literary production. Hence, in Archilochus, we see, inter alia, comparisons of men with
monkeys or foxes (see Swift 2019, 27, 41-42). Moreover, Semonides distinguishes different
women types by attributing special animal traits to them (see Lloyd-Jones 1975, 22; Hubbard
1994, 189-190; Osborne 2001, 47-48).

3 This practice is part of a tradition that clearly predates Aristophanes. There is ample evidence
that earlier comic poets, as well as Aristophanes’ contemporaries, used zoomorphic choruses in
some of their works. The animals which made up these choruses provided the titles of the corre-
sponding comedies: Magnes’ Frogs, Birds, and Gall-Flies, Crates’ Birds and Beasts, Eupolis’
Goats, Callias’ Frogs, and Plato Comicus’ Ants (see Sifakis 1971, 76; Rothwell 2007, 103-104;
cf. also Conti Bizzarro 2009, 10).

4 See Dover 1972, 177-178 on the matter of the two Choruses in this play. Cf. also Piitz 2014, 160.

@ Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. [ 14 | This work is licensed under the
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In Wasps, the Athenian jurors who form the Chorus are portrayed as the homon-
ymous insects with their ferocious stings. Apart from the titles of the plays, there
are numerous references to animals throughout the texts. They were used in sac-
rifices, as sources of food, as working partners, or as means of transport and en-
tertainment. Besides, some animals lived near humans, either as a companion or
as a nuisance.

There are also many cases in which animals are compared to humans. This
comparison takes the form of a metaphor or a simile,® and may involve the com-
plete transformation of a human being into an animal, the attribution of animal
characteristics to a human, or the characterisation of a human as a specific ani-
mal. These cases are of particular interest, since they provide comic effect. Aris-
tophanes attributed to humans, more often than not, humble and disgraceful an-
imal traits.® The idea behind this is that comparing the poet’s targets to animals
reduced them from the state of a civilised human being to that of a savage or even
non-human creature.

This paper examines the use of animal metaphors and similes in the extant
Aristophanic plays.” Similes, in particular, may be either overt or implied. When
explicit, they are either indicated by specific morphosyntactic features, such as
the conjunction ®omep and the particle wg, or explained in the following verses.
When implicit, pragmatic reasoning is required in order to make them intelligi-
ble. Moreover, humans and animals are rarely fully identified in every respect.

5 Metaphor and simile are figures of speech that are related to each other, because they refer to
the comparison of two notions which share common qualities (see Silk 2012, 940). Metaphor is
defined as the transfer of meaning from one context to another (see Stanford 1972, 3; Innes 2003, 7;
for a detailed discussion on metaphor from the perspective of modern linguistics, see Huang
2007, 222-223). The distinguishing factor between a metaphor and a simile is morphological.
A simile is nothing more than a metaphor introduced by a conjunction that means “as” or “like”
(see Stanford 1972, 25; Innes 2003, 18). Since these two figures of speech are so closely connected,
and the subject matter of this chapter is the comic comparison of people and animals with common
traits, I decided to include both metaphors and similes in my research.

6 As opposed to Homer, who attributed noble traits to heroes.

7 Only similes referring to human beings are discussed. Therefore, animals which are compared
to other animals are beyond the scope of this study. The same applies to cases such as the me-
tonymy of the fish in Ar. Eq. 645, where cheap fish represent abundance of food and supplies.
Moreover, animals with human abilities, similes involving dead animals, such as Myrrhine’s
self-comparison to fish in Ar. Lys. 115, and similes about inanimate objects, like the comparison
of smoke to a rabid bitch by the men’s Chorus in Ar. Lys. 298 (see Franco 2014, 196-197 on the
connection between dogs and rabies), are also not presented here. This study is restricted to the
extant plays of Aristophanes, since they provide wider contextual information, which is essen-
tial in order to better understand the use of the simile.
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Their similarities are usually confined to specific aspects of their character, ap-
pearance, or morals. Aristophanes focuses on the weak points of his targets and
exploits the traits they share with the animals they are compared to.

Several groupings of the subject matter are possible. Based on their length,
metaphors and similes may be extended or short. Based on textual information,
they may be addressing, self-addressing, or describing.® Based on biology, they
may involve mammals, birds, fishes, amphibians, reptiles, or insects. However,
we have opted to group them on the basis of the target of the comparison. Thus
the subject matter is divided into four groups of people, to whom animal charac-
teristics are attributed: politicians, citizen bodies, artists, and other citizens.

The passages discussed here follow Wilson’s (2007) edition.’ In each passage
we examine who speaks, to whom, and under what circumstances. Then, we fig-
ure out who is being compared to the specific animal in each case, what animal
characteristics are attributed to him/them, and which human traits correspond
to those characteristics. We only examine metaphors and similes involving spe-
cific animals, since when someone is represented as an unspecified animal,® no
conclusions can be drawn on the specific traits attributed to that person.

1 Politicians

When using animal metaphors and similes to represent themselves, politicians
on the Aristophanic stage attribute to themselves all the positive connotations of
the animal mentioned. On the contrary, when describing their rivals, they portray
them as cunning and dangerous beasts, usually as a fox, a dog, or a monkey. Aris-
tophanes himself ridicules the politicians he presents on stage by comparing
them to a wide variety of animals. Cleon is undoubtedly the dominant figure in
this group.

8 Addressing is when someone addresses someone else comparing him to an animal; self-
addressing when someone compares oneself to an animal; describing when someone compares
a third person, usually not present, to an animal.

9 All translations are taken from Henderson’s (1998) edition.

10 Cf. Ar. Vesp. 448, o0k Gprioelg o08E vuvi |t’, @ kdkioTov Onpiov. The use of the word Onpiov is
clearly derogatory, but we are given no clues as to the specific traits Aristophanes means to al-
lude to. In Ar. Lys. 468, 476, and 1014, women are represented as beasts. In Ar. Nub. 184-186, the
Spartan captives are represented as beasts by Strepsiades.
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1.1 Cleon the dog or Cleon the beast?

In Ar. Eq. 1014-1024, on the occasion of interpreting an oracle, Paphlagon
demonstrates his loyalty to Demos by presenting himself as a dog barking to
protect his master:"

£yw pev iy’ 6 KOwv* PO 00D Yap Gmvw.
I’'m the dog, because I howl on your behalf.

The Sausage-Seller provides another interpretation, using a similar comparison.”
He does not deny that Paphlagon is the dog, and presents another oracle which
attributes different canine traits to his rival:

@pdlev, EpexBeidn, kova KépPepov dvdpamodiotryv,
0G k€KW oaivwy 0°, OTOTAV SEVG, EMTNPOV
£E¢8etai oov TolPov, dtav oV Tiot GANooE X&okNG:
elo@olt@Vv T €l TOOTITAVIOV Arj0€L 0€ KUVNBOV
VUOKTWP TG Aomtddag kai TaG viooug Staleiywv.

Mark well, son of Erechtheus, the dog Cerberus, trafficker in bodies,
who wags his tail at you when you’re dining and watches,

and when you happen to gape in another direction, eats up your entree,
and at night steals into your kitchen all unseen, and doglike

licks clean the plates and the islands.

11 In the last phrase of the oracle, Cleon’s rivals are represented as jackdaws (cf. Ar. Eg. 1020,
noAol yap pioet oge katakpiovat kohotol). Paphlagon accuses them of jealousy (see Sommer-
stein 1981, 198-199) and malevolence, and depicts them as enemies of the state, who should be
barked away by the protectors of the common good. Rival politicians are depicted as ravens else-
where (cf. Ar. Eq. 1051, pry eiBov* @Bovepai yap mkpalovat kop@vay). This simile also denotes
jealousy. In another oracle, Paphlagon describes these people as gnats (cf. Ar. Eq. 1038, 6¢ niepi
0D Snpov moANoig kwvwt payeitat). In other words, he portrays Cleon’s rivals as both con-
temptible and annoying (see Sommerstein 1981, 199). Elsewhere the politicians from whom Cleon
protects the Athenian people are described by Philocleon as flies (cf. Ar. Vesp. 597, GAA& @UAGTTEL
B1i Xep oG EYwV Kal TAG puiag Arapvvel).

12 See Ar. Eq. 1023.

13 SeeKloss 2001, 57 and Konstantakos 2021, 240-251 on Cleon presented as a dog. On the strug-
gle between Sausage-Seller and Cleon, see Rademaker 2003, 119-121. On Aristophanes’ mockery
of Cleon, see Koster 1980, 72-74; Kamen 2020, 53-57.

14 See Ar. Eq. 1030-1034.
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Paphlagon, under the pretence of protecting Demos, actually steals his goods,
taking advantage of his master’s trust.”” Therefore, he is not as loyal as a dog, as
he claims. Rather, he is similar to a cunning, greedy, and ungrateful dog. In other
words, he possesses all the negative traits a dog can have.

Paphlagon tries to defend himself with another oracle, in which he is repre-
sented as a lion:

£oTLyuvr], TéEeL 8E Aéovd’ iepaig &v ABrvaug'
There is a woman who shall bear a lion in holy Athens

Pericles’ mother was said to have dreamt of giving birth to a lion before the poli-
tician’s birth."” The allusion to Pericles is intended to provoke a comparison be-
tween the two, Pericles and Cleon. As in the previous oracles with the good dog
and the bad dog, here we have to distinguish between the good lion and the bad
lion. Obviously, Pericles possessed all the positive traits of a lion, highlighting
the contrast with Cleon. There are lions which are not noble, and Cleon is one of
them. He is fierce and dangerous, and resembles Cypselus,® the tyrant of Corinth,
rather than Pericles.

Cleon is described as a terrible monster by the Chorus leader as he lists Aris-
tophanes’ achievements in Ar. Pax 754-758. The description begins by calling
Cleon a dog:

Kail TP@TOV PEV PHAYOHAL TIGVTWY a)T@ TO KapXapodovTl,
oV SewvoTtatatl pév ar’ 6@OaAu®v Kovvng dktiveg #EAaprmov?’

First of all I battled old Jagged Teeth himself, whose eyes like the bitch Cynna’s flashed
terrible beams

15 See Franco 2014, 28 and 67 on dogs and thievishness.

16 See Ar. Eq.1037.

17 See Sommerstein 1981, 199. Politicians are represented as lions in another passage (Ar. Ran.
1431a-1431b, oV xpr| A£oVTOG GKULVOV €V TIOAEL TPEPELY' [ HAALOTA HEV AEOVTX Uy 'V TIOAEL TPEPELY).
According to Aeschylus, the city must not allow politicians who resemble lions, alluding to
Alcibiades, to grow and gain power. They may look charming at birth, but they will prove fierce
and dangerous like lions (see Stanford 1963, 194; Dover 1993, 372; Sommerstein 1996, 286). On
Alcibiades as a lion, see Konstantakos 2018, 27-29.

18 A similar oracle was associated with Cypselus’ birth (see Sommerstein 1981, 199). The com-
parison of a newborn male child to a lion also recurs in Ar. Thesm. 514 (see Sommerstein 1994,
189; Austin/Olson 2004, 207).

19 See Ar. Pax 754-755.
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The doglike trait implied in the first verse is obviously not loyalty but fury and
aggression. In the second verse there is a pun on the words k0wv and Cynna, who
was a notorious prostitute.”® The point here is that Cleon is aggressive as a dog
and should not be esteemed more highly than a whore.

The comparison of the monstrous Cleon with animals continues in
Ar. Pax 758:

@WK 8 dopry, Aapioag 8’ Bpxelg AmAVTOUG, TPWKTOV 8¢ KaprjAov.
the smell of a seal, the unwashed balls of a Lamia, and the arsehole of a camel.

The comparison of Cleon’s smell to that of a seal, which is terrible, is undoubtedly
an allusion to the politician’s family leather-tanning workshop. The similarity be-
tween Cleon’s anus and that of a camel lies in the fact that they are both large and
stinking. The difference is that the camel’s anus is naturally large, while Cleon’s
has become so as a result of sexual intercourse,” recalling the pun on Cynna’s
name in the previous lines. In fact, these verses are an accusation against Cleon
of being a kinaidos. Such an accusation pertains to the commonplace derision of

20 See Platnauer 1964, 132-133; Sommerstein 1985, 169; Olson 1998, 222. Cleon is portrayed in
exactly the same way elsewhere (cf. Ar. Vesp. 1031-1032, Bpacewg EuoTag e06VG v’ &pxiig avtd
T3 kapapdSovTL, / o SetvdTatat pév dm’ dpBaudvy Kvvrg dktiveg EAapmov). It seems that dog
in general was a metonym for prostitutes (see Lonsdale 1979, 151). A comparison of politicians
with prostitutes is also found in Diphilus (cf. fr. 101, 6pxog 8 €taipag TavTO Kai Snunyopov: /
£KATEPOG AVTAV OpVDEL TTPOG OV Aael). On Cleon’s representation as a monster in the Knights
and the Wasps, see the full discussion in Konstantakos 2022, 136-141.

21 See Henderson 1991, 63; Olson 1998, 223; Kamen 2020, 51. Cf. also Ar. Vesp. 1035, pwxng &
ooprv, Aapiog 8 dpyelg dmAvToug, pwkTtov 8¢ kaprAov. Cleisthenes, an effeminate person, is rid-
iculed by Dicaeopolis, who calls him a monkey (cf. Ar. Ach. 119-121, & BeppdBouAov TPWKTOV
£Eupnéve, / TOLOVBE Y, & mibnke, TOV MaywV’ éxwv / ehvoiiyog NIV AABEC £0KEVAOHEVOG;). Al-
though monkeys are a symbol of trickery, in this case it seems that Aristophanes is comparing
Cleisthenes’ arse to that of a monkey (see Koster 1980, 72-73; Kamen 2020, 50). A monkey’s arse
is grotesque (see Olson 2002, 111), and the meaning here is that Cleisthenes’ arse has become so
due to intense anal sex (see Rademaker 2003, 122). The emphasis lies on the illusory appearance
of Cleisthenes, which alludes to the monkey’s imitative habit (see Apostolakis 2021, 52). Monkeys
were also associated with imitation, grotesque appearance, and trickery in Latin literature. In
Plautus’ Mostellaria, for example, the slave Phaniscus, who tries to deceive his master, is called
amonkey by another slave, who tries to stop him (cf. Plaut. Most. 887-887a: Vide ut fastidit simia. |
manesne ilico, impure parasite?). Moreover, the resemblance between the words simia (monkey)
and similis creates a recurring wordplay in Plautus’ Miles Gloriosus (see McDermott 1936, 150;
Connors 2004, 191-202). This pattern probably passed into Roman comedy through Greek Middle
and New Comedy.
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Athenian politicians of being euryproktoi, i.e. of having broad arses as a result of
sexual penetration.
In Ar. Vesp. 34-36, a demagogue is compared to a whale:

KATELTA TOVTOLG TOTOL TIPOPATOLG LOVBOKEL
Snunyopeiv @ariatva mavSokevTpla,
£xovoa WV EPMETPNPEVNG VOG.

Then a ravening whale started haranguing these sheep with a voice like a scalded pig.

The whale may be a symbol of greediness, because of its size, or of ugliness. The
metaphor here targets Cleon once again. The whale’s voice is piggish, and we
know that Cleon had a high-pitched voice. Therefore, the animal here could be
identified with Cleon,”? who was greedy as a whale with a piggish voice. The dem-
agogue’s audience is compared to sheep. The comparison of Athenians to sheep
is quite frequent in Aristophanes.”

In Ar. Eq. 197-198, Homeric imagery is employed in an oracle spoken by the
first slave:

GAN omoTav papn Bupoaietog dykvAoxiAng
YOpENAfiot SpdkovTa KOGAEUOV AIUATOTIWTNV

Yea, when the crook-taloned rawhide eagle shall snatch
in its beak the dimwitted blood-guzzling serpent

Paphlagon is identified as the eagle in this oracle, and the Sausage-Seller as the
snake. Eagles in such imagery are symbols of failure, since the snake defeated the
eagle in the Homeric parallel.* The Sausage-Seller is described as a snake because
he is a disgusting crawler, a pariah of society, but also perhaps because the sau-
sages he sells are similar to snakes. Therefore, the meaning of the metaphor is that
someone as disgusting as a snake will beat someone else who is bound to fail.

22 See Sommerstein 1983, 154-155; Biles/Olson 2015, 93-94.

23 Cf. Konstantakos 2021, 241-243 with further references.

24 See Iliad 12.200-207; Sommerstein 1981, 153. However, Paphlagon compares himself with a
hawk, and he obviously thinks that he possesses the positive attributes of the bird, in Ar. Eq. 1052,
GAN’ L€paka @iAeL pepvVNPEVOG €V PPETIV.
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1.2 Doggier than thou

Cleon is not the only one to present himself as a dog. Ar. Eq. 413-428 provides a
lengthy metaphor in which the Sausage-Seller is described in words and imagery
alluding to dogs. In the fourth line of this passage, we are informed that the main
nutrition of the Sausage-Seller in his childhood consisted of pieces of bread that
people throw to dogs:

&ropaySaALAG GITOVMEVOG TOTODTOC EKTPAPEIS N
I’'ve grown this big on a diet of sops

Here the animal metaphor reveals poverty and misery, but also endurance in dif-
ficult conditions. However, it does not exactly arouse empathy towards the
speaker. The Sausage-Seller yearns to assume power, but in terms of breeding he
is even worse than Paphlagon. Therefore, the metaphor should provoke aversion
towards this man.

Paphlagon responds, and the two men enter a contest about who is more
savage than the other:®

dropaySaAidg Momep KHWV; @ TOUTOVNPE, TG 0DV
KUVOG Bopav GLTOVHEVOG HAXET OV KUVOKEPAAAW;*

25 In previous verses, both describe their voices as animal-like (cf. Ar. Eq. 285-287, TpumAdailov
kekpd&opai oov. / kataporioopat Bodv oc. / katakekpagopai oe kpalwv). Therefore, the contest
is simply resumed in the dog simile discussed above (see Hutchinson 2011, 66; Piitz 2014, 164).
Elsewhere, Cleon is compared to a cow (see Sommerstein 1981, 179), which speaks faeces instead of
words (cf. Ar. Eq. 658, k&ywy’ 6te 81 *yvwv T0ig BoAitolg fiTtwpevog). Syracosius, another politi-
cian, is called a jay, because of his annoying voice resembling the bird’s squawk (cf. Ar. Av. 1297,
Tupakooiw 8¢ Kitta).

26 See Ar. Eq. 415-416. The contest between a malnourished dog and a powerful beast is analo-
gous to the trial of the dogs in Ar. Vesp. 891-1008 (see MacDowell 1971, 243-254; Landfester 1977,
135-139; Sommerstein 1983, 208-212; Kloss 2001, 153-154; Piitz 2014, 157; Biles/Olson 2015, 337-
360; Konstantakos 2021). Although the Cydathenaean dog is identified as Cleon and Labes is
identified as Laches, this scene is not regarded as a simile here, because the point of the trial is
that the litigants are actually dogs, anthropomorphic as they may be. Aristophanes plays with
dog traits, such as loyalty and thievishness, which are attributed to the human counterparts
of the two rivals. In that sense, there are some similes within the dogs’ trial. The Cydathenaean
dog portrays himself as a loyal guard and accuses Labes of thievishness. However, the Cydathe-
naean dog is also portrayed as a thief (see Dorey 1956, 136; Konstantakos 2021, 249-260; and
cf. Konstantakos’ chapter in this volume).
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Sops, like a dog? How can a cheap joker like you eat dog-food and expect to fight a dog-
faced baboon?

Paphlagon is represented as a dog-headed baboon.” Both candidates who desire
the power to control Demos are now reduced to mere beasts. The simile and the
metaphor in this passage are designed to provoke emotions of horror, disgust, and
insecurity about the fate of Demos, who has the fiercest of creatures as advisors.

In the rest of the scene, the Sausage-Seller describes how he used to distract
the butchers’ attention in the market and steal pieces of meat. Thievishness is the
trait attributed to dogs in this passage. The same trait is attributed to weasels in
Ar. Vesp. 363:

woTep pe YoARv kpéa kKAEpaoav
watching me like a weasel who’s stolen some meat

Philocleon presents his captivity as that of a weasel convicted of stealing.?®

1.3 Other demagogues

Both Athenian and Spartan politicians who may erode peace at some point are
represented by the Spartan delegate as foxes in Ar. Lys. 1265-1270:

viv &’
o @hia T dég ebmopog gin
TAioL CUVONKALOL, KoL T&V GHUAGY G-
Awnékwv Tavaipeda.

Now let friendship in abundance
attend our agreement always, and let us
ever abandon foxy stratagems.

The trait attributed here to politicians is obviously cunningness.?” Some politicians
would certainly try to trick the people of Athens and Sparta into another wat.
Quite interestingly, fox metaphors refer to Spartans when used by Athenians.

27 See Sommerstein 1981, 165-166.

28 See MacDowell 1971, 181-182; Biles/Olson 2015, 204-205.

29 A positive comparison of a human to a fox occurs only once. In Tereus’ presentation of Peisetae-
rus before the birds, he uses the fox as a metaphor of cleverness (Ar. Av. 429, mukvoTaTtov kivadog).
The meaning here is that Peisetaerus is clever as a fox (see Dover 1974, 128; Collard 2018, 131).



170 = Georgios Triantafyllou

Here the Spartans aim their criticism at selfish politicians, prone to corruption,
and thus reject accusations of being tricksters themselves.

Aristophanes’ Cleon was the filthiest of all demagogues, but he was not the
only one. They are all portrayed as greedy animals. Demagogues are compared to
seagulls, a symbol of greed and thievish disposition, in Ar. Eq. 956:%°

AGpOG KEXNVWG EMTL IETPOG SUnyopaV.
A large-mouthed seagull on a rock haranguing the people.

This was the seal on the ring of Cleonymus, a minor politician.* He is also com-
pared to a big eagle which casts away a shield in Xanthias’ dream in Ar. Vesp. 19.
The eagle here is a symbol not only of failure, but also of cowardice. Cleonymus
was reported to have once discarded his shield in battle, an action regarded as
contemptible.* His comparison to an eagle may stress the contrast between what
he thinks he is and what he really is.

Theorus, a supporter and flatterer of Cleon, is described as raven-headed in
Ar. Vesp. 42-45:

£80kel 8¢ pot O€wpog avTiig mAnaiov

Xapai KaOfohot THV KEPAATY KOPAKOG EXWV.
1T’ AMKIBI&SNG ime mpdg pe TpavAicag:
“OAEG; OEWAOG TRV KEPAATV KOAOKOG £XEL”.

And I dreamed that Theorus was squatting on the ground beside the whale, with the head
of a plover. Then Alcibiades said to me in his baby lisp, “Wookit! Theowus has the head of
a gwoveller”!

The pun here lies in the similar sound of the words k6Aa and k6pa&. The common
attribute shared by Theorus and a raven is opportunism and feeding on dead

30 In the comedy of the fourth century, the comparison of politicians with seagulls can also be
found (cf. Timocles fr. 4.7-9, 8 T &v Adyolat 8ewvdg Yrepeidng #xeL. / Tovg iyBuomdAag oUTog fiyiv
mAovTIel / dpopdyog T ydp MoTe Tobg Adpoug ivat Zvpoug). Here Hypereides is compared to sea-
gulls, in relation to his alleged passive bribery by Harpalus. Voracity and thievishness are the
traits which are common to the politician and the seagulls (see Apostolakis 2019, 43-44).

31 See Sommerstein 1981, 194.

32 See MacDowell 1971, 130; Sommerstein 1983, 153; Rademaker 2003, 122; Biles/Olson 2015,
87-88; Kamen 2020, 48. Cleon is also compared to a seagull elsewhere (Ar. Nub. 591, fiv KAéwva
TOV Adpov Swpwv ENGVTEG Kai kAomfg). The simile denotes greed and bribery (see Dover 1968,
175; Sommerstein 1982, 192).
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bodies — figuratively of Theorus, literary of the raven.® Aristophanes exploits here
Alcibiades’ inability to pronounce the sound /r/ (lambdacism), in order to high-
light the comparison (in ethical level) of the flatterer with the raven.*

Elsewhere, Theorus is compared to a fox, since he seems to flatter both Cleon
and his rivals. According to Philocleon, this political stance is unacceptable:

ovUK £0TIV GAwTEKICELY,
ovd’ apoTepolat ylyveabat gilov.>

You cannot be foxy
or befriend both sides.

The common attributes of Theorus and the fox here are cunningness and un-
scrupulousness.® However, Aristophanes did something similar when he pre-
tended to stop attacking Cleon. This is the only example of the comedian pre-
senting himself as an animal:

TadTa KaT8 WY VIO TL PIKPOV EMBrKLoa. >

I saw all this and pulled a little monkey business.

Aristophanes claims here that he was tricky as a monkey.* The difference with
Theorus is that the comic poet tricked Cleon, while Theorus tricks everybody else.
This makes Aristophanes praiseworthy and Theorus despicable.

Cleigenes was another politician, perhaps related to Cleophon, who was also
a target of Aristophanes. In Ar. Ran. 708-709, Cleigenes is compared to a monkey
by the Chorus:

33 See MacDowell 1971, 133-134; Sommerstein 1983, 155; Biles/Olson 2015, 96-97.

34 It seems that this particular comparison was known in the Socratic tradition (cf. Antisthenes
fr. 84a.1 Caizzi, kpeitTov éAeye, kabd @nowv Exdtwv £v Taig Xpeiatg, £ig kOpakag i €ig kOAakag
EUMETETV* Ol PEV YOP VEKPOUG, ol 8¢ {ivTag £0biovoty).

35 See Ar. Vesp. 1241-1242.

36 See MacDowell 1971, 292-293; Biles/Olson 2015, 444. Cf. also Lopez Eire 1996, 154-155.

37 See Ar. Vesp. 1290.

38 See Totaro 2000, 191-192. Archilochus also describes himself as a cunning fox, in reference
to his poetics (fr. 185 West; see Swift 2019, 41-42). In Aristophanes, Euripides is compared to a
monkey and a fox by the archer whom he is trying to trick in order to help Mnesilochus (cf. Ar.
Thesm. 1133, piapog AGTNE, oiov émrrkidi pot). Moreover, the Theban merchant describes him-
self as a monkey when talking to Dicaeopolis (cf. Ar. Ach. 906-907, Ad&Bouyt pEVTAV kéPSOg
dyayv kal oAy, / dnep miboakov dAtpiag moAES mMAéwv). Both fox and monkey are related to
cunningness and playing tricks (see Olson 2002, 299; Austin/Olson 2004, 332).
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0V ToADY 008’ & BN KOG OVTOG 6 ViV EVOXAGDV,
KAetyévng 0 pkpdg

then this monkey who’s so annoying now—
pint-sized Cleigenes

This metaphor is obviously belittling of Cleigenes. Cleigenes was also short, a fact
which the Chorus stresses, making the mockery against him even harsher. Mon-
keys were associated with trickery and mischievousness. Therefore, the meaning
here is that Cleigenes was mischievous as a monkey.*

1.4 Military officers
Bdelycleon portrays Laches as an efficient herd-dog in his advocacy:

BS. &yab0g ydp £0TL Kai SLwkeL TOVG AUKOUG.

DL KAETTIG HEV 0LV 0VTOC Ye Kol EUVWHOTNG.

BS. p& AL, GAN GploTog £0TL TV VUVE KUV@V,
016¢ T ToAAOTG popaTiolg E@eaTdvaL“

Bd. Forhe’s a good dog, and he chases away the wolves.
Ph. No, he’s a thief and a conspirator!
Bd. On the contrary, he’s top dog of his generation, able to control a multitude of sheep.

The enemies of Athens, both external and internal, are represented as wolves,
considered as rapacious and marauders of animals. They are dangerous to
Laches’ fellow-citizens, who are represented as sheep. This metaphor is quite fre-
quent in the comedies. Sheep are a symbol of a simple-minded, foolish group of

39 See Stanford 1963, 133; Dover 1993, 280; Sommerstein 1996, 218. Ugliness is also related to
monkeys. Politicians are represented as monkeys in another passage from the same play, under-
lining their tricky nature (cf. Ar. Ran. 1083-1086, k3T £k TOUTWV f| TOAIG UMV / DTIOYPAUpATEWY
GvepeoTwdn / kol BwpoAdywv SnuomBrikwy / é£amatvtwy TOV 8oV dei). On this passage and
on comparisons of politicians with apes in Attic oratory, see Apostolakis 2021, 52-53. Cf. also
Phrynichus Com. fr. 21.1-4, peydAoug mbrikoug o’ £Tépoug Tivag Aéyetv, / Avkéav, TeAéav, Tlei-
oavBpov, E&nkeoTidnv. / GvwpdAoug eimag mbrKoug — « — / O pév ye Sethdg, 6 88 kOAaE, O 6& vodoc.
40 See Ar. Vesp. 952-955.
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people.* Therefore, Laches’ bravery and self-denial in repelling dangers to the
city are praised in this passage.*

An unnamed officer is the target of mockery by the Chorus leader in Ar. Pax
1177-1178:

KATa PEVYEL TIPGDTOC (DoTEP £0VOOG IMMAAEKTPULV
ToUG Adoug osiwv.

Then he’s the first to take to his heels, fluttering his plumes like a zooming horsecock.

The hybrid animal to which the officer is compared combines some traits of both
horses and cocks. The trait which is attributed to the officer here is cowardice.
The name of the animal is taken from Aeschylus’ Myrmidons,* where its meaning
was different. Here Aristophanes paints an amusing picture of an officer running
away from battle as fast as a horse, and looking like a cockerel with his feathers
going up and down in his attempt to get away, contrary to the heroic exemplar of
leaping willingly into battle.

Some verses later, the Chorus leader expands his metaphor to include all
generals who act in this way:

moA\ yap 81 W fdiknoav,
GVTEG OiKOL eV AEovTEG,
&v péyxn & GAdmekeg.

for they’ve done me much wrong,
acting like lions on the home front,
like foxes in the fight!

41 See Sommerstein 1983, 212; Biles/Olson 2015, 364; Konstantakos 2021, 241-243. Cf. also
Ar. Vesp. 31-33, €80&¢ pot mept p@tov Urvov €v Tfi ITukvi / ékkAnatdletv mpdBata ouykadrpeva, /
BakTnpiag £xovta kai TpPwvLL.

42 See MacDowell 1995, 166; Konstantakos 2021, 249-260.

43 See Platnauer 1964, 163; Sommerstein 1985, 189; Olson 1998, 292. Phrynichus is compared
elsewhere to a cock by Philocleon (cf. Ar. Vesp. 1490, Tttriooet @puviyog (g Ti§ GAektwp). It seems
that “cock” functions as synonym of “loser” here, with reference to the losing bird in the popular
sport of cock-fighting (see MacDowell 1971, 324-325; Sommerstein 1983, 245; Biles/Olson 2015,
503-504). Dieitrephes the general is also compared to a horsecock (cf. Ar. Av. 800, peydAa
TIPATTEL KAOTL VUV £0V00G inmaAexTpuwv). The simile here may refer to the rise of an otherwise
unworthy man high in the hierarchy (see Sommerstein 1987, 249-250), and how ridiculous the
offices look on him. His outfit and armour might also look funny, in the same way as Lamachus’
helmet makes him look like an exotic bird due to its impressive ornaments (see Olson 2002, 340).
44 See Ar. Pax 1188-1190. On such behaviour by commanders, see Sommerstein 1985, 190;
Olson 1998, 295.
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The contrast between the lion and the fox highlights the generals’ cowardice
when they should be brave. Indeed, being brave at home is of no value to the city.
The use of the lion in this metaphor is derogatory, although lions were considered
noble animals. Here a lion would be useless at best, since courage and force are
not applied when needed, in battle. The worst-case scenario would be that force
is applied at home, against fellow citizens, when those represented as lions in
this sense would be dangerous to the common good. The same is true of the fox,
which here denotes not only cunningness, but also cowardice.

2 The citizenry

Aristophanes describes the citizen body of Athenians as sheep, i.e. simple-
minded, and the citizens of other cities, namely Sparta and Megara, as foxes,
wolves, and dogs, i.e. cunning, fierce, and untrustworthy. The Athenians, when
serving as jurors, are criticised for their irascibility by being compared to wasps.

2.1 Law courts

Athenian jurors are compared to wasps in the eponymous play. Aristophanes
thereby criticises the flaws of the Athenian legal system. In the time of Cleon, cit-
izens who served as jurors were often manipulated by demagogues. Thus, they
produced unfair judgements”® which harmed innocent citizens, just as wasps
harm their victims with their stings. The Chorus’ costumes must have been based
on this metaphor, and its members carried a sting which was presumably used in
sealing the conviction of unlucky accused citizens, guilty or not. In this respect,
jurors are like wasps, since they cannot distinguish between those who deserve
to be stung and those who do not. However, the metaphor implies that jurors’

45 See MacDowell 1971, 2-4; Sifakis 1971, 97-99; Sommerstein 1983, xvi—xvii; Piitz 2014, 156;
Biles/Olson 2015, xliv—xlv. Vocabulary related to insects and stinging recurs frequently in this
play (cf. Ar. Vesp. 1113, mdvta yap kevtoUpev Gvdpa kédkmopilopev Biov). Aristophanes implies
that stinging is vital to wasps for making a living, and that is how jurors are compared to them
(see MacDowell 1971, 275). The Chorus leader accuses some jurors, comparing them to drones
(cf. Ar. Vesp. 1114, GAA& yap kn@iiveg fuiv eiowv). The meaning here is not that jurors who do not
convict the accused resemble wasps who do not sting, but that some of them either evaded mil-
itary service or were not as brave and as effective as they should have been (see MacDowell 1971,
275-286; Sommerstein 1983, 222; Biles/Olson 2015, 413). For a detailed discussion on metaphors
involving wasps and men in this play, see Conti Bizzarro 2009, 71-120.
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misjudgements are due to incompetence rather than wickedness, since wasps do
not have the intelligence to understand what they are doing.

The accused often presented his crying children in front of the jurors in or-
der to provoke the emotion of pity, in an attempt to sway the decision of the jury.
Philocleon describes this practice in Ar. Vesp. 572-573:

“gl pev yaipelg dpvog @wvij, Taudog ewvny EAenoaig”™
£l 6’ oD TOTG yolpLBioLg yaipw, BuyaTPOS PWV pe TOEGHAL.

“If you enjoy the bleat of the lamb, please pity the cry of the kid!” And if I enjoy a bit of pork,
I’'m supposed to heed the cry of his daughter.

Boys are represented as lambs for the sake of a pun on dppev- (male) and apvog
(lamb). Lambs function as symbols of innocence and incapability of doing
harm.”® The meaning here could be that sometimes jurors sympathised with the
accused because they really felt pity for them. On the contrary, girls are repre-
sented as young pigs, a pun on female genitals frequent in comedy."

In Ar. Pax 635-648, Hermes criticises the jurors’ way of handling legal dis-
putes in the court of law. He particularly emphasises their manipulation by ora-
tors, and ultimately by Cleon:

€T’ Gv DUETG ToDTOV WoTEp KLVISL EoTapdTTETE®
1| TIOALG Yap WXPLDOQ K&V POBw Kabnuévn,
artta SiaBdAot Tig avTii, TaDT &v {BI0T f{oblev.*®

Then you’d mangle the man like a pack of puppies, because the city, pale and crouching in
fear, was quite happy to swallow whatever slanders anyone tossed its way.

Here jurors are compared to little dogs in a derogatory manner. They follow the
demagogues’ orders in the same way as dogs obey their masters.* The use of the

46 See MacDowell 1971, 209; Sommerstein 1983, 192; Lenz 2014, 159; Biles/Olson 2015, 265.

47 See Dover 1974, 195; Henderson 1991, 8-9; Lenz 2014, 159. This expression is a metonymy
rather than a simile. Similarly, “dog” is a metonymy for penis (cf. Ar. Lys. 158, T0 ToD ®epekpd-
Toug, KUva 8épetv Sedappévny). So is “sparrow” in Ar. Lys. 723. Elsewhere “pig” functions as a
synecdoche for a woman (cf. Ar. Vesp. 1353, Avodpevog E&w mahhaxiy, @ yotpiov). “Swallow”
functions in the same way in Ar. Lys. 770 and 775. The comparison of human genitals to animals
also occurs in Archilochus; see Swift 2019, 35. There is also in Lysistrata a comparison between
women and lions, which also bears a sexual connotation alluding to the doggy-style position
during the sexual intercourse (cf. Ar. Lys. 231-232, 00 gtrioopat Aéatv’ £t TUpokvioTISoG).

48 See Ar. Pax 641-643.

49 See Olson 1998, 203. The verb onopdttw is also found elsewhere in Aristophanes with the
same meaning and in the same context, describing the act of prosecution in Ar. Ach. 688. In this
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diminutive kvvidia further intensifies the fall of the humans who bear such an
important duty, as they are reduced to brainless animals. Therefore, the diminu-
tion does not concern their size but their personality. The rest of the citizen body
do not avoid Hermes’ criticism, as they watch terrified.*® They are also compared
to dogs, since they are happy to devour the “food” demagogues toss to them.*

In this passage there are three characteristics of dogs which are attributed to
humans. Jurors are represented as loyal to their masters,> while the rest of the
citizens are depicted as fearful and submissive. Both categories lack personality
and thus are dangerous to the city.

In Ar. Vesp. 106-108, there seems to be an intentional blurring between biting
and stinging insects:

10 SUoKOAING 8’ GraCL TGV TRV HoKP&V
omep pEMTT i PopPuliog eiogpyetal
070 TOIG GVVEL KNPOV GVOTETAGOHEVOG,.

From sheer nastiness he scratches a long penalty line for all convicts, and comes home with
his nails caked with wax like a honeybee or a bumblebee.

Philocleon is portrayed as a bee, because when he returns home his nails and
fingers are covered in wax. The meaning of the simile here is that he collects wax
from the tablets on which he has voted for the conviction of the accused, as bees
collect pollen from flowers in order to produce wax.>® This bee connotation does
not bear as negative a sense as the wasp one. Bees are productive animals and
feed on plants, while wasps are not productive* and feed on dead flesh. Although
this difference was probably clear to the audience, the similarities between the
two in appearance and humming may have served Aristophanes as the basis on
which he created the wax pun.

case the prosecutor is essentially once again compared to a dog. Athenian jurors were often ac-
cused that the only thing they cared about was their payment of three oboloi. Philocleon narrates
an incident in which he put some fish scales in his mouth because he thought they were money.
Although he spat them out, Lysistratus told him that he had a stomach like a rooster’s (see Mac-
Dowell 1971, 239; Sommerstein 1983, 206; Biles/Olson 2015, 329), digesting money fast. The sim-
ile reveals the jurors’ greediness and stinginess.

50 See Sommerstein 1985, 163.

51 See Platnauer 1964, 124.

52 See van Leeuwen 1906, 104.

53 See MacDowell 1971, 146; Sommerstein 1983, 162; Biles/Olson 2015, 121.

54 Cf. Ar. Vesp. 365-366, GANd kol vV Ekmopile / pnyaviy 8nwg Téyo8™ Ewg ydp, @ pelittiov.
The Chorus addresses Philocleon as “bee”, probably due to his industriousness (see Biles/Olson
2015, 205).
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2.2 Athenians

In Peace 929-936, when Trygaeus and the Chorus talk to each other in order to
decide which animal should be sacrificed, the Chorus rejects all of Trygaeus’
suggestions. Then they propose that a lamb should be sacrificed:

Tp.
Tp.

Tp.

Tr.

Ch.

Tr.

Ch.

Tr.

Ch.

Tr.

Ch.

1@ Sai Sokel oot 8ita T@V Aom@wv; Xo. Oi.

6i; Xo. vai p& AC. Tp. &AA& T0UTO Y’ €0T Twvikov
70 pi’. Xo. énitndeg y’, tv’ <6tav> év TRKKANGig
WG Xpr TOAENEV AEyn TIG, Ol KaBr|pEVOL

U110 T0D 8¢0uGg Adywo’ TwVIKGG “O1” —

€0 ot AéyelG. Xo. — kol T&AAa Y’ ot friot.
WoT £00UED’ GAAAAOLGLY &pvoi TOUG TPOTIOUG
Kai TOI0L CUPHAXOLOL TIPROTEPOL TTOAD.

Then which of the remaining options appeals to you?

A boo lamb.

Boo lamb?

That’s right.

But that’s an Ionic pronunciation.

I used it on purpose, so that whenever anyone in Assembly says we’ve got to go to war,
the assemblymen will be frightened and say in Ionic, “Boo!” —

Good idea!

— and be gentle otherwise, so that we’ll be like lambs in the way we treat one another,
and much milder toward our allies.

Here the members of the Assembly are compared to sheep, on the grounds that
they would like to be gentler towards their allies. However, the use of the Ionic
word for lamb alludes to Ionic softness. Therefore, we should understand this
metaphor as an implication that Athenians are naive like sheep.”

In Ar. Eq. 264-265, the Chorus leader represents only some citizens as sheep:

Kai OKOTIETG YE TV TTOMT@V 80TIG £0TIV GUVOKDV,
TIAOVOL0G Kol [T} TOVNPOG Kail TPEHWY TX TTPAYHOTOL.

Yes, and what’s more, you scan the citizenry for anyone who’s an innocent lamb, rich and
innocuous and afraid of litigation.

55 See Olson 1998, 246-247. The same simile is found in Ar. Vesp. 31-36. Assemblymen are stu-
pid as sheep and resemble a herd of sheep (see MacDowell 1971, 131; Biles/Olson 2015, 92-93;
Konstantakos 2021, 241-243).
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Cleon is accused of sycophantia against citizens who are mild and gentle. His vic-
tims are described as sheep. The trait attributed to them is faint-heartedness. The
purpose of this metaphor is not to arouse empathy towards them, but to blame
them in order to achieve two goals: to praise Aristophanes who is unlike them
and opposes Cleon on one hand, and to accuse Cleon of being savage and ma-
rauding as a wolf on the other. The passage is reminiscent of Xenophon’s Memo-
rabilia 2.9, where Crito is the sheep at the mercy of wolfish sycophants.>

2.3 Spartans and Megarians
In Ar. Lys. 1254-1256, the Spartans describe themselves as boars:

ape 8’ av Aswvidog
AYEV QTIEP TWG KATIPWS
0ayovTag, oi@, TOV 086vTa

while we were led by Leonidas,
like wild boars we were, yes,
gnashing our tusks

The simile implies that Spartan warriors were ferocious as boars and heroic in
battle.”” No reference to cunning is made here, and there is nothing scornful in
this simile. However, the reference to past glory stresses the contrast between the
pride of the past and the wretched condition to which the Spartans have been led
in the present.

In Hierocles’ oracle, Spartans are compared to monkeys, foxes, and eagles.
All these animals function as symbols of treachery. In Ar. Pax 1065, he warns
Trygaeus:

ouvbrkag memoina®’ &vdpeg yapomnoiot mubrikolg
you have struck a pact with glaring-eyed monkeys

The adjective yapomnog is a standard epic epithet for wild animals such as lions.
Therefore, its application to monkeys seems inappropriate.”® However, the use of
this bizarre combination of adjective and noun, which provokes Trygaeus’

56 See Neil 1901, 42.
57 See Henderson 1987, 212; Sommerstein 1990, 221.
58 See Olson 1998, 272-273.
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laughter, could serve a twofold meaning: Spartans are treacherous as monkeys
on one hand, and fierce as lions on the other.” This expression could also allude
to a proverbial saying often applied to Spartan soldiers, that they acted like lions
at home and like foxes in battle.®

The violent nature of the Spartans recurs some verses later, in Ar. Pax 1099-
1100, in another warning addressed by Hierocles to Trygaeus:

@pGLeo O pr| mwg oe BOAw PpeEvag EEamaTroag
{KTvog pépn.

Take heed, lest a kite somehow beguile your wits by
deception.

Here the Spartans are compared to a kite, a bird which is not considered treach-
erous but ravenous. The meaning is that Spartans are not human; their wild ani-
mal nature will emerge, leading them to violate the agreement. This would obvi-
ously be at the Athenians’ expense, and can be called treachery. Thus, in the
same way as people do not trust kites, they should not trust Spartans either.

The most obvious metaphor in Hierocles’ words is marked by a contrast be-
tween the cunningness of the Spartans and the simplicity of those seeking peace:

Kai kénot Tpripwveg GAweKIBeDOL TENELOBE,
wv 80Aa Puyai, SOAwat ppéveg.t

and like tremulous pigeons give credence to fox cubs,
whose hearts are wily, and wily their minds.

Trygaeus is a fool, according to Hierocles, to trust the Spartans, who are cunning
as foxes.®” In fact, he is both a fool and a coward, as indicated by the use of the
Homeric epithet for doves, tpripwv, construed with the noun kém@og, a silly

59 In any case, the comparison is offensive (see Long 1976, 7). Elsewhere, the Spartans are not
presented as dangerous animals, since they are compared to korakinoi (lit. “ravenfish”, a species
of fish not securely identified, possibly a kind of mackerel) by Paphlagon (cf. Ar. Eq. 1053, fiyaye
ovvdnoag Aakedatpoviwy kopakivoug). Since this fish was very cheap, the meaning of the simile
is that Spartans were not worthy fighters (see Sommerstein 1981, 200).

60 See Sommerstein 1985, 190. Cf. also Plut. Comp. Lys. et Sull. 3.1, Oixot AéovTeg, é&v Unaifpw 8¢
aAwmekeg. Since foxes are contrasted with lions, it is assumed that they possess the opposite
traits. Lions are known for their bravery. Therefore, this proverb does not attribute to foxes the
trait of slyness, but that of cowardice.

61 See Ar. Pax 1067-1068.

62 See Platnauer 1964, 155-156.
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water-bird.® The recurrence of the adjective 86A10¢ in the following verse stresses
the cunningness of the fox and its human counterpart, the Spartans. The point is
that their cunning nature is known and cannot be changed. What was not known
was the silliness and the cowardice of Trygaeus, who trusted those who should
not be trusted.

The word kvvidia is used of Megarians in the dialogue between Trygaeus and
Hermes in the same play, when they discuss the common efforts to free Peace:

008’ ol Meyapfig 8p@o’ 008V EAkovaty 8 dpwg
yAMoxpdtata oapkdlovteg womep Kuvidia.%

And the Megarians aren’t accomplishing anything either; still, they’re pulling hard, gnawing
like puppies.

Here the Megarians, who are starving due to the sufferings of war, are compared
to hungry dog-puppies. The lack of compassion towards the hungry people is
striking,® but explained by the fact that the Athenians considered them respon-
sible for the war.

However, the Megarian man in the Acharnians thinks otherwise, and accuses
the Athenians of being destructive as mice in a metaphor taken from rural life:

TIolal 0KOPOS’; DUEG TV Gel,
6Kk’ £0BAANTE, TWG Gpovpaiol PHUES,
ndoookt TaG dyABag E£opvooeTe.®

Garlic! Every time you invade, you dig up the bulbs with a hoe, like field mice.

According to the Megarian, there is no garlic production in Megara because of the
war. Invaders destroy the land like mice which ravage the crops.® This is the only
passage where a destructive animal trait is attributed to the Athenians, who are

63 See Olson 1998, 273.

64 See Ar. Pax 481-482.

65 See Olson 1998, 178. Another expression for extreme poverty is used by Philocleon, who
insults Lysistratus during the party scene (cf. Ar. Vesp. 1311-1312, 6 8 &vakpaywv Gvtikac’
avTtov népvort / T& Bpia Tod TpiBwvog droBeBAnkoTy). Lysistratus is compared to a locust without
wings, i.e. he does not have anything to wear. Besides, he will eat anything he finds (see Som-
merstein 1983, 236; Biles/Olson 2015, 465), like a locust which cannot choose food if deprived of
its wings. Another insect simile is found in Ar. Nub. 710, where the Corinthians are represented
as bedbugs (see Egan 2014, 411).

66 See Ar. Ach. 761-763.

67 See Olson 2002, 266.
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usually accused of being naive. However, the destruction inflicted by the Atheni-
ans cannot be compared to that inflicted by the Spartans, in the same way that
the destruction inflicted by mice is very different to that inflicted by foxes or
wolves. Mice may be harmful to agriculture, but they are neither rapacious nor
cunning.

The Spartans are compared to wolves in a metaphor which combines Spartan
treachery and Megarian hunger in a previously discussed simile:

Kol SANETTEWY TTPOG IUEG GVEPATIV AXKWVIKOTG,
0oloL TILoTOV 0VBEV € ur| Tep AVUKw KexNVOTLS

And to top it off they’re trying to make peace between us and the men of Sparta, who are no
more trustworthy than a starving wolf.

The leader of the men’s Chorus, echoing the views of those who did not want the
war to end, warns of the nature of the Spartans. The meaning here is that one
would be a fool to trust someone who is by nature rapacious and savage as a wolf.
The Spartans are not only rapacious and violent but also impoverished because
of the war, and they resemble a hungry wolf: they will betray any treaty given the
chance, as they have already done in the past.®

3 Artists

Aristophanes normally attacks both the artists of the past and his contemporar-
ies.”” However, in some cases he attributes positive traits to certain poets.

68 See Ar. Lys. 628-629.

69 See Henderson 1987, 153; Sommerstein 1990, 187. Wolves are a symbol of cunning and
treachery when Peisetaerus and Euelpides are compared to them by the Chorus (cf. Ar. Av. 369,
@elo6peada Yap TL T@Ve pdAAov fueis i AUkwv;). However, wolves are not dangerous to birds.
The two men may function here as a synecdoche of humankind, meaning that humans are danger-
ous to birds, as wolves are to humans. Simon, a politician accused of perjury, is compared to a wolf
by Socrates (cf. Ar. Nub. 352, &mogaivovoat THv @Uatv avtod Avkot E§aigpvng yévovto). Rapacity is
obviously the common attribute between man and the beast (see Sommerstein 1982, 179).

70 There are two cases of poets compared to animals which are not discussed here. In Ar. Eq.
522-524, the Chorus leader says that Magnes dyed himself to become a frog. However, this is not
asimile, but an allusion to the costumes borne by the animal Chorus in one of Magnes’ comedies.
Tereus attributes the cognomen “hoopoe” to the tragic poet Philocles in Ar. Av. 281-282 and the
cognomen “lark” in verse 1295 of the same play, probably because he wrote a tragedy about Te-
reus’ metamorphosis.
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3.1 Comic and tragic poets

According to the Chorus in Ar. Ach. 852-853, Cratinus smells so nasty that one
would think his father was a he-goat:™

S6lwv KOKOV TV pHaoXoA@DV
natpog Tpayaoaiov

his armpits smelling nasty,
son of a father from the Goat d’Azur

Being the son of a he-goat, he may be a he-goat too. The meaning here is not only
that Cratinus smells as bad as a goat, but also that he does so because of his for-
eign origin.”

Speaking to Heracles about new poets, Dionysus compares them to swallows
using a paratragic expression in Ar. Ran. 93:

XEMBOVWV povoeia, AdwBnTtal TéXvng
choirs of swallows, wreckers of their art

The passage alludes to Euripides’ Alcmene, where the phrase &ndévwv povoeia
is found. Barbaric speech resembled the tweeting of swallows according to an-
cient Greeks, which is why non-Greeks have been compared to these birds.”
Therefore, the meaning of this Aristophanic passage is that new poets have aban-
doned the Greek poetic tradition, and their plays sound barbaric like the tweeting
of swallows.

Phrynichus, the tragic poet of old, is compared to a bee by the Chorus in
Ar. Av. 748-750:

#vBev womepel pENITTA
DpUVIYOG GUBPOCIWV HEAEWV GTEBOOKETO KAPTIOV GEL
@épwv YAukelav @8av

71 See Sommerstein 1980, 199; Olson 2002, 285.

72 See Spatharas 2021, 46.

73 See Stanford 1963, 80; Dover 1993, 202; Sommerstein 1996, 164. The same simile is used in the
play to denote the (supposed) Thracian origins of the demagogue Cleophon (cf. Ar. Ran. 678-681,
£@’ ob 81 xeiheow apeAdhorg / Sewvov émPpépetal / Opnkia xeAdwv). Therefore, Aristophanes
is questioning Cleophon’s citizenship (see Stanford 1963, 130; Dover 1993, 277-278; Sommer-
stein 1996, 214-215). A certain Menippus is also called “swallow” (cf. Ar. Av. 1293, Mevinnw &’ ﬁv
XeMSwv Tolvopa). Lycurgus is called “ibis”, a nickname which suggests connections with Egypt
(cf. Ar. Av. 1296, TIBig Avkovpyw).
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whence like a bee

Phrynichus ever sipped the nectar
of ambrosial music

to bring forth his sweet song

The meaning here is that Phrynichus produced sweet songs as bees produce
sweet honey. Comparing poets to bees was common in ancient Greek literature.”
It is noteworthy that elsewhere bees are associated with annoying attributes,
such as buzzing and stinging. Phrynichus’ simile illustrates Aristophanes’ ap-
proval of the oldest generation of poets, as opposed to his negative disposition
towards the poetic production of his time.

In Ar. Pax 739-740, the Chorus leader attacks Aristophanes’ rivals:

TPWTOV HEV YOP TOUG GVTIMAAOUG HOVOG GVOPWTIWY KATEMOUGEY
€lg T péKia OKWMTOVTAG Gel Kal TOTG PBeLpatv MoAepobvTag.

In the first place, he was the only man on earth to stop his rivals from making jokes about
rags and waging war on lice.

The targets of his rivals are represented as lice, i.e. as very easy to beat and con-
temptible enemies.” Since they pick the powerless out as their enemies, we can
easily deduce that Aristophanes’ rivals are cowards; otherwise, they would have
chosen a powerful enemy such as Cleon rather than lice. Thus, the contrast be-
tween them and Aristophanes, who bravely confronted Cleon, is highlighted.

3.2 Musicians and dancers

Pipers are represented as wasps in Ar. Ach. 864:
Tow’, € KOPAKAG. ol oiikeg 0UK 4o TV BupdVv;
Stop, damn you! Away from my doorway, you hornets!

Dicaeopolis emerges from his house to scare away the annoying pipers. The
sound made by the pipe resembles the buzzing of wasps, since the musicians are
obviously playing a vulgar tune.”®

74 See Sommerstein 1987, 245-246.
75 See Platnauer 1964, 131; Olson 1998, 218.
76 See Sommerstein 1980, 200; Olson 2002, 289.
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Carcinus’ sons are compared to small birds by the Chorus leader in Ar. Pax
787-789:

AN VOpIE TGvTag
BpTUyOG oikoyeVelg, YuAloaxevag OpxnoTag
VAVOQUETG, 0QUPAdwv drokviopata, pnxavodigag.

but consider them all
home-bred quails, hump-necked dancers
of dwarfish build, demi-dungballs, caper-chasers.

This metaphor functions on two levels. The first level is the similarity in size be-
tween Carcinus’ sons and quails, as these artists were said to be very short. Since
a quail is a small bird, what Aristophanes is saying here is that the sons of Carci-
nus are small like these winged creatures. Moreover, they are home-bred, which
means that they are softer than the wild ones. Since these birds were used in bird-
fighting, home-bred quails would always be inferior to wild ones, and conse-
quently valued much less, if at all.”” The meaning behind the metaphor is that
Carcinus’ sons were worthless dwarves.

4 Other civilians

In this group we examine cases where women, old men, and parasitic individuals
are represented as animals. There are two cases which do not exactly match the
other civilians belonging to this group. At Ar. Av. 300 there is a joke about the
barber Sporgilus, whose name sounds like a bird’s name. A similar joke is made
of the similarity between the origin of a certain Spintharus, said to be an originary
of Phrygia, and a chaffinch: the ancient Greek word for chaffinch is @puyilog,
with the stem of Phrygia and the sulffix -iAog, forming a bird’s name.

77 See Platnauer 1964, 135-136; Sommerstein 1985, 170-171; Olson 1998, 226-227. Philocleon
also compares them to wagtails due to their small size (cf. Ar. Vesp. 1513, do0v 10 TAf{f0G Ka-
Téneoev TV OpXilwv). Previously, Xanthias called them crabs, a pun on their father’s name
(cf. Ar. Vesp. 1507, patov Al 0082V y’ GAAo ANV Tpeig kapkivoug). Lastly, one of them, the young-
est one, is presented by Philocleon as a scorpion or spider, possibly because of his funny move-
ment (cf. Ar. Vesp. 1509, Touti ti fiv 10 mpocépmov; 6£ig fi pdAay;). The youngest son of Carcinus
was also a tragic poet.
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4.1 Women

The comparison between women and bears in Ar. Lys. 645 is related to a rite of
passage into adulthood and does not bear any connotations about attributes
shared by women and these specific animals.”

In Ar. Lys. 1307-1309, the Spartan delegate compares the dancing girls to
young female horses:

<8y’> arre M@AOL Tai KOpaiL
ni&p TOV Edpwtav

where by the Eurotas’ banks
young girls frisk like fillies

The common attributes shared by the girls and the animals are their youth and
liveliness.” The cheerful imagery created is obviously contrasted to the depress-
ing war, and it may resemble the actual movements of the maiden Chorus.

In Ar. Vesp. 1402, Philocleon compares the bread-seller Myrtia to a bitch:

Bpaoeia kal pebuon TG VAGKTEL KWV
a bold and tipsy bitch started barking

The meaning here is that Myrtia threatens him like a barking bitch. The animal
trait attributed to Myrtia is shamelessness. Women were often accused of being
shameless.®

The same comparison is found in Ar. Lys. 363, where the women’s Chorus
leader threatens the men’s Chorus leader that she is going to bite off his testicles:

KoV pr 0T’ GAAN oov KWV T@V Bpxewv AdBnTaL

But then I'm the last bitch that ever grabs you by the balls!

78 See Henderson 1987, 156; Sommerstein 1990, 188-189.

79 See Henderson 1987, 221. The comparison between the movements of the maiden Chorus and
those of a deer some verses later, in Ar. Lys. 1316-1319, conveys exactly the same meaning, and
should also be seen as a hint at the actual performance of the dance in the exodos (Henderson
1987, 222). A girl dancer is compared elsewhere to a deer (cf. Ar. Thesm. 1172-1173, éuov épyov
0Tiv Kol 66V, OAGQLOV, & oot / ka®’ 680V Eppalov TabTa pepviiobat toleiv). The simile may refer
to the style of her dance. Otherwise, it could also be a metonymy for prostitutes (see Sommerstein
1994, 234; Austin/Olson 2004, 339).

80 See MacDowell 1971, 312; Sommerstein 1983, 240; Kloss 2001, 110; Biles/Olson 2015, 486.
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This metaphor has also been connected to shamelessness.®' However, this is a
self-representation of the speaker as a bitch, and it is unlikely that the old woman
would admit to being shameless.®? The meaning here is that women used to lick
the old man’s balls during fellatio, but now she is going to bite them off. In this
sense, the threat is not future-oriented; the implication is not that no one else will
have the chance to bite the old man’s testicles off. The point is that the old woman
is different from the women he has met in the past, because something has
changed, and a woman’s mouth will no longer produce pleasure, but pain.®
Therefore, there is irony here, involving two different doglike attributes. The old
woman tells the old man that, even if he thinks that she is shameless as a dog,
she is not. She is just as dangerous as a dog, and she can protect herself and her
fellow-women.?*

4.2 0Old men

In Ar. Vesp. 257, the boy rudely warns the Chorus leader that he will fall in the
mud if he walks in the dark:

81 See Henderson 1987, 114; Sommerstein 1990, 171.

82 Women are not meant to be insulting and disrespectful. This is evident from the third wife’s
words when she is describing how she is afraid to give birth on the Acropolis, although in fact
she is faking pregnancy (cf. Ar. Lys. 754-755, Tékoy’ €ig TV Kuvilv / eiodoa Tavtny, Gomep ol
nieplotepadi). In order to avoid violating the prohibition of giving birth in a sacred place, she com-
pares herself with a pigeon. Her hope is that she will be granted the right to give birth there
unpunished, like pigeons which are not restricted by the prohibition (see Henderson 1987, 167;
Sommerstein 1990, 196).

83 The same connotation can be found in an allusion to Aesop’s fable of the beetle and the eagle
(cf. Ar. Lys. 695, aietov TikTOVTQ KGVOOPOG O€ patevoopat). Here women are compared to beetles
because of their perceived lack of physical strength and small size. Men are compared to eagles,
being much stronger (see Henderson 1987, 161). However, as the beetle’s ingenuity and determi-
nation led to the destruction of the eagle’s eggs, the women will prevail over the men. The met-
onymic association here between the eagle’s eggs and men’s testicles, which are going to be
broken (see Sommerstein 1990, 192-193), serves as a warning that men will lose their manliness
as a result of their conflict with women. Elsewhere in the same play, women are compared to
swallows and men are represented as hoopoes (cf. Ar. Lys. 770-771, AN’ omotav ntigwot xeAt-
80veg £ig Eva x@pov, / Toug énomag @evyovoal). Apart from the obvious sexual metonymies,
there do not appear to be any common attributes between these specific birds and their human
counterparts.

84 Cf. Ar. Lys. 475, fiv pn| TI§ omep a@nkiav PAiTTy pe kapediln. Here women are self-described
as wasps, referring to their self-protection. The simile alludes to their supposedly irritable female
nature.
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TOV AOV Domep dttaydg Tuppdoetg Badifwv
churning up the mud like a marsh snipe

The old man is compared to the black francolin, a small bird which prefers to walk
rather than fly. Therefore, its movement is similar to that of old men.* Moreover,
since the bird lives in the marsh, we can imagine that it is covered in mud. The
Chorus leader would resemble it even more if he walked like it covered in mud
after a possible fall.

Similes about Philocleon the old man — as opposed to Philocleon the juror —
do not produce negative connotations about him in general. They rather tend to
provoke sympathetic feelings towards him.® In Ar. Vesp. 129-130, he is described
as a pet jackdaw:

0 & womepel KOAoLOG AVTH TATTAAOUG
£VEKPOLEV E£iG TOV TOTYOV, i’ £ERMETO

But he hammered pegs into the wall and hopped up and away like a pet crow.

The simile here is not insulting. The old man is trying to escape from his prison
by hopping up some pegs, as trained jackdaws hopped up a ladder in their cages
in order to amuse their owners.®” Perhaps these verses were accompanied by an
imitation of the movement by actors in performance.®

85 See MacDowell 1971, 167; Sommerstein 1983, 173; Biles/Olson 2015, 171-172. We may feel com-
passion for the elderly Chorus men here. Elsewhere in the same play, the Chorus members com-
pare their white hair to the colour of a swan, finding it even whiter (cf. Ar. Vesp. 1065, oiyetat,
KUKvVOU Te ToAt/dTepat 81 aid’ émavBodotv Tpiyeg). Jurors are also compared to worms by the
Chorus leader (cf. Ar. Vesp. 1110-1111, EupBeBuopévol TUKVOV, VEVOVTES €ig TV YAV, HOALS / WoTep
ol OKWANKeG €V TG KUTTApOLG Klvoupevol). The connotation of this simile is not known. How-
ever, it seems that it is not related to emotions or character attributes, but rather to physical
posture (see Biles/Olson 2015, 412).

86 However, Xanthias compares Philocleon to a little donkey later, in the party scene (cf. Ar.
Vesp. 1306, orep kaxpvwv dvidlov edwynuévov). Here the connotation, as playful as it is, is that
he did not behave decently (see Piitz 2014, 155; Biles/Olson 2015, 463), resulting in making a fool
of himself.

87 See MacDowell 1971, 148; Sommerstein 1983, 163; Piitz 2014, 155; Biles/Olson 2015, 127.

88 A similar comparison of movement is found in another simile (cf. Ar. Vesp. 140, kai puomoAel
TLkatadedukwg). Here Philocleon is compared to a mouse (see MacDowell 1971, 150; Piitz 2014,
155; Biles/Olson 2015, 131). Some verses later he is compared to a sparrow (cf. Ar. Vesp. 207, oipot
kakoSaipwv, otpotBog avrp yiyvetaw). The old juror resembles the small bird (see Biles/Olson
2015, 152) in his attempt to escape through the roof of his prison. This is another playful expres-
sion of sympathy, which produces empathy towards Philocleon, along with laughter at his
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4.3 Slaves and parasites
Dionysus indirectly compares Xanthias to an ass in Ar. Ran. 31-32:

Vs 3o v A , s s ~
0V & ovv €meldn OV 6vov 00 Q11§ 0° WPEAETV,
£V TQ) PEPEL OV TOV GVOV APAPEVOG QPEPE.

Very well, since you deny that the donkey’s helping you, pick up the donkey and take your
turn carrying him.

The joke which culminates in this exhortation has been gradually built up in the
previous verses.® The ass may be a symbol of hard work, and it was used by peo-
ple in rural societies as a means of transporting heavy loads from one place to
another. It was known to carry its burdens patiently, no matter how mercilessly
it was loaded by its master. Consequently, it was a symbol of complete lack of
rights, i.e. a symbol of slaves.”® By urging Xanthias to carry the ass here, Dionysus
implies that his slave should not complain, because there is something even
worse than being his slave: being the slave of the humblest animal. He is also
creating the impression that Xanthias is silly, since carrying an animal which is
used to carry things is silly in itself.

Hierocles is represented as a raven in Trygaeus’ words addressed to the slave:

fikovoag; 6 kOpa& otog AAD’ £ Vpeod.”

There goes the raven,” just as he came from Oreus.

resourcefulness. Partridges are also related to gait (cf. Ar. Av. 1292, TI£pSIE v €l kdmmAog
wvopdleto). The seller referred to in these verses was lame, and he obviously got his nickname
because of his hindered movements (see Sommerstein 1987, 284).

89 See Sommerstein 1996, 159. Dionysus also directly called the slave an ass (cf. Ar. Ran. 27,
oUKOUV TO BApog TODE’, 6 oL PEPELS, OVVOG PEPEL;).

90 Later in the same play Xanthias describes himself as an ass (cf. Ar. Ran. 159, vi| Tov Al &yw
yobv 6vog Gyw puoTrpla). Although donkeys do all the hard work for the initiates in the Eleusin-
ian Mysteries, they get no reward. Xanthias resembles them, since he does all the hard work for
his master (see Stanford 1963, 86; Dover 1993, 210; Sommerstein 1996, 171).

91 See Ar. Pax 1125.

92 “Buzzard” in Henderson’s translation.
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He seems to be described in this way because of his thievish habits,*® given that
he tried to participate uninvited in the sacrifice and to molest Peace. Ravens and
eagles were known to steal sacrificial meats.*

Theogenes was probably a merchant and a public figure associated with
Cleon.” He is mocked by the Chorus in Ar. Pax 928:

fva un yévnTat Ogoyévoug dnvia.
So we don’t turn piggish like Theogenes!

The Chorus declines Trygaeus’ suggestion to sacrifice a pig, in order to avoid be-
coming like Theogenes. The animal trait in this metaphor is stupidity.”® There-
fore, the meaning is: “Theogenes is as stupid as a pig”.

In Ar. Lys. 957, Kinesias calls Philostratus the pimp by his nickname to be the
nursemaid of his orphan:

mod KuvaAwmné;

Is Fox Dog out there anywhere?

Philostratus’ nickname suggests that he was considered cunning as a fox and
shameless as a dog.”” On a second level, Kinesias mourns for his “orphaned” penis,
and asks the pimp for a prostitute to take care of it.

5 Conclusions

Numerous animal metaphors and similes are found in the extant plays of Old
Comedy written by Aristophanes. Most of them are undoubtedly found in Wasps,

93 See Platnauer 1964, 159. A well-known Athenian, Opuntius, had been given the name of this
bird as a nickname (cf. Ar. Av. 1294, ‘Onouvtiw 8 6@BaApOV 00k Exwv Kopag). According to the
first herald, he was given this nickname because he had defective eyesight, having lost an eye.
Chaerephon, a disciple of Socrates, is called a bat because he studies a lot and spends all his
time indoors (cf. Ar. Av. 1296, Xaipep@vtt NukTepig).

94 See Sommerstein 1985, 187; Olson 1998, 283.

95 See Sommerstein 1985, 177-178; Olson 1998, 246.

96 SeeLS]s.v. Unvia. A certain Theogenes, who is called a ruddy shelduck (ynvaAwmnmné, lit. “fox-
goose”), cannot be identified with this person (cf. Ar. Av. 1295, XnvoAwnng Ocoyével). He was
obviously aggressive as a goose and cunning as a fox.

97 See Sommerstein 1990, 204; Franco 2014, 135.
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followed by Knights, Lysistrata, Peace, and Birds. Fewer metaphors and similes
are found in Acharnians, Frogs, Thesmophoriazusae, and Clouds. Some animals,
such as the dog, the wasp, the wolf, the fox, and the monkey, were used more
often than others in Aristophanic metaphors and similes. It seems that certain
people are compared to certain animals more often than others: Cleon is often
compared to dogs, jurors to stinging insects, Athenians to sheep, and Spartans
to wolves.

Politicians in general may be compared to monkeys, foxes, and seagulls. Cer-
tain politicians and generals may be compared to lions and foxes. Cleon is self-
represented as a dog, a lion, a hawk, and a baboon. When others talk about him,
Cleon may be represented as a dog (by the Chorus and the Sausage-Seller), an
eagle (first slave in Knights), a seal and a camel (by the Chorus), a whale, a pig, a
cow, and a seagull. Cleon himself describes his rivals in general as ravens, gnats,
and flies. The Sausage-Seller is represented both by himself and Cleon as a dog.
The first slave in Knights describes him as a snake in an oracle reminiscent of the
Iliad. Other politicians are not attacked by Aristophanes as often as Cleon. Cle-
onymus is compared to an eagle, Syracosius to a jay, Cleigenes to a monkey, Si-
mon to a wolf, and Cleophon to a swallow. As far as generals are concerned, both
Dieitrephes and an unnamed military officer are described as horsecocks.

The citizens of Athens are consistently represented as sheep. This compari-
son is found four times in the Aristophanic plays. Trygaeus and the Athenians who
seek peace are represented as pigeons. Aristophanes frequently attacks jurors, who
are described as wasps, dogs, and worms. Some jurors are compared to drones,
and a prosecutor is compared to a biting dog. Philocleon is further represented as
a rooster and a bee. The enemies of Athens in general are described as wolves.
Greater variety can be observed in the animals which are used in metaphors and
similes applied to Spartans, who are represented as boars, monkeys, kites, foxes,
korakinoi-fish, and wolves. Megarians are described as dogs.

In most cases, the metaphors and similes focus on negative attributes shared
by animals and humans. Thus, they are used as a means of accusing and insult-
ing Aristophanes’ targets. However, some metaphors and similes are merely play-
ful and produce simple laughter rather than scorn.

Aristophanes does not attack other artists with the severity observed in his
attacks against politicians and political groups. The only exception is the com-
parison between his rivals’ targets and lice, which is belittling of his rivals. In
fact, his animal metaphors and similes for this group of persons are rather play-
ful. Phrynichus the comic poet is compared to a rooster, Cratinus to a goat, Eu-
ripides to a fox, new poets to swallows, a group of pipers to wasps, Carcinus’ sons
to quails and wagtails. The youngest son of Carcinus is also compared to a
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scorpion or a spider. There are two cases where animal metaphors and similes
carry positive connotations: Phrynichus the tragic poet is represented as a bee,
and Aristophanes himself is self-represented as a monkey.

As far as other people are concerned, there is a great variety of animal meta-
phors and similes. Women are represented as lions, dogs, beetles, and wasps.
Men are compared to eagles and old men to swans. The women’s Chorus leader
in Lysistrata is described as a dog and the men’s Chorus leader as a marsh snipe.
Girl dancers are compared to horses and deer. A pregnant woman compares her-
self to a pigeon, and a newborn child is represented as a lion. The characters of
the plays are also involved in animal metaphors and similes. Peisetaerus is de-
scribed by Tereus as a fox. Peisetaerus and Euelpides are represented by the Cho-
rus as wolves. The Theban merchant is compared to a monkey, Hierocles to a
crow, Xanthias to a donkey. Philocleon is represented as a cat, a jackdaw, a don-
key, a mouse, and a sparrow. Animal metaphors and similes are also applied to
well-known persons. Cleisthenes is represented as a monkey, Theorus as a raven,
Lysistratus as a wingless locust, Menippus as a swallow, Lycurgus as an ibis,
Perdix as a partridge, Theogenes as a pig, Opuntius as a crow, Chaerephon as a
bat, another Theogenes as a fox-goose, and Philostratus as a fox-dog.

Metaphors and similes involving politicians and groups of citizens are in-
tended to describe their character and personality. These metaphors and similes
usually carry a negative meaning, since the actions of the demagogues and the
citizens can be harmful to the common good. Of course, the meaning depends on
who is talking when someone is represented as an animal. Therefore, when Cleon
describes himself as a dog, he attributes to himself the positive traits of the dog,
such as loyalty. When others describe him as a dog, on the other hand, they at-
tribute to him the negative traits of the dog, such as ferocity. Similarly, when the
Athenians describe themselves as sheep, they attribute to themselves the positive
trait of mildness. When others describe the Athenians as sheep, they attribute to
them the negative trait of the animals, the inability to defend themselves in case
of danger. Some animals have no good traits. Wolves are ferocious and rapacious,
and these are the traits attributed to anyone compared to those animals.

Metaphors and similes applied to other categories of people are usually in-
tended to describe a person’s physical appearance. They carry a neutral meaning,
since the actions of those persons cannot be dangerous to the common good. For
instance, when the dancing girls are compared to fillies, the trait of fillies at-
tributed to humans is their way of movement.

To summarise, animals play an important role in Aristophanic comedies,
since they do not only appear as members of dramatic Choruses. They function
as symbols of human traits and are often used in metaphors and similes to
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describe particular persons or groups of people. These animal metaphors and
similes usually bear negative connotations when they are applied to the world of
politics, but may have a playful sense in other cases.
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Simone Beta

The Shop of Aristophanes the Carpenter:
How Comic Poets Assembled

(and Disassembled) Words

Abstract: In the Institutio oratoria, Quintilian says that the composition of new
words through the device of iungere (“to join”) was a privilege of the Greek writers
that their Latin colleagues did not have. This statement is particularly true if we
think of the creative language of Greek comedy, as the many brilliant puns in-
vented by Aristophanes and the other poets of Old Comedy witness. This chapter
presents, analyses, and discusses a wide choice of comic compounds organised
by their grammatical features (compounds with prepositions, prefixes, and suf-
fixes; compounds with proper names), in order to give a comprehensive picture
of the imaginative ability shown by Greek comic poets in the creation of new,
smart, and funny words.

1 Introduction

In the tenth book of his Institutio oratoria, a work that might be translated as “a
textbook on the art of speaking in public”, at the beginning of the cursory but
interesting survey of the main authors and subjects of Greek and Latin litera-
ture (10.1.46), Quintilian states that “as Aratus says ‘let us begin with Zeus’, so
the proper place for us to begin is Homer”. Likewise, in this chapter on the use
of compounds in ancient comic poetry, we can begin with Quintilian. In the
eighth book of the Institutio, the most famous Latin rhetorician states that
“coining words ... is more a privilege of the Greeks, who have not hesitated to
fit words even to certain sounds and emotions with the same freedom with
which primitive men gave things their names. The few ventures that our coun-
trymen have made in compounds or derived words have scarcely met with ac-
ceptance”.! From this quotation, it is clear that Quintilian knew very well that

1 Quint. Inst. 8.3.30-31: Fingere ... Graecis magis concessum est, qui sonis etiam quibusdam et
adfectibus non dubitaverunt nomina aptare, non alia libertate quam qua illi primi homines rebus
appellationes dederunt. Nostri aut in iungendo aut in derivando paulum aliquid ausi vix in hoc satis
recipiuntur (for the translation, see Russell 2001).

) Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. [ This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111295282-006
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the composition of new words through the device of “joining” (this is the proper
meaning of the verb iungere) was a prerogative of the Greek writers that their
Latin colleagues did not share.

This is true — and it is particularly true if we think of certain poetic genres,
such as the dithyramb, in which the Greek poets were able to create compound
words by joining together up to three different lexical items: in a papyrus frag-
ment attributed to Theophrastus (probably a passage from his lost treatise
On Style, as the first editor Bruno Snell suggested) we find the terms Botpuokap-
TMOTOKOG (“generating the fruits of the grapes”) and doTtepopoappapopeyyng (“as
bright as a shining star”).? Aristotle was also conscious of this peculiar feature of
the Greek language: in one of the last chapters of his Poetics, the philosopher
notes that “in regard to words, compounds are especially suitable for dithy-
rambs”; in the third book of the Rhetoric, he states that “lexis using double words
is most useful to dithyrambic poets”.?

The same observations are valid also for other genres, apart from dithyramb.
One of these genres is comedy, of course, as many scholars have noticed. One
example is Americo Da Costa Ramalho, a Portuguese academic who taught
Greek at the University of Coimbra and who published, in 1952, his doctoral dis-
sertation Dipla Onomata no estilo de Aristofanes, a list of Aristophanic compound
words classified by individual comedies, with a concise index nominum at the
end.” A recent monograph on a particular aspect of this topic is Aristophanes’
Comedy of Names by Nikoletta Kanavou (2011), who catalogues the speaking
names present in the eleven comedies (and the extant fragments) of the Greek
comic poet, including the proper names that are the result of a compound.®

In this chapter, I plan to discuss the inventiveness shown by Aristophanes
and his colleagues (the poets of the so-called Old Comedy) in the creation of
new comic compounds for the sake of provoking laughter in the audience. A
wide selection of examples will be analysed and categorised according to their

2 See Appendix 8 Fortenbaugh (P. Hamb. 128, col. Ii, 11. 23-25).

3 Arist. Poet. 1459a 4 ff., TV & dvopdtwv Ta pév SImA& pdAiota &ppodTTeL 101G S1BupdpBorg (for
the translation, see Golden 1968); Rh. 1406b 1 ff., xpnowwTtdtn 1| StmAf] Aé€lg Toig Sibupapfo-
no1o1g (for the translation, see Kennedy 1991).

4 The first scholarly work on this subject was Meyer 1923, another dissertation submitted at the
University of Basel. This work is divided in two sections, dedicated respectively to prose and
poetry; in the latter part, a large portion is dedicated to satiric poetry (comedy included).

5 See however the introduction to this volume, section 2.5 and n. 52, on the limitations of this
work.
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grammatical features (and not, as happened in earlier studies of the topic, by
individual plays).®

2 Compounds with prepositions, prefixes,
and suffixes

2.1 Prepositions

One of Aristophanes’ most brilliant puns, based on the clever conjunction of a
preposition and a proper name, is found in a passage of Acharnians and involves
the preposition katé (“against”). At 599-606, the protagonist Dicaeopolis com-
plains that, while elderly Athenians have to serve in the army to fight against the
Spartans, there are some young Athenians who desert and find refuge abroad,
travelling to the most remote and secluded places. Among the cities to which they
flee, Dicaeopolis mentions €v Kapapivn k&v FéAg kv KatayéAa (606). While the
first two locations are real (Camarina and Gela, two Sicilian cities), the third is a
fictional one, a geographical wordplay which, through its reference to the verb
katayehdv (“make fun”), condenses the preposition katd and the place-name
I'¢Aa into a felicitous and playful composite word.”

The preposition avti (“against” and “instead of”) is cleverly handled by
Aristophanes in two plays. The first example is a passage of Knights. At 1042-1043,
the Paphlagonian (the arch-slave who, in the symbolic plot invented by the comic
poet, is the body double of Cleon, the leader of the radical demagogic party) in-
terprets to his own benefit a Delphic oracle by identifying the lion (Aéwv) men-
tioned in the text of the prophecy with himself: Paphlagon/Cleon will save Ath-
ens because he is as strong as the king of the animals; his strength will be the
salvation of the town (1043, £y yap avti ToD AéovTdg ipi oot). This boast makes
Demos of Pnyx (the personification of the Athenian people) think of the similarity
between the Paphlagonian’s ambiguous behaviour and the hostility of a tyrant of
Chalcis whose name was Antileon (AvtiAéwv). The answer of Demos (1044, kai

6 My initial approach to this topic dates back to 2006, when I took part in a conference organised
in Venice by my friend and colleague Alberto Camerotto. The proceedings were published the
following year (see Beta 2007); this chapter is in fact an expanded and updated reworking of that
contribution. I have also discussed some of these examples in my contribution on puns to the
Cambridge Companion to Ancient Greek Humour (Beta, forthcoming).

7 Mueller (mentioned by Olson 2002, 230) has detected, in the fictive name of Katay¢Aa, a hint
at the name of another Sicilian town, Katdvn/Catania (but see Olson’s critique).
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WG W ENeAnOeig AvTINéwv yeyevnpévog;) is a wordplay on a real name (the his-
torical Antileon is mentioned by Aristotle in Politics) taken in its etymological
meaning (“someone who is against the lion/Leon”, that is, the opponent of lion/
Leon).®

The second example is a passage of Women at the Thesmophoria. The kins-
man of Euripides (who is disguised as Helen of Troy), interrogated by Euripides
(disguised as Menelaus), introduces an Athenian woman by claiming that her
name is Theonoe, the daughter of Proteus (aiytn ©govon Ipwtéws); the woman
replies that her name is in fact Critylla, daughter of Antitheus, from the deme of
Gargettus (KpiTuAAG Y’ AvtiBgov CapynTtoBev). Here the joke lies in the contrast
between the former name, which is a real and famous one (B€ovon, a mythical
prophetess, whose name means “the mind of a god”), and the second name
(Avtifeog), a very rare one, whose meaning might be equivalent to “the contrary
of god”.? Although the names used by Aristophanes in these cases are not new in
themselves, new is the meaning these quite uncommon names receive in the
comic context.'®

Brand new, on the other hand, and never attested elsewhere, as far as we
know, is the compound word found in another Aristophanic passage. In the pro-
logue of Birds, Peisetaerus, the comic hero, is telling Hoopoe where he and his
companion Euelpides come from. When the bird hears that they come from Ath-
ens, the city of the “beautiful galleys”, he asks if they are jurors of the Heliaea (109,
H@V Ao TE;). But the Athenian denies it: “No way! We belong to the other kind:
we are no-jurors!” (109-110, p&AA& 8&tépov Tpomov: / dmnAtaotd). In her com-
mentary, Nan Dunbar notes that the word &nnAaotd “is coined as an opposite,
presumably by Ar. for this passage”;" in fact, there is no reason for not seeing this
word as a compound that plays on the meaning of the preposition &rmo."

Similar examples of a wordplay on the same preposition are quoted by Pollux
in the Onomasticon: they do not come from a comic poet, but from a historian,

8 Arist. Pol. 1316a 29-32. On this joke, see also Kanavou 2011, 54-55.

9 Ar. Thesm. 897-898; see Austin/Olson 2004, 287-288. As for Antitheus, Kanavou 2011, 149
n. 673, comments that “a pun between the two names is not impossible, but the frequency of the
-Be0- element in onomastics risks making it unnoticeable”.

10 In some later plays (of Middle and New Comedy), there are further witty compounds with
avti, which produce a neologism attested nowhere else: see for instance the titles AvtitopvoBo-
0k6G (“The rival of a pimp”, by Dioxippus) and AvTtiAdig (“The rival of Lais”, by Cephisodorus
and Epicrates).

11 Dunbar 1995, 168-169.

12 For another play on NAaoTrg (a juryman at the Athenian court of the fAwia), see below,
section 2.2, on @IANALOTAG.
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namely Theopompus of Chios, who coined the negative compounds Amafnvaiot
(“degenerate Athenians”), &momoAitng (“degenerate citizen”), and ag@étatpog
(“degenerate friend”).?

2.2 Prefixes

The most productive prefix in the language of the comic poets is by far ¢iAo-, used
for underlining the strong passion of a comic character for something or some-
one. Aristophanes was well aware of this, because he himself jokes about it in the
prologue of Wasps. The comic slave, who speaks the prologue, speculates about
the strange disease of the old hero of the play (called ®iAokA£wv, because of his
love for Cleon). He mentions and rejects a series of possibilities: that the old man is
mad about dice (75, @iA6kLB0G), or fond of drinking (79, @Aonotng), of offering
sacrifices to the gods (82, @AoBVUTNG), of hosting strangers (82-84, @IAOEevog);
and he finally reveals the old man’s true passion, namely, to sit in a tribunal as a
judge (88, piAnAwaoTrc). In between this sequence of compound words, the slave
acknowledges that “the beginning of the name of the disease” is the prefix @\o-
(77, GAAG «@\O» peV €0TV GpxT| TOD KaKOD). ™

Most of these compounds are quite probably original coinages of Aristopha-
nes;" as for the case of @IN6Eevog, which was a common word (as old as Homer),
there is a further play with a historical name, a certain Philoxenus (one of the

13 Pollux 3.58; Theopompus, FGrHist 115 F 338. For amomoAitng, cf. also GnomoAg, a tragic
neologism (“far from the city”, i.e. “banished”) created by Aesch. Ag. 1410; the word (see Medda
2017, 338) is a conjecture by Casaubon (the mss. have GmoA), followed by Seidler. The more
common form is anémntoA (Soph. OT 1000 and Trach. 647).

14 1 have quoted the translation of MacDowell 1971. He postulates a lacuna between 76 and 77,
where there might have been another similar compound, such as @W\oyvvng (“lover of women”)
or @\omaig (“lover of boys™); contra, Biles/Olson 2015, 110.

15 A doubt might arise for @i\onotng, attested in Herodotus (2.174, about Amasis, who was also
@UOOKWUPWYV, i.e. “fond of jesting”) and Eupolis (fr. 221.1, about Cimon), who used it in a com-
edy (The Cities) produced, according to Geissler, in 422 — that is, in the same year of Wasps (see
Olson 2016, 241-245, in particular 244). The same could be said about @i\oBUTnG: Metagenes, a
contemporary of Aristophanes, wrote a ®W\oBUTNG (see Orth 2014, 453); for other comic titles
with the prefix @i\o- see ®\okAivng (Epicharmus), ®\dpyvpog (Crates II and Philippides),
@ilavAog (Philetaerus and Philippides), ®\abrvatog (Alexis and Philippides), ®\odikaoTng
(Timocles), ®\evpnidng (Axionicus and Philippides), and @ihotpaywdog (Alexis). The opposite
of the hapax @iAn\aoTig is the already quoted dmnAtaoTr|g (above, section 2.1).
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many passive homosexuals that populate the stage of Old Comedy).' Two other
Aristophanic compounds bear testimony to the poet’s enviable creativity: in
Acharnians 336, the Chorus of the coalmen of the deme of Acharnae calls a char-
coal-basket @iAavOpaxéa (“coal lover”);" in Peace 308, the goddess that gives her
name to the play is called @iAapneAwTtdn (“a strong lover of vines”).!®

Even when Aristophanes uses a very common compound such as @A6moALg,
his choice is never innocent, because the epithet is charged with a strong political
sense, according to the context, as becomes clear in a passage of Wealth: when a
sycophant complains of being treated badly although he is an honest citizen who
loves his own home city (899-900, Oy’ ¢ dxBopat / OTL XpnoTdg WV Kai PAdmo-
A oy w koK), Carion, Chremylus’ slave, rebukes him with sarcasm: “You, an
honest citizen who loves his own city?” (901, £b @I\OTOAS Kai xpnoTdg;).”* A po-
litical nuance is also detected in a compound first attested in the most famous of
Aristophanes’ predecessors: in a fragment of an unspecified comedy, Cratinus
coined the word @uhonpaypatiag, “meddlesome” and “busybody”, almost a syn-
onym of the term moAvnpdypwv, which was a recurring term in the political lan-
guage of the fifth century BCE.*

Since it would be too long to quote all the comic compounds with ¢tAo-, I
prefer to end this section with two amusing hapax legomena. The first consists of
a pair of epithets, the positive @ilopxog (“someone who loves to dance”) and the
comparative @\opykwtepog (“someone who loves to dance even more”), at-
tributed by Pherecrates, in his comedy The Savages, to the sons of the tragic poet
Carcinus: in the scholion to Aristophanes’ Wasps which has preserved the frag-
ment, the manuscript readings are @ilapxog (“someone who loves power”) and
the comparative @lapyikwtepog, but since the young boys were famous for their
ability in dancing (and this is the reason why they are mentioned in the exodos

16 For @\6&evog, see for instance Hom. Od. 6.121; in a fragment of Cratinus (fr. 1.2), there is
the superlative @ilo&evirtatog (but see also Aesch. fr. 196.2 Radt). On the kwpw8ovpevog
Philoxenus, see Henderson 1991, 215.

17 Olson (2002, 165) says that “@W\avBpakeéa appears para prosdokian for @\avOpwmov
(‘humane’)”.

18 See Olson 1998, 133. This adjective reappears at the very end of antiquity: see Nonn. Dion.
12.41.

19 The compound, first attested in Aeschylus (Sept. 176: the gods of Thebes) and in Pindar
(Ol 4.18: "Hovyioa, that is Tranquillity and Peace), is used by Aristophanes in Lysistrata (547-548,
@\OTIOALG GpeTh @POVIUOG, said of the sagacious virtue of the Athenian women) and in another
passage of Wealth (726, referring to the god Asclepius).

20 Cratinus fr. 382; see Olson/Seaberg 2018, 205-206. On moAvmpdypwv and ToAvmpaypoouvn,
see Ehrenberg 1947; Dover 1974; Leigh 2013.
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of the Aristophanic comedy), Meineke’s conjecture is accepted by all the editors.”
The second hapax, the juicy compound @iAetvog (“fond of pulse-soup”), is an
adespoton — and we are not sure whether it actually comes from a comic play.
Nevertheless, the strong presence of food in Greek comedy makes this attribution
quite possible.?

The opposite of the suffix @\o- was properly pioo-, but the imagination of
the comic poets allowed for other possibilities, as is shown by the young protag-
onist of Wasps, Philocleon’s son, who utterly despised the politician so loved by
his father and thus has been given by Aristophanes the name BdeAvkAéwv, with
a prefix that recalls the verb BéeAvTTopal (“to despise”, “to loathe”). The prefix
poo- appears three times in this comedy, always with reference to the conflicting
relationship between father and son. The compound word podnoAig (“hater of
the town”) occurs in a political context: it is an accusation tossed by the Chorus
of Athenian judges to the “man who despises Cleon” in the section (the mpoaywv)
that precedes the debate proper (the dywv).? Utterly political is, again, the nu-
ance of the compound poddnpog (“hater of democracy”), hurled as an abuse by
the same Chorus to Bdelycleon a little while later, in the same part of the play.*
Aristophanes employs this very compound (possibly his own coinage) also in the
lost comedy Farmers (Tewpyol): in a fragment quoted by Athenaeus in regard to
Spartan figs, an unknown character charges this variety of fruit with being hos-
tile, tyrannical, and a hater of the demos.” This bitter feeling, which the Atheni-
ans nursed against the Spartans during the Peloponnesian War, is echoed also in
another passage of Wasps, in which Philocleon refuses to wear a Laconian shoe
because his foot is piooAdkwv (“hater of the Spartans™).*

But Cleon was not the only Athenian politician who aroused different and
opposed feelings in the people of Athens. In the context of a long and arduous
war, it is no wonder that the warmongering captains were hated by their fellow
citizens: thus, the long-awaited day of the inauguration of Nicias’ peace, which
marked the end of the first part of the Peloponnesian Wat, is celebrated by the
Chorus of farmers of the Aristophanic Peace (produced in 421) as pooAdpoxog

21 Pherecrates fr. 15, quoted by Schol. Ar. Vesp. 1502c.

22 Fr. 686 (from Phryn. Praep. Soph. 122.11).

23 Ar. Vesp. 412; see Biles/Olson 2015, 219.

24 Ar. Vesp. 474; see Biles/Olson 2015, 235-236.

25 Ar. fr. 110.2-3: 10070 yop TO 0DK0V £XBpGV E0TL Kal TUPAVVIKGY. / OV Yp v &v pikpov, & iy
Ho6dn oV v opéSpa.

26 Ar. Vesp. 1165; see Biles/Olson 2015, 425.
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(304).7 Aristophanes’ target is here the strategos Lamachus, considered as the
symbol of the political party favourable to the continuation of the war. He had
already been mocked in the Acharnians, the comedy performed at the Lenaea of
425, in which he was one of the main characters (actually, the basic antagonist of
the comic hero Dicaeopolis). The accidental presence, inside his very name, of
the word péyn (“battle”) had given Aristophanes the chance to include the same
witty pun in two different passages of that play: at 269-270, Dicaeopolis thanks
the god Phales for having relieved him “from troubles, battles, and Lamachuses”
(mpaypdTwy Te Kal pay@v kai Aopdywv droddayeic); at 1071, a herald knocks at
the door of Lamachus’ house crying “O toils, and battles, and Lamachuses!”
(iw mévol Te kai payat kai Adpayot).?® To return to the category of compound
words, we cannot overlook the adjective moAepoAapayaikog, attributed to oTpd-
Tevpa (“army”) at Acharnians 1080, in which the name of the general is face-
tiously joined to the word moAepog (“war”).

A final example of a compound with pioo- is offered again by a passage of
Peace, in which the god Hermes, after having contributed to the rescue of the
goddess Peace, addresses her with the vocative “you, the woman who feels the
strongest hatred for the shield-handles” (662, @ YUVAIK@V HICOTOPTOKIOTATN), A
compound built upon the technical word népna& (“shield-handle”).”

Other fairly productive prefixes are Ppevdo-, povo-, avto-, and opo-. Since it
would take too long to comment on all the compounds with these prefixes, only
the most imaginative ones will be discussed here. In the section of the Knights
that follows the parabasis, the Sausage-Seller informs the audience of the strong
reaction of the council at the speech of the Pahlagonian. As he states, the assem-
bly was full of Ppevdatpdpa&ug (630): the name of this nonexistent plant joins the
prefix Yevdo- to the botanical name of the orach (dtpd@a&ug) and succeeds in

27 According to Olson (1998, 132), the compound has an active sense: “hostile to Lamachos”,
and not something “that Lamachos abhors”.

28 For another compound including the name of general Lamachus in this comedy see 1207,
Aopayinmiov, a play of the suffix -unmog (typical of the names of people belonging to a high social
class), plus the diminutive -ov; Olson (2002, 360) translates the name “My dear noble
Lamachos”. On similar compounds with -utnog, see also Beta, forthcoming (Ar. Ran. 429, ‘Innd-
Kwog or TrmoPwvog). A quite different case is the name of Strepsiades’ son in Clouds, ®eldutnidng,
on which see below, section 2.5.

29 On the precise meaning of népmnag (“a removable bronze strip that ran across the back of the
hoplite shield”), see Olson 1998, 206.
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creating a name that recalls that of a real herb — Ppevdapdpaéug, a bastard vine
that twines itself around a tree but does not produce any grapes.*

The “lonely eater”, the man who likes to eat on his own in order not to share
his food with anybody, is a standard character in Greek comedy, as Ameipsias’
povogayog demonstrates;* the coining of this adjective might date back to Aris-
tophanes, who uses the superlative povogayiotatog to describe the selfish appe-
tite of the dog Labes, accused of having eaten a whole truckle of cheese.*

In a fragment of Epicharmus, the father of the Syracusan comedy, we find
avTOTEPOG, the comparative of the pronoun avTég; the superlative avToéTOTOG iS
attested in Wealth, Aristophanes’ last play.” These two hapax legomena are not
compound words, but both play on a0tdg, as Aristophanes does in a famous pas-
sage of the prologue of Knights, a difficult challenge for every translator.>* A com-
pound including this pronoun is surely avtokakog (“self tormentor” — or, using a

30 This plant is mentioned by Aristophanes (Vesp. 326) in order to underline the falsehood of a
certain “son of Sellus” (MacDowell 1971 translates this as “the son of Swank”), a notorious liar;
for a more detailed explanation of the joke, see Biles/Olson 2015, 193. The frequent occurrence
of this suffix in Greek comedy (see for instance other compounds such as PpevdoAdyog, Ar. Ran.
1521; Ppevdopaptplov, Cratinus fr. 192 and fr. 268; Pevdopkeiv, Ar. Eccl. 603) is caused by the
high rate of deceitful characters present in these plays. On this topical feature of Greek comic
theatre, see Beta 2004, 175-180.

31 Fr. 23; see Orth 2013, 309-311.

32 Ar. Vesp. 923. For the same idea, see also Antiphanes (fr. 291, povo@ayeiv); other similar com-
pounds are Movétporog (“The loner”, the title of a comedy of Phrynichus), the verb povokotteiv
(“to sleep alone”, Ar. Lys. 592), and the noun povoyépwv (“solitary old man”, adesp. com. fr. 628).
33 Epicharmus fr. 5; Ar. Plut. 83. There is a similar joke in Plaut. Trin. 988 (ipsissimus).

34 Ar. Eq. 20-27: AHMOZOENHE AN’ eUpé v’ Gnokwvov Gmo tod deomotou. NIKIAT Adye 8y
“Ho-Aw-pev” Euvexeg wdL EVAABWV. A. kai 81 Agyw “po-Aw-pev”. N. €£6mabe viv “ol-10” @At
ToD “po-Aw-pev”. A. “ad-10”. N. Tdvu KaA@G. MOTEP BEPOPEVOG VDV ATPEpD IPWTOV AEYE TO “pHO-
Aw-pev”, ita 8’ “a0-10”, KAT' EMdywv MUKVOV. A. HO-Aw-HEV a)-TO HO-AW-HEV AVTOHOAGDEY.
N. fjv, ovx 1180; On this wordplay between a0T6g, poAwpEeV, and adTopoA@DpEY, see the different
renderings of Sommerstein 1997 (Demosthenes: “Find some sort of wiggle to get away from mas-
ter”. Nicias: “Well, say ‘cape-let’, joining it together in one like this”. Demosthenes: “All right,
I’'m saying it: ‘capelet’. Nicias: “Now, after that ‘capelet’, say ‘cess’”. Demosthenes: “Cess”. Nicias:
“Splendid. Now act as if you were having a wank: say first of all slowly ‘capelet’, then ‘cess’, and
then start speeding it up hard”. Demosthenes: “Capelet cess cape — let’s escape!” Nicias: “There,
isn’t it delightful?”) and Henderson 2022 (First slave: “Just think of some kind of shimmy away
from the master!”. Second slave: “Very well, say ‘wall lets’, and put it together like this”. First
slave: “All right, ‘wallets’”. Second slave: “Now next, after ‘wallets’, say ‘go way’”. First slave:
“Go way”. Second slave: “Very good! Now, as if you were masturbating, slowly say ‘wallets’ first,
then ‘go way’, and then start speeding it up”. First slave: “Wallets, go way, wallets go way, let’s
go AWOL”; Second slave: “There, wasn’t that nice?”).

9

%
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more up-to-date terminology, “masochist™), present in a fragment of Theopompus
from an unknown comedy.*

The only case of a compound with 6p0-, which points at the idea of similarity,
is a clever coinage placed in the mouth of Xanthias, the slave who accompanies
Dionysus during the trip to the Underworld staged by Aristophanes in the Frogs.
The neologism opopacTtiyiag (LS] translates the word as “fellow-knave”, adduc-
ing the noun paoTttyiag “rogue”, a derivative from pdoti& “whip”) is the epithet
Xanthias gives to Zeus, hinting (if we have to trust the ancient scholiast) at the
cult appellation of Zevg 8ovAlog (“Zeus protector of the slaves™).*

2.3 Suffixes

The suffixes mainly used by the comic poets in order to coin new compound
words are two: -povia and -6ovAog.” Birds presents two occurrences. The first
one, the verb 6pviBopavely, is present twice in the same scene (the long messen-
ger’s speech after the expulsion of Iris from Cloudcuckooland), and is repeated
shortly afterwards. The messenger tells Peisetaerus that clear evidence of the suc-
cess of his brilliant idea (the foundation of the city of the birds between heaven
and earth) is the sudden attack of bird-mania which has affected the Athenians
(1284, 6pviBopavodot); the latter have started to show this unbelievable passion
(1290, wpviBopdvouv) by giving people the nicknames of birds. Then the father-
beater (or, as Nan Dunbar prefers to call him, the rebellious son) claims that his
love for the species of birds (1344, dpviBopav®) is so strong that he has just begun
to fly.

The emotion conveyed by this suffix represents, in a certain sense, a stronger
version of the feeling expressed by the @iAo- compounds. The equivalence be-
comes evident from another Aristophanic coinage, @\opvifia, a noun that oc-
curs in the same context (the messenger’s speech, at Birds 1300).*® Equally
stronger than the mild @iAoAdkwv which, according to Plutarch, was the epithet
given to Cimon because of his penchant for Sparta, is the Aristophanic coinage

35 Theopompus fr. 21; Farmer (2022, 80) cites in his commentary Menander’s ‘Eautov Tipwpov-
pevog, the model of Terence’ Heautontimorumenos. See also adesp. com. fr. 559.

36 Ar. Ran. 756 (preceded, at 750, by another epithet of Zeus, 6pdyviog, used by the same
Xanthias in the exclamation 6pdyvie Zed in order to highlight the closeness between himself
and the lord of Olympus). On both passages, see Dover 1993, 285-286.

37 For a different case (-mwAng), see below, section 4 and n. 76.

38 For all these passages, see Dunbar 1995, 638. In Aeschylus we find the adjective @iAopvig
(Eum. 23), referring to the Corycian cave.
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Aakwvopavelv (“to be crazy for the Spartans™), mentioned in the same comedy as
one of the many passions of young Athenians of the upper class.”

A fragment from an unknown comedy of Aristophanes is the only attestation
of the compound évBeaidovAog (“slave to his own stomach”), a graphic descrip-
tion of a glutton.*® In the land of Cockaigne described in Greek comedy, where
almost every play ended up with a lavish banquet, similar coinages were very
frequent: Photius, who has transmitted the Aristophanic fragment, states that
évBeoiBoulog was a synonym of évBeoipwpog and PpwpodovAog, two other
unique compounds built on Ppwpdg (“morsel of food”). This latter word recurs as
part of another comic neologism, PpwpokdAog, “a parasite ready to flatter in order
to get some good morsels”, in another fragment of Aristophanes from the lost play
Gerytades.*

2.4 Prefixes and suffixes

There is at least one term that, in the language of comedy, works both as prefix
and suffix: apyo. Its use as suffix, very common in the Greek language, gives two
brilliant results in a passage of Birds, in which Peisetaerus shows Iris that the
organisation of Cloudcuckooland resembles that of a typical Greek polis: among
the public positions, we find the more specific koloiapyog (1212, the “leader of
the jackdaws”) and the less specific 6pviBapyog (1215, the “leader of the birds”).
With regard to its use as a prefix, unfortunately we do not know the name of the
comic poet who coined the compounds apyoAinapog and dpyoyAvrttédng, quoted
by Suetonius in The Greek Terms for Abuse (Ilepi BAac@nu@v) with the meaning
“someone who yearns for obtaining a position of power”.*

39 Ar. Av. 1281; Plut. Per. 9 and Cim. 16. Dunbar 1995, 636: “The compound occurs only here,
but imitative Lakonizing in disregard for cleanliness and in anti-democratic attitudes had long
been practised by some Athenian aristocrats, and during the war clearly aroused suspicions of
treachery”.

40 Ar. fr. 816, see Bagordo 2017, 259-260. The word £vBeoig is a typical comic term for “mouthful”
(Ar. Eq. 404; Pherecrates fr. 113.6; Telecleides fr. 1.10; Hermippus fr. 42.1).

41 Ar. fr. 172, borrowed by Sannyrion fr. 11 and Philemon fr. 7; see also YwpokoAakevet (Philip-
pides fr. 8) and YpwpokdAagog (Diphilus fr. 48, “someone who endures to be slapped just for
getting a piece of bread”). On the land of Cockaigne, see Pellegrino 2000; Farioli 2001; and the
chapter by Ioannis Konstantakos in the present volume.

42 Adesp. com. fr. 930. In their commentary, Kassel/Austin point out the compound omouvdap-
Xi6ng, probably coined by Aristophanes (Ach. 595-597, “the son of a man who is eager for gaining
an office of state”) and echoed by Eupolis in the lost Cities (fr. 248); “probably a colloquial term
of abuse” according to Olson 2016, 301.



206 —— Simone Beta

2.5 Patronymics

One of the most characteristic Greek suffixes, sometimes used by the comic poets
for comic purposes, is the patronymic. The most famous example is the name of
one of the main characters of Aristophanes’ Clouds, the son of the protagonist,
the young ®@e8innidng. The origin of this proper name (a common one, because
it was also the name of the celebrated Athenian who is reputed to have died after
having given his fellow citizens the news of the victory at Marathon) is explained
by the young man’s father in a passage of the prologue, where Strepsiades gives
the audience the following, bizarre etymology:

Well, soon enough we had a son, and then my troubles really began. The wife and I could
not agree on a name for the boy. She wanted something upper-class and horsy, a name with
hippus in it, like “Xanthippus”, “Charippus”, or “Callippides”. But I wanted to name him
Pheidonides after his grandfather, a good old-fashioned thrifty name.*

In the end, the boy does get the upper-class suffix so craved by his mother and,
in addition, a patronymic ending too — but the linguistic root (pe18-) betrays (at
least in Strepsiades’ interpretation) the lower-class origin of his father’s lineage,
because the verb eidopat means “to spare”, “to be frugal”. This proper name is
not an Aristophanic coinage, but other examples of compound names are new
words indeed. Such is, for instance, the AnoSpaoinmniéng mentioned in the pro-
logue of Wasps: here (at 185) the ending -innidng that belonged to Pheidonides’
grandson is glued to the root of dmo818p&okw, a verb that means “to run away”.
The character who claims this name is old Philocleon: caught during one of his
many attempts at escaping from the house where his son Bdelycleon has locked
him up, he admits his desire for running away by declaring that he is the “son of

Fitzrunawayhorse”.*

43 Ar. Nub. 60-65: Meta Tad’, dnwg v@yv £y£ved’ vidg ovtoai, / époi Te 81 kai Tf yuvatki
Thyodf), / mepi Tovvopatog 8n *viedBev ENotdopovpeda. / 1 puév yap inmov mpooetifet mpog
Tolivopa, / Zaveurtov fj Xdpurtrov i KaAArmidny, / éyw 8¢ Tob ndmmov *ti8éuny @edwvidny (for
the translation, see Meineck 1998). For the first Marathon runner, see Hdt. 6.105.1; on the ques-
tion of his name (elsewhere quoted as ®Annidng), see Nenci 1998, 266-267.

44 This is the translation of MacDowell 1971; see also Kanavou 2011, 86-87. Similar wordplays
can be found in other authors and other genres: see, for instance, the compound ‘Trtokpartirnt-
madng coined by Nicarchus, Anth. Pal. 11.17.
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3 Compounds with proper names

3.1 Compounds with two proper names

A passage of Aristophanes’ Acharnians is a good starting point for a discussion of
this type of compound made of the union (and, in a few cases, of the fusion) of
two proper names. The long list of deserters enumerated by Dicaeopolis in front
of the general Lamachus includes a string of such compounds: Telocapevo@aivim-
mot at 603 and T'epntobeddwpot at 605. The identity of these people may be
learned from the scholia (if it is admitted that the scholiast transmits reliable
knowledge, which is often doubtful). These are certainly comic creations, made
of the union of personal names.*

In other cases, the personal names belong to famous people. One of the most
ancient examples is the verb coined by Cratinus by joining together the names of
his main comic rival and of the most controversial tragic poet of his times: a pre-
cious note written by Arethas of Caesarea in the margin of a Platonic manuscript
has preserved for us the verb evpimidapiotopavifewy, a brilliant way (for Cratinus)
to indicate that Aristophanes made fun of Euripides but, at the same time, imi-
tated him.* Cratinus has repeated the same procedure for two other poets, the
tragic Choerilus (Xopilog) and the comic Ecphantides (Ex@avting), thus creat-
ing the compound XoipiAekpavtiéng.”

This comic procedure is mostly exploited for the creation of amusing and im-
aginative titles: one of the first examples is Cratinus’ Aiovvoarééavépog, a play
whose plot is known to us through a papyrus preserving a conspicuous section of

45 Kanavou (2011, 38-39) comments upon all the explanations put forward by ancient and mod-
ern commentators. To the first compound Aristophanes also adds ITavovpytnapyiSat (a com-
pound that belongs to the category of patronymics discussed above, in section 2.5); the second
one is followed by the compound Awpelahaldveg (“Humbug from Diomeia”, as translated by
Henderson 2022), which, according to Kanavou, “may refer to the reputation of the people from
the deme Diomeia, perhaps for favouring the war or for arrogance, which came to give the de-
motic a pejorative sense”.

46 Cratinus fr. 342: Tig 8¢ 00; kopPOG TIG Epotto Beatng. / UmoAenToAdyOG, YVwpOBLWKTNG, €VPL-
mudaplotopavifwv (“A sophisticated spectator might ask you who you are. And the answer would
be that you are a subtle speaker, a relentless phrasemaker, a mixture of Euripides and Aristoph-
anes”). On these three compounds, see also Conti Bizzarro 1999, 91-104; Beta 2004, 136 n. 62,
143 n. 88; Olson 2007, 110-111; Olson/Seaberg 2018, 118-122.

47 Cratinus fr. 502. On this fragment (but also on the preceding one), see Bakola 2010, 23-29;
Ornaghi 2006; Olson/Seaberg 2018, 342-343. For another similar example, see adesp. com. fr. 338,
"E&nkeotidoAkiSau (the cithara-players Execestides and Alcides).
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its UOBe01g (the introduction written by the Alexandrian scholars). There are
many more examples, including an Aristophanic title (AioAogikwv, Aristophanes’
last comedy, produced by his son Araros).”® Apart from the title, the same phe-
nomenon occurs also in the main text of the play, if the poet wants to underline
the double nature of a specific character: thus, in the Frogs, when the slave Xan-
thias accepts to wear Heracles’ attire (the lion’s skin and the club), he becomes a
real “Heraclean Xanthias” (499, ‘HpaxAelo&avoiag).

Sometimes this creative process is not limited to the conjunction of two
proper names: in the course of the process, the names may also be modified, so
that it would be more appropriate to speak of a fusion or, if we want to borrow a
word used by Sigmund Freud, a condensation. The compound Av8pokoAwvo-
kARG, coined by Cratinus in the lost comedy The Seasons, is a clear example of
this peculiar comic process: the poet merges the proper name of a politician of
the radical party, Androcles (Av8pokAiig), with the name of one of the Athenian
demes, Colonus (KoAwvdg); since this deme was the place in which poor people
gathered every morning in search of a daily job, it becomes clear that Androcles
is mocked either for being always and readily at the disposal of the leading poli-
ticians or (since the scholion adds the information that Cratinus satirises him for
being a pervert) for his sexual availability.*

This same Androcles apparently recurs in the fragment of another lost com-
edy of Cratinus, The Men of Seriphos. It is not easy to determine what the com-
pound Av8pokAéwv means: it might be tempting to see it as a kind of condensa-
tion of Av8pokAfig and KAéwv (especially because the leader of the radical party
is hinted at in a fragment of the same comedy), but since the term is preceded and
followed by five plural genitives (oUAwv, GvBpdv, veomAovTomovrpwv, aioxpav,
and the probably corrupted Alovuookovpwvwv), it is much more likely that here
Cratinus is simply adding Androcles to this list in a grammatical case that
makes the audience recall the name of Cleon.*® Still, if Av8pokAéwv is not a

48 On Cratinus’ title, see Bianchi 2016, 198-203; on Aristophanes’, see Orth 2017, 9-14. Among
many other compound titles, note especially AvBpw@npakAfic and WevdnpakAfig (both by Phere-
crates), Avopwnopéotng and Anpvopéda (both by Strattis), Mavéktwp (Menecrates), Titavomna-
veg (Myrtilus), AnpotuvSapewg (Polyzelus), and Ztyyokapiwv (Eubulus). In the latter title it is
easy to identify a common slave name (Kapiwv), joined to the name of the Sphinx; for a similar
compound, see Eupolis fr. 435, who coins Bapuyétag, a name that indicated a very earnest
(Bapvig) slave (T€tag), as Photius B 60 explains (0epuvog pev kai Bapog Exwv, 800Aog 8¢ kai FéTag).
Cf. also the chapter by Kostas E. Apostolakis in the present volume.

49 Cratinus fr. 281 (see Fiorentini 2022, 226-230).

50 Cratinus fr. 223: eita ZdBag d@kvij kai Zi8ovioug kai Epeppois, / £ Te oA SovAwv, avBpdv
veonAovTomnovripwy, [ aioxp®v, AvBpokAéwv, T Atovugokoupwvwv (“Then you come to the Sabae
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“condensation”, Av8pokoAwvokAfig certainly is — and therefore it is liable to the
definition Freud used in Jokes and Their Relation to the Unconscious, the essay
published in 1905. In that study on the origins of laughter, the founder of psycho-
analysis spoke of Verdichtung mit Ersatzbildung (“condensation with substitu-
tion”), and made the meaning clear to his readers through the coined compound
“famillionnaire” (a condensation of the words “familiar” and “millionaire”).

Returning to Cleon, one of the most beloved targets of Aristophanes’ first
comedies, his name appears in other compounds in addition to the already
quoted pair of protagonists of Wasps (®PihokAéwv and BéeAvkAéwv). In fact, the
name of Pericles’ successor appears in this same comedy under another coinage:
in the preliminary scene to the agon, the Chorus, who stands by Philocleon in his
passion for the radical demagogue, insults Bdelycleon by calling him AnpoAoyo-
kAéwv, a comic compound in which the name of Cleon is preceded by the adjective
dnpoAdyog, “a contemptuous word for a public speaker”.”!

3.2 Compounds with one proper name
joined with an adjective or noun

The final case of the preceding section is a suitable introduction to the present
one, which regards another group of comic compounds, made of the union of a
proper name (such as that of Cleon)*® not with another personal name but with

and the Sidonians and the Eremboi, / and to the city of slaves, men who are newly rich and
wicked, / shameful, Androcles, Dionysio-barber-Pyrons”; for this translation, see Rusten 2011).
On this fragment, see also Bona 1992; Fiorentini 2018; Fiorentini 2022, 30—37. The word Atovuco-
Kovpwvwv is another interesting compound, but the passage is so corrupted that it is very diffi-
cult to guess what the poet precisely meant (see Luppe 2005).

51 Ar. Vesp. 343; the quotation comes from MacDowell 1971, who translates the compound with
“Soapbox-Cleon”; see also Kanavou 2011, 89. The presence of a negative word in connection with
Cleon uttered by a character who has always a positive attitude toward him has induced many
scholars to emend the compound: for some of these proposals, see, besides MacDowell 1971,
Vetta 1996.

52 The popularity of Cleon in the first five Aristophanic comedies (he died in 422, but he is often
mentioned in Peace as well, performed in 421, right after his death) is witnessed by other comic
compounds: in order to let the audience understand who is the real politician hidden behind
the mask of the Paphlagonian, in the prologue of Knights the slave Demosthenes calls him
BupoomapAaywv (Eq. 47, “leather-Paphlagonian”), with a straightforward allusion to Cleon’s
profession (he owned a tannery); further below, in the same comedy, see also 901, ITvppavdpog
(the “red man”, probably an allusion to Cleon’s red hair). According to Hesychius (adesp. com.
fr. 297), the compound Buvpodkanmnog (a synonym of BupookdnnAog, “leather-seller”) was a
sobriquet of Cleon.
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an adjective or a verb. The names of this group very often belong to celebrated
contemporary Athenians: apart from the politicians, there were also the poet’s
colleagues (comic or tragic poets), or other intellectuals, or even athletes; some-
times, the proper name is a geographical one.

The verb peAhovikiav, used by the Hoopoe in Birds, is a coinage made up by
Aristophanes to mock the notorious tendency of Nicias to hesitate and procrasti-
nate (LéAAeW), pointed out by Thucydides as well.>> Amynias, ridiculed in Wasps
through the compound Kopnrapuvviag, was a notable politician: elsewhere Aris-
tophanes mocks him for being a flatterer and an effeminate, but in this case he
makes fun of Amynias (who, by the way, held the strategy in that very year) be-
cause of his long hair — a probable sign of his penchant for the Spartans.>* The
neologism KoAakwvvupog is not, in the strictest sense, a compound. But behind
this name, which also occurs in Wasps, there hides another politician: Cle-
onymus, standardly accused in comedy for being a coward.” In this passage, he
is also blamed for flattery, as the first part of the word (koAak-) shows.*

In the preceding section, the Cratinean verb evpuriSoplotopavifelv was men-
tioned; another compound with the name of the tragic poet is offered by Aristoph-
anes. In the prologue of Knights, the adverb koppevpinik®g is found, translated
by the LS] (which considers the word as a shortening of koppevptmbik®g) as
“with Euripides-quibbles”; the significance of the adjective has been thoroughly
discussed by O’Sullivan in his excellent essay on the beginning of Greek stylistic
theory.”” Another tragic poet who is frequently cited by Aristophanes (but, contrary
to Euripides, in a positive way) is Phrynichus, one of the oldest tragic playwrights,
famous for the beauty of his choral songs.*® The extremely long word dpyatopeAt-
agldwvoppuviynpata (“ancient-honey-Sidon-Phrynikhos-lovely”, in MacDowell’s

53 Ar. Av. 639; Thuc. 6.8.4. According to Dunbar (1995, 414), the verb means “to suffer from the
Nikias-dithers”.

54 Ar. Vesp. 466; see Biles/Olson 2015, 109, 234.

55 Ar. Vesp. 592 — but see also his (disguised) presence in Xanthias’ dream at the beginning of
the play (15-27). For other occurrences, see Storey 1989.

56 For a similar joke, see KoAako@opoxAeidng (or -gpwpokAeidng), a word attested both in Her-
mippus (fr. 39) and Phrynichus (fr. 18) for a person accused of being a flatterer. On the identity
of this mysterious character (Hierocleides? Hierocles? Pherecleides?), see Stama 2014, 128-131;
Comentale 2017, 154-156.

57 O’ Sullivan 1992, 138 ff.; see also Beta 2004, 142-144.

58 See Ar. Av. 749-750.
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verbum de verbo rendering) blends the name of the poet with his age (&pyoiog)
and the sweetness (€M) of his lovable (¢patdg) songs.”

Among the intellectuals, a prominent place is occupied by Socrates: in a frag-
ment of Telecleides, Euripides is blamed for the (presumed) help he received from
Socrates in the composition of his tragedies by means of the compound cwxkpa-
Toyoppog (“patched up by Socrates”), where the name of the Athenian thinker is
joined with yop@og (“bolt”).® Even Socrates’ music teacher receives the (dubi-
ous) honour of being part of a comic compound: in the word kovvé@poveg, men-
tioned by Hesychius, the proper name Connus is easily identified.* But “having
the same mind as Connus” is not a compliment at all, because, according to Hes-
ychius, the word was a synonym of &ppoveg (“mindless”, “foolish”) — and so the
compound may be translated as “people as stupid as Connus”. In another case,
an athlete’s name is brilliantly modified through the addition of a part of the body
which was central in his athletic feats: he was Aapaciotpatog, a Chian boxer,
whom Eupolis calls Aapaoikév8udog because he used his fists (kdvdulod) for de-
feating his rivals.®

A good selection of compounds with geographical names comes, as usual,
from Aristophanes. In the long list of the sophists (co@iatai) that are fed by the
Clouds, Socrates mentions, together with the just quoted petewpopevakeg (see
note 60), the Oovplopdvrelg: with the term “soothsayers of Thourioi”, Aristopha-
nes alludes to the people who took part in the foundation of the town of Thourioi,

59 Ar. Vesp. 220 (a perfect iambic trimeter). More problematic is the mention of the Phoenician
town Sidon (Z18wv): according to a scholion, this is due to the fact that, in a song of Phrynichus’
Phoenician Women, Sidon was cited twice (see MacDowell 1971, 160-161; Biles/Olson 2015,
156-157).

60 Telecleides fr. 42 (quoted by Diogenes Laertius 2.18); for a recent discussion of the fragment,
see Conti Bizzarro 1999, 178-186; Bagordo 2013, 205-207. It is not known whether Telecleides
portrayed Socrates as a sophist, as Aristophanes did in Clouds. Certainly, many Aristophanic
compounds make fun of the sophists: see Nub. 101, pepipuvoco@iotai (“minute philosophers”,
according to the LSJ); 333, petewpo@évakeg (“astronomical quacks”, LS]); 360, petewpoco@l-
otai (“astronomical sophists”, LS]J, i.e. “sophists with the head in the clouds”); see also fr. 401,
petewpoléoyal (“star-gazers” and “visionaries”, according to the LSJ, but I would prefer to trans-
late it “chatterers with the head in the clouds”, see Beta 2004, 151 n. 11, with bibliography, be-
cause the fragment is quoted by the scholiast of Peace 92 in connection with another similar
compound, HETEWPOKOTELY, correctly translated by the LS] with “to prattle about high things”).
On this fragment (possibly a remnant of the first version of Clouds), see Torchio 2021, 54-55.

61 Adesp. com. fr. 371 (Hesychius k 3536). Kdvvog was the title of a play by Ameipsias, performed
in 423 BCE, in the same festival as Aristophanes’ Clouds, when the prize was won by Cratinus’
Flask (ITutivn).

62 Fr. 444; see Olson 2014, 211-212.
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in Southern Italy (and, in particular, to the mantis Lampon, a friend of Pericles).®
In a long fragment from the Gerytades, Aristophanes creates the noun ©pgkooi-
¢ (“Thrace-haunter”), a possible allusion to Alcibiades, who, in the years pre-
ceding the performance of the play, had fled in Thrace after the defeat of Notion.*
The town of Abydos, located in the Asian coast of the Hellespont, appears in an-
other Aristophanic fragment, in which the compound ABu8okdung designates a
sycophant who declares to be proud of his job. According to the many sources
that have handed down to us this hapax legomenon, the people of Abydos were
notorious for their inclination towards denouncing foreigners.®

This kind of compound might involve the names of populations as well: in
order to indicate a group of Peloponnesians who had been forced to leave their
country due to a famine, Eupolis created, in the Helots, the noun Apodwpteig.*
Since the plays were staged and took place in Athens, it is no wonder that the
creative imagination of the Athenian comic poets acted on the geographical
names of the area in which they lived and worked. Thus, the compound Apvayap-
vevg underlines the endurance of the people who lived in the deme of Acharnae,
portrayed by an unknown poet as strong as oaks (6p0ic).” The name of Attica, the
broader region of the city of Athens, is present in a passage of Aristophanes’
Peace, in the coinage Attikwvikoi (215); although the name is clearly modelled
on Aakwvikoi (“Spartans”), mentioned at Peace 212, it probably contains within
itself the word vixn as well, as an allusion to a possible future victory of the Athe-
nians in the war.

A final category of this kind of compounds involves proper names taken from
mythology. In most of these comic coinages the name of Cronus, Zeus’ father, is
evoked as a symbol of a very old age: such is the case of Kpévinmog (“old nag”), a

63 Aristophanes mentions Lampon in Birds 521; on the presence of deceitful soothsayers in
Greek comedy, see Smith 1989; Beta 2004, 212-215. The compounds included in the list are five
(in just two lines, 332-333): iaTpotéxval (“experts in medicine”), oppayidovuyapyokopfitat
(a comic name for a coxcomb, translated by the LS] as “lazy long-haired fop with his rings and
natty nails”), and kvkAiwv xop®v dopatokdumntal (“twisters of arias performed by dithyrambic
choruses”).

64 Fr.156.7; on the validity of this hypothesis, put forward by Kaibel, see also Rusten 2011, 298.
This coinage appears to be influenced by the word adogoitat (“Hades-haunters”, because very
thin and, therefore, very close to death), cited in 11. 4 and 6. For a similar compound, see adesp.
com. fr. 840, AvSo@oitng (“Lydia-haunter”, in the sense of someone who sells oils and unguents).
65 Fr.755. On this fragment, see Kanavou 2011, 195; Bagordo 2017, 179-181.

66 Fr.154. On this fragment, see Storey 2003, 178; Olson 2016, 24-25.

67 Adesp. com. fr. 498. On this fragment, see Olson 2002, 127-128. The strength of the Acharni-
ans had been emphasised by Aristophanes in Ach. 179-181, where they had been described as
nipivivol (“made of olm oak”) and o@evSapvivol (“made of maple tree”).
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mocking insult hurled by the Wrong Speech to the Right Speech (who is envis-
aged as old and antiquated, like the educational system he represents) in the
agon of Clouds;*® xpovodaipwv (“as old as the god Cronus”), a compound ad-
dressed to someone who was old and silly;* kpovoAnpog (“old chatterbox”), from
the verb Anpeiv (“to speak foolishly).”® Old people were often mocked in comedy,
and this gave the comic poets the opportunity for many witty coinages, such as
mpoTNoug, a neologism invented by Cratinus for designating an extremely old
woman, who was born “before Tethys”, one of the oldest goddesses in classical
mythology, the daughter (according to Hesiod) of Gaia and Uranus, older sister
of the aforementioned Cronus, and wife of Ocean.”

The list of the compound names invented by the comic poets for making fun
of some of the more evident (and ridiculous) features of old people is too long for
quoting and discussing every single sample. The same can be said of women, an-
other category which was a beloved target of the Greek comic gibes.”? As far as
proper names are concerned, it is easy to think of Lysistrata, “she who disbands
the armies”, the heroine who gives her own name to one of the wittiest plays of
Aristophanes, or of Praxagora, the “woman who turns her words into real facts”,
the protagonist of the Women in the Assembly.” In this case too, compounds re-
lated to mythological figures are found. The classic example is the neologism pe-
Buooydpupdig, a derogatory term addressed to a drunken woman, who is com-
pared to a mythological monster: the terrifying Charybdis, the whirlpool that,
together with Scylla, made extremely difficult the crossing of the Strait of Mes-
sina, between Calabria and Sicily.”* The difficult relationship between women
and wine is one of the most frequent topoi in Greek comedy — but the same can
be said of the penchant (of both men and women) for sex, the origin of another

68 Ar. Nub. 1070. See Dover 1968, 152, 226.

69 Adesp. com. fr. 610; see also adesp. fr. 660, copodaipwv (a nickname of “one on the brink of
the grave”, LSJ), from copdg “coffin”.

70 Adesp. com. fr. 751. On the verb Anpeiv, see Beta 2004, 167-170; Kidd 2014.

71 Cratinus fr. 483; see Olson/Seaberg 2018, 318-319. On Tethys (not to be confounded with
Thetis, Achilles’ mother), see Hes. Theog. 126-138, 337-368.

72 For a more detailed discussion, see Beta 2007, 21-23.

73 Most of the names of Aristophanic protagonists are in fact compounds: Dicaeopolis (Achar-
nians), Agoracritus (Knights), Philocleon and Bdelycleon (Wasps), Peisetaerus and Euelpides
(Birds). For these and other examples, see Kanavou 2011.

74 Adesp. com. fr. 629, quoted by the lexicographer Phrynichus, with the clarification that the
term was addressed to a drunken woman, not to a man (Praep. Soph. 88.14, £mi yuvaikog pedv-
oov, oUk &’ dppevog). On the terrible reputation of the strait of Messina, the locus classicus is
the famous passage from Homer’s Odyssey (12.234-259).
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long list of comic compounds that clearly show the way comic poets were able to
assemble (and disassemble) words.”

4 Conclusions

Some comic terms are made up of more than two or three simple words — hence,
they are even longer than the sought-after compounds created by the dithyram-
bographers. Speaking of women, it would be difficult not to mention the two long
compounds Lysistrata creates when she urges all the Athenian female storekeep-
ers to defend her friends from the attacks of the Scythian archers led by the Probu-
lus: omeppayopatoAekiBolayavonwAideg and okopodomavdokevTplapTonwALSeg
are two “multi-compound words” (moAvovvBetol Aé&elg is the definition given by
Eustathius of Thessalonica), in which, before the suffix -nwAdeg (from nwAely,
“to sell”), a great variety of goods may be identified, such as onéppata (“seeds™),
AéxkiBot (“legumes”), Adyava (“vegetables”), okopodov (“garlic”), and &ptog
(“bread”), all of them sold in the “market-place” (&yopd), next to the pubs run by
the “innkeepers” (mavSokevTplar).”®

And it is, once more, a female character who utters the longest word in an-
cient Greek literature. The Chorus-leader of the Women in the Assembly (herself a
woman, since the Chorus of that play was formed by Athenian women) invites
her friends to a party where the cook will serve the following, astonishing dish:

Plattero-filleto-mulleto-turboto-
cranio-morselo-pickleo-acido-
silphio-honeyo-pouredonthe-topothe-
ouzelo-throstleo-cushato-culvero-
cutleto-roastingo-marrowo-dippero-
leveret-syrupo-gibleto-wings.”

75 See Beta 2007, 30-35.

76 Ar. Lys. 457-458; for Eustathius, see ad Il. 1277.47, vol. IV p. 645.15 van der Valk. Aristopha-
nes plays on the suffix -m@Ang in a passage of Knights (129-144), in which he lists all the prede-
cessors of the character of the “Sausage-Seller” (dAavtomwAng): “oakum-seller” (otum-
nelonwAng), “sheep-seller” (mpopatonwAng), and “leather-seller” (BupsonwAng) — an allusion to
the Paphlagonian, i.e. Cleon.

77 1 have borrowed the glittering translation of Rogers 1924. But the translation of Henderson
1996 is much clearer: “For soon there’ll be served / limpets and saltfish and sharksteak and dog-
fish / and mullets and oddfish with savory pickle-sauce / and thrushes with blackbirds and var-
ious pigeons / and roosters and pan roasted wagtails and larks / and nice chunks of hare
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This is the translation of a word that occupies seven lines (1169-1175), positioned
by Aristophanes as the seal of a comedy that, like most of the examples we know,
ended up with a banquet:”®

AomadotepayooehayoyaAeo-
KpavioAenpavodpunotpippato-
OLAPLOTUPOHEALITOKATOKEXULEVO-
KLXAETKOOGUPOPATTOMEPLOTEPA-
AekTpvovonTOKEPAALOKLYKAOTTE-
Aelohaywoatpatofagntpaya-
VOTITEPUYWV

Such a rich word, crafted by the exquisite art of a poet who is as expert a crafts-
man as a skilled carpenter, seems the aptest conclusion to a chapter in which I
have tried to give a picture of the ability shown by comic poets in the composition
of new, smart, and funny words.
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“When He Should Have Said...”

The Treatment of Humour map’ Umévoiav
in the Aristophanic Scholia

Abstract: While the Aristophanic scholia do not normally pay much attention to
the mechanisms of verbal humour, there are numerous annotations pointing out
jokes “against expectation”. The term typically used for this common phenome-
non is ap’ Vridvolav rather than mapd mpoadokiav, although the latter also occurs
a few times, probably under the influence of rhetorical teaching. The scholiasts’
general awareness of the feature, and their insistence on it, does not, however,
go hand in hand with any in-depth analysis; much rather, map’ Urévolav risks
being used as a cover-all label for a variety of comic devices and without much
consideration being given to its contextual appropriateness. Moreover, there is
some evidence to suggest that explanations by means of map’ brtévolav could be
a last resort when difficult passages could not be explained in a more “sophisti-
cated” manner.

1 Introduction

The Aristophanic scholia provide us with extensive and important insights both
into ancient scholarship on comedy and into the needs and interests of comedy’s
non-scholarly readers. They do not, however, indicate exactly who these readers
were, nor why they were reading Aristophanes (or comedy) in the first place. It is
often assumed, with good reason, that Aristophanes continued to be widely stud-
ied in Hellenistic and Roman times because his language reflected Classical Attic
usage and vocabulary that lay beyond the horizon of fifth- and fourth-century
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prose texts' and because the plays moreover shed much light on a central period
of Athenian history. However, it would no doubt be wrong to believe that Aris-
tophanes’ post-classical reception was entirely guided by instructional consider-
ations or blind to the poet’s more strictly literary qualities. In fact, the entertain-
ment and enjoyment factor must have played a major role as well, not just
because there was apparently some utilitarian discussion on whether reading Ar-
istophanes at school* was appropriate — as witnessed by Galen’s treatise &l
XPNOWov Gvdyvwopa Toig matdevopévolg i mahatd kwpwdia — or because various
sources explicitly speak of the poet as facetissimus or festivissimus (Cic. Leg. 2.37;
Gell. NA 1.15.19; Gell. NA 13.25.7; Gell. NA praef. 20; cf. also Pers. 1.124,
praegrandis; Macrob. Sat. 5.20.13, lepos) and mention his ydpig (Ath. 4.158c, Ath.
6.26%¢, etc., xapielg; cf. also [Demetr.] Eloc. 128?), a quality that encompasses
more than just stylistic achievement (on which see also Quint. Inst. 10.1.65-66;
[Longinus] Subl. 40.2), but also because Plutarch, prefacing his own scathing re-
marks on Aristophanes’ art in the Comparison of Aristophanes and Menander
(Plut. Mor. 853a-854d), decries that 6 pév dmaidevtog kai 81 TNG Olg £ketvog
Aéyel dAioketal. As Plutarch himself specifies in this context, he is thinking, for
example, of the poet’s use of puns (mapwvupial), and he stresses that he, unlike
other people, can not detect the “literary skill” usually ascribed to Aristophanes
(1 BpuAovpévn e&LoTN).

Even so, the focus of the scholia clearly lies elsewhere. Many of them provide
rather basic linguistic information, paraphrasing unfamiliar words or seeking to
untangle constructions that are, or are taken to be, problematic. Others hark back
to specialised treatises on kwpwdovpevol and tell the user of the commentary
more about the countless historical people mentioned in the comic text. A third
major group of notes identify intertexts and help to navigate through the sea of
topical allusions. In all of these areas, and especially in the last one, Aristophanic
humour has its place, and neither did this escape the ancient commentators. But
what is generally missing from the scholiasts’ remarks is any sign of a deeper
analysis of humour and any systematic approach to the matter. With regard to
intertextuality, for instance, the coverage is very exhaustive as far as the enumer-
ation of actual or potential source texts is concerned — so much so that there is

1 While still being particularly accessible: see Coker 2019, 66 on Galen’s opinion expressed in
De nominibus medicis (103v-104v in Meyerhof/Schacht 1931, 31-33); note also Galen’s (lost)
works on everyday vocabulary (moArtikd 6vopata) in Aristophanes, Cratinus, and Eupolis
(Gal. Libr. Propr., p. 19.48 Kiihn), and cf. further e.g. Phot. Bibl. 158 p. 101b 4-15, on the canon of
Phrynichus’ Sophistic Preparation.

2 For an explicit testimony of Aristophanes being studied at school in Roman times, see Lib. 1.9
(= Ar. test. 76).
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sometimes a danger of overshooting the target — but the question is hardly ever
asked what role a given “parody” plays within the comic product. That comedy
has to parody and that parody is funny is taken for granted, but neither the mech-
anism of the phenomenon “parody” nor its function of adding a layer of interpre-
tive complexity to the genre receive sufficient attention.

Mutatis mutandis a similar picture emerges if we look at the treatment of
other forms of verbal humour in the scholia. While puns or jokes ka6’ Opwvupiov
(including double entendres) are picked up with some regularity, further ele-
ments, though being hardly less prominent in Aristophanes’ comic language, are
given shorter shrift. In particular, stylistic persiflage is often neglected when it is
just that, i.e. when a passage does not at the same time allude to some concrete
model, especially in the corpus of tragedy; and in the case of many a comic word
coinage, the users of ancient commentaries were not alerted to the fact that the
unusual word in question was more than just one of the many lexemes that were
to be found in classical texts but had fallen out of use in the Hellenistic and Ro-
man periods (and therefore required semantic elucidation). Generally speaking,
and allowing for some degree of variation, one may thus say that the overall ap-
proach to Aristophanes’ verbal art was atomistically “lexicological”. Individual
lexical entries got related to each other (punning/mapovopacia, ka®’ Opwvupiov
jokes) and new lexical entries could be fashioned where needed, but what is miss-
ing from the commentary is the systemic component that would have been nec-
essary in order to adequately decode or describe more formally oriented patterns
of humour.

Since formal similarities are of crucial importance where puns and ka6’
Opwvupiav jokes are concerned, this does not of course mean that no attention was
paid to the comic signifiant. Yet, the precedence assigned to the signifié level also
comes to the fore when we compare the commentators’ relative neglect of stylistic
humour to their alertness as far as another prominent, though hardly more promi-
nent, type of Aristophanic humour is concerned: jokes map’ vGvolav. Many in-
stances of punning (napovopacia) work in such a way that a contextually expected
or expectable lexical item X is substituted by another item Y whose formal similar-
ity makes the addressee think of the expected item without naming it (cf. e.g. Ar.
Nub. 709-710, ék Tob okipmodog akvouai p’ €E¢priovteg ot KopivBiot, “the Corinthi-
ans are crawling out of the couch and biting me”, with KopivBiot, “Corinthians”,
replacing expected kdpelg, “bedbugs”). However, the non-fulfilment of such audi-
ence “expectations” may be used for comic effect also when there is no formal
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similarity® between X and Y. It is this latter type which is often termed rap’ Undvotav
in the scholia and whose fairly extensive® identification by the scholiasts the pre-
sent article will explore, as a first step towards a more comprehensive description
of the analysis of humour in the scholia Aristophanica.’

2 Terminology: mapa (tiv) Umdvotav and apa
npoagdokiav

The following scholion on a line in Lysistrata may serve as a basic example of
such a scholiastic diagnosis. It relates to a song in which the Chorus outline the
blessings restored peace will bring to private life. Everyone, they sing, will be
welcome to

Xo. ... YWPELV GvTIKPUG
WoTep olkad’ €l EAUTAOV YEWIKDG, WG
1 BVpa kexAeioeTaL
Ar. Lys. 1068-1071

(Chorus) ... come straightaway, as if coming home to their own place, in a proper manner,
for — the door will already be closed!

% Ar. Lys. 1071a 10010 &ig yéAwTa elmev. R — 1071b map’ Hrévotav 8éov “dvewydioetar”. R

1071a He said this to raise a laugh. — 1071b Against expectation, when it should have been
“will be opened”.

3 Or indeed identity, as with ka6’ opwvupiav jokes: Quintilian (Inst. 6.3.84) groups these phe-
nomena together as the genus decipiendi opinionem aut dicta aliter intelligendi (“the type of
cheating expectation or understanding differently what has been said”; cf. further Section 5).

4 The failure to point out conspicuous instances is uncommon, at least for the plays that are
well-served by the scholia; the lack of pertinent notes on e.g. Ar. Thesm. 515 and Ar. Eccl. 128 may
of course be seen in connection with the generally less comprehensive character of the scholia
on the “women’s plays”. In any case, it is definitely untrue that “negli Scholia aristofanei, rare
sono le allusioni al fenomeno” (Filippo 2001-2002, 62).

5 For a comprehensive modern take on, and typology of, map’ Unévolay humour in Aristophanes
(as part of a wider poetics of surprise), see Kanellakis 2020a, 23-87 (parts of which Kanellakis
2020b duplicates). An overview of Aristophanic instances, arranged according to semantic types,
is offered by Filippo 2001-2002; cf. also Aloni 1995, esp. 90-95, for whom “attesa frustrata” is
one of three basic manifestations of Aristophanic verbal humour, next to “straniamento”
(= “defamiliarisation”) and “svelamento” (= “revelation” by means of ambiguity). In what follows,
the scholia are quoted according to the edition by Koster et al. 1960-2007.
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The label ap’ Undvolav, which is applied here, is the scholiasts’ standard® way
of referring to the phenomenon, which modern literature often speaks of as para
prosdokian (moapd poodokiav). However, as is often the case in the scholia, the
critical terminology is handled flexibly, if not inconsistenly.

Firstly, as was highlighted by W.G. Rutherford, next to the more frequent
map’ vTIGVolav label there are also some instances of apd TV tovolav with the
definite article. According to Rutherford, the latter must be “the earlier and more
correct form”, since “[t]he article brings out the precise signification, namely ‘at
odds with the (hearer’s) mind’, and serves as a plain signal not to take mopd (Trv)
vnovolav for an exact equivalent of mapd mpoagdokiav”.” This conclusion seems
over-confident, not just because the distribution of the variants with and without
article do not point to any chronological sequence,® but also because vévola, as
intended here, is not so much “the hearer’s mind” as a broadly conceived “suspi-
cion, conjecture, guess” of what is to follow (cf. LS] s.v. I.1). Accordingly, al-
though it is of course always anchored in a specific situation (just as much as a
nipoodokia is), the brtévola in question can well be taken as a generalised concept
which, as such, may but need not take the definite article. Typical jokes mop’
vmovolay run counter to conjectural expectation as defined by a given semantic
context, yes, but they do this by defying any reasonable conjecture or expectation,

6 This needs to be stressed because it has been wrongly claimed that “par’ hyponoian |...] nor-
mally means an allusion or metaphor” (Kanellakis 2020a, 31, and cf. passim); the “terminological
inconsistency of the annotators” relates much more to their occasional use of mapa mpoedokiov
instead (cf. immediately below; on fuzzy uses of map’ Unévolav, see further Sections 5-6). By a
similar confusion, Montana 2013, 154-155, reads Aristophanic scholia that make mention of map’
vnovolav as if they meant ka8’ biovolav “by insinuation, covertly” (cf. LSJ s.v. II), referring to
the vmovola (i.e. “underlying/hidden meaning, innuendo” vel sim.) Aristotle opposes to out-
spoken aioxpoloyia (Arist. Eth. Nic. 1128a 23-24).

7 Rutherford 1905, 450.

8 Moap& v U6volay is confined to the scholia on Wasps (™ Ar. Vesp. 449; £V Ar. Vesp. 924c¢;
TRV Ay, Vesp. 1136; IRV Ar. Vesp. 1365), Frogs (£ Ar. Ran. 308f; XVEONBab(Ald) Ay Ran, 501d;
YRVEOBarb(Ald) Ay Ran, 547-548; TYMEOBabAld) Ay Ran, 970d; TRVMECA) Ay Ran. 992b) and Plutus
(xOBarbAld Ay Plyt, 324; $FONBabAld Ar Plyt, 818g), but these do not otherwise share clear character-
istics. Also, the manuscripts themselves may haphazardly disagree with each other in individual
cases (cf. £V [mopd T U.] vs. ZAM [rap’ 1.] Ar. Vesp. 924¢; ZRV [ropd thv U.] vs. A [rap’ 1.]
Ar. Vesp. 1365; 2V [mopd T V.] vs. SRMECBab@ld) [ ). ] Ar, Ran. 308f; 2% [mapd v 1.] vs.
TVMMatr [’ 1.] Ar. Plut. 324; SEONBabAl [mand v U.] vs. 2V [map’ U.] Ar. Plut. 818g). At best, the
carefully phrased ME0Bam(A1d Ay Ran, 970d, which forms part of a sequence of doxographic notes
on the interpretation of Ar. Ran. 970 by scholars up to and including Didymus, could suggest that
some post-Didymean scholar with a strong grasp on the tradition (e.g. Symmachus?) already wrote
mopa TNV vrdvolav at least in this instance; but even that would be a daring inference.
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without there necessarily being a single specific one (cf. Engl. against expectation
vs. against the expectation).

Secondly, and more importantly, alongside map’ Unévolav the expression
nopd poodokiav is encountered as well, albeit almost exclusively in notes on
Acharnians and Peace.’ Since napd mpoodokiav is an established term for a rhe-
torical figure (oxfna), which need not be used for humoristic purposes, it is less
precise when applied to the comic device.”® When Pseudo-Demetrius (Eloc. 152)
uses an Aristophanic tap’ Unévolav joke (and one that is classified as such in T¥?V
Ar. Nub. 179a/b) as one of two illustrations for witty map& mpoadokiav, he there-
fore stresses that an additional dimension is involved as well: namely the lack of
a rational connection with what precedes (008’ RxoAov0el Toig TpoTéPOLS), a fea-
ture that is also highlighted in one Aristophanic scholion where — quite excep-
tionally — the mechanics of the humour are briefly looked at:*

9 With the single addition of ZX Ar. Lys. 702 in the scholia vetera. Beyond, there is just £’ Ar.
Nub. 179a, which uses the two terms in one breath (rap& mpoa8okiav kai rap’ Drovolav SlaBdAet
avTov) for a passage where the older scholia have map’ Umdvolav only (ZVRV Ar. Nub. 179a/b); this
might be under the influence of the reference to this specific passage in [Demetr.] Eloc. 152 (cf.
below). Pace Filippo 2001-2002, 62, ¢ Ar. Plut. 783 is different: mop& mpoasSokiav is there an
explanatory gloss on mapaypfipa.

10 Cf. Rutherford 1905, 450; I have been unable to consult Bilbao Ruiz 2005. In rhetoric, the
concept of mapd pocdokiav (~ mapddo&ov) can be traced back to Aristotle (or, more precisely, to
Theodorus of Byzantium in the late fifth century BCE: cf. Arist. Rh. 1412a 26-28): see e.g. Bonanno
1987, 222-225; Celentano 1995, 168-169; Filippo 2001-2002, 59-60; Celentano 2003; Kanellakis
2020a, 27-31. Kanellakis underlines that, “[flollowing the Aristotelian tradition, Tractatus
Coislinianus puts para prosdokian under the category £k T@v mpaypdtwv yéAwg rather than énod
Tfig Aé€ews”, but this need not entail an exclusion of verbal napd mpooSokiav: the fact alone that
such napd poodokiav relates to the signifié more than to the signifiant could legitimise the clas-
sification. Even so, we do not of course know if the older Peripatetic analysis of comedy used the
term mapa ipoaSokiav at all, or initially applied it somewhat differently from how we find it em-
ployed in the Aristophanic scholia (cf. Rutherford 1905, 451).

11 The other is the Cyclops’ promise to “eat last No-one” in Hom. Od. 9.369, which is of a very
different nature. That [Demetr.] Eloc. 152 misquotes the Aristophanic passage by introducing the
beginning of Ar. Nub. 149 into Ar. Nub. 178 does not affect his point. By contrast, Hermogenes
(Method. 34, pp. 453-454 Spengel) chooses as his example of napa mpooSokiav something taken
€k Tob Biov (rather than €k Tob kwpkoD), although the phenomenon as such falls under the
wider heading of kwpik@®g Aéyetv.

12 Cf. also ZVEONBad Ar Nub. 12d, where the word X that would be “expected” instead of xpe@v,
“debts”, is corrupted, but where it is said that X would have been “in line and consistent with
<the preceding word> @4&tvn” in Ar. Nub. 13 (iva €&fig kai dkoAovbwg Tfi @aTvn Aéyewv Sokf).
Of course, the “rational connection” can take very different forms: cf. e.g. n. 24 below on TV¥M
Ar. Av. 102d appropriately observing how in that passage an antonym rather than a (partial) syn-
onym is expected.
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Xp.  GAN ol TLkpUYW* TV EPAV YAP OIKETV
ToTdTATOV FyoUpai o€ Kai KAEMTIoTOTOV.
Ar. Plut. 26-27

(Chremylus) I won’t conceal it, for I think of all my slaves you are the most trustworthy and
the most — thievish.

T Ar. Plut. 27a kAentiotatov RsAld(U): 10 oxijpa mop’ vrovolav émryaye, VMNMatrBarb
RsV*Ald(U) kwpikdg maiwv. VMMatrRsV7Ald(U) — 27¢ &a kol XaplevTi{opevog 81 t0 TG
Kwpwdiag pedlaotikdv, Gua 8¢ xai tov MatrRsV7Ald(U) oikétnv molel dmodoxfig Te
TUYX&vovTa Kol YAeUN G apd Tol SeontdToV” v yap EAmTic oup@dvVwS TG TpdTw AsyBrioeobar
kal 10 8evtepov. RsV¥ Ald(U)

27a Most thievish: He employed the figure nap’ Unévolav, making a comic joke. — 27c <He
says this> as a joke, the aim of comedy being to make people smile, and at the same time he
lets the servant be the object of some approbation and some jest from his master; for the
expectation was that the second element was going to agree with the first one.

At best, one could thus argue that, from a classificatory perspective, apa pogdo-
kiav is the genus and map’ vGvolav the species — save that map’ Lidvolav is not a
term employed in rhetorical literature. Rutherford therefore finds it significant that
“both the [sc. Aristophanic] commentators who use mopd pocdoxiav at all often,
have a strong rhetorical bias”.”* While this formulation is based on the problematic
contention that the scholia on every Aristophanic play have their own distinct pro-
file because they go back to separate source commentaries,* the concentration of
nop& ipoodokiav remarks in the older scholia on Acharnians in particular is indeed
noteworthy. Moreover, the idea that it is influenced by rhetorical analysis aligns
with the fact that in one case the phenomenon is explicitly introduced as a oxfijpo:

AL &y’, O BUyaTep, BTIWG TO KAVODV KA KOADS
oloeig PAérovoa BupPBPoPEYOV. WG HaKEPLOG
60TIG 0° OTMVOEL KGKTOT OETAL YOAGS
00D pndev fTtoug Boev...
Ar. Ach. 253-256

(Dicaeopolis) Come on, daughter, make sure you beautiful girl carry the basket beautifully,
with a savoury-eating look in your eyes. How blessed is he who will marry you and beget —
weasels that are in no way inferior to you in farting...

13 Rutherford 1905, 450.

14 For a rejection of this thesis and the more plausible assumption that different selections
from, and additions to, a common basis were made depending on the extent to which each play
was read in late antique and Byzantine classrooms, see Boudreaux 1919, 176-184.
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T Ar. Ach. 255 xékmowoetat yoAdg: Gvti Tod “maibag Spvtdtovg”. TodTo 8¢ TO oyijpa
KagTTal Tapa ipoadokiav. £8et yap pdval “ékmotoeTat maidog veaviag”. RET

And beget weasels: Instead of “pungent children”. This figure is called para prosdokian; for
he should have said “will beget youthful children”.

It appears that the commentator who is responsible for the formulation of this
note did not overlook the humorous point but regarded mapd npooSokiav as an
appropriate label for the comic device as well. This need not exclude that earlier
commentators had already picked up the same joke and spoken of it as map’
vmévolav, but it is of course impossible to prove that there was any kind of
(half-)systematic terminological revision during the history of this set of scho-
lia. More likely, perhaps, our annotator used the term he regarded as correct
when commenting on tap’ UntOvolav passages that had not previously been sin-
gled out as such. This might explain both why there are also a good number
of map’ Umdvolav notes on Acharnians® and why in the majority of mapa
nipoobokiav notes on passages from Acharnians the diagnosis of a map’
vmovolav/mopa poodokiav joke is actually more questionable than in the case of
Ar. Ach. 255. They include Ar. Ach. 119, where the primary comic point, as observed
in the scholion itself, is the humorous alteration of a Euripidean verse, so that there

15 See SR Ay, Ach. 18a; TR Ar. Ach. 756; TR Ar, Ach. 850a; IR Ar. Ach. 1173a; =2 Ar. Ach.
1181a; cf. also X' Ar. Ach. 1001b; ¢ Ar. Ach. 1026¢. The same is true for Peace (XY Ar. Pax 249aq;
IRV Ar. Pax 368; RV Ar, Pax 402b; 3RVT Ar. Pax 425c; =XV Ar. Pax 526a; IXVT Ar. Pax 822; £V Ar.
Pax 1186; XV Ar. Pax 1319) and Lysistrata (Z**/R Ar. Lys. 1140/B; I Ar. Lys. 937; X Ar. Lys. 1057;
IR Ar. Lys. 1071), the other two plays with occasional nap& ipoodokiav notes. Note that the label
niap’ VIIdvolav may occasionally be used even where Tapa poaSokiav would seem justified be-
cause a rhetorically unexpected, but contextually appropriate, word/phrase occurs: see e.g. &V
Ar. Pax 1319 (on ‘YniépBoAov ééehdoavtag, “throwing out Hyperbolus”, in Ar. Pax 1321), £V Ar.
Pax 526a (on dotpateiog, “freedom of campaigning”, as a metaphorical nice smell in Ar. Pax
526), and especially £V Ar. Plut. 23c (on Chremylus’ threat to Carion, va pgAAov GAyfig, “so that
it’s even more painful”: here the phrasing o oxfjia ToD Adyov map’ Unévolav may intimate that
nap’ vrévolav is a rhetorical figure; cf. similarly ZNBPAW Ay, Plut, 20c and ZVMNMatrBarbRsVS7AI(U) Ay
Plut. 27a, although in the latter case a real comic map’ Urtdvotav is at stake). On extended uses of
nop’ vrévolay, see further Sections 5-6 below.

16 Cf. also, apart from the examples given in the main text, Z*™" Ar, Ach. 615a, where the notion
that xpe@v, “of debts”, is para prosdokian is due to an old corruption and the scholiast’s failure to
understand that the preceding parallel épdvov/épdvwv (regularly) means “cash-loan(s)” (cf. Olson
2002, 233; Kanellakis 2020a, 48); =X Ar. Ach. 684a, where there may be a riop’ Urtovolav joke, but
if so it is nAVynv, “shadow”, rather than 8ikng that is map’ brtdvotav (cf. Olson 2002, 247; Kanellakis
2020a, 44); and IR Ar. Ach. 974a, where it is not clear what is “unexpected” (or funny) specifically
about the adjective xAlapd, “warm” (cf. Filippo 2001-2002, 86; Kanellakis 2020a, 48). Thus, only in
SREMLh Ay, Ach. 733a is the label nopd mpoodokiav applied as legitimately as it is in %" Ar. Ach. 255.
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is not ostensibly more map’ Undvolav humour than in other parodistically trans-
formed paratragic lines (which are not normally labelled in this way),"” and Ar. Ach.
751, which rather revolves around a phonological pun on Siamntivopev (or Megarian
Siamivopeg = /diapi:nomes/) ~ Siamewvapeg (= /diape:na:mes/):'®

A Kol TOTV pEV HVOUXOLY TOV ETEPOV TOUTOV
£y®d’ 8¢ €0Tt, KAewobévng 6 ZiBuptiov.
@ BeppOBOVAOY TIPWKTOV EEVPNUEVE. ..
Ar. Ach. 117-119

(Dicaeopolis) And of the two eunuchs, I know who one is, this one here, Cleisthenes the son
of Sibyrtius! O thou, shaved off on your hot-headed arse...

% Ar. Ach. 119 @ BeppoéPovdov: mapwdia ypfiTat. 0Tt yap &v Tnpevidoug EvpimtiSov, “@ Bep-
U6BovAOVY OTTAGYXVOV”. 0UTOG 0VV CKWTTWV EVpImidnyv npooednke “rmpwktov” napd npoado-
kiav. RETLh

O hot-headed: He applies parody; for in Euripides’ Temenidai (?) there is the phrase “O hot-
headed heart”. So, in order to ridicule Euripides he inserted “arse” against expectation

(para prosdokian).
A naG EXeTe;
Me. Slometvapeg del moTTo Tp.

Ar. Ach. 751
(Dicaeopolis) How are you? — (Megarian) We keep starving by the fire.
T Ar. Ach. 751 Slamewvapeg Gei: apd mpoadokiav, woel £pn “Slamnivopev det podg TO TP 6

8¢ elme “Blamevapeg” ol y&p TOTOL XEWLMVOG IPOG TO TP YivovTar lpnke 8& oUTw 81& TOV
Apdv. “Slamevipes” 8¢ Gvti ToD “Slomelvdpey”. fj 0VTWG E0YETWS MEWVDHEV, DOTE Kal T

17 Notwithstanding the fact that on one level the “unexpected” is of course always present in
parody (see Rau 1967, 16); such deformations can be seen as the phrase-level equivalent of lexi-
cal punning. Hermogenes (Method. 34, p. 453 Spengel) explicitly differentiates mapd mpoodokiav
from kot mapwdiav.

18 The second part of ZEP Ar, Ach. 751 (starting with f| obTwg) could be taken to doubt the
presence of a pun (or “para prosdokian”) altogether, but this may represent an addition by some-
one other than the person who came up with the nopa nposdokiav diagnosis. Kanellakis 2020a,
69-70 accepts this diagnosis by allowing for “single-word para prosdokian” because “the first
part (Siamewv-) [sc. of Siamewvapeg] phonetically predisposes us to expect Siamivopev”; yet, such
ajustification seems rather too sophisticated for what the scholia normally offer. On Ar. Ach. 119,
Kanellakis 2020a, 57-58 rightly notes that this “is funny regardless of whether it is recognised as
a para prosdokian”: “not every verbal substitution in a parody of a tragic line is automatically a
para prosdokian, but it is so when the underlying material is a trademark of tragic style, i.e. a
formula or a famous quote”.
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ipatia drodopevol kabelopeda mpog T@ mupt S O Plyos. A Slamipwg kal EKTOMWG
TEWVDEV, 6 kol BEATIov. ET°Lh

We keep starving: Para prosdokian, as if he were saying “We keep drinking by the fire”; yet,
he said “we keep starving”. <The phrasing is> because in the winter drinking parties take
place by the fire. However, because of the hunger he said this instead. <The form>
Somewvapeg stands for <Attic> Sianetvpev. Or else, <what is meant is> “We are exceedingly
hungry so that we even sell our clothes and sit by the fire because of the cold”; or “we are
ardently and excessively hungry”, which is an even better explanation.

Although the situation with mapd mpocdokiav notes on Peace may be slightly bet-
ter,” and although we shall see that the label map’ brévolav, too, can be used
imprecisely (Sections 5-6), it seems fair to say that at least the critic who is re-
sponsible for the map& mpoodokiav notes on Acharnians was not the most percep-
tive literary scholar. Whether it was a single person we cannot tell. However, it
should be borne in mind that if there had been an entire group of Aristophanic
critics with this terminological preference, the concentration of the map&
npooSokiav notes in the scholia on just two plays would become even more diffi-
cult to account for than it is anyway.

Very tentatively, we may even go one step further. Thanks to the subscription
in ms. V (Venetus Marcianus 474) to the scholia on Peace, we know that the met-
rical analysis of that play followed Heliodorus, while the annotations are by and
large culled from the commentaries of Symmachus and Phaeinus (kekwAloTat
mpog T& ‘HAlo8wpov, mapayeypontal ék dacivov kai Zuppdyov). This certainly
does not mean that there cannot be minor additions here or there, but it makes it
less likely that any notes presenting real substance come from a third source.
Now, at least the mop& ipoadokiav note in =*V Ar. Pax 363a is a substantial one.

19 See atleast ItV Ar. Pax 363a, where a parallel is invented to illustrate how the line works (ginmwv
8¢ “o05EV mMovnpdév” mapd mpoodokiav Emryaye TO “GAN 8mep kol K@V, Mol elmev “oudev
KoKOV 01D, GAN’ iepoovA@”, “Having said ‘Nothing bad’, he adds, para prosdokian, ‘but what Cil-
licon also did’, as if he said ‘I am not doing anything bad, but robbing a temple’”; cf. Kanellakis
2020a, 66) and ZRV®)I Ar, Pax 898b (1@ méet, “with the penis”, instead of T@) okéAel, “with the leg”),
possibly also 2V Ar. Pax 505a (8kdleTe, “you are holding trials”, instead of something like pwveirte,
“you are talking”; but cf. Kanellakis 2020a, 54), but not X' Ar. Pax 95, since neither the question
i metel; “Why are you flying?”, nor the subsequent Ti pdtnv ovy vylaivelg; “Why are you out of
your mind?”, are situationally “unexpected” in Ar. Pax 95 (cf. Section 7 with n. 45; Kanellakis 2020a,
42). In several scholia on the same play (Z} Ar. Pax 235a0; X' Ar. Pax 425aa; X' Ar. Pax 901a),
where alternative ways of designating rop’ Ortévolav humour are used (8¢ov eingiv/avti ToU: cf.
Section 3 below), Rutherford 1905, 451 also finds an “odd trick of annotating, not 0 mapa
npoodokiav eipnpévov, but the something already said against which that clashes”. The one mopa
npoodokiav note on Lysistrata (EX' Ar. Lys. 702) also concerns an actual mop’ ridvolav joke.
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To credit Symmachus with a terminological change from map’ briévolav to mapd
npoadoxiov would seem unwise, and not just because what little we know about
Symmachus points to a scholar with some literary acumen. More crucially, if the
responsibility was already Symmachus’, we should expect mapa mpoo8okiav
notes to be spread more widely since Symmachus’ commentaries on Aristopha-
nes, written in the second century CE, were influential enough to supersede even
the monumental earlier work by Didymus Chalcenterus.?® With Phaeinus, by con-
trast, the situation is different. By his (uncertain, but post-Symmachean) time,
most of the map’ vtévolav jokes that are annotated as such in the extant scholia
will already have been picked up, with only few pertinent cases left to be added.*
For these, someone like Phaeinus, whose compilation was probably meant to ad-
dress the more basic instructional needs of a later age, could well have intro-
duced the mopd mpoodokiav terminology that was familiar from rhetorical teach-
ing. Uncertain though it is, such a scenario would thus account, on the one hand,
for the fact that mapda mpocdokiav notes are common enough to suggest their
origin in a relatively prominent source of the Aristophanic scholia, and on the
other hand also for their numerical and (on average) qualitative inferiority as
compared to the mop’ Udvolav notes. More confidently, meanwhile, we may re-
tain that the more traditional critical term in comic scholarship,”? and the one
most likely used already by Aristophanes’ Alexandrian commentators, will have
been napd (triv) Yndvolav, with napd mpoodokiav intruding secondarily from the
teaching and analysis of rhetoric.

20 On Symmachus, Phaeinus, and their place in ancient Aristophanic scholarship, see e.g.
White 1914, xlix-liii, Ixviii—1xix; Boudreaux 1919, 144-164; Montana 2003; Montana 2015; Willi,
forthcoming b.

21 The case of Z*V Ar. Pax 363a is telling if read alongside XV Ar. Pax 363d. The latter note con-
tains considerable learning, of the type that is usually associated with Didymus (cf. the refer-
ences to Theopompus [FGrHist 115 F 111, corr. for Oed@pactog], Callimachus [fr. 607 Pfeiffer],
and Leander [FGrHist 492 F 15]), but it starts with the surprisingly naive remark ovk oi8’ 6nwg
@notv o0BEV TTovN POV ToLElY TadTa lva, drep kai KMk®V, “I do not know how he can say that
doing what Cillicon did is doing nothing bad”, which misses the joke.

22 But not just comic scholarship: map’ Untdvolav is also used in the scholia on non-comic au-
thors, including orators (cf. & Aeschin. 1.18 [41b Dilts]; & Aeschin. 3.100 [220 Dilts]; ¥ Aeschin.
3.187 [427 Dilts]; £ Aesch. Cho. 95; £ Dem. 18.237; £ Dem. 18.239b; £ Hom. Il 2.359; ="T Hom.
I1. 4.127b; ¥ Lucian. 77.10.2; £ PL. Grg. 473b), more commonly in fact than napd rpooSokiav (al-
though audience “expectation” is a concept with which ancient critics freely operate: see Niinlist
2009, esp. 149-151). The remarks on scholiastic mapd npoodokiav by Kanellakis 2020a, 31 n. 91
are misleading because he does not differentiate between scholia where napd mpoodokiav is
used in a technical sense and others; for the former see only X Dem. 1.27a/b; £ Dem. 1.29; X Dem.
4.15, as well as Epicharmus fr. 98.50.
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3 Other formulations: avti tod and déov €ineiv

In addition to the two designations discussed so far, numerous scholia use fur-
ther, less specific, ways of referring to map’ Untévolav jokes. In such cases we most
commonly read either avti ToD or 8€ov eineiv (each with variants),? as in the fol-
lowing examples:

DL @ Kékpoy fipwg dvag, T mpodg mod@v ApakovTisn,
TiepLopdg oUTw W UTU &vBp@V PapPdpwv XELPOVUEVOY,
oG £y *Sidaga kKA&ew TéTTap’ €ig TV XOiviKa;
Ar. Vesp. 438-440

(Philocleon) O lord and hero Cecrops, Dracontides as far as the parts by your feet are con-
cerned, will you quietly watch how I am wronged by barbarian men whom I have taught

how to — cry in full measure?

T Ar. Vesp. 440a oDg £yw *Sidaa: PATTOTE KOl TODTO TAPOLUIAKOV. AvTi 8¢ TOD Eimely “NETTEWV
Kai SlapTilewy” “kAdewv” eimev. VI

Whom I have taught: Possibly this too [sc. “do such-and-such téttop’ €ig TRV xolvika?”] is
an idiomatic expression. But instead of “how to bake and make bread” he said “cry”.

Ile.  Tnpedg yop el 0V; METEPOV SpVIC | TAWG;
Ar. Av. 102

(Peisetaerus) So you are Tereus? A bird or — a peacock?

T Ar. Av. 102a* ndtepov VT 8pvig VET f| Tawg VE: énaée: 8éov yap einelv “GvBpwmnog”
VETMLh ginev “f Tawg”. 08vvetat 8¢ kal meptonitat. VETM

A bird or a peacock: He made a joke, for when he should have said “<or> a man” he actually
said “or a peacock”. <tawg> has an acute or a circumflex accent.

The problem with this type of map’ brévolav notes is that the same phrasing is
also applied when there can be no question of tap’ vmévolav humour. Thus, &vti

23 Such as &vti oD eineiv (XX Ar. Ach. 1060a; IR Ar. Thesm. 746 etc.), £5el eineiv (TR Ar.
Ach. 756; ZXVh Ar, Pax 637D etc.), or the slightly paradoxical BovAetat Aéyetv, “he wants to say”,
of £VE™ Ar, Eq. 49a. A further type is @oel #\eye/E@n/einev, as at RV Ar, Pax 756bo/B (and
cf. ZEBL Ay, Ach. 751 and Z®V Ar. Pax 363a quoted above in Section 2 and in n. 19 respectively).
24 Cf. £VEM Ar. Av. 102d, which further specifies that the surprise effect is achieved by adding,
following disjunctive |, a term for the species (“peacock”) to the term for the genus (“bird”), sc.
in lieu of some kind of an antonym (10 YeVIKOV eindv, it TO £ib1K6V).
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100 is a frequent way in which the scholia introduce exegetic paraphrases, but
even 8¢ov/£8el einelv can appear in environments where there is simply a pun®
or where an annotator thought a different way of putting things might have been
more natural:*

T Ar. Ran. 1014a 8ia8pactnolitag ME: dvti Tod “Sethovg” VEOBarb(Ald)

Run-away citizens: Instead of “cowards”.

w3

3 Ar. Av. 69 GAA oV RV Ti Bnpiov moT’ el RVET: 8£0v einelv “Bpveov” mpog TO TEPAOTIKOV
10D opaTog “Onpiov” einev. RVETMLh

But you, what kind of animal are you?: When he should have said “bird”, he said “animal”
with a view to the strange appearance of his [sc. the Hoopoe Servant’s] body.

As a result, although in most instances it is clear whether or not a comment of
this sort identifies a map’ btOvolav joke, there can be some ambiguity. If, for ex-
ample, §¢ov ineiv in £ Ar. Vesp. 511c is taken to imply a tap’ Urtovolav joke, this
entails that the commentator who is responsible for the phrasing failed to notice
that nviyw, “stew”, is just as much a culinary verb as &pw, “cook”, is (cf. the
glossing of memviypévov as omtnpévov, “roasted”, and npnpévov, “cooked”, in
IMV Ar. Vesp. 511a/b respectively); whereas if he used 8¢ov ineiv more freely, and
meant only that the less specific &pw could also have done the job under normal
circumstances (i.e. when no ka6’ opwvupiav joke on the double meaning of nviyw
as “stewing (food)” or “grilling (someone in court)” was to be introduced), no
such oversight needs to be imputed on him:

DL 08¢ yaipw Patiow ovd’ éyyéAeaty, GAN dlov av
y n

BikiBlov opkpOV @ayouw’ &v £v Aomddt memviypévov.
Ar. Vesp. 510-511

(Philocleon) Also, I don’t like rays and eels, but would rather eat a little lawsuit stewed
in a pan.

25 See e.g. YVETO/RM Ay Eq. 59a/b; 2V Ar. Pax 415b; XXT Ar. Pax 756f (where the manuscripts R
and V — followed by Olson 1998, 37 and Wilson 2007, 315 — have é\iyp@vTo in the text, but our
scholion and some later manuscripts point to a varia lectio é\txv@vTo punning on Aiyvog, “glut-
tonous”; this issue is separate from the map’ Undvolav joke in the same line, as picked up by
SRVINTLh Ay, Pax 756bay/B: cf. n. 23).

26 For whatever reason: in Z*VE™ Ar, Av. 1108, whoever annotated 8¢ov inetv “kai Aenicovot”
against k&kAépovot, “and they will hatch”, may simply have overlooked that ékAénw was a
standard word for “hatching” in Classical Greek.
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% Ar. Vesp. 511c memviypevov: 8€ov elmetv “fppnpévov” @not “remviypévov” Gro tod oupPai-
VOVTOG UTIO TWV BIkaaT@V TO1G Sikagopévolg. V

Stewed: When he should have said “cooked”, he said “stewed” because of what happens to
the accused at the hands of the judges.

4 “Prospective” vs. “retrospective” map’ umévotav
humour

Even leaving aside ambiguous cases like the one just cited, when the scholia are
diagnosing mop’ vmévolav humour, they can be looking at a variety of different
phenomena.

Firstly, it makes sense to differentiate between what may be called prospec-
tive and retrospective Top’ UTIOvolav jokes, respectively. In both of these, “the se-
mantic value of the second part of a structure (word, phrase, or sentence) contra-
dicts the semantic value of the first part, motivating the reader/listener to
reframe, i.e. to reinterpret the first part in the direction of the latter part”.” How-
ever, only “prospective” map’ Urtovolav jokes are jokes “against expectation” in
the strict sense, as they consist of sequences in which the audience is primed to
expect a particular continuation of a given utterance — whether in terms of a spe-
cific wording or just of general content — only to be surprised by what is then
actually said (which may even be the exact opposite of what was expected).® The
priming itself is usually achieved by wider contextual cues, although in the case
of a well-known idiom or quotation being modified the correctly quoted begin-
ning of the sequence in question may suffice. In Ar. Ach. 119, for example, it is
conceivable that the mere ¢ 8eppdBovlov at the start of the line was sufficient on
its own for the audience to recognise the Euripidean model verse and hence to
expect omAdyyvov as the next word — rather than the actual npwktdv (cf. Section 2,
with IR Ay, Ach. 119).

27 Kanellakis 2020a, 34. This formulation implicitly marginalises purely stylistic discontinuity,
disruption, and aprosdoketon, just as the scholia do in their approach to verbal humour (cf. Sec-
tion 1), although it is of course a common enough phenomenon in Aristophanes (cf. e.g. Silk
2000, 136—137; Napolitano 2007, 4647, 49-52).

28 Thus kekAeioetal, “[the door] will be closed”, for expected dvewyOrioetat, “will be open”, at
Ar. Lys. 1071 (with 2R Ar. Lys. 1071b; cf. Section 2); similarly, =} Ar. Lys. 1057 treats pnkét’ 4mod@,
“shall not pay back”, in Ar. Lys. 1057 as a map’ Unovotav joke for amodd.
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Several more of the examples already adduced unmistakably belong to this
prospective type of map’ brtévolav (cf. Section 2 with Ar. Ach. 255 and Ar. Plut. 27,
Section 3 with Ar. Vesp. 440 and Ar. Av. 102), and so do the following two in-
stances from Wasps and Lysistrata. As the scholia on the lines in question point
out, in Ar. Vesp. 238, where the Chorus reminisce about their youthful exploits on
campaign abroad, the listeners expect greater achievements than stealing a piece
of bakery equipment, and in Ar. Lys. 114, where Calonice is declaring her readi-
ness to support Lysistrata’s plan come what may, something like “even if I had to
fight” (not: “drink”) would be contextually warranted.” At the same time, the
Wasps example shows that the scholiasts acknowledged the possibility of general
rather than specific priming and allowed for nap’ tévolav diagnoses that have
scope over an entire line or more, not just one or two words:*

Xo.  mapeo®’ O 81 Aowmov y’ €T otiv, drtmamnod nomalds,
HBNG éketvng, Mvix’ év Bulavtiw &uvijpev
PPOVPODVT £YW TE KL OV* KATA TEPITATODVTE VOKTWP
TG dpTonwABog AaBovVT EkAéhapey TOV GAQOV...
Ar. Vesp. 235-238

(Chorus) We’ve got here all that’s left, aiai, oioi, of that youthfulness of ours when we were
together on sentry-duty at Byzantium, I and you: and then, patrolling at night — we got
away with stealing the baker’s mortar...

2 Ar. Vesp. 238a Tfig dptonwAidog: map’ vndvolav Todto Séov eimelv “Tolg moAepiovg
éxelpwodpeda” | “Aoxov Tva émowroopev”. VAld

The baker’s: This <line> is against expectation, as they should have said <something like>
“we overpowered the enemy” or “we organised an ambush”.

Av.  £6¢AotT’ &v obv, el punyavipy ebpoyt’ ey,
HET’ €pod kaTaADoaL TOV TOAEHOV;
Ka. VI T Bew,
£y pév v, xav el pe xpein TodykukAov
TOUTIL KOTAOETTOV EKTILETY AVONUEPOV.
Ar. Lys. 111-114

29 The alternative proposed by 5 Ar. Lys. 114a (rap’ Unovolav Gvti ToD einelv “apnéxecdor”)
does not fit semantically; why should anyone “expect” Calonice to say “even if I had to put on
this dress of mine”? However, Aristophanes’ joke also contains a “retrospective” element (cf.
below) in that the audience only realise once £xmieiv is said that katadeioav was to be under-
stood, ka® opwvupiav, as “put down for payment” rather than literal “put down (in order to be
free in my movements)”.

30 With the lemma T1fig &pTonwAidog, the scholion only cites the first words of the line, but that
is standard practice when larger stretches are meant.
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(Lysistrata) So, would you be ready, if I found a way of doing it, to put an end to the war
together with me? — (Calonice) By the two goddesses, yes, I would, even if I had to put down
this dress of mine and then — drink it all on this very day!

»

TAr. Lys. 114p rap’ riovotav. 8£ov eineiv “pdyecdut”, “¢kmieiv” inev. R

Against expectation: when she should have said “fight”, she said “drink it all”.

In “retrospective” map’ vIOvolav jokes, by contrast, the humour arises not so
much from the audience having been primed in advance to expect a continuation
other than the one that is eventually uttered, as from the audience realising, after
some X has been said, that Y would have yielded a more “normal/logical” (hence
in hindsight more “expected”) utterance in the wider context. Unsurprisingly, it
is in this domain in particular that mop’ btdvolav humour can overlap with pun-
ning,* but it should be stressed that typical map’ Undvolav jokes do not require
phonological similarity in the way puns do (see further Section 5).

To give an example, in Ar. Nub. 833-837 Strepsiades wants to act as an apol-
ogist of the Socratics’ way of life, and in that context he makes reference to the
philosophers’ neglect of personal hygiene, a point that could indeed be regarded
as something positive if it were attributed to asceticism or the like, but not if the
negative aspects of peldwAia (“stinginess” rather than “thrift”) are understood to
be its motive. Here, then, there can be no question of the audience already ex-
pecting (e.g.) U110 kapTepiag when they do not even know yet what Strepsiades is
going to talk about; but once he has finished, it is at least arguable® that the
phrase UTO i PedwAiag jars with the laudatory aims of the proposition:

IT. €0OTOpEL
Kkai pundév einng pAadpov &vdpag 8elovg
Kai voiv ExovTag, Mv OO TiS PetSwAiag
amekelpat 008elg WMOT 008’ AAeipaTO
008’ eig Pahaveiov IABE AouGHHEVOG. ..
Ar. Nub. 833-837

(Strepsiades) Hold your tongue and don’t speak ill of clever, intelligent men, of whom -
because of their thrift — not one has ever had his hair cut, or anointed his skin, or gone to
the bath to wash...

31 And also parody: cf. again the case of Ar. Ach. 119 mentioned above, on the assumption that
@ BeppoBoviov alone was not a sufficient prime on its own.

32 But not more than that: since for someone with Strepsiades’ mindset @eiSwAia is indeed
something positive, the ap’ Unovolav reading advocated by the scholion must not be taken for
granted. See Section 7 for further examples of scholia not paying enough attention to intradra-
matic logic in diagnosing map’ Umdvolav humour.
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T Ar. Nub. 835c Sox@v émouveiv Péyel. RVEND &vti ydp Tob eimelv “kaptepiog” eine
“@peldwAiog”. RVE

While he thinks he is praising them, he criticises them; for instead of saying “<out of> self-
control”, he said “<out of> stinginess”.

It may be noted that in this case the phrasing with &vti ToD is chosen, and the
label map’ vOvolav is not used. In fact, it is possible that the application of the
phrases &vti Tob and, especially, 8¢ov eineiv to op’ vtovolay humour originates
precisely with such retrospective instances. Yet, counter-examples also exist,
both with dvrti ToD/8¢ov eineiv referring to prospective nap’ Unévolav jokes (cf.
Section 3 above, with ' Ar. Vesp. 440a and ZVE™" Ar, Av. 102a) and with nop’
vnévolav diagnoses affecting retrospective ones. For the latter, compare for in-
stance Ar. Vesp. 1167, where the paradoxicality of Philocleon’s complaint only
becomes obvious once the line is complete, or Ar. Ran. 1005, where the Chorus’
qualification of tragic poetry as Afipog, “babbling”, contradicts the deferential
tone with which they are otherwise addressing Aeschylus:*

BS.  oUk ot mopd TadT GAAa.
oL KokoSaipwv £y,
601G £tl yrpa xipeTAov 008V Afpopat.
Ar. Vesp. 1166-1167

(Bdelycleon) There’s no way around this! — (Philocleon) Poor me, in my old age I will not
get a single chillblain!

33 On the difficult interpretation of the passage, see e.g. Dover 1993, 317-318; Beta 2004, 168—
169; in theory, Afjpog might refer only to pre-Aeschylean tragedy, which then got better thanks
to Aeschylus, but the scholia undoubtedly see “Afjpov as referring [...] to the art of tragedy as a
whole” because only then is there a form of mop’ bndvoiav (or, in Dover’s words, “a somewhat
alien note [in] the play”; cf. also Z*VEM Ar. Nub. 359b on Arjpwv/A6ywv). For further retrospective
examples with the label nap’ rovolav, see e.g. R Ar, Ach. 18a (adding S¢ov yop eineiv; but
cf. Kanellakis 2020a, 41); R Ar, Ach. 756 (+ €81 ydp eineiv; but cf. Kanellakis 2020a, 54); ZVEroM
Ar. Eq. 167b (+ 8¢ov eingiv); ZRVEONMA Ar. Nub. 1261b (+ 8¢ov eingiv); VA Ar, Vesp. 19a (map’
vnévolav combined with a ka®’ dpwvupiav joke on dorig, “shield/asp viper”); ZRVE'™2 Ar, Av. 38a;
YRVEONBarbLutRsAld Ay PIyt, 972a; for ones with other formulations e.g. ZX¥'™ Ar. Ach. 81a (évti ToD
einetv; disputed by Kanellakis 2020a, 73-74 because of its retrospective nature); X Ar. Ach.
1082a (&vTi TOD £ineiv); VEBP Ar. Eq. 539a (Gvti toD); ZVEMOML Ar, Eg. 905 (GvTi ToD eineiv); TREOMatr
Ar. Nub. 37aa (W i #\eye); VA1 Ar, Vesp. 1187b (8ov einetv); ZRVEMLE Ay, Ay, 1288 (8ov eineiv);
TRVETMLE Ay, Av, 1628a (8¢ov einelv; a prospective reading is also possible since a question con-
taining 8oxkel oot (vel sim.) is expected already before paradoxical oipw{ewv opens the phrase
olpwiewv dokel got;).
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T Ar. Vesp. 1167b map’ Umovolav Gvti Tod einelv “dyaddv ovdeév Appopat, 60T T& TAOV
YepPOVTwV o Ajpopan”. VIAld

Against expectation, instead of saying “I will not get anything good as I will not get what
old men should”.

Xo.  &AN @ mp@Tog TV EAMVWV mupydoag pripata oepuva
Kai KOOUN 006 TPaytkov Afjpov, Bopp@v TOV KPouvov GieL.
Ar. Ran. 1004-1005

But you, who were the first of the Greeks to build impressive words like towers and to adorn
tragic babbling, be confident and let your spring flow.

% Ar. Ran. 1005a kai kooproag M tpaywov Afjpov VME: map’ brtdvolav. VMEOBarb(Ald) —
1005c Afjpov R: &vti Tob “triv Téxvnv”. RVME©Barb(Ald)

1005a Adorning tragic babbling: Against expectation. — 1005c Babbling: Instead of “the art”.

That prospective and retrospective map’ Untdvolav humour are not strictly kept
apart is all the more understandable because they sometimes shade into each
other. With regard to Ar. Ran. 1005, for example, one could say that the hymnic
tone of the preceding words makes us expect a continuation in the same register;
so, although we are not primed to hear Téxvnv or any other semantically predict-
able phrase per se, there is enough priming not to expect Afipov. Similarly, in Ar.
Eq. 1034 the Sausage-Seller is reciting one of his (mock-)oracles warning Demos
of a dog who will sneak into the kitchen by night and lick out all the pans and —
islands. Although the verbal form SiaAeiywv here occurs only at the very end of
the relevant line, by the time the audience have heard Arjoet o€ Kuvn8ov VUkTWP
10 Aomadag they may already be waiting for a verb such as “eat out, empty”, and
any further direct object added to AomaSag by means of kai should therefore refer
to “pots” or the like, thus creating a prospective expectation which is disap-
pointed by the lexeme vjooug. However, since kai vijooug is a mere add-on, with-
out syntactical necessity, its insertion at the same time produces retrospective
surprise:

AN elogot@v T €ig TovMTAVIOV AMjoEL 08 KuVN SOV
VOKTWP TOG AoTtddag kal TaG viooug StaAeiywv.
Ar. Eq.1033-1034

(Sausage-Seller) Going into the kitchen without you noticing he will, like a dog, lick clean
by night the pans and the islands.
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% Ar. Eq. 1034c kai TG viiooug Staheixwv: 8Tt GvTi ToD einelv “Tag YU Tpag” map’ vrévolav
€lme “T0G Vo0UG™ TOUTERTL TOVG TG TOAEWS POPOUG Slapmalwv Kal ToUG VNoLWTag Sia-
ociwv. VETOM

And licking clean the islands: <To note> that he said “the islands” against expectation, in-
stead of “the pots”; that is, robbing the tributes paid to the city and extorting money from
the islanders.

5 Map’ Umovolav and punning/ka®’ opwvupiav
humour

Secondly, as has already been noted (Section 4), there is some overlap between
(especially, though not necessarily, retrospective) nap’ vovolav humour and
punning (paronomasia). When a pun occurs, the audience are also meant to think
of the word that is substituted by the pun as the one that was in certain ways
“expected”. If one were to adopt a broad concept of ap’ vrdvolav, puns could
therefore be subsumed under this umbrella term, invoking the authority of Aris-
totle who, in his Rhetoric (3.11, 1412a 26-31), directly compared év Toig yeloiolg
TG Mapamnenomuéva, “altered expressions in jokes”, with T& Tapd ypappa oKwy-
pata, “derision by change of letter”, because they both “cheat [sc. expectation]”
(é&amath yap).> In practice, however, the specificity of punning, which presup-
poses phonological similarity, is such that map’ Unévolav is better reserved for
counter-expectational jokes that are independent of phonological conditioning.
By and large, this restriction of the term (or of its competitor map& ipoodokiav)*®
does seem to be observed in the scholia, but every now and then an exception
occurs. One case, X" Ar, Ach. 751 (with mapa ipoodokiav), has been discussed
before (Section 2), and another is encountered in the following scholion on

34 Note that Aristotle speaks of neither apd npoodokiav nor map’ Urtdvotav here; cf. n. 10 above,
also on the Tractatus Coislinianus. Filippo 2001-2002, 128-138 includes a large number of puns
in her survey of Aristophanic aprosdoketon.

35 In contrast with the vaguer &vti Tob and 8éov cineiv; see Section 3. Whether e.g. the line
annotated by '™ Ar. Pax 728a (¢éoTukGTeg I: £8el einelv “€otdteg”, “Having an erection: He
should have said ‘standing’”) is thought of as primarily containing a pun or a (retrospective) mop’
vnidvolav joke is therefore difficult to tell. In ZRY™E® Ar, Ran. 418a, the wording o0k &puoe
@patepag, “he had not yet grown kinsmen”, is presented like a rap’ Unévolav joke (&vti ToD
elnelv “080vtag”, “ovyyevelg” einev, “Instead of saying ‘teeth’, he said ‘relatives’”; cf. later £
Ar. Ran. 418a, 10 oxfjpa mop’ Urtdvolav), but the fuller version in Suda ¢ 692 reveals that the
source commentary did acknowledge the pun on @pdtepag ~ ppaoTtiipag, “second teeth”.
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Clouds, where the commentator wants to find a punning link between
katane@povTika and “expected” KaTAMEPPOVNKO:>®

®e. 81 Tadta 81 kai OoipdTiov dnwAeoag;
IT.  GAN 0UK GroAWAEK’, GAAG KATOTEPPOVTIKAL.
Ar. Nub. 856—-857

(Pheidippides) So because of that you lost your upper garment? — (Strepsiades) I have not
lost it, I have thought it off.

2 Ar. Nub. 857aB mop’ Umdvolav Gvti Tod “katane@pdvnka” VIO PAocoPiag “gig Toug
@pOVTIOTAG IVEAWoa” Aéywv. Rs

Against expectation since, instead of “I think nothing of it” (because of philosophical train-
ing), he is saying “I spent it on the thinkers”.

Moreover, in view of the close connection between punning and ka6’ Opwvupiov
jokes, it is unsurprising if we find the occasional slip of this kind also when deal-
ing with the latter type of humour, as in the following brief note on a double en-
tendre in Lysistrata:>

Ku avBpwrog énrtpipel pe 810 TG oTpWpATA.
Mvu.  £moupe 0oUTOV.
Ku AN’ émtijpTat TouToyi.

Ar. Lys. 936-937

(Cinesias) This woman will finish me off with her bedding! — (Myrrhine) Get yourself up! —
(Cinesias) But this one here is up!

2 Ar. Lys. 937 GAN’ émfjptat 10016 e I': 10 aioiov Seikvuaty. ap’ bmovolav 8¢ arrvinoev. RT

But this one is up: He is pointing to his penis. The reply is against expectation.

36 Whether the suspected pun on katagpovelv is intended in Ar. Nub. 857 is of little relevance.
For yet another example, see SMF@9 Ar, Ran. 85¢ (punning on paképwv/Mokedovwv).

37 Cf. also SRVMEeBab(Ald) Ay Ran, 547-548, but it is most uncertain if the author of this note
thought of yopol in €&¢koe ToLG xopovg Tovg poadioug, “he punched out my front rows”, as
polysemous (“rows [of teeth]” vs. “choruses”) when he wrote mapd v Unovolav; the situation
may well be similar to the case of Ar. Vesp. 189, where modern commentators assume that
kAntp meant both “donkey” and “summons-witness” (see MacDowell 1971, 157; Biles/Olson
2015, 147), but where it would be rash to decry the misconstruction of a ka8’ opwvupiov joke as
a map’ rdvolav joke in ¥ Ar. Vesp. 189b (&vTi Tod “8vou” fi “fudvov” “kAntiipog” einev, “He
said ‘summons-witness’ instead of ‘donkey’ or ‘mule’”) when the evidence for the “donkey”
meaning is so tenuous (consisting mainly of Ar. Vesp. 1310).
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6 Other extended usages

Thirdly, the scholia repeatedly diagnose map’ vMdvolav humour in passages
where there can be no question of failed (even just retrospective) “expectation”.
In Ar. Ran. 75, for example, the audience may be surprised when Dionysus sud-
denly has second thoughts about whether it is really a good thing that Sophocles’
son Iophon is still alive; but it requires a very broad concept of rap’ vovolay to
let it encompass any turn of direction in a comic utterance:

‘Hp. Ti8’; ovk Toedv {fi;
AL ToDTO Ydp TOL KAl povov
£0 €07l Aoundv dyadov, el kai ToOT dpa-
0V Yap 0d@’ 018’ 008’ arTd ToUO’ drwg FxeL.
Ar. Ran. 73-75

(Heracles) So what, isn’t Iophon still alive? — (Dionysus) That’s really the only good thing
that’s left — if it’s one; because I am not entirely sure how things are in that respect.

% Ar. Ran. 75a énawéoag aOToOv 6 ApLloToPavng, Tt “TodTo <...> Kal Hovov <...> 0Tl Aotrov
GyoaB06v”, mapeAdwv &eLev avTov. V — 75b riap’ Utdvolav. MOBarb

75a Having first praised him [sc. Iophon] <by saying> “That’s the only good thing that’s
left”, Aristophanes finds fault with him in passing. — 75b Against expectation.

Similarly, the Chorus’ opening of the antode in the agon of Frogs with a quotation
from Aeschylus’ Myrmidons (Ar. Ran. 992 = Aesch. fr. 131.1 Radt) may be “unex-
pected” and “surprising” in a general sense when they seemingly address Aes-
chylus as @aidy’ Axi\\ed, “splendid Achilles” — but so are countless other lines
in Aristophanic comedy since the entire genre hinges on unpredictability;*® and
when we are dealing with a striking metaphor (as in Ar. Vesp. 479)* or a quipping
completion of a first speaker’s sentence by a second speaker (as in Ar. Plut. 180),*

38 Cf. further the equally doubtful examples in Z* Ar. Ach. 1173a (not listed in Kanellakis 2020a,
202); XY™ Ar. Eq. 984a/c; ™4 Ar. Vesp. 6a; IR Ar. Av. 395b; SRVME®Bab Ay Ran. 308f (on
(Umep)enuppiact oov, “became redder than you”: cf. Section 8, n. 57); ZRVE® Ar. Ran. 1466b (cf.
Section 8, n. 48); X™ Ar. Plut. 287a (not listed in Kanellakis 2020a, 206-207).

39 Or also ZRVEONBabAld Ay pjyt, 839g and TRMEONBablutAld Ay PRy, 1096e (both not listed in
Kanellakis 2020a, 206-207); in the latter case the scholiast’s claim that T@® pelpakie replaces
“expected” métpa is misguided also because the sentence would be elliptical if it contained
(only) méTpaq.

40 In this instance, it is of course true that the build-up has primed the audience to expect Car-
ion to continue with oUxi 81& TobTov; vel sim., as in Ar. Plut. 171, 174, 176 (cf. Kanellakis 2020a,
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the scholiasts’ use of map’ vOVoLaY terminology is equally generous — even
though, in these latter cases, it is at least possible to guess with some confidence
what the utterance might have looked like if there had been no stylistic interven-
tion or humorous disruption (and the respective scholia indeed venture to make
such guesses):*

Xo.  TAOe pév Aevooelg, @aiby’ AxIAAeD;
oV 8¢ Ti, pépe, mpog TalTa ALEELG;
Ar. Ran. 992-993a

(Chorus) Do you behold this, splendid Achilleus? Now you, come on, what will you reply to
this?

T Ar. Ran. 992a/b 148¢ E pév Aevooeig, RME @aidy’ E: tpog 1OV AloyxUAov Aéyet O xopdg &md
TV avToD* £07TL 8¢ dpyT o T MuppdGvwy AioxvAov. RVMEGBarh(Ald) tobTo 8¢ napd Thv
vnovolav. RVME®

Do you behold this, splendid...: The Chorus are addressing Aeschylus with some of his own
words; for this is the beginning of Aeschylus’ Myrmidons. This is against the expectation.

BS. VI Al’ 1} HOU KPETTTOV EKOTIVAL TO TAPATIAV TOD TATPOG
HEANOV /| KOKOTG TOGOUTOLS VOUHOXETV OOTHEPAL.

Ar. Vesp. 478-479

(Bdelycleon) By Zeus, it’s better for me to renounce my father once and for all, rather than
fight at sea against such big problems every day.

% Ar. Vesp. 479a vaupayeiv: 8¢ov einetv “pdyxeadar”. VI’LhAld

39-40); but since Carion simply does not get a chance to go on, the interruption by Chremylus
still constitutes a phenomenon of a different kind (and, pace Rutherford 1905, 450 n. 55, it must
be an interruption even in the scholiasts’ eyes: cf. the wording o0k elaoe eineiv). Contrast e.g.
Ar. Vesp. 1226-1227, where Philocleon is supposed to recite the next line in the skolion, but fails
to come up with semantically appropriate content; even so, Ar. Vesp. 1227 is not classified as mop’
vnovolay in ZVTA4 Ar, Vesp. 1227 (which merely notes 008&v 8¢ ToiTo pog 16 £EfG ToD okoAiov,
“but this has nothing to do with the continuation of the skolion”).

41 This is not to say that the scholia always specify what would have been the “expected” word-
ing when their map’ Urdvolav analysis is appropriate: cf. e.g. ZRVEM Ar, Av, 876d on the vocative
piitep KAeoxpitov, “mother of Cleocritus!”, following the address to §é¢omowva KupéAn, “Mistress
Cybele”, in the same line (op’ Umdvolav énmyayev, “He added <KAeokpitov> against expecta-
tion”); since Cybele is the mother goddess par excellence, also known as the peydAn pinp,
“Great Mother” (cf. Ar. Av. 874-875), or pntnp 0e®v, “mother of the gods” (Hymn. Hom. 14.1),
KAeokpitov is indeed a surprise substitute for e.g. peyéAn or 6e@v here (cf. also Section 8, n. 57).
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Fight at sea: When he should have said “fight”.

Xp.  DéPLog & ody Eveka 00D pvBoug Adyel;
1 Euppayia 8 ov 81 £ T0TG Alyvntiolg;
£pdt 82 Noii o0 816 0 DAwvidov;
Ka. 6 TipoBov 8¢ mupyog—
Xp. £uméool ye goL.
TG 8& mpdypat’ ovyi 81d o€ MvTa pdTTETOL
Ar. Plut. 177-181

(Chremylus) But Philepsius, doesn’t he tell his stories for your sake? The alliance with the
Egyptians, isn’t it there because of you? Nais, doesn’t she love Philonides because of you?
— (Carion) The tower of Timotheus... — (Chremylus) ...may crash on you! All business deal-
ings, aren’t they conducted because of you?

T Ar. Plut. 180 éuméool y¢ oot REALd: () ap’ Um6volay To “éumécol yé ool”, 8éov einetv
“BaupaoTog Kai péyag”. REMatrBarbRsV7Ald | (B) ovk glaoe einelv “ia tov [IAoDToV”, GAN
£nnyaye mop’ Uiovolav “éunécot yé oot”. VMENMatrBarbAld

May crash onyou: («) The phrase “may crash on you” is against expectation, since he should
have said “is wonderful and big”. | (B) He did not let him say “because of Wealth”, but sup-
plied, against expectation, “may crash on you”.

Thus, since the extension of the label to cases of “retrospective” map’ vdvolav
humour — or even puns and the like — had already begun to erode the underlying
concept, it eventually became so bleached for some of its users that they could
treat it as if map’ brdvolav were a generic formula for any kind of textual surprise
effect in comedy.

7 Intra-dramatic vs. real-world expectation

Fourthly and finally, in addition to this tendency of turning mop’ btovolav into
something of a catch-all term, the scholiasts are also guilty of a further analytical
blunder which is no less problematic (although occasionally shared with modern
critics).”? They repeatedly fail to differentiate between what might be expected in

42 See the pertinent discussion by e.g. Filippo 2001-2002, 92 and Kanellakis 2020a, 41-48 on
Ar. Eq. 296 quoted below. Kanellakis 2020a, 50-53 also gives some examples where modern crit-
ics have mislabelled as para prosdokian other figures of speech, in ways that are reminiscent of
the material in Section 6.
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the real world and what is “expected” or “logically consistent” within the comic
world on stage.

We have already come across one likely example of this issue when discuss-
ing the presumed replacement of the phrase U kaptepiag by VO PedwAiag in
Ar. Nub. 835 (Section 4, with n. 32). The scholion there forgets that this utterance
by Strepsiades, however unusual it might be in the mouth of a “normal” person,
is perfectly in line with the speaker’s general way of thinking.** Another, even
clearer, illustration of the phenomenon is found in the following exchange in
Knights, where the Paphlagonian and the Sausage-Seller are trying to outdo (and
outshout) each other in terms of how badly behaved or street-wise they can be:

Ho.  SaBald o’ £4v oTPATNYIG.
AN, KULVOKOTIFIOW GOV TO VGHTOV.
Ha.  mepledd o’ dhadoveialg.
AN, Umotepodpat TG 68006 cov.
Hoa.  BA&Pov gl doxapSapukTov.
AN &V Gyopd K&y TEBPOUAL.
Ho.  Supopriow o’ €l TL ypUEeL
AN Kompowopnow ¢’ £l AOKNOEL.
Ha.  Opoloy® kAémtew oU & ovyi.
AN vn TOV ‘Eppiiv TOV dyopaiov.

KATLopK® Ye BAemOVTWV.

Ar. Eq. 288-298

(Paphlagonian) I'll discredit you if you become a general! — (Sausage-Seller) I’ll beat you
like a dog on your back! — (Paphlagonian) I'll round you up with telling rubbish! — (Sau-
sage-Seller) I'll cut off your paths! — (Paphlagonian) Look at me without blinking! — (Sau-
sage-Seller) I've also grown up in the streets! — (Paphlagonian) I'll tear you to pieces if you
make one peep! — (Sausage-Seller) I’ll toss you on a dung heap if you open your mouth! —
(Paphlagonian) I profess to steal; and you don’t! — (Sausage-Seller) Yes, of course, by Her-
mes of the market-place, and then I even deny it on oath when people have seen it all.

In this context, to claim that the Paphlagonian’s OpoAoy® kAemtewv is map’
vnovolav does not make sense. In Ar. Eq. 296 there is of course no specific (pro-
spective) expectation of what he will say next, but that it proves to be in line with

43 Contrast 2™ Ar, Vesp. 449 and '™ Ay, Vesp. 525a, which establish an explicit connec-
tion between two map’ Urtdvolav instances in lines spoken by Philocleon and his personal char-
acter (8ekvig 0 okAnpoOv avTod, “showing his harshness”, vniep@aivwv 10 EIAGSKov, “under-
lining his obsession with lawsuits”). However, in these passages the nop’ bmovolav diagnosis
remains legitimate because even someone of Philocleon’s ilk could be expected to say something
different under the given circumstances.
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his questionable character is not a (retrospective) surprise either. That the aver-
age Athenian would pride himself on other things is neither here nor there:

% Ar. Eq. 296 0poAoy® KAEMTELY: TODTO TP’ DIOvoLav Aéyel, WG &v el EAeye “owppwv eipl
Kol TENABEVPEVOG”. O BE aUXET £l TQ) KAEMTEW. & KAEMTW, OpVOW PR KekhopEval, & £0Tv
vniepBoln émopkiag. VET*OM

I profess to steal: He says this against expectation, as if he were saying “I am a good and
educated citizen”. The other <then> brags with his stealing: What I steal, [ swear not to have
stolen, which constitutes the epitome of perjury.

In the same vein, one may query whether it is true that the Chorus of Wasps, with
their half-human, half-insect identity, “should have said Tag oikiag” instead of
avOprivia at Ar. Vesp. 1080, when they are remembering how the barbarians came
to destroy their homes (see XY™ Ar, Vesp. 1080b, 8¢ov 8¢ fv eimeiv “1dg
oikiag”);** whether there is anything “unexpected” about Philocleon referring to
the new, and for him unfamiliar, Persian cloak he gets from Bdelycleon as a
kakov, when this is so well-aligned with his conservative character (see " Ar.
Vesp. 1136, mop& T UItOvolav: kavov apalapBavet ipdtiov); or whether the hu-
mour in Euelpides’ statement in Ar. Av. 27-28, about his and Peisetaerus’ wish to
“go to the ravens (~ go to hell)” (8eopévoug £g kopakag ENDeLY), is adequately cap-
tured by again using the label map’ Urtévolav (see ™ Ar. Av. 28b): after all, what
this is really about is not any expectation on the part of the audience, which is
(retrospectively) “disappointed”, but the comic literalisation of an idiomatic ex-
pression.” Even more extremely, meanwhile, when Chremes’ acquaintance in

44 Echoed by Biles/Olson 2016, 404 (“the word [sc. avBprivia] is in any case reserved for the end
of the line as a para prosdokian for ‘homes’ vel sim.”); note that a few lines later the Chorus also
refer to the barbarians as being “stung” (Ar. Vesp. 1088, kevtovpevol). In a case like this, or sim-
ilarly £ Ar. Vesp. 639 on the Chorus’ blissful self-description év pakdpwv Stkéletv a0 tog £50a
vrootg, “I thought I was passing judgement on the islands of the blessed” (6¢ov einelv “oikeiv”
“Bikdlev” Epacav WG @AGBIKor), TRVEMIE Ar Ay, 92 on the Hoopoe’s order Gvotye thv DAny,
“Open the woods!” (8éov einetv “trv Bupav™), and T Ar. Eccl. 683 on Praxagora’s announcement
to repurpose the allotment machines so that they assign people to a dinner place rather than to
a tribunal (8¢ov einelv Sikalev, eine Selmvely), it would perhaps be possible, if far-fetched, to
argue that the formula 8¢ov einetv does not simply mean “he/they/she should have said”, but
rather implies a premise like “Were it not for the comic setting...”.

45 See also Section 2 with n. 19 on ZRV™! Ar. Pax 95, and further e.g. ZVE®Mh Ar, Eg. 1033a; ZRVELR
Ar. Av. 1173; 3R Ar. Thesm. 1025 (cf. Kanellakis 2020a, 42—43); XE0Bab3Ad Ay Plyt, 278ca (accepted
as retrospective mop’ vrovolav by Kanellakis 2020a, 36); E® Ar. Plut. 805bf (with the label map’
vnovolav: but it corresponds to the play’s logic for Carion to express surprise at material wealth
reaching even people who are not criminal; other scholia here do not talk of map’ Unévotav).



244 —— Andreas Willi

Ecclesiazusae predicts that the Athenians, having voted for the abolition of pri-
vate property, will soon change their minds again, this indictment of the demos’
tendency to overturn its own decisions does not even clash with conventional
opinion as expressed elsewhere in comedy (cf. Ar. Ach. 632, A®nvaioug
petafBovloug; Ar. Eccl. 586-587; Plato Com. fr. 239),% yet is still classified as mop’
vnovolav by a commentator (see X Ar. Eccl. 798).4

8 Map’ Umdvotav humour and interpretation

Given this readiness in the scholia to diagnose map’ Undvolav jokes even when
the situation does not really warrant it, it does not come as a big surprise if the
commentators sometimes also think of nap’ Uovolav explanations when they are
facing challenging passages they have difficulty accounting for otherwise.*®
Thus, whereas Ar. Av. 16 has been athetised in modern times because the phrase
€k TV Opvewv mirrors the identical verse-end of Ar. Av. 13 but does not make
sense here, ancient interpreters tried to resolve the issue either by arguing for
syntactically and/or semantically contorted readings® or by declaring the

46 As well as outside comedy: see Ussher 1973, 186 and Vetta/Del Corno 1989, 224, especially on
Isoc. 8.52.

47 By contrast, some awareness of the contextual conditioning of a map’ Utévotav joke is shown
in I Ar. Pax 708 (on Hermes telling Trygaeus to take Opora as a wife and “beget with her —
grapes”, £kmolod oauT@® BOTPUG): since Opora is indeed a woman on stage, this nevertheless in-
volves true miap’ brdvolav (oUK €imte ToUG maidag, GAAY “BoTpuc” Sidx Ty Onwpav, “He did not
say ‘children’, but ‘grapes’ because of Opora”; cf. Kanellakis 2020a, 38-39).

48 In addition to the examples in the main text, see XVM™Ih Ay Ay, 515a (contrasting with the
view expressed in ZRVMT™ Ar_ Ay, 515b and supported by Dunbar 1995, 350-354), Z*VE® Ar. Ran.
1466b (contrasting with the plausible non-map’ Umévolav reading of ™MD Ar, Ran. 1466a), or
also ZRVMIMLE Ay Ay, 5753 and ZRVE™ Ar., Av. 609, where no nap’ riovolav/8éov eineiv formulation
is used, but broadly comparable Aristophanic “errors/misquotations by design” are postulated
(Ipw instead of "Hpav, névte instead of évvéa, cf. Willi, forthcoming a); the suspicion that Aris-
tophanes could deliberately mislead his audience is also attested in X® Ar. Thesm. 21a and
yVEORab(Ald) Ar Ran. 661 (whereas IV Ar. Av. 1047a/cB may imply an inadvertent blunder by the
poet). In ZRVE Ar. Av. 1654b, the idea that yvnoiwv in 48eA@dv yvnoiwv, “legitimate brothers”,
humorously replaces its antonym vé8wv is probably due to a simple failure to understand Pei-
setaerus’ (logical: cf. ZRVE'h Ar, Av. 1653b) reasoning; a misunderstanding is also likely in X Ar.
Vesp. 231c.

49 By either (a) inserting strong punctuation after 6¢ 6pvig €yévet(o), and thus reading dnédoto
instead of kanédoto at the beginning of Ar. Av. 17, accepting an unnatural and unnecessary €k
TV dpvewv, “from/at the bird-market”, at the start of the new sentence and overlooking that
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problematic words to be nap’ Undvolav for €k TV avBpwnwv — apparently with-
out being worried that the resulting “joke” would then be lame in the extreme:*

Mle. 7 Sevd vy 8E8paKev ovk TV dpvéwy,
0 mvakonwAng OAokpATNG peEAayYOAGDV,
06 TS’ Epaoke Vv @paoewv Tov Trpéa,
[Tov Enog’, 6G BpvIg EYEVET’ €K TV OpVEWV,]
KaméSoTo TOV pév Bappeleidov TovTovi
KoAoLOV 6BoAOD...
Ar. Av.13-18

(Peisetaerus) The guy from the bird market has really treated us badly, Philocrates the crazy
bird-seller, who said that these two were going to show us Tereus, [the hoopoe, who became
a bird from the birds,] and who sold us this jackdaw son of Tharreleides for an obol...

2 Ar. Av. 15a 8¢ Twd’ £packe v@v: ol PEV Paotv avTOV SlacVpeL TOV aiownelov Adyov, Kai
Béov einelv “T@v AvBpwmwv” Aéyewv “Ek TV OpvEwV”, ol 8¢ oLTWG' 6G Epacke PGANOV TV
.y . . , I

aMwv dpvéwv vvaoBar mponynoacbart TG 060D kai Setéat NIV avtov. VET

Who said that these two [...] to us: Some commentators say that he is making fun of the Ae-
sopic story and that he says “from the birds” when he should have said “<from> the hu-
mans”, while others <take it> like this: Who said that he was better able than the other birds
to lead the way and show him to us.

T Ar. Av. 16aa Tiap’ DIIOVOLAV lpnKe TO “OG OpVIG EYEVET' EK TGV OpVEWV”. EBEL YApP “EK TOV
avBpwnwv”. VEIM | 16aB Spvig €yeveT £k T@V Opvewv R: E8el elneiv “ex T@V GvBpwnwv”.
RET?

16aa He has said “Who became a bird from the birds” against expectation; for it should have
been “from the humans”. | 16apf He became a bird from the birds: He should have said “from
the humans”.

Similarly, there was disagreement over the reasons why the slave Carion, in Plu-
tus, describes as one consequence of the newly acquired wealth in his household

“one cannot say ‘Tereus, the Hoopoe who became a bird’ without explaining how, when or where
he did so” (Dunbar 1995, 142) or (b) taking £k T@Wv dpvéwv as an implausibly delayed complement
of (i) ppdoew or (ii) Tovtw (i.e. (i) “that these two were going to show us Tereus [...] from among
the birds” or (ii) “that these two, of the birds [= more than the other birds], were going to show
us Tereus”), which would still leave 6¢ Spvig £y£vet(o) stranded; for (a) see TVE Ar. Av. 15¢ and
IRIM Ay, Av. 16b, for (b) see ZVET Ar. Av. 15b, ZVE? Ar. Av. 15¢, and IR Ar. Av. 16b [= (i)] as well as the
second part of ZVE" Ar. Av. 15a [= (ii)].

50 Filippo 2001-2002, 103 wants to rescue this approach by postulating that dpvéwv might be
endowed with a “simbolismo sessuale” (i.e. 5pvig ~ “phallus” > “man”); but there is little support
for such an assumption.
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the fact that they are now wiping their bottoms with garlic (ckop68ia) rather than
stones. Whereas some commentators were content with the idea that okopodia
are chosen here because people would have eaten garlic when they were still poor
(see XRVEONBabAld Ay PJyt, 818h; SRVMEONBabAld Ay Plyt, 818c; ZRVEONBabAld Ay Plyt, 818e),
and another discusses the usefulness of garlic for the purpose in question (see
YVEONBabAld Ay Plyt, 818f), there are again also those who detect a map’ Untdvolav
layer. According to this reading, okopddia would be said instead of something
like “towels” (or, in modern terms, “toilet paper”) and potentially be extra funny
because wiping one’s bottom with garlic might burn — but the annotator respon-
sibly indicates that he is unsure about this latter interpretation:**

Ko ...amoPppecda 8’ ov Aiboig £tt,
GAAG okOpOBiolg VIO TPLYPTIG EKAOTOTE.
Ar. Plut. 817-818

(Carion) ...and we no longer wipe our bottoms with stones, but regularly with garlic plants,
for luxury.

T Ar. Plut. 818a GAM& REON okopodiolg RMEONALd Und tpu@iig Ald: yehoiwg, dvti Tob
“oapavolg”. RVMEONBarbAld

But with garlic plants, for luxury: Instead of “with towels”.

T Ar. Plut. 818g &i dpa SnxTikov TL €xel, Taya &v €in mapd TV UMovolav eipnuévov.
VEONBarbAld

If <the garlic> somehow has a burning effect, it might perhaps be said against expectation.

Earlier in the same play, Chremylus’ refusal to say yaipete, “Hello!”, to his fellow
demesmen, addressing them with domdlopat, “I greet you”, instead, is under-
stood by several scholia to imply a change in greeting practice (as the context
indeed suggests);** but one reader who failed to grasp this, or found it unconvinc-
ing, preferred to postulate a tap’ UTOVOLAV joke:

51 He is however followed by Kanellakis 2020a, 74.

52 See SRVEOBabAd Ay PRyt 3223 (6 XpepvAog, WG KaVIeBELS T TUXT], KXVOTEPAV TIpooTyopioV
£mwoel, “Chremylus, being rejuvenated by his luck, thinks of a more recent form of address”);
FRV/eBarbAld Ar Plyt. 322bo/B; ZV™ Ar. Plut. 322d; cf. Sommerstein 2001, 161; Willi 2003, 62-63 (al-
though I am no longer sure that we should accept an ephemeral change of greeting fashion in
real-world Athens at the time).
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Xp.  “yaipew” pév Upag €Ty, WvBpeg SnudTat,
Gpxaiov f{8n TPOCAYOPEVELY KAl GATPOV*
domdlopat 8 6T MPoBVHWG FKETE
Ar. Plut. 322-324

(Chremylus) To say “Hello” to you, my friends from the deme, is now old-fashioned and
rotten; but I greet you, because you’ve come so eagerly.

LI

% Ar. Plut. 324 dondCopar MALd: map’ Dredvolav: einwv yap pn Epetv “xaipewv”, “donalopar”
pnoiv. VMOMatrBarbAld

Against expectation: For having said that he will not say “Hello”, he <nonetheless> says “I
greet you”.

Only exceptionally, however, can we connect an ancient scholar’s name to such
a discussion about the presence or not of ap’ vtévolay humour, as in the follow-
ing instance. When Dionysus and Xanthias in Frogs are about to enter the palace
of Pluton and have already encountered the hostile doorkeeper, the god gets wor-
ried about what will happen next and therefore challenges his slave to change
dress with him and prove that he is really more courageous. Xanthias readily ac-
cepts, only to hear a snappy reply from Dionysus:

Za.  @épe 8N Tayéwg abT* o yap GANK IELOTEOV.
kai BA&Pov gig TOv HpaxAeloaviav,
el 8e1A0g £oopat kol katd o€ TO i Exwv.
AL pa AP GAN GANB@G oUk MeAiTng paoTryiag.
Ar. Ran. 498-501

(Xanthias) Quick, bring it on then; after all I have to obey. And watch this Heracles-Xan-
thias, if I'll be a coward and have your kind of guts. — (Dionysus) By Zeus, no, you’ll truly
be the Melitean — flogging-slave!

The question is what to make of ovk MeAitng paotiyiog at the end of this ex-
change. As in the cases discussed before, the difficulty was removed by positing
a map’ Vrovolav joke and seeing in paoTiyiog a surprise substitute for "HpakAfig
(see xVEOB(AD Ay Ran, 501d; dvti ToD in IRVESBab(Ad Ay Ran. 501a also implies as
much). Given the Heraclean context and since there was in fact a shrine of Hera-
cles in the deme of Melite, about which much informative detail could be pro-
vided, this idea seems well-founded. Even so, it was rejected by the post-Aristar-
chean commentator Apollonius, who instead favoured a prosopographical
allusion to the notorious womaniser Callias son of Hipponicus. Callias, so the
reasoning went, (i) lived in Melite and (ii) used to wear a lionskin, just like Her-
acles, when serving in the army — an odd habit that would also be ridiculed in
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Ar. Ran. 430 where mention is made of Callias’ “pussy-skin”. To what extent these
points were independently established, and not just read out of the Aristophanic
text (i.e. (i) out of the present passage, and (ii) out of Ar. Ran. 430 combined with
the present passage) is impossible to tell. But in any case Apollonius — or possi-
bly some reader(s) after him — sought to prop up this alternative interpretation®
by additional arguments. They highlighted (iii) that picking out Melite where
nothing but a reference to Heracles was required would be surprising when there
were so many other Heracles shrines as well; (iv) that the formulation “from
Melite” is how one speaks of a real person, but not of a god who resides “in a
place”; and (v) that if, as the supporters of the map’ bmévolav reading had ob-
served, the Heracles shrine in Melite had been established during the great
plague of the early 420s, there would also be a chronological problem because
Aristophanes’ comic career already started in the same period. As it stands, argu-
ment (V) is so obviously flawed when dealing with a passage from a comedy that
does not belong to Aristophanes’ early production that one would like to think it
was added to Apollonius’ case (or misrepresented)* by some later reader whose
grasp of chronology was poorer than one would like to assume for a scholar work-
ing in the tradition of Aristarchus; but it has to be conceded that the wording in
the relevant scholion presents it as entirely parallel with the preceding items. By
contrast, (iii) and (iv) are indeed valid — though hardly decisive — considera-
tions:*

53 Which does not seem to have originated with Apollonius, for ZVE®%Ald) Ay, Ran. 501c starts
by recording Apollonius’ approval (not authorship) of the idea. The continuation suggests that
Apollonius was as keen to invalidate actual or conceivable objections (e.g. that the kwpwdoupe-
vog was not identifiable enough in the text) as to add some positive support of his own. Since
Apollonius son of Chaeris criticised the identification of another kwpw8ovpevog (or
KkwpwSovpevn) by Aristarchus’ student and successor Ammonius, who wrote an influential trea-
tise on kwpwdovpevol (see ™4 Ar, Vesp. 1238b; on Ammonius, cf. Bagordo 1998, 50, 74-76;
Montana 2006), and since there is no particular reason to see in the Apollonius of ZVEeBr(Ald) Ay,
Ran. 501c a different Aristophanic commentator of the same name (cf. Boudreaux 1919, 77-78;
Montana 2002), the unnamed source for the notion that Callias was also mocked in Ar. Ran. 501
might again be Ammonius. That Apollonius objected to Ammonius once need not of course mean
that he could not agree with him elsewhere.

54 “More recent than/too recent for Aristophanes” (vewtepov) would seem more logical than
noAatdTepov; for such an argument in the scholia, cf. TVEOMauBabAld Ay ppy¢, 385h,

55 Regarding (iii), note that TRVE®Barb@d) Ay Ran, 501a implicitly contains two potential justifica-
tions of the choice of Melite: the connection with Heracles’ initiation, which may be of signifi-
cance at the entrance to the underworld, and the existence of a particular GyaApa of which Xan-
thias might be visually reminiscent.
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X Ar. Ran. 501a oUk MeAitng RMEBarb paottyiog MEBarb:

1. vti 0D “0 ék Mehitng HpakAfg”. RVEOBarb(Ald)

2. 1 yop Mehitn Sfjpog Tig ATTkiic, &v N épundn ‘HpakAiig Td Hikpd puoThpLa.
RVE®Barb(Ald)

3. £kAOn 8¢ dmd MeAitng vipeng, RVMEOBarb(Ald) i éutyn ‘HpokAfiq. VME©Barb(Ald)

4. a. €meldi| €v MeAitn €otiv Empavéatatov iepov Hpoxhéoug dAegikdkov. VMEOBarb(Ald)
| B. €01 8¢ €kel kal iepOv ‘HpakAéoug. RVEOBarb(Ald)

5. 10 8¢ Tob ‘HpakAéoug dyoApa £pyov <A>yedddov Tob Apyeiov, Tob Sil8aokdAov Dediov.
VE©Barb(Ald)

6. 1 8¢ iBpuoig £yéveto katd TOV péyav Aoov. 60ev kol €mavoato 1| vooog, TOADV
avBpwnwv drmoAMvpévwv. VEOBarb(Ald)

The flogging-slave from Melite: 1. Instead of “Heracles from Melite”. 2. For Melite is a deme
of Attica, in which Heracles was initiated into the Lesser Mysteries. 3. It got its name from
the nymph Melite, to whom Heracles made love. 4. a. Because in Melite there is a very fa-
mous shrine of Heracles the Averter of Evil. | B. There is a shrine of Heracles there. 5. And
the image of Heracles is a work of Hageladas of Argos, the teacher of Pheidias. 6. The estab-
lishment <of the shrine> took place in the time of the great plague; as a consequence, the
illness, from which many people were dying, came to an end.

¥ Ar. Ran. 501c 1. AToAWVI0G 0V Kok®G UTtovevorioBai ¢not 0 kwpwdelobai Tva. lowg 8¢
dTLNPXE, B18 TODTO OUK VOUKTBN.

2. f| 6Aiyov mipoTepov eipfioBat. KaAAiag yap 6 Trmovikov €v Mehitn Qkel. mapekdlel 8¢
avTov ‘HpakAel, Gpa xAevdlwv 8 10 AeovTi év Taig pdxalg xpiiobal, g év Toig omiow:
“k0eBou AeovTiiv vaupayeiv évnppevov” (430). VEOBarb(Ald)

3. el € ye Svtwg &mi Tov Hparhéa dvépepe, Ti pdAov eine 6 “Ek Mehitng” kal pr £ dANov
drjpov; mavtayod yap HpakAéa Emupavi.

4. oUVNBEG Te 0VY oUTW Aéyetv &mi Be@V “oUk MeAiTng”, GAN “6 év Melitn”, WG Kai “Zevg O
&v’'ONvpmtiq”, émi 8¢ dvBpwnwv “ék Mehitng”, “££ 'Iolgt”, “éx Kodwv@v”. VE@BarbV>'(Ald)
5. g 8¢ kol MoaAadTEPOV Elvat APLOTOPAVOUG TO dyoha, i diudovtog Tod Aowod ispudn;
0xedOV yap petpakiokog iidn v frreto TV dywvwv. VEOBarb(Ald)

1. Apollonius says the idea that some person is being made fun of here is not bad. Perhaps
<this person> was not named because he was in office; 2. or else, <he suggests> he had been
mentioned a little earlier. For Callias the son of Hipponicus lived in Melite; him he likens to
Heracles, ridiculing him at the same time for his habit of wearing a lion-skin in battle, as in
the following passage: “to fight at sea wearing a pussy-skin”. 3. <All this is likely to be the
case> since, if he were really making reference to Heracles, why did he say “from Melite”
rather than from some other deme, Heracles being famous everywhere. 4. Moreover, about
gods one does not normally say “the one from Melite”, but “the one in Melite”, as for in-
stance also “Zeus in Olympia”; but about humans <one does say> “from Melite”, “from 1?17,
“from Kolonos”. 5. And how could the god’s image be older than/too old for Aristophanes
if <the shrine> was established at the height of the plague? After all, Aristophanes began to
take part in the comic competitions when he was still almost an adolescent.
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It was probably a side-effect of the number of uncontroversial factual and proso-
pographical allusions in the Aristophanic text if some ancient commentators,*®
keen to display their learnedness, did not then hesitate to reject a fairly straight-
forward map’ brdvolav joke as long as they could come up with a more sophisti-
cated alternative, however far-fetched the latter might be. How widespread such
an attitude was, the scholia no longer allow us to tell because we are not normally
as well-served by them as in the example just discussed.” Indirectly, however,
the Apollonian case seems to confirm what the generous over-application of the
niap’ Vrovolav label elsewhere also suggests: that map’ Umovolav humour, al-
though (or since?) omnipresent in Aristophanes’ plays, was not really felt to be
worth critically engaging with. It was accepted as part of what makes Aristo-
phanic comedy fun to watch and read; but it was not something that made com-
edy fascinating to the ancient scholar and invited him to look more closely and
discover that, as one modern critic put it, “ben lungi dall’essere banali dispositivi
comici esclusivamente funzionali allo scatenamento del riso, molti degli
aprosdoketa aristofanei sono invece procedimenti argomentativi dotati di ec-
cezionale forza persuasiva”.®

56 And not just ancient ones: even Dover 1993, 256—257, following van der Valk 1980, 75, is wary
of rejecting the Apollonian theory, despite pointing out that Callias’ native deme was Alopeke,
not Melite (cf. Davies 1971, 256). Instead, he observes (as argument (vi), so to speak) that “Krati-
nos [fr. 81] calls Kallias ottypartiog ‘tattoed (sc. like a runaway slave)’ because his property was
heavily mortgaged. If Kallias lived more in Melite than elsewhere, if he had ever worn a lion-
skin, and if Kratinos’ ottypotiog was remembered, then Z8Eis right, and Dionysos is saying ‘You
look like Kallias!"”. But why should Aristophanes then not have helped his audience at least a
little by writing oTtypatiag rather than paotyiag?

57 Similarly, though, an “anonymous” counter-expectational reading contrasts with different,
non-riap’ VItOvolav, interpretations by named scholars in a group of scholia on vrepenuppiace
in Ar. Ran. 308 (see XVMEOBabAld Ay Ran, 308a [Aristarchus], ZVEOBaPAld Ar. Ran. 308c [Demetrius
Ixion] vs. ZVEMOBabAld Ay Ran, 308f [map’ Umovolav]). By contrast, in Ar. Ran. 320 Aristarchus read
Awxyopag rather than 8v dyopdg (as preferred by Apollodorus of Tarsus and others: ZVMEOBarbAld
Ar. Ran. 320f) and therefore took 8ovot earlier in the line to be ironic (év eipwveig keevov Tod
Adyov); such irony could also be framed as “retrospective” map’ vmovotav humour — and the
phrase &vti ToU is indeed used (see TVME®BabAKd Ay Ran, 320b; cf. also =™ Ar. Ran. 320a [nap’
vnovolav]; Filippo 2001-2002, 75) — but in this case the ironic/map’ Unévolav interpretation was
also the one allowing to display greater knowledge. In Ar. Av. 876, meanwhile, the status of
KAeoxkpitov as nap’ Urdvotav for Bev (or peydAn) was not disputed (cf. Section 6, n. 41), only
the reasoning behind it (see ZRVE™2 Ar, Av. 876e [Symmachus] vs. ZRVE'T? Ar, Av. 876f [Didymus]).
58 Napolitano 2007, 65; cf. also Kanellakis 2020a, 77-81.
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Conclusion

We set off from the observation that verbal humour, while not being actively dis-
regarded in the scholia, never occupies a prominent place in them (Section 1). At
first sight, the sheer number of annotations which speak of, or at least
acknowledge, map’ vTTGVoLaY jokes might seem to contradict this claim. On closer
inspection, however, they turn out to contain only a minimum of critical reflection.
That the terminology can be vague, inconsistent, and possibly subject to some dia-
chronic change under the influence of rhetorical instruction (Sections 2-3) is symp-
tomatic, but less revealing than the fact that phenomena of very different kinds
tend to be grouped together without further reflection. Next to a core of truly
counter-expectational instances, there is a substantial group of “retrospective”
cases where expectations are only “disappointed” in hindsight (Section 4); and
these, in turn, shade into an even wider group of mechanisms used to cause au-
dience surprise in which expectation is no longer a central factor at all (Sec-
tions 5-6). Furthermore, just as the scholia do not always differentiate fully be-
tween the comic author and his characters, so they may also forget that what is
expected in the world on stage is not necessarily the same as what would be ex-
pected in the real world (Section 7). All of this leads to a situation where map’
vnovolav diagnoses can be used as an easy fix to plaster over interpretative chal-
lenges or where, vice versa, doubt can be cast on likely cases of map’ vévolav
humour merely because other, more “learned”, interpretations are more exciting
to the critical scholar’s mindset (Section 8). And yet, the very fact that so many
Tiap’ Urtdvolav notes are transmitted in the scholia does provide further evidence
for the general premise stated at the beginning. No matter how much more schol-
arly attention was paid to historical or linguistic details, ancient readers never
completely forgot that the principal raison d’étre of Aristophanic comedy was and
remained popular entertainment.
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Dimitrios Kanellakis

Rhyme in Greek Comedy

Abstract: Long-standing theoretical biases and lack of a methodological frame —
let alone consensus — have impeded the study of rhyme in ancient Greek litera-
ture. Although Aristotle’s conception of homeoteleuton did encompass what we
today perceive as rhyme, our unfamiliarity with ancient Greek prosody seems to
lie behind scholars’ hesitancy about the latter phenomenon (and term). In an at-
tempt to break that deadlock, this chapter argues for the aesthetic reappraisal of
rhyme, sets a typological model for it, measures its occurrence in Greek drama —
no quantitative discrepancy between tragedy and comedy arises — and traces its
functions, more specifically, in comedy. The most frequent uses of rhyme, as de-
duced from Aristophanes, Menander, and the comic fragments, are to invest a
stichomythia with speed, sarcasm, or aggression; to highlight a pair of opposites;
and to cohere (in terms of enunciation) lists of funny words.

1 Introduction: in defence of rhyme

Rhyme' in ancient Greek literature has scarcely ever been addressed as a sub-
ject.? Indeed, it is the word “rhyme” that seems to cause all the discomfort, ra-
ther than the concept, especially if we consider how scholastic most commen-
tators are with other phonological phenomena, such as alliterations and
metrics. Arthur Verrall tried to explain our reluctance to admit rhyme in ancient
Greek: “The habit of silent reading has made us slow to catch the sound of what
is written”.? But this is hardly the case, because rhyme is anyway impressed on
the orthography of the text, just like alliterations and metrics. Our reservations
towards rhyme, in particular, should be sought elsewhere then. One reserva-
tion, I suggest, has to do with the fact that ancient Greek was spoken with a
melodic accent (fluctuation of pitch), rather than a dynamic accent (fluctuation

1 I borrow this title from the English poet and historian Samuel Daniel, who in 1603 issued a
rebuttal to Thomas Campion’s treatise Observations in the Art of English Poesie (1602). The latter
promoted quantitative metre and advised the poets to avoid rhyme.

2 Indicatively, a quick search in L’Année Philologique (as accessed in February 2023) returns
35 entries containing the term (in the variants “rhyme” [8], “Reim” [7], “rima” [11], or “rime” [9])
in their title, but nearly all of those entries concern Latin literature.

3 Verrall 1910, 246.

) Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. [ This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
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of amplitude) like English or Modern Greek. Thus it might seem inappropriate
to judge ancient Greek prosody by our modern criteria of pronouncing, if
rhyme, according to the standard definition, is regarded as “extending to the
last stressed vowel [of a verse] and any sounds following it”.* This is not a valid
excuse, of course, because ancient Greeks did stress their vowels, only it was a
different kind of stressing from what we are accustomed to. A second reserva-
tion might be that “rhyme” was not a recognised poetic device by ancient crit-
ics.’ The first mention of anything approaching true “rhyme” is Aristotle’s ho-
meoteleuton (to which I shall return shortly), but it is not identified there as
something particular to poetry; in fact, “the later Alexandrian rhetoricians and
critics, like some Latin writers after them, understood the use of homeoteleuton
in prose”.® This is not a valid excuse either, because if we were bound to only
use the literary categories invented by the ancient critics, we would never study
classics under the prism of e.g. Genettian narratology or modern linguistics.
Yet, the most important reason for our bias against rhyme is that rhyme is not,
for certain, a common feature in ancient Greek. “In Byzantium, Romanus the
Melode and Synesius were exploiting its possibilities in hymnology by the 6th
century AD”” and “the first systematic use of rhyme in Greek poetry appears in
the late 14th century in the work of the Cretan poet Stefanos Sachlikis”.? Yet, as
Edgar Alan Poe remarked in 1848, “Rhyme is supposed to be of modern origin
[...] Imay say, however, in passing, that several instances of rhyme occur in the
Clouds of Aristophanes” — and indeed, we should add, in Homer (e.g. Il. 2.87-
88;9.236-238). To sum up: despite not being frequent as a phenomenon, stand-
ardised as a term, and familiar as a sound effect to us, rhyme existed in ancient
Greek. Even more, we can confidently say that it existed as a conscious stylistic
choice, rather than as an inevitable side-effect of Greek being an inflecting lan-
guage — there are several such cases of course — because we occasionally en-
counter triple, quadruple, quintuple, even sextuple rhyming verses (e.g. An-
tiphanes fr. 146), or combinations of rhyming patterns: in other words,
anything but random occurrences.’

4 OED s.v. thyme.

5 Asaterm, rhyme first appears (as rim < Old Fr. rime < Lat. rhythmus < Gr. puBpdg) in the twelfth
century; Preminger/Brogan 1993, 1053, 1058.

6 Preminger 1986, 236.

7 Preminger 1986, 236. For further discussion and examples, see Norden 1915, 841-864.

8 Holton 1991, 12. Beyond Greek, “true rhyme first appears in the Christian Latin hymns of the
3rd-4th c. AD”, Preminger/Brogan 1993, 538.

9 E.g. Aesch. Sept. 513-516 (enclosed rhyme), 901-904; Ar. Eq. 1378-1381 (couplets); Eur. Med.
836—-842; Andr. 50-53; IA 537-540; Ar. Eq. 80-83; Thesm. 149-151 (alternate rhymes).
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2 Homeoteleuton

Since Aristotle’s homeoteleuton is the closest to rhyme we have from antiquity,
let us begin from there. The definition and types of homeoteleuton in Rh. 1410a-b
are: £0v 6pola Ta oxata £Xn EKATEPOV TO KDAOV ... &ML TEAEVTH ... TAG £0XETOG
oLAAaBaG 7 ToD aToD GVOpaTOG TTWOELS /| TO aTO Bvopa (“clauses having simi-
lar endings ... either in their final syllables [= type 1], or using inflexions of one
and the same word [= type 2], or using repetition of the same word [= type 3]”). The
examples cited by Aristotle are:

i, @nBng av avtov v audiov TeTokévar, GAN avTov maudiov yeyovévan  (type 1)

ii. évm\eioTaug 8¢ ppovriot kai v EAayioTarg EAmicty (type 1)
iil.  &&lol 8¢ otadijval xaAkobg, ok GE0g v XaAkob; (type 2)
iv. 0V & avTdv Kai {@vTa EAeyeg KAK@G Kal VOV YPAPELG KAKDG (type 3)
v.  Tiav énadeg Sewvov, i Gvdp’ €ibeg Gpyov; (type 1)

The differences from what we understand today as rhyme are the following:
(a) type 3 is essentially the figure called epistrophe or epiphora or (rarely) antis-
trophe and, although it does create a rhyming effect (“identical rhyme” in modern
terms), it can hardly be taken as true rhyme;' (b) type 2 does not create a rhyming
effect but mere consonance, and the particular example given by Aristotle is a
case of paronomasia, a pun;" (c) only type 1 is what we would readily accept as

10 Instances of epistrophe in the three tragedians and Aristophanes (an exhaustive list): Aesch.
Sept. 996-997; Ag. 1287-1288; Cho. 238-239, 509-510; Eum. 581-582; Soph. Aj. 480-481;
El.1006-1007, 1218-1219; OT 777-778, 1061-1062; Phil. 878—879, 1299-1300; Eur. Alc. 705-706;
Med. 925-926; Supp. 143-144; HF 256-257, 1337-1338, 1418-1419; Tro. 717-718; Ion 756-757;
Hel. 599-600; Phoen. 1646-1647; Or. 454-455, 937-938, 1128-1129, 1351-1352; Bacch. 758-759;
1A 749-750, 1481-1482; Ar. Ach. 34-35, 102-103, 105-106, 136—-137, 200-203, 410-411, 515-516,
591-592, 916-917, 1097-1098, 1118-1119, 1124-1125, 1134-1135, 1227-1228; Eq. 81-82, 111-112,
121-122, 189-190, 997-998, 1154-1157; Nub. 83-84, 113-114, 160-161, 484-485, 557-558, 674~
675, 689-690, 990-991, 1195-1196, 1232-1233; Vesp. 83-84, 171-172, 1334-1335, 1368-1369;
Pax 183-184, 185-187, 328-329, 401-402, 550-551, 851-852, 1065-1066, 1338-1339; Av. 113-115,
172-173, 329-330, 795-796, 1044-1045, 1205-1206, 1233-1234, 1437-1438, 1512-1513, 1666-1667,
1679-1680; Lys. 86—87, 129-130, 457-458; Thesm. 32-33, 97-98, 168-170, 564-565, 605-606,
627-628, 630-631, 1125-1126; Ran. 200-201, 286-287, 305-306, 514-515, 1156-1157, 1323-1324,
1452-1453, 1463-1464; Eccl. 197-198, 221-228, 338-339, 460-461, 524-525, 773-776, 799-803,
862-864, 987-988, 1156—1157; Plut. 194-195, 711-712, 926—927. The prevalence of epistrophe in
comedy is evident. The instances of type-2 homeoteleuton are too many, in both genres, to list.
11 “Does he really believe he deserves a (bronze) statue to be set up for him? He, who is not
worth a single (bronze) penny?”. See Cope 1877, 105.
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rhyme today,"” and indeed Aristotle gives more examples of that type than of the
other two; and even though Aristotle does not clarify in his definition that type 1
requires the identity of stressed end-syllables (as in our “rhyme”), all three of his
examples comply with that requirement. More strikingly, his second example ad-
mits the phenomenon of internal rhyme (mAeiotatg-éAayiotalg), here combined
with end rhyme (@povrtiot-éAntiowv, assuming a silent v). Therefore, homeote-
leuton is an inclusive term, an over-inclusive term, of what we understand as
rhyme today.”

Part of this over-inclusion, it is not clear whether Aristotle (and Demetrius
after him) reserves homeoteleuton for poetry or prose, since all his examples
are of unknown authorship. On the one hand, when discussing anaphora, in
the same passage as homeoteleuton, he only quotes poetic examples (Hom. Il.
9.526; Ar. fr. 666; Epicharm. fr. 145). But when discussing pairs of opposites,
again in the same passage, all his quotes come from Isocrates’ Panegyricus; in-
deed, later rhetoricians referred to homeoteleuton as an Isocratic device par ex-
cellence,” and together with parallelisms and antitheses, it was considered one
of the so-called Gorgian figures, i.e. pertinent to prose.'® In reality, however,
Gorgias can only be said to have standardised homeoteleuton, rather than to
have introduced it, and only in oratory, rather than in Greek literature alto-
gether. The fact that those figures struck ancient critics as something extraor-
dinary for the standards of prose, and that Isocrates himself advocated the “po-
eticality” of prose (15.47), suggest that poetry was considered the “natural”

12 “Much of the rhyme is simple homeoteleuton, but rhyme of two and three syllables is also
found”, Greene/Cushman 2012, 1193. This forced distinction does not do justice to Aristotle,
whose two (out of three) examples of type-1 homeoteleuton are in fact penultimate rhymes. “It
should be understood that homeoteleuton is not an instance of rhyme strictly speaking, for in
inflectional languages similarity of word-endings is the rule rather than the exception”, Premin-
ger/Brogan 1993, 538. Were that a valid criterion, we should not speak of rhyme in medieval and
modern Greek either.

13 In Roman rhetorical theory, Quintilian (Inst. 9.3.77-80) reserves the term opolotéAevTov for
Aristotle’s type-1 homeoteleuton, and distinguishes it from what he calls ndpioov (but he evi-
dently means paronomasia, i.e. puns such as puppes/pubes, fama/flamma, spes/res), from
opodmtwrov (i.e. different words in the same grammatical case, which should not be confused
with Aristotle’s type-2 homeoteleuton which concerns a single word in different cases), and from
iookwAov (i.e. phrases of equal length and structure).

14 Demetr. Eloc. 26 on homeoteleuton cites a variant of Aristotle’s fourth example.

15 Cf. Philostr. VS 1.17, ndpioa kai GvtiBeta kol OpoloTéAeVTA 0UY EVPWVY TIPGDTOG, GAN gVpruE-
VOIG €0 Xpnodpevos. See Norden 1915, 115-119.

16 Cf. Diod. Sic. 12.53, Topyiag 6 prTwp ... TPOTOG YA EXPFOATO ... GVTIBETOLS Kal {ooKWAOLG Kol
napioolg kal poloteAevTOLG. See Norden 1915, 15-79 on Gorgias, 830-838 on examples from poetry.
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environment for such devices. Indeed, for Aristotle the Gorgian figures origi-
nate from poetry (Rh. 1404a). At any rate, regardless of its origin and the Aris-
totelian designation of the term “homeoteleuton”,” rhyme was something per-
ceptible in both poetry and prose.

3 The aesthetic effect

Aristotle does not make an aesthetic evaluation of homeoteleuton per se, but
we may assume his positive appraisal, since in the same context he praises an-
titheses as “sweet” (f8€ia), and “smart and popular sayings” (td GoTeia kai T&
evdokolvta) as “requiring natural genius and practice to produce” (tod
€VPLODG f] TOD yeyupvaopévov). In prose, homeoteleuton and the other Gorgian
figures were considered more appropriate to epideictic oratory and ought to be
used in moderation: kdAAog 8¢ TO oxfipa épydleTtal, £4v TIG AUT® GvemaxBAG
xpfiTa’® There are no testimonies on whether homeoteleuton in poetry was
praised or not; if it were a feature linked to the so-called “New Music”,” then
we would extend Aristophanes’ mockery and Plato’s condemnation of the
movement to rhyme in particular. But, as my statistics below suggest, such an
association is not supported, since Euripides (who experimented with New Mu-
sic) actually uses rhyme less frequently than Aeschylus, Sophocles, and indeed
Aristophanes. If Aristotle considered this device as something “sweet”, or the
like, in the case of prose, it is unlikely that he would have considered it as some-
thing distasteful in poetry. But even if we assume that there was some scepti-
cism about it, it is still difficult to explain Verrall’s ultimate depreciation. For
him, rhyme in Greek poetry is “ugly, offensive, and comic ... of service only to

17 “...the student may ask, where did these devices originate? The answer of classical scholar-
ship is a classical example of circular argument. It is taken for granted that Gorgias, the inventor
of artistic prose, copied his figures from poetry, whereas poets avoided Gorgianic figures because
they were prosaic”. Yet what is certain, “no ancient source claims that rhyme was originally a
device of prose”; Guggenheimer 1972, 13, 20.

18 Tiberius, De figuris Demosthenicis 33. See further Norden 1915, 50-55.

19 Csapo 2004, 222. However, none of the examples he cites (n. 68) are cases of (Aristophanic
parodies of) homeoteleuton, but of alliteration and accumulation of adjectives. The biblio-
graphy cited at that note (Breitenbach 1934, 214 ff.; Zimmermann 1992, 121) does not refer to ho-
meoteleuton either, but to other figures.
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the artist in grotesque ... harsh, sharp, and unmusical — a wound to the ear ...
something harsh, inharmonious, improper”.%

The basis for this depreciation is that, as long as Greek is an inflecting (syn-
thetic) language, any instance of rhyme is nothing more than the inevitable coin-
cidence of grammatical suffixes (e.g. an adjective agreeing with its noun) — in
contrast to English (an “analytic” language) in which rhyme is a “harmonious
decoration and pleasing method of emphasis”.” Similar views are found in more
recent bibliography: “In noninflected, positional languages, such as English, by
contrast, the poet must labour for the phonic echo. Word-endings in homeoteleu-
ton bear grammatical information, but that is all. [...] Homeoteleuton is chosen
by the language, rhyme is chosen by the poet”.? While correctly putting emphasis
on the role of suffixes in the production of rhyme in Greek, such linguistic “ex-
planations” are forced, as the following objections show. First: what about ho-
meoteleutons which are not based on the identity of grammatical suffixes?* Are
they not “proper” and “elaborated” rhymes either? Second: if rhyme is not in-
tended per se but is a side-effect of inflection, then why is the identity of gram-
matical suffixes reserved for the end-positions of a couplet/triplet/quadruple, ra-
ther than placed in random positions? Finally, what about grammatical
homeoteleuton in English? Is Dryden’s “Time and Death shall depart, and say in
flying, | Love has found out a way to live, by dying” not a “harmonious” and
“pleasing” rhyme? Is it not a rhyme at all?

These (rhetorical) questions show that the “ugliness” of Greek rhyme is noth-
ing but a subjective evaluation, and that comparison with English rhyme is
anachronistic: Euripides’ spectators/readers could compare his rhymes with
those by Aeschylus and Sophocles — certainly not those by Dryden. The only
aforementioned statement that merits a closer attention is that rhyme is some-
thing “comic” and “grotesque”, in other words, something more suitable to com-
edy than to tragedy. That we shall discover soon.

20 Verrall 1910, 246, 247, 251, 261. On Euripidean rhymes, “Nauck found the repetitive verse-
ends intolerable, and suspected corruption. Wecklein, more shrewdly, suspected parody”; Par-
ker 2007, 208 with full references.

21 Verrall 1910, 246.

22 Preminger/Brogan 1993, 538. See n. 12 above.

23 E.g. Aesch. Eum. 239-240: BpoT@v (gen. plural, noun) / éknep@v (nom. singular, participle).



Rhyme in Greek Comedy = 261

4 Methodology

1. Idistinguish between perfect rhyme (when two or more verses share an iden-
tical ending, counting from their last stressed vowel onwards) and imperfect
rhyme (when two or more verses share a similar, rather than identical, end-
ing; this either means having a different vowel, e.g. 6Bog-k¥0Bog, or a dif-
ferent consonant, e.g. pdfog-névog, but not both kinds of difference, e.g.
@OPoc-papog, unless the different consonants are of the same phonetic
class, e.g. &xovaLv-Gyouowv).

2. The last stresses must be of the same kind, acute or circumflex. Thus, for ex-
ample, Tpo@ag-&pdg (trop"das-arads, Aesch. Sept. 786-787) or xpewv-Be@v
(k"reoén-tiedon, ibid. 502-503) are not taken as rhymes.

3. Ido not count mere consonance (i.e. identity of ending letters) as rhyme, if
the last stresses are not at similar positions. For example, Aesch. Sept. 758—765
(all lines ending with -1) or Cho. 327-329 (with -wv) do not count.

4. 1do not count song refrains (e.g. Aesch. Supp. 118-121 = 129-132), type-2 ho-
meoteleuton (same end-words but in different grammatical cases), or type-3
homeoteleuton (epistrophe).

5. 1 only consider consecutive lines (couplets, triplets etc.). For example, in
Aesch. Supp. 446-450, I admit the first couplet as rhyme (kaipla-kivntnpla)
but not the concluding xpnotpta, since two non-rhyming verses intervene.
An exception is made for when there is an enjambement in between, for in-
stance in Supp. 680-682 and Ar. Ach. 1118-1121.

This delimitation is much stricter than Verrall’s. Despite not outlining what he
considers as rhyme, in practice (i.e. judging from his examples) he does not apply
any of the abovementioned requirements except for point 4.* The result is an im-
pressive degree of inconsistency among the passages he quotes or cites. My meth-
odology, on the contrary, allows for sound stylometric and comparative observa-
tions — “absolute” numbers are not the priority here — and reflects better what
we perceive as rhyme today.

24 See Verrall 1910, 250 n. 2. Feneron 1974 also discusses “rhyme” in Menander irrespectively
of accent, e.g. taking ¢y, &xw, Tuyxdvw, and mopeyyv® as rhyming (Men. Dys. 729-733). Even
more loosely, Buller 1980 considers the repetition of any sound patterns as “rhyme”.
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5 Statistics: tragedy vs. comedy
According to the abovementioned criteria, here is an exhaustive list of the rhymes
found in the extant tragedies and comedies.” It becomes evident that, from a

quantitative perspective at least, rhyme is not at all a privilege of comedy.

Tab. 1: List of perfect rhymes.

Author Perfect rhymes Proportion

Aeschylus Pers. 76-80, 550-551=560-561; Sept. 59-60, 662-663, 901-902, 975—- 76 out of
976=986-987; Supp. 74-75, 114-115, 446-[448], 680-682, 779-781, 8,116 lines
946-947; Ag. 89-90, 627-628,810-811, 950-951, 1672-1673 (inter- =0.93%

nal); Cho. 6-7,117-118, 175-176, 292-293, 386-387, 852-853, 906—
907,1072-1073; Eum. 239-240, 269-270, 461-462,792-793=822~
823,1029-1030; PV 238-239, 866-867, 891-892, 1030-1031.

Sophocles Aj. 401-402, 807-808, 854-855, 898-899, 999-1000, 1024-1025, 83 out of
1078-1079, 1085-1086, 1175-1176, 1297-1298; El. 873-874; 0T11- 10,341 lines
12,76-77,110-111, 572-573, 626-627 (internal), 823-826 (825 imp.),  _ go,

1150-1151, 1185-1186; Ant. 272-273,736-737,766-767, 873-874;
Trach. 535-536, 909-910, 913-914, 1265-1266; Phil. 9-10, 94-95,
176-177,361-362, 832-833; 0C 20-21, 91-92, 306-307, 328-329,
695-696, 775-776,897-898, 1273-1274,1581-1582.

Euripides Alc. 302-303, 549-550, 723-724, 739-740, 771772, 815-816, 1025~ 154 out of
(excl. Cye. 1026, 1134-1135; Med. 72-73, 243-244, 408-409; Heracl. 93-94, 541- 24 330
and Rhes.) 542, 875-876; Hipp. 208-211, 727-728, 1236-1237; Andr. 50-53, 64 |ijes =

65, 580-581, 689-690; Supp. 16-17, 583-584; El. 309-310, 521-522,
788-789, 883-884, 1044-1045; HF 29-30, 45-46, 152-153, 966-967,
1129-1130, 1258-1259, 1362-1363; Tro. 591-592, 732-733; IT 5-6,
1016-1017; lon 322-323, 590-591, 1261-1262, 1285-1286; Hel. 402~
403, 869-870, 1312-1313; Phoen. 216-217, 478-479,717-718,791-
792,807-808, 1252-1253, 1478-1479, 1496-1497; Or. 27-28, 51-52,
55-56,379-380, 945-946, 1143-1144, 1522-1523; Bacch. 33-34, 48—
49,178-179, 295-296, 356-357, 599-600, 642-643,1216-1217; IA
418-419, 520-521, 537-540, 816-817,1161-1162, 1165-1166.

0.63%

25 My statistical corpus for Menander comprises the entire Dys. and Sam., Asp. up to 467, Georg.
up to 87, Epit. 218-569, 860-922, 1060-1131, and Pk. 121-190, 305-404, 467-550, 768—812. This se-
lection has been made to exclude any passages with high concentration of missing cola. An exhaus-
tive list of rhymes (according to my criteria) in the comic fragments: Alexis frr. 28.1-2, 131.7-8,
145.9-13, 167.4-5, 275.1-2; Anaxandr. fir. 28, 34.2-4; Antiphanes frr. 19.1-2, 146, 225.1-2; Cratinus
frr. 1.2-3, 237; Diodorus fr. 3.2-3; Epich. frr. 40.1-2, 41.2-3, 55, 254; Ephippus fr. 13.3-5; Eubulus fr.
82.1-4; Euphron fr. 1.13-14; Eupolis fr. 84; Hegesippus fr. 1.25-26; Menander frr. 196, 734, Kithar. 64—
65, Mis. 45, 697-698; Mnesimachus fr. 4.52-55; Nicophon fr. 10; Pherecr. frr. 22, 113.1-2; Philetaerus
fr. 3.2-3; Plato Com. fr. 57; Polyochus fr. 2.1-2; Timocles fr. 19.1-2; Adesp. fr. 1146.15-16.
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Author Perfect rhymes Proportion
Aristophanes Ach.32-33,276-277,366-367, 547-549, 552-553, 595-597, 623-624, 163 out of
700-701, 720-721, 874-875, 1008-1009, 1015-1016, 1126-1127, 15,290
1136-1137,1219-1221; £q. 311-312, 373-374, 1378-1381; Nub. 64— lines =
65, 684-685, 809-810, 1012-1014, 1078-1079, 1504-1505; Vesp. 65— 1.07%
66,133-134,167-168, 916-917, 999-1000, 1013-1014, 1211-1212;
Pax 152-153, 380-381, 661-662, 712-713, 922-923, 1001-1002,
1285-1286 (internal); Av. 27-28, 99-100, 833-834, 841-842, 946-947,
1195-1196,1271-1272, 1479-1481, 1745-1746; Lys. 2628, 4344,
292-293, 431-432, 831-832, 1313-1314; Thesm. 59-60, 111-112,
247-248, 288-289, 331-333, 415-416, 474-475, 493-494,1200-1201;
Ran. 191-192, 333-334,1001-1002, 1080-1081; Eccl. 241-242, 838—
840, 875-876; Plut. 32-33, 120-121, 368-369, 447-448, 502-503,
552-553, 574 (internal), 792-793, 807-808, 1171-1172.
Menander Dys. 62-63, 365-366, 743-744, 923-924 (internal); Sam. 454-455, 487— 24 out of
488; Asp. 380-381; Epit. 308-309, 396-397, 443444, 4L4T7-448; Pk. 2,970 lines
181-182. =0.81%
Tab. 2: List of imperfect rhymes.
Author Imperfect rhymes Proportion
Aeschylus Pers.171-172,361-362, 826-827; Sept. 255-256, 513-516, 616-617, 46 out of
875-876, 903-904, 911-912, 923-924; Supp. 194-195; Ag. 31-32, 8,116 lines =
604-605, 1068-1069, 1440-1441; Cho. 295-296, 423-424, 897-898, 0.56%
900-901, 945-946, 1036-1037; PV 1037-1038.
Sophocles Aj. 104-105, 250-251, 287-288, 728-729; El. 734-735; 0T 100-101, 44 out of
158-159, 605-606, 805-806, 924-926; Ant. 930-931, 1219-1220; 10,341 lines =
Trach. 176-177, 492-493, 508-509; Phil. 36-37, 247-248, 1342-1343; () 450,
0C744-745,1647-1648, 1674-1675.
Euripides Alc. 35-36, 161-162, 450-451, 631-632, 784-785,1110-1111; Med. 92 out of

(excl. Cyc. and
Rhes.)

Aristophanes

Menander

836-842; Hipp. 917-918, 937-938; Andr. 435-436; Hec. 289-290, 326—
327,677-678,825-826; Supp. 671-672,1208-1209, 1225-1226; El.
371-372,1354-1355; HF170-171; IT 532-534, 767-768, 1230-1231;
lon 752-754,1542-1543; Hel. 773-774, 1524-1525; Phoen. 358-360,
1033-1034, 1141-1142, 1546-1547; Or. 9-10, 567-568, 668-669,
1390-1391; Bacch. 509-510, 517-518, 951-952, 1314-1315, 1362~
1363;/A35-36, 594-595, 1088-1089, 1442-1443.

24,330
lines =0.37%

Ach. 70-71 (internal), 180-181, 458-459, 462-463; Eq. 80-83, 1012—
1013; Nub. 342-344, 494-495, 711-714, 883-884, 991-992; Vesp.
585-586, 813-814, 1420-1421; Pax 343-344; Av. 188-189, 681-682,
1300-1301; Lys. 192-193, 682-683; Thesm. 173-174, 913-914; Ran.
66-67; Eccl. 41-42, 591-592; Plut. 50-51, 190-191, 576-577.

Dys. 253-254,322-323, 522-523, 571-573, 956-957 (internal); Sam.
270-271; Georg. 7-8; Epit. 899-900; Pk. 538-539.

61 out of
15,290
lines = 0.4%

19 out of
2,970 lines =
0.64%
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Tab. 3: Proportion of rhymes.

Author Perfect rhymes Imperfect rhymes Total proportion
Aeschylus 0.93% 0.56% 1.49%
Sophocles 0.8% 0.42% 1.22%
Euripides 0.63% 0.37% 1%
Aristophanes 1.07% 0.4% 1.47%
Menander 0.81% 0.64% 1.45%

6 Comic rhymes

On the basis of the listing above, it would be interesting to further review Verrall’s
arguments on tragic rhymes (namely, that they are only used to offend someone
or to show the distress of female characters in particular).” My focus here, how-
ever, shall be on comedy: what are the most common functions of comic rhymes?
I have grouped the compiled comic passages in such categories, which I present
below through illustrative examples, in a descending order of frequency, i.e.
starting with the most prevalent function. My categories are not exhaustive, since
there are multiple cases which do not fit in any one of them, nor are they mutually
exclusive, since there are cases with overlapping functions. I mainly draw on per-
fect rhymes, to reduce the impact of coincidental rhymes on my typology as much
as possible.

Rhyme in comedy is mostly used in stichomythia. The second speaker gives
the impression of imitating the first one, the purpose usually being to render ag-
gression (examples 1-2), sarcasm (3-5), or a speedy exchange (6-7).”

(1) TA. tag BAe@apidag cov TapaTAQ.
AA. TOV TPNYOPEDVE GOVKTEUQ.

PAPHLAGON: Your eyebrows I'll tear apart!
SAUSAGE-SELLER: I'll rip your stomach and your heart! Eq.373-374

26 Verrall 1910, 258, 261-262.

27 The Greek text follows Wilson’s OCT for Aristophanes, Sandbach’s OCT for Menander, and
Kassel and Austin’s PCG for the comic fragments. My translation aims at rendering the rhymes,
at the expense of verbal and syntactical accuracy.
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BA. GAN’ €aTiv EmBnAodv Tt MEMAVOVPYNKOTOG.
XP. 0V pév 016’ 8 kpWlEeLg (G £pod TL kekAo@dTOG

BLEPSIDEMUS: He’s obviously done something bad, there is no doubt.
CHREMYLUS: You think I've stolen, that’s what you’re clucking about. Plut. 368-369

XA. 80DAov 0UK Gyw, / €1 UF| VEVOUHAXTKE TIV TEEPL TAV KPEWV.
ZA. pa tov Al 00 yap GAN ETuxov O@BaAuLDV.

CHARON: I'm not taking a slave, unless he fought in the sea.
XANTHIAS: I'm afraid I didn’t. Had a pink eye, couldn’t see! Ran.190-192

EY. 0 pdp@og ARV oov yéAolov gaiveTal.
EIL. toladta pévtot Zo@okAeng Avpaivetat.

EUELPIDES: Your beak seems so funny!
HOOPOE: Sophocles made that, honey! Av. 99-100

A. Gvooia oyw TadTa vai pd Tag NOpQag.
~ \ 3 ’ LU \ ,
B. moAAoD pev ovv ikata vai pa tag kpappog.

A: By the Nymphs! I suffer moral damages!
B: Well deserved, for certain — by the cabbages! Eupolis fr. 84

OL dye 81| Ti v@v évtevBevi o teov;
TP. i § GA\o Y i TavtnVv xUTpaLS ipuTtéov;

SLAVE: Anything that you require?
TRYGAEUS: Put the cauldron to the fire. Pax 922-923

IE. Tig v @pdoete oD "ot XpeRUAOG HOL 0OQPADG;
XP. 1i & éotiv @ PéATIoTE; / IE. T yp AN i KoK

PRIEST: Can anyone tell me Chremylus’ address?
CHREMYLUS: What’s up, buddy? / PRIEST: Troubles, man, what else? Plut. 1171-1172

The most elaborate cases of rhyme within stichomythia are those coinciding with
an antilabé, i.e. the splitting of a single verse between two characters. Rhyme may
apply to the first verse and the coda of the second (7-8); or to the first verse and
the half-line before the antilabé (9); or between the two half-lines, in which case
we may speak of internal rhyme (10).

®)

IT. AVotAAa, @ilvva, KAertayopa, Anpuntpio.
2Q. Gppeva 8¢ mola TV Ovopdtwy; / ZT. pupia.
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STREPSIADES: Names like “Jenny”, “Kate”, “Wendy™...
SOCRATES: And for boys? / STREPSIADES: There are plenty! Nub. 684-685

(9) TP. TabT &8¢, Tabe’, WG F{oBIOV KEKOPNUEVOL.
TIAL “Bwpriooovt’ &p’ énetta memawpévot —” / TP. dopevol, oipad.

TRYGAEUS: You should sing of those sated men who yet ate a cake!
BOY: “They regained their strength, after taking a break...” / TRYGAEUS: Great, right?
Pax 1285-1286

(10) XP. &1t ye {nteig ToUT dvameifewy fuas, WG 0TV Gevov
Mevia ITAovTOoL. / TIE. kai 00 Y’ EAéyEat |’ oUmw SOvaowt riept TovTov,

CHREMYLUS: How you’re trying to persuade us better to be poor
than wealthy! / POVERTY: You cannot refute my point, you stealthy! Plut. 573-574

The second most frequent use of rhyme is to highlight an antithesis, with the op-
posing words often reserved for the end of each verse (11-13). In Acharnians, most
strikingly, three rhyming antitheses occur within stichomythic couplets, leaving
no doubt that Aristophanes employed rhyme intentionally; in all three cases, Di-
caeopolis offers an ironic counterpoint to Lamachus’ plight, the latter preparing
for battle — the former for dinner (14).

(11) moAot pév yap T@v GvBpwnwv dvteg moutodat movnpol,
Gdikwg ot EVAAEEGpEVOL TOAOL &’ GvTeg aivu xpnoTot

There are many, you see, wealthy scoundrels recently.
Dirty money! But those who behave always decently... Plut. 502-503

(12) & Tproxaxodaipwv, daTiC £k PetdwAiag
katedeTo pioog SimAdatov Thg ovoiag.

You’re a shameful cheapskate
saving pennies, earning hate! Men. fr. 734

(13) t@v {wypdewv pév i kaAn xetpovpyia
£v Toig miva&L kpepopévn BavpddeTal,
avtn 8¢ oepvag £k Aonddog GpmddeTal
Grto Tod Tayrvou T eVBwg dpavileTalt.

The painters’ lovely works

are hung in museums to admire,

but mine’s in the pot to desire,

directly sells out from the fire! Anaxandrides fr. 34.2-4
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(14) A. TadT 0V KATAYEAWS E0TIV AVOPWTOLG TAXTVG;
A. tadT o mhakoig 8T £aTiv &vBpwmoLg YAUKUG; [...]
A. T OTpWOpAT, M 1o, Sfjoov &k TAG &oTtidog.
A. OV 8ivov, & mat, Sijoov £k TAS KioTiSog,
A. eilyy1® képa Mibw menAnypévog / kai okotodwid. [...]
A. kayw xaOev8ev BovAopat kai oTVOHAL / Kl OKOTORVID

LAMACHUS: Isn’t this attitude what men call malicious?

DICAEOPOLIS: Isn’t this pizza dough what men call delicious? Ach. 1126-1127
LAMACHUS: Boy, bring my bedding and my shield.

DICAEOPOLIS: Boy, bring my wine flask well-sealed. Ach. 1136-1137
LAMACHUS: I'm dizzy, a stone hit my head; I'll faint in darkness.

DICAEOPOLIS: I also want to go to bed; I'll fuck with hardness. Ach. 1218-1221

A common comic device is catalogues of trivial things (15-16) or activities (17—
18), usually appearing in asyndeton rather than in polysyndeton, and poets often
invest them with rhyme. The technique of accumulation, one extreme form of
which are such catalogues, has been studied in detail by Spyropoulos (1974), who
demonstrated its dramatic and expressive nuances, most important: abundance,
exaggeration, emphasis, emotional climaxing, rhetorical colouration, bomo-
lochia, and surprising jokes. It is only reasonable to suggest that adding rhyme
amplifies the intended effect.

(15) otiifog Atapdv, xpotdv Aaumpdv,
WpovUG peydhoug, YAOTTAV Batdv,
TIVYRV HEYGANY, TGOV HKPAV.

Oily chest, skin so slick,
tiny tongue, muscles thick,
beefy bum, little dick. Nub. 1012-1014

(16) x6v8pog, TUPAG, HEAL, onoapibes,

tBpdixog, Ppuypdg,t pvodg, mupapideg,
piiAov, k&puov, YaAa, kavvapideg,

Wheat, cheese, honey, sesame-bakes,
shortbread, crackers, cream, pancakes,
apple, peanuts, milk, hemp-flakes, Ephippus fr. 13.3-5

(17) mdg 8¢ kat’ olkoug PHETTEL, TETTEL,
TiAeL, KOTTEL, TEUVEL SEVEL,
xaipet, maiet, o, Setmvel,
niivel, okpTd, Aopdoi, kevtel.

When at home, we are all kneading,
plucking, chopping, slicing, baking,
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laughing, playing, jumping, eating,
drinking, hopping, bending, pegging. Mnesimachus fr. 4.52-55

(18) 16 kaAOV 8¢ xp@pa Sevoomold xpWope.
Kai X1Ova PEV TIHVELV TTAPAOKEVALOpEY,
10 8 &Pov Gv pry Beppov 1| SlacvPOYEY.
Kai TOV pev 6ELV otvov EKTUTI{OEY,
£71 TaG GBUPTAKALOL &’ EKPOKYEVOUEV.

We dye the bread, make it look fair,

may drink cold snow, we don’t care,

but if the food’s not hot we swear

and spit sour wine we can’t bear

(yet sour sauces we don’t spare). Alexis fr. 145.9-13

As the last example has already demonstrated, rhyme may be employed to con-
vey a steady pace to a narrative or description, to make it sound exciting or ap-
palling (19-22).

(19) MAOVTW 8’ EKEV' AV TEVTA CUPTMEPUPHEVQ,
€v mdow ayadoig mavta TpomoV eipyacpeva

Everything was brought together by Wealth to our avail,
all good things were best arranged by him in all detail... Pherecrates fr. 113.1-2

(20) wg ai Tpémedal v’ giotv Emvevnpévat
AyaB@®V AMAVTWY Kol TOPETKEVATHEVAL,
kAvai T oloup@v kai Sanidwv oeoaypévar

The tables are set and heaped
high with every kind of treat,
and the couches cosy and neat... Eccl. 838-840 (transl. Henderson, adapted)

(21) Ti & &v YUVOIKEG PPOVIHOV EpyaoiaTo
A Aopmpov, ol kaBrped’ éEnvoiopévar,
KPOKWTOPOPOUOaL KOl KEKAAAWTILOPEVAL

What can women do that’s wise or impressive?
We just stay inside adorned with flowers,
trying on dresses and make-up for hours. Lys. 42-44

(22) xai TIKTOVOOG £V TOTG iEPOTg,
Kai fyVOpEVag Toloty G8eA@oTg,

Girls who inside temples are becoming mothers,
girls without shame fucking with their brothers... Ran. 1080-1081
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Not surprisingly, rhyme also appears in choral sections, however not as often as
possibly expected, mostly to mark the transition from recitation to singing, or
from one song to another. Thus rhyme may occur in the opening couplet of a song
(23-24) or the closing couplet (25-26), or even be shared between a sung and a
spoken verse (27).

(23) {nA@ o Tiig evBovAiag,

paAov 8¢ TG ebwying
I envy you your well laid plan Ach. 1008-1009
and even more your luscious flan (strophe opening)

(24) €i v T Bew pe Lwmproelg, Abow
THV EpauTiig OV €y 81, kal Totow

I swear, if you fire me up, I'll unleash Lys. 682-683
the bitch out of me and make you wish... (antistrophe opening)

(25) toDTO YOp oK@V BTV
£0°Ti TOXELWV, KOV TIPOG VUGV

Naive spectators miss the point, Vesp. 1013-1014
but none of you we’ll disappoint. (kommation before parabasis)

(26) 10070 TOD pEv NPOg del / PAAGTAVEL KOl GUKOPAVTET,
ToD 8¢ el @vog A TaG / domidag @UANOPPOET.

In springtime he grows to clamour, Av. 1478-1481
in autumn he drops his armour. (strophe ending)

(27) pr| oe A&Bn Be@v TIG TONOTN IEPGOV*
<otydte oTy’.> GOpel 8¢ aG KOKAW TKOTIV,

No god should pass through and escape your attention. Av. 1195-1196 (end of song/
— Be quiet and watch over the place for prevention... start of spoken part)

Less common functions of rhyme, each only occurring a handful of times, are to
address someone with reverence (28-29), to parody tragic, hieratic, and other
high-register language (30-31), to mark a pair of synonyms (32-35), to point out
proverbs and make them memorisable (33-34), to draw attention to a hyperbolic
claim (35-36) or a pun (37-38).

(28) ®AANG DEANG,
€av ped’ Muav Euuming, £k kpaundAng
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Arousal Arousal,
join us drinking in carousal Ach. 276-277

(29) &ip’ 11 voeig aToiol Tpog &’ M PIATATN.
0’ W YUVaK@V PIOOTOPTIAKIOTETH.

Tell me what you think about these, my dear,
how much you hate the shield and the spear. Pax 661-662

(30) G&vdp’ <Gvdp™> OP® TPOTLOVTA TIAPATEENANYHEVOV,
701G TG Appoditng Opyiolg eAnppévov.

A man I see — poor man — coming to our direction,
who has been struck so hard by Venus with erection. Lys. 831-832

(31) AN @ peN vmd Tob ALdg GpaAduverioopat,
£l un TeTopriow TabTa Kai Aakroopal.

My friend, I'll be — no doubt — relegated by Zeus
if Idon’t deliver loud and proclaim around this news! Pax 380-381

(32) &0y @ yAvkutdrn Hpoa&ayopa kot Se&16)G.
noPev @ Téhawva TadT Epabeg obTw KOAGG;

Well done, sweet girl, you spoke precisely.
Where did you learn these things so nicely? Eccl. 241-242

(33) TO yap TPOBVHWG pT| TTOVAGAVTAG TUXETV
evBatpoviag elwd’ HriepnPaviag MOLETV.

When happiness is won by grudging labour Men. fr. 196
it makes the happy man despise his neighbour. (transl. Edmonds)

(34) TO pev Bpadvvely Yap TOV EpwT’ abiEeL TTOAD,
£v 1@ Tayéwg 8’ Eveott mavoaodat Tayv.

Taking slow action increases the passion;
but taking it fast, be sure it won’t last. Dys. 62-63

(35) TOV Tavpéav 8¢ Toig tovolg UrepPoA®,
Tov Ktnolav e 1@ @ayeiv unepdpopd.

Than Taureas I’ll work harder,
than Ctesias I'll eat faster. Philetaerus fr. 3.2-3

(36) i To100T]ot MGVTEG AoQV, OVUTE T SIKACTHPLA
AV &v, 008’ aTOVG dmiiyov £ig T& SeopwTrpla
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If all people were like that, there would be no reason
for the state to maintain any court or prison. Dys. 743-744

(37) Sotig IV TaG ABAvaG EKKEKDPWKAG Bo@v
KGO T@V METPAOV GvwBev TOUG POPOLS BUVVOCKOTIDV.

You’re the guy who has deafened our Athens with your hissing,
lurking in the rocks above us, well attuned to tribute-fishing! Egq.311-312

(38) oV Setvov oV AT £oTiv AUES Seopévoug
£G KOpoKoG EADETV KOl TAPETKEVAGUEVOUG

It is awful — isn’t it? — to have the aspiration
to go to hen, and to have done the entire preparation...? Av. 27-28

7 Conclusion

In this paper I pursued a descriptive taxonomy of comic rhymes, based on statis-
tical frequency (rather than an analytical discussion based on few selected case-
passages), to demonstrate the many possibilities of rhyme, to argue for its aes-
thetic reappraisal, to prove claims of “coincidental rhyme” in ancient Greek
wrong, and to facilitate further research in this unjustly overlooked stylistic phe-
nomenon. While certainly not a major element in dramatic poetry (not exceeding
1.5% of the aggregated corpus), nor a feature more pertinent to comedy than to
tragedy, rhyme performs, or facilitates as a supplementary element, key func-
tions of comedy, including parody, exaggeration, abuse, and jokes. Several of the
quoted examples illustrate how very conscious a choice rhyme was, since it was
so combined with other figures, or employed in such positions and such contexts,
as to lay emphasis on the very content that had to be emphasised, e.g. a para
prosdokian joke, a character’s ironical response to his collocutor, or a proverb —
functions which rhyme still serves today in poetry and in everyday speech.
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Piero Totaro
Three Words in Aristophanes’
Wealth (999, 1037, 1083)

Abstract: This chapter provides a detailed study of three problematic words from
the text of Aristophanes’ Wealth, all of them taken from the episode of the lustful
old woman and her former young lover. In v. 999, the milk-based cake &ung, sent
by the young man to the old lady, implies that this kind of smooth pastry is par-
ticularly appropriate for a toothless old woman. In v. 1037, the reading tnAia
(nominative), given in the majority of codices, is favoured. The speaker sarcas-
tically compares the old woman to a télia (a large round tray with a raised circular
edge), to mock her fat girth. In v. 1083, the manuscripts’ reading £t@v may repre-
sent the genitive plural not only of £tog, “year”, but also of £tng, “fellow citizen”.
Apart from being mocked for her age, the old woman is also denounced as a
veteran whore who has been possessed by innumerable lovers.

In one of the scenes that, in the second part of Wealth,' unveil the consequences
of the healing of the blind god of richness, Aristophanes brings on stage an Old
Woman and a Young Man, together with the Coryphaeus (from the Chorus of old
farmers) and the protagonist Chremylus (959-1096). The Old Woman, wearing a
white mask covered with rouge (1064) and a dress adorned with mowila (1099),?
poses as a young lady, suitably adapting perhaps her attitude and voice (cf. 963).
Initially, in dialogue with Chremylus, she recalls the attention paid her by her
young lover, on whom she bestowed substantial material benefits, until the op-
portunist gigolo lost interest and decided to break up with her.

1 Warmest thanks are due to S. Douglas Olson and Pietro Berardi for their precious suggestions.
Unless otherwise specified, the text of Aristophanes is cited from Wilson 2007a, whereas the
scholia on Wealth reflect the editorial assessments of Massa Positano 1960 (Tzetziana); Chantry
1994b (vetera); Chantry 1996 (recentiora).

2 Aristophanes’ &ovoa 8’ A8eg alT mowkiAa has been variously translated: “robe brodée”
(Van Daele in Coulon 1930, 147; Thiercy 1997, 975), “veste ricamata” (Paduano 1988, 175), “Your
dress looks bright enough” (Halliwell 1998, 253), “richly dressed” (Sommerstein 2001, 133),
“vesti ricamate” (Torchio 2001, 241), “wearing your own finery” (Henderson 2002, 595), “veste
tutta ricami” (Albini/Barberis 2003, 83).

) Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111295282-009
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1 Plut. 999: dpng

Both literature and iconography offer substantial evidence that the exchange of
gifts between lovers — e.g. animals (such as birds, horses, and hounds)’ or des-
serts® — was a common and meaningful practice. But in the context of a hope-
lessly deteriorated and compromised relationship like the one depicted in
Wealth, such an exchange takes on a negative value and turns out to be remark-
ably disrespectful towards the ex-lover (993-1002):

OLD WOMAN: But nowadays that skunk hasn’t got the same attitude; he’s completely
changed his tune. You see, when I sent him this m\oaxo¥g and the other snacks (tpayfpota)
on the tray (riva&) here, with a message that I’d visit him this evening —

CHREMYLUS: What did he do, I'd like to know?

OLD WoMAN: He sent it all back, along with this &ung, on condition that I never visit him
again, and on top of that he added, “Once upon a time Milesians were formidable”.®

With the proverbial expression “Once upon a time Milesians were formidable”,
the Young Man irreverently either implies that his love story with the Old Woman
is over® or intends to remind her of her inexorable physical decay.” The significance
of the exchange of sweets between lovers is less obvious, and I find it surprising
that modern commentaries (including Holzinger’s, which is generally extremely
detailed) fail to thoroughly investigate the meaning of this action, which has
however been carefully considered by Vinicio Tammaro in his “Note al Pluto” (1983,
134-136). Tammaro came to the conclusion that the sweets mentioned in Aris-
tophanes are strongly sexualised, and that they reproduce the shapes of genitals:

3 Cf. Ar. Av. 706-707; Plut. 157; on the topic, see Koch-Harnack 1983.

4 Athenaeus (14.643f) and Aelian (VH 11.12) report a famous anecdote regarding a dessert that
Alcibiades sent to Socrates “to ignite his passion”, unleashing Xanthippe’s wrath. This led her
to violently smash the cake, after which the philosopher replied “So, therefore, you cannot eat
it either”.

5 Transl. Henderson 2002, 565 (slightly adapted).

6 Cf. Holzinger 1940, 300.

7 Tammaro 1983, 136-137; Torchio 2001, 203; Sommerstein 2001, 201. The physical decline of
the Old Woman is compared to the decadence of Miletus, which followed a period of power and
prosperity for the city, and subsequently turned into a proverbial formula (first attested at Anac.
PMG 426 = fr. 53 Gentili and Timocr. PMG 733; on the origin of the proverb, see now Bernsdorff
2020, 11 738-739). The parabasis ode of Wasps opens (1060-1062) with a reworking of this prov-
erb, with the Chorus of old jurymen-wasps complaining that “once upon a time we were valiant
in Choruses, and valiant in battle, and above all most valiant with this” (referring to their sting).
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si puo supporre che, fallica o testicolare, sia comunque “virile” — di contro a un “femmi-
neo” mhakodg — la parvenza dell’&ung nel Pluto (cid pare denunciare del resto I'ironica con-
dizione espressa al v. 1000). Un frammento di Alessi (163 K., dall’ ‘Opoia) costituisce forse
una decisiva conferma, se mostra — al di 1a di residui dubbi testuali — che gli &unteg, ac-
canto ai Aay@a e alle kixAat (tutti paynpata), erano dagli sposi offerti alle spose. La con-
notazione nuziale suonerebbe in definitiva come un’ulteriore beffa (p. 136).8

Paduano, by contrast, was unpersuaded by the assimilation of mAaxobg and Gung
to the shape of female and male genitals (1988, 154—155 n. 137):

Che il giovane risponda, oltre che con la sgarbata restituzione, con un altro dono dello
stesso tipo, si spiega non gia con una lambiccata proposta di vedere nei dolci stessi una
raffigurazione rispettiva degli organi genitali (Tammaro) — ma come una sfrontata volonta
di mettere sullo stesso piano il significato del dono della donna (che & quello di richiesta
amorosa), con una opposta e simmetrica richiesta dell’'uomo: che é evidentemente quella
di essere lasciato in pace.

Even Sommerstein (2001, 201 ad Ar. Plut. 999), although he fails to cite Tammaro’s
article, is inclined to read Aristophanes’ &ung through the lens of the aforemen-
tioned fragment of Alexis:

(scil. &ung) which was traditionally brought, together with other foods, by a bridegroom to
his bride when he came to fetch her from her father’s house to his (Alexis fr. 168). If on that
occasion it conveyed the message “I want you to come to my house, and I will maintain
you”, it is here used (together with the return of the other gifts) to say almost exactly the
opposite: “I don’t need you to maintain me, and I don’t want you to come to my house”.

I believe that both Tammaro’s and Sommerstein’s interpretations of Alexis fr. 168
are affected by a clear misunderstanding.

The fragment (ap. Ath. 14.642d) comes from a dialogue in which one of the
interlocutors (probably a greedy parasite or a servant) initially states that he is
not a pIA6detnvog, later nullifying this declaration by specifying that his culinary

8 Tammaro (1983, 136 n. 12) notes that Henderson, in the Maculate Muse (see now the second
edition, Henderson 1991), thought that Alexis’ &ung was “one of the various kinds of pastries
used to refer to the cunt” (Henderson 1991, 144), and that mAakodg xapiotog in Ar. fr. 211 “proba-
bly means phallus”, or alternatively “indicates the cunt, as at Plut. 995-998” (Henderson 1991,
160 n. 41). Torchio (2001, 222-223 ad Ar. Plut. 999) synthetically reiterates Tammaro’s observa-
tions: “Per Henderson ... anche la forma di questo dolce alluderebbe ai genitali femminili. Alexis,
fr. 168, 5K.-A., fa riferimento all’uso degli sposi di donare Gunteg alle spose il giorno delle nozze
insieme ad altre ‘leccornie’ (‘lepri e tordi’): la simbologia nuziale associata a questo tipo di dolce
renderebbe ancor pil ‘crudele’ la risposta del giovane”.
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preferences incline toward tpaynpata, and eventually revealing, with a juicy
comic aprosdoketon, that his palate is actually delighted by all kinds of dishes:

008 PINGBELVOG €ifut ud TOV AGKANTILOV,

TpayAUAGY Xaipw 5 udMov. (B.) e mévu.

(A.) Tpaynpat aioBdvopat yap 6Tt vopilete

TOIG VU@IOLIG HETIODOL TNV VOPENV TAéyelgt

TIOPEXELY, GunTag Kai Aay@a kai KixAag. 5
TOUTOLOL aipw, TOTG BE KEKAPUKEVUEVOLG

&potot kai Lwpoiow Hdop’, & Beol

With regard to the irresistible tpayrpata, his mind immediately runs to those tra-
ditionally served during wedding ceremonies at the bride’s parents’ house, when
the bridegroom came to pick her up to escort her in procession to her new home.
On that occasion — as stated in the fragment — dunteg, pieces of hare, and
thrushes were usually offered (as Tpayrpota) Tolg vuppiolg HETIODAL TV VORETY,
“to the bridegroom and his groomsmen fetching the bride”.’ The fragment thus
documents that Gunteg were included among the kinds of treats offered to the hus-
band at the bride’s house, and not by the bridegroom to the bride, as Tammaro and
Sommerstein argue in support of their interpretation of the Aristophanic passage.

The question to be addressed now is what a m\akoig and an &ung were. The
former (literally “flat cake”; cf. LS] 1411, s.v. I) could properly indicate any pastry
product other than bread (dptog);° the latter was a particular kind of mAakodg,
the dough for which contained milk." I suggest that this difference, slight as it
may appear, explains both the destination and the meaning of the gift: the Old
Woman sends snacks she imagines will be particularly appreciated by the Young
Man, a collection of Tpaynpata and a mAakodg, but the Young Man refuses those
gifts, returning all of them to sender with the addition of a different kind of sweet,
a soft milk-based pastry, which — he guesses — may be particularly suitable for

9 The text and interpretation of the fragment are excellently discussed by Arnott 1996, 493-496;
see also Sanchis Llopis/Montafiés Gomez/Pérez Asensio 2007, 177; Stama 2016, 321-323.

10 Cf. L. Citelli in Canfora 2001, III 1665 n. 3 (ad Ath. 14.643e); Pellegrino 2013, 42.

11 Ath. 14.644f, Gung mAakobvtog yévog; Poll. 6.77, mhakovvTtwy €i8n dung, untiokog; Phot. a
1195 Theodoridis, Gung: yévog mAakodvtog (further lexicographical and etymological references
are collected by Theodoridis 1982, 125 ad loc.). Apart from Ar. Plut. 999 and Alexis fr. 168.5, see
also Amphis fr. 9.3; Anaxandrides fr. 42.56; Antiphanes fir. 89.2, 297; Epicrates fr. 5.5; Ephippus
fr. 8.3 (cf. Olson 2007, 303 ad loc.); Telecleides fr. 1.12; Men. fr. 381; Schol. vet. Ar. Plut. 999a,
£180G mhakoDvtog yahaktddovg; Schol. Tz. Ar. Plut. 995, &unTteg 68 yoAaKTOMNYH KATOOKEVH-
opaTa, Ta pev ovvagepndévrta pett, T 8’ ov.
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a toothless old woman."” It cannot be accidental that, in the abundant repertory of
insults employed by the Young Man to slander the Old Woman (a virtual catalogue
of the vetula-Skoptik motif, as Grassmann calls it),"* her lack of teeth have a prom-
inent place, along with her grey hair (1042-1043), a face abundantly furrowed by
wrinkles (1050-1051), her dirtiness (1062), and the exaggerated antiquity of a
woman “fucked by thirteen thousand years” (1082-1083). See Plut. 1055-1059:

YOUNG MAN: Would you like to play with me? It’s been a while.
OLD WOMAN: Where, my dear?

YOUNG MAN: Right here. Have these nuts.

OLD WOMAN: What kind of play do you mean?

YOUNG MAN: Guessing how many teeth you have.

CHREMYLUS: Here, let me guess: I say three or four.

YOUNG MaAN: Pay up: she’s only got a single molar.'

12 Commenting on a different type of food, namely, the x6v8pog (Ar. Vesp. 737-738), MacDowell
(1971, 234) aptly observes: “The implication is that an old man is toothless (cf. 165) and can take
only soft or liquid food”. See also Biles/Olson 2015, 317: “[x6v8pog] in any case represents some-
thing a toothless old man can easily eat”.

13 Grassmann 1966, 176 s.v. “vetula-Skoptik”.

14 Transl. Henderson 2002, 573-575 (slightly modified). An insult against a toothless old he-
taera closes Philetaerus fr. 9: “And my lips are sealed about Nais; because she’s lost her molars”
(ap. Ath. 13.587e; transl. Olson 2010, 395). A scommatic continuity is easy to trace in Greek and
Latin epigrammatic tradition: cf. Lucill. Anth. Pal. 11.310, “You bought hair, rouge, honey, wax,
and teeth; for the same outlay you might have bought a face” (transl. Paton 1918, 213); Mart.
3.93.1-2, cum tibi trecenti consules, Vetustilla, | et tres capilli quattuorque sint dentes; see also
Hor. Carm. 4.13.9-12, importunus enim transvolat aridas | quercus et refugit te, quia luridi | dentes,
te, quia rugae | turpant et capitis nives; and Epod. 8.1-6, rogare longo putidam te saeculo | viris
quid enervet meas, | cum sit tibi dens ater et rugis vetus | frontem senectus exaret | hietque turpis
inter aridas natis | podex velut crudae bovis; Carmina Priapea 12.8-9, hesterna quoque luce dum
precatur, | dentem de tribus excreavit unum (on Horace and Priapea, see Richlin 1983, 109-116;
Watson 2003, 295; Fedeli/Ciccarelli 2008, 535 ff.). In his catalogue of masks, Pollux (4.151) in-
cludes the “old maid” (oikoupOv yp@diov), who “has a snub nose and two teeth for each jaw”;
cf. the corresponding old-woman masks listed in Bernabo Brea 1981, 212-213 and Bernabd Brea
2001, 238-239. We currently lack a comprehensive, detailed study of the profile of the old woman
in Attic Comedy: Oeri’s (1948) dissertation is outdated; despite the interesting sociological anal-
ysis he offers, Henderson 1987 is far from exhaustive; brief but useful observations are provided
by Tammaro 1995, 174. An excellent, up-to-date survey on the vetula-Skoptik motif in ancient
Greek and Latin literature is offered by Watson 2003, 287 ff., and abundant bibliography on the
topic can be found in Galan Vioque 2002, 430.
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2 Plut. 1037: tnAia

The embarrassment of modern scholars in attempting to discover the meaning of
Plut. 1037 (i Tuyxdvol y’ 6 SoxtoAlog v tnAiag) is only partially relieved by the
fact that the line appeared no less obscure to ancient commentators, who did not
hesitate to admit their difficulties in interpreting it (especially with regard to the
exegesis of tnAia, as testified, e.g., by Schol. vet. 1037b, which candidly admits
TnAia: toto Ti £0Ttv 0K 080). In a well-documented article, Marcel Chantry
(1994a) gathered the whole corpus of literary, lexicographical, and scholiastic
witnesses related to the term, in order to outline its precise semantic spectrum
and the functions of the object it indicates. It can be concluded that a TnAia was
a polished table with a raised circular edge, usually employed for flour-pro-
cessing and on which bread, in addition to being prepared, was put to rise and
sold (cf. e.g. Schol. vet. Ar. Plut. 1037a, d, e); the presence of a large raised edge
made it possible to avoid scattering the flour and kept the products on top of the
table, while also allowing the implement to be employed as a table for playing
dice or a spot for fights between cocks or quails (cf. Aeschin. 1.53; Alciphron 3.17;
Synesius, Epistulae 45 Garzya; Poll. 7.203, 9.108, 10.150; Schol. vet. Ar. Plut. 1037g;
Anecd. Bach. 1386, 30; Anecd. Bekk. 307, 31). Schol. vet. Ar. Plut. 10371 provides
an additional meaning (“chimney 1id”), but this explanation is probably influ-
enced by the way the object is employed at Wasps 147, where (as Schol. 147b
Koster clarifies) a TnAia functions as a cover for a chimney, despite the fact that
it was properly “a smooth board on which flour was sold at the market”.” Accord-
ing to a number of lexica and ancient etymological works, tnAia (or onAia) was
substantially equivalent to terms like k6okwvov, “sifter”, and dAevpdtTnoig, the
tool through which flour was filtered (Siatt@otv; cf. Phot. a 931 Theodoridis;
Synag. B a 964 Cunningham) or sieved (or6ovotv, 8iaonBovotv; Hsch. a 2904
Cunningham; Etym. Magn. 60.25 Gaisford). On an interpretation alternatively as-
cribed to the grammarians Orion (Etym. Gen. AB s.v. TnAia) and Oros (Etym. Magn.
757.1-2 Gaisford; [Zonar.] p. 1727 Tittmann), TnAla indicates the “circumference
of the sifter”, | mepupépeta Tob kookivou (thus both Hsch. T 772 Hansen and Suda
T 497 Adler): this interpretation is registered in the ancient scholia to Plut. 1037,
variously phrased as 06 kookivou kUkAog or T0D kookivov O kUkAog (Schol. vet.
1037m, reported in many manuscripts but absent from R; see also Tzetzes’ related

15 At Vesp. 148, a piece of £&0Aov is exactly what Bdelycleon uses to cover the fireplace Philo-
cleon tries to get out of, in the attempt to nullify his father’s efforts to escape his house and satisfy
his uncontrollable desire to be a juror in the courts.
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scholion [p. 211 Massa Positano]), kookvoyvpog or kookivouv yopog (Schol. rec.
1037b)."

In the light of such complex and multifarious lexical and exegetical posi-
tions, how should we interpret the humorous reference to tnAia in Plut. 1037? Be-
ing abandoned by her young lover made the Old Woman endure harsh psycho-
logical-physical damage: “I'm pining away with grief”, she says at 1034, where
katatétnk(a) expresses the corporal and spiritual consumption she is suffering.
This heartfelt confession is immediately followed by Chremylus’ merciless: “No,
you’re rotting away, if you ask me” (kataoeonmag, 1035). As evidence of her phys-
ical ruin, the Old Woman then declares that she could be pulled through a ring
(1036, 81 SakTuAiov pév ovV pE y’ &v SteAkvoatg) due to her current alleged ema-
ciation, as the scholiasts note (Schol. vet. 1036, Schol. rec. 1036b; see also Suda T
497 Adler, émti TV mdvu Aert@v). In this case, the spectators did not have long to
wait for Chremylus’ ironic reply (1037): i Tuyxdvol y’° 6 SoaktoAlog v TnAiag,
“Sure, were it the ring of a télia”, if the Ravennas’ genitive TnAiag is retained. This
is the reading accepted by Wilson (2007a) in his critical text, with no comment in
the companion volume Aristophanea (Wilson 2007b). The Ravennas’ tnAiag was
also favoured by Holzinger (1940, 285-286), who constructed the sentence as fol-
lows: 0 8akTOAl0g WV SakTOALOG TnAiag, giving the predicative SoxTUAlog the
sense of kOkAog or yDpog — a semantic nuance that is not attested, however, be-
fore late Greek literature. Sommerstein (2001, 121) translates “Yes, if the ring hap-
pened to be attached to a bread-seller’s tray”, subsequently offering (pp. 204—
205) a peculiar defence of R’s text: the SaxTUAL0G of the TnAia is actually a ring
(more plausibly made of leather than metal) attached to the tool and carried
cross-body, allowing the vendor to have his or her hands free to comfortably sell
the products displayed on the board. Henderson (2002, 571) translates: “Provided
the ring were the size of a barrel hoop”.

Apart from R, the entire medieval paradosis (including Suda T 497 Adler)
transmits TnAia (nominative with a predicative function): “if the ring were a
telia”, i.e. “if the ring had the diameter of a télia”, and this is the reading and
interpretation I favour. As ancient commentators (Schol. vet. 1037k; cf. Suda Tt
496 Adler) observed, the Old Woman’s fatness would have prevented her from
being pulled through a ring, unless the ring had a hole of such a size to look like
a perforated telia (1037i, AéyetL 61 “cl P 0 SakTOALOG TooOTTOV EXEL TPUMNUA, WG
Sokeiv eivat év TnAig 10 TpUmnua, RVE@NBarbAld ovk dv 81éA6oic” VN); it goes
without saying that the scholiasts were aware that the aforementioned board was

16 Circulus cribi, cribi anulus, or incerniculum are the most widespread interpretations in hu-
manistic translations of Plut.: see Muttini 2023, 97, 132-133.
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not perforated (1037h, TnAia pév €otwv 1 dtpunntog oavi¢ RVEONBarbAld). The

actual difference between a small, common ring and a télia was their dimension,

the rounded shape being merely an element shared by both. With the exception
of Phot. T 246 Theodoridis (= Suda T 497 Adler = Etym. Gen. AB s.v. TnAia, unde

Etym. Magn. 756.56 Gaisford), which defines it as a nijypa tetpaywvov useful for

selling flour or having cocks fight, and a commentary on Aristotle’s Rhetoric

(Anon. in Arist. Art. Rhet. comm. [p. 205, 14 Rabe], according to which “someone

argues that télia is a square basket [kahaBiokov TeTpdywvov] where flour lies”),

a telia is usually described by the sources as a board with a wide circular edge:

—  Pollux (9.108), describing quail-fighting, informs us that players used a télia
(similar to that used for selling bread) to trace a circle on the ground before
having the birds fight each other: tnAig pév opoiq Tfi dpromwAIdL kvkAov
EPTEPLYpAYPAVTEG;

—  Anecdota Bachmann (1 386, 30): 0aviSI1Ov Tt TIEPIEPPAYUEVOV TIAVTOYOOEY,
“a tablet completely surrounded by a border”;

— Anecdota Bekker (275, 15): cavig GA@itonwAikr mAaTteia, TPoonAwREVOG
&yovoa kUKAw cavidag, Tob pn T GA@iTa éknintelv, “a flat board used for
selling flour, with other boards fixed in a circle to prevent the flour from fall-
ing out” (a similar description is provided by Etym. Magn. 757.7 Gaisford);

—  Anecdota Bekker (307, 31) defines the télia on which cocks used to fight with
each other as a mAéypa T Prab@ddeg otpoyyvAov.

Therefore, according to Chremylus, the Old Woman (who surely did not have a
thin waist, despite her loud complaints about her physical state) could have been
pulled through an anomalous, enormously large ring with the same diameter as
around télia. The circular shape both rings and téliai shared must have triggered
this association in Chremylus’ mind, perhaps encouraged also by the fact that the
0Old Woman had just appeared on stage bearing a mivag, the wooden tray on
which she placed the mhakoDg and the other Tpayrjpata sent as gifts to her gigolo
in order to receive erotic favours in return, but which he did not hesitate to send
back to her with the addition of an &ung (cf. 995-999). This visual assessment of
the scene may have prompted Chremylus to bring the télia into the conversation,
as a tool the Old Woman must be familiar with, given her expertise in the loving
preparation of bakery products. This is not to mention the fact that she herself
was seemingly a glutton, as her size indicates.

Nor is this the first use of téliai to mock women in Athenian comedy. The
scholia on this line (Schol. vet. 1037b—c) inform us that Eupolis’ Maricas (Lenaea
421 BCE) included an unidentified character who used an eikasmos, i.e. a bur-
lesque comparison between a télia and the mother of the demagogue lamp-seller
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Hyperbolus, whose bones ended up being thrown on a télia (Eup. fr. 209).
Eupolis’ joke likely insulted the demagogue’s mother — the drunk old woman
who danced the kordax in the same play (cf. Ar. Nub. 553-556, with Schol. vet. 555
Holwerda) — for her dishonourable work as a baker," a profession she perhaps
practiced also in Hermippus’ Artopolides.’® Regardless of how attractive these as-
sumptions appear, handling such meagre and often badly preserved fragmentary
materials always requires caution, as conjectural reconstructions could be nu-
merous, and all uncertain; it is no coincidence that, with regard to the compari-
son between Hyperbolus’ mother and a télia in Eup. fr. 209, S. Douglas Olson pro-
poses a number of different exegetical solutions, all of them ending with a
question-mark: “Hyperbolus’ mother was compared to a télia (because she was
presented as a bread-woman, as perhaps a year or two later in Hermippus’
Artopolides?; or because she was tall and flat-chested or the like?)”;* tobT0 Tl
€07V 00K 0100, indeed.

3 Plut. 1083: £T@V

Line 1082 (o0k Gv StoAeyBeinv SieomAekwpévy) contains two verbs denoting sex-
ual intercourse: for the former, see also Hyp. fr. 171 Jensen and Plut. Sol. 20.3; for
the latter, cf. omAexoDv in Ar. Lys. 152 (according to Schol. vet. Ar. Plut. 1082ja,
onAékwpa represents the noise produced during copulation).?” The Young Man
thus categorically rejects the idea of having sex with an old woman “screwed by
thirteen thousand years” (1082-1083):

0UK Gv StaheyBeiny SleomAekwpévn
V1O pupiwv ETAOV Ye Kal TpLoyAiwv.

Willems (1919, III 357) did not succeed in making complete sense of 1. 1083, and
proposed emending the mss.’ £T@v ye to 1€ T@WVOe,? introducing a direct reference

17 On this matter, particular interest is raised by Tzetzes’ scholion on Ar. Nub. 555a Holwerda,
Ypobv peBloNV, THY pntépa 578ev ‘YrepBohov, fiv #eyov dptomwhiba eivat; but see also Schol.
Tz. 552¢, WG GpTOMWAOOQV.

18 See Sonnino 1997; Sonnino 2012; Comentale 2017, 65-68.

19 Olson 2016, 218.

20 On both verbs, see Henderson 1991, 154-155.

21 Rutherford 1896, 100 conjectured Umo x\wv ye T@WVSE kai TpLopvpiwv (Tplopupiwy iam von
Velsen 1881, 77 [apparatus] coll. Ar. Eq. 1156) in order to reconcile the quantitative evidence
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to the spectators in the theatre: the Young Man would be declaring that he would
never long for sex with a woman “fucked by these thirteen thousand”. The con-
jecture is plausible from a palaeographic perspective and finds some support in
the fact that the theatrical audience is frequently addressed by the characters in
Aristophanic comedies. But what granted this emendation a long life was, most
of all, its acceptance in Victor Coulon’s critical edition, which was highly influ-
ential in the last century. The most striking consequence of Willems’ correction
was to make Plut. 1083 a crucial, if not decisive, piece of evidence with regard to
the long-standing question of the number of spectators the Theatre of Dionysus in
Athens could hold in the fifth and early fourth centuries BCE, the time of the ver-
sion of Wealth preserved in the manuscripts. For example, this passage inclined
Luigi Gallo (1981, 295 n. 50) to believe that thirteen thousand spectators would be
the number obtained by calculating one thousand people for each of the thirteen
sectors (kerkides) into which the cavea was divided.?

Willems’ conjecture has now fallen into oblivion, and the lectio codicum has
been restored by all recent editors (Torchio, Sommerstein, Henderson, Albini/
Barberis, Wilson). Moreover, current estimates of the capacity of the fifth-century
BCE theatre have significantly decreased, fluctuating between 4000 and 7000
spectators.” In addition, I believe that the genuineness of the manuscript reading
(¢1@v) can be proved by what follows. Ancient scholia noticed that the term in
question has a double semantic nuance: on the one hand, it mocks the Old
Woman for her age (Schol. vet. 1083b, 0 VEog TO “ET@V” TPOGEBNKE, CKWTITWV
av TV WG ypadv),? but on the other, it tacitly implies Gv8p@v “men” (Schol. vet.
1083a, Acimel 10 “avBpdv”; cf. Schol. rec. 1083b, £tdv] moArt@v thPstr | &v
AéEeL voel 8V0 TPGypaTa, TOLG TOALTAG Kal Toug Xpovoug Mt | xpdvwv, ToAIT@V

related to the number of spectators with what he deemed was inferable from Pl. Symp. 175e, i.e.
over 30.000.

22 Halliwell (1998, 288) comments on his translation (“thirteen thousand”) of Plut. 1083: “the
hyperbole, which happens to provide probably the most plausible classical estimate of the audi-
ence in the Theatre of Dionysus, implies that the woman is the most widely available of whores”.
23 See Csapo 2007, 97; Loscalzo 2008, 69—-71; Roselli 2014, 27.

24 Modern scholars (see e.g. Elmore 1905, 436-437; Postgate 1905, 437-438) have often dis-
cussed the symbolic value of thirteen as an “indefinite number”, which could be the case for
Plut. 1083 as well. Moreover, as Fraenkel 1950, I11 759 (ad Aesch. Ag. 1605) pointed out, the num-
ber thirteen would embody the idea of “going beyond” or “exceeding” a round number (such as
twelve: an up-to-date discussion on the Aeschylean passage is found in Medda 2017, III 424 ad
loc.). Olson (1998, 258-259) is fairly cautious with regard both to the matter in question (broadly
intended) and the specific interpretation of Ar. Pax 990: “Of all their examples, however, only
Plut. 846; Hom. II. 5.387; Bacchyl. 11.92; and perhaps Plut. 1083 and Theoc. 15.17 have any force,
and none is decisive”.
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V*7).% It is worth noting that £t@v can be the genitive plural of both £tog (“year”)
and £t g, a masculine noun of the first declension. In Homer, the latter is used to
refer to kin or relatives (e.g. Il. 6.239; Od. 4.3), but in fifth-century poetry it begins
to be restricted to the sense “citizen, fellow-citizen, private-citizen” (e.g. Pind.
fr. 52£.10 M.; Aesch. Supp. 247; fr. 281a.28 R.; Eur. fr. 1014 Kann.; Thuc. 5.79.4 —
where it is attested in the text, in Doric dialect, of a peace-treaty between Sparta
and Argos).” The intended ambiguity of the term could thus sound perfectly ac-
ceptable to Aristophanes’ spectators (or at least to the smartest of them), in order
to indicate the impressive amount not only of years but also of citizen-lovers pos-
sessed by the old whore: an elegant linguistic double entendre, comically com-
bined with the extremely obscene SiaomAekoDpa.

In addition, one topos included in the vetula-Skoptik motif consisted in attrib-
uting a hyperbolic number of years to a now veteran hetaera. Paradigmatic evi-
dence of this is provided by fr. 9 (ap. Ath. 13.587¢) of the Kynagis of Philetaerus
(a fourth-century BCE comedian identified as “Aristophanes’ son” by Suda ¢ 308
Adler), which presents a series of slanders similar to those addressed to the Old
Woman in Wealth:

Isn’t Cercope 3000 years (€tn tployila) old by now? And isn’t Diopeithes’ disgusting Telesis
10.000 years (£tepa pupia) older than that? And no one has any idea when Theolyte was orig-
inally born. Didn’t Lais ultimately die while being fucked? And haven’t Isthmias and Neaera
and Phila rotted out? I won’t mention the Cossyphas, Galenes, and Corones. And my lips
are sealed about Nais; because she’s lost her molars (transl. Olson 2010, 395).

With regard to this motif, it is also easy to imagine a scommatic continuity in
Greek and Latin epigrammatic tradition, which is often populated by women mer-
cilessly stigmatised as exaggeratedly old, and as dating back even to mythical
past;” the comic poet Cratinus had already mocked an old woman by defining
her as “born before Tethys” (mpdtndug, fr. 483, ap. Phryn. Praep. Soph. p. 102.19
De Borries). A representative, exhilarating sample of passages follows:

25 Inclined to accept the latter interpretation are some humanistic Latin-language translators
of Plut.: friar Alexander of Otranto (1458), strupizatam a mille civibus tribus milibus; and Ludovi-
cus of Poppi (late 15th century), nequaquam colloquerer te subagitata | decem milibus civium et
ter mille; see Muttini 2023, 111.

26 See Radt 1958, 113-114; Rutherford 2001, 308 n. 8; Sommerstein 2019, 161 (ad Aesch. Supp. 247).
27 On this topos, see Goldberg 1992, 104 ff., 286 ff. (ad Carm. Priapea 12 and 57); Schatzmann
2012, 166-167 (ad Nicarch. Anth. Pal. 11.71); Floridi 2014, 123, 550 (ad Lucill. Anth. Pal. 11.69 and
11.408).
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“The letter v signifies four hundred, but your years are twice as much, my tender Lais, as
old as a crow and Hecuba put together, grandmother of Sisyphus and sister of Deucalion.
But dye your white hair and say ‘tata’ to everyone” (Myrinus, Anth. Pal. 11.67; transl. Paton
1918, 105).

“Themistonoe, three times a crow’s age, when she dyes her grey hair becomes suddenly not
young (véa) but Rhea” (Lucillius, Anth. Pal. 11.69; transl. Paton 1918, 105).

“Niconoe was once in her prime, I admit that, but her prime was when Deucalion looked on
the vast waters. Of those times we have no knowledge, but of her now we know that she
should seek not a husband, but a tomb” (Nicarchus, Anth. Pal. 11.71; transl. Paton 1918, 107).
“They say you spend a long time in the bath, Heliodora, an old woman of a hundred (¢t@v
£xatov) not yet retired from the profession. But I know why you do it. You hope to grow
young, like old Pelias, by being boiled” (Lucillius, Anth. Pal. 11.256; transl. Paton 1918, 193).
“You dye your hair, but you will never dye your old age, or smooth out the wrinkles of your
cheeks. Then don’t plaster all your face with white lead, so that you have not a face, but a
mask; for it serves no purpose. Why are you out of your wits? Rouge and paste will never
turn Hecuba into Helen” (Lucillius [or Lucianus], Anth. Pal. 11.408; transl. Paton 1918, 267).
“I can’t do an old woman. You complain, Matrinia? Well, I can, even an old woman. But you
are not old, you’re dead. I can do Hecuba, I can do Niobe, Matrinia, but only if the one is
not yet a bitch, the other not yet a stone” (Martial 3.32; transl. Shackleton Bailey 1993, 1223).
“You have three hundred consuls, Vetustilla, and three hairs and four teeth” (Martial
3.93.1-2; transl. Shackleton Bailey 1993, I 269).

“When you swear, Lesbia, that you were born in Brutus’ consulship, you lie. Were you born,
Lesbia, in Numa’s reign? You lie even so. For, as they recount your centuries, you are said
to have been moulded from Prometheus’ clay” (Martial 10.39; transl. Shackleton Bailey
1993, 11 363).

“Daughter of Pyrrha, stepdaughter of Nestor, she was grey when Niobe saw her as a girl,
old Laertes called her grandmother, Priam nurse, Thyestes mother-in-law: Plutia, having
outlived all crows, was laid at last in this tomb and itches with lust alongside bald
Melanthio” (Martial 10.67; transl. Shackleton Bailey 1993, II 385-387).

“Why do you pluck your aged cunt, Ligeia? Why stir up the ashes in your tomb? Such ele-
gances befit girls; but you cannot even be reckoned an old woman any more. Believe me,
Ligeia, that is a pretty thing for Hector’s wife to do, not his mother. You are mistaken if you
think this a cunt when it no longer has anything to do with a cock. So, Ligeia, for very shame
don’t pluck the beard of a dead lion” (Martial 10.90, transl. Shackleton Bailey 1993, II 407).
“A hag as old as Hecuba, who could have been the Cumaean Siby!’s sister, or that old crone
seen by Theseus homeward-bent, laid out on funeral mound, comes here; and that a fuck
for her by me be found, with wrinkled hands raised up, implores the skies, and spits out
one of only three teeth as she cries” (Priapea 12.1-9; transl. Parker 1988, 87).

“An old, decayed and corpse-like rotten crow, who might have been a wet-nurse long ago to
such as Tithon, Priam and Nestor, if not an aged woman e’en before their time, asks me that
she may never lack a man — what if she asks her girlhood back? I'll tell her not to fret, nor be
dismayed: if she can pay, they’ll treat her as a maid” (Priapea 57; transl. Parker 1988, 157).
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Anna A. Novokhatko
Spoudaiogeloion Revisited: Homeric Text
between a Scholar and a Cook

Abstract: This chapter discusses several comic and parodic fragments in which
extracts of epic text are examined, quoted, or ridiculed. Two questions are posed:
first, what prompts comedy to engage with Homeric texts and what effect it might
have on the audience; second, how comedy contributes to the textual transmis-
sion of the Homeric epics. The first part of the chapter looks at the texts of ancient
comedy and their interaction with the epic past. The second part examines key
aspects of epic parody and how it contributes to the transmission of the Homeric
epics. Finally, the third part analyses examples from later Greek comedy and how
they use the epic tradition. The continuing preoccupation of comic and parodic
poets with the Homeric text affords a glimpse into the state of the text in the pre-
Hellenistic period, before the Alexandrian scholarly work. Parody and comedy
preserved the treasure of the earliest layers of the Homeric textual heritage.

In his insightful study on the definition of comedy, Michael Silk emphasised
the semantic difficulty of “seriousness” and analysed different senses of being
“serious” in Greek.! Text transmission is a “serious” issue, and Greek comedy is
known to engage with the early transmission of the Homeric epics and to play
various games with the Homeric text.? Various literary genres reflect the diffusion
of Homeric criticism in the course of the fifth and fourth century BCE. Comic and
parodic authors sometimes deliberately distort Homeric “errors” and “prob-
lems”. I suggest in this chapter that, while creating and employing a particular
set of tools of epic-comic interweaving, both comedy and epic parody serve as
important evidence for the contexts of Homeric textual transmission in the fifth
and fourth centuries BCE.

Our awareness of the textual setting of the Iliad and Odyssey in pre-Hellenis-
tic times derives from direct quotations and commentaries in other authors, from

1 Silk 2000, 42-97, 301-349. On the problem of the “seriousness” of comedy, see also Hender-
son 1990; Lowe 2007, 58—60; Ruffell 2011, 54-111; Jendza 2020, 25-35. See also Reckford 1987,
367-387. On the dialectic of humour and seriousness, see Billig 2005, 175-199.

2 On the interaction of comedy with epics, see De Lamberterie 1998; Macia Aparicio 1998; Macia
Aparicio 2000; Platter 2007, 108-142; Quaglia 2007; Bertolin Cebrian 2008; Macia Aparicio 2011;
Revermann 2013; Telo 2013; Novokhatko 2018; Farmer 2020.

) Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111295282-010
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numerous papyrus fragments found in Egypt dating (at the earliest) to around
300 BCE, and from the information preserved in the Homeric scholia about the
work of the Alexandrian critics and the readings in their sources.’ This evidence
suggests that in pre-Hellenistic and early Hellenistic times the poems were pre-
served in various “city-editions”, individual “editions” (such as Antimachus’ of
Colophon), and the so-called koinai.* All these “editions” were marked by ran-
dom interpolations, omissions, and variations in wording. The early attestations
are sparse, so that in addition to the evidence of Aristotle and the scholia, which
pertain to specific Homeric readings and explanations in a thoroughly “schol-
arly” context, evidence from Old Attic Comedy on Homeric textual criticism
should also be considered crucial. This is not “scholarly”, but rather points to the
increasing popularity and availability of Homeric (and perhaps not only Homeric)
textual criticism.

In the following, I will discuss some comic and parodic fragments in which epic
textual quibbles are considered, or Homeric verses are quoted or ridiculed. In doing
so, I pose two questions: first, what makes comedy engage with Homeric texts and
what effect it might have on the audience, and second, in what way comedy con-
tributes to the textual transmission of the Homeric epics. The first part of the chap-
ter discusses the texts of Old Comedy and their interaction with the epic past, the
second part examines some key aspects of epic parody and the way it contributed
to the transmission of the Homeric epics, and the third part analyses some exam-
ples from later Greek comedy and the way they use the epic tradition.

1 Homeric transmission and Old Attic Comedy

In a much-debated fragment (fr. 233) from Aristophanes’ Daitales (427 BCE), the
speakers are a father and a son. They engage in a discussion of Homeric versus
Solonian vocabulary.’

A. ipdg TaWTag 8’ o AéEov ‘Oprpov YAWTTAS, Ti KaAoDoL KGpupPa;
... Tl KoAODO’ GueEVNVA KApTVa;

B. 6 P&V o0V 006G, £10G 8’ 0UTOG A8EAPOG PPATETW, Ti KahoDaLV idHoug;
... TL o™’ €0ty dmELY;

3 Haslam 1997 and Pagani/Perrone 2012.

4 See Novokhatko 2020, 59-61.

5 On this fragment, see Montanari 2011 and Novokhatko 2017. See also Cassio 1977, 75-77;
De Lamberterie 1998, 36; Olson 2007, 163-164; Perrone 2020, 346-347.
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A. And now come on in turn tell Homeric words, what do they mean by korymba?
... what do they mean by amenena karena?

B. But let this guy, your (son?) and my brother, explain, what do they mean by idyoi?
... what is opyein?

The whole dialogue is set around the play with the explanation of obsolete words.
One son studied law and rhetoric with the sophists, while the other son (£pog &’
ovTog 4BeA@dG) was educated in the traditional way. It follows from this text that
apart from learning epic texts by heart, pupils had to learn to explain Homeric
words such as kopupfa (“stern-posts”) and dGuevrva kdpnva (“strengthless
heads”). kdpuppog (plural both xépupPot and képupPa) is a hapax in Homer
(I1. 9.241), and occurs once in Aeschylus (Aesch. Pers. 411) and once in Euripides
(Eur. IA 258). The formula duevnva képnva (the full form is vekvwv Gupevnva
ké&pnva) is found only four times in the Odyssey (0d. 10.521; 10.536; 11.29; 11.49)
before it occurs in the Daitales. It is therefore reasonable that this Aristophanic
character should ask what this “Homeric gloss” means. Instead of explaining Ho-
meric words, the son requires his brother to explain some archaic judicial and fo-
rensic terms from Solon’s wooden tablets (the obscure i8voug for “witnesses” and
the archaic omvewv for “to wed”).

The use of the syntagma ‘Oprjpov YAWTTOG is crucial, as the term yA@ Tt must
have been first used in this sense at around the time of the performance of the
Daitales.” Homeric-Attic dictionaries looked like lists and were used by school

6 The meaning of 6mvewv remains open, as the text is corrupt. In some lexica it is quoted as a
Homeric word, but it may have been employed as a juridical term with a sexual double entendre
(cf. Hsch. B 466, Bveiv: mapd ZoAwvt 1O Big piyvuoBal. T0 8¢ katd vopov 6moeLy, “in Solon ‘to
rape’, but when according to law, it is called émdewv”’; Apion Grammaticus, Glossai Homerikai
fr. 88 Neitzel; Apollonius Sophista, Lexicon Homericum 122.9 Bekker). On 6metv, see Henderson
1991, 157 and Olson 2002, 145: “Archaic language, attested elsewhere before the late Classical
period only in high poetry [...], in a marriage law of Solon (ap. Plut. Sol. 20.2), and repeatedly in
the Cretan Gortyn law code (IC iv. 72. col. Vii. i, 16, 201 etc.)”. On the use of the authority of
Solon in comedy, see Martin 2015 (on this fragment, see especially p. 80).

7 Democritus is also credited with the word; Diogenes Laertius mentions a title of a treatise by
Democritus, the Ilepi ‘Oprpov 1 ‘OpBoeneing kai yA\wooewv (DK 68 A 33.11). The title suggests a
distinction between correct language usage and archaic vocabulary, and this requires explana-
tion. If the title is correct, and Democritus did in fact write this treatise, this must have been a
kind of a Homeric-Attic dictionary, perhaps one of the proto-dictionaries dating back to the fifth
century BCE, which served as a source for scholia minora, or the so-called D[idymus]-scholia.
Thus, for example, Democritus read as scriptio continua the adjective peAavootov instead of
péhavog tod in I1. 21.252 and interpreted the “gloss” (Anpokpttov loTopeiv £mi ToD deTod T 60Td
péAava eivat, DK 68 B 22 = Porph. Quaest. Hom. 1 274.9 Schrader on II. 21.252). See Fronmiiller
1901 and Philippson 1929, 167-175. See also Ford 2002, 165-172 and Janko 2011, 208-215. Almost
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children. They explained Homeric expressions, translating them into contempo-
rary Attic.?

We have other examples of discourses on Homeric criticism finding their
place on the Athenian comic stage. According to a short unattributed fragment,
Cratinus seems to “have ridiculed Homer” (Oprpov kwpwdnOevrtog vMO
Kpartivov) for his repeated use (81 10 mAeovaoat) of the reply-formula tov/ThHv
& arnapeBdpevog (“and he answered him/her”, Cratinus fr. 355 = Porphyry ap.
Euseb. Praep. Evang. 10.3.21).° This formula in fact appears fifty-two times in the
Iliad and fifty-eight times in the Odyssey, in all cases at the beginning of the verse.
It is unclear from the quotation context whether Homer was mentioned explicitly
by name, or whether Cratinus made one of his characters (mis)use the formula so
that the audience would recognise the Homeric expression. In either case, fr. 355
suggests that discourses on Homeric criticism were so popular that an audience
should have understood a joke on Homeric pleonasm.

Epic formulas and other metric units were in fact used by many comic play-
wrights, sometimes intact, sometimes transferred to Attic, but with the construc-
tion remaining epically marked. Some clear epic formulas are found at the begin-
ning of hexameter verses, such as €011 8¢ 11 (“there is a”) used by Hermippus
(fr. 77.6) and Eupolis (fr. 249), and vavaiv émi yAagupaic (“with hollow ships”) in
Hermippus for viiuaiv ém yAagupiiot(v) (fr. 63.11).1°

Formulas found at the end of hexameter verse are more frequent. Hermippus,
in his hexametric catalogue of goods in fr. 63, used various epic clausulae (Ho-
meric, Hesiodic, and others), such as ‘OAOpma Swpat’ €xovoat (“having home on
Olympus”, fr. 63.1), £’ otvona névTov (“to the wine-coloured sea”, fr. 63.2), vni

a hundred years afterwards, the use of the term yAdtta is discussed by Aristotle; see Lucas 1968,
204. For Aristotle, who relied on a tradition that must have existed before him, yA\@tta belongs
to the tools of a poet and is one of the main lexical and stylistic criteria of epic (heroic) poetry,
alongside compound words typical for the dithyramb and metaphors for iambics. Aristotle prefers
the words typical of the heroic style, yA@ttau, to current words, kUpta (Arist. Poet. 1459a 9-10,
1461a 10; Rh. 3.1406b 3, 1404b 28). On the fragment in the context of the glossographic tradition,
see Pontani 2011, 32, 117-126.

8 Pfeiffer 1968, 41-42, 78-79; Latacz 2000, 3—4. There are several examples of such Homeric-
Attic studies in which Homer is quoted and interpreted and Homeric words are systematically
replaced by Attic ones (Pl. Grg. 485d; Xen. Mem. 1.2.58-59; Aeschin. 1 (Timarchus) passim; Ford
1999). Cf. P1. Resp. 393d-394e: a summary paraphrase of Il. 1.12-42.

9 Olson/Seaberg 2018, 151. On the marked meaning of dpeiBeoBat in performative Archaic poetry
as “to take turns”, see Collins 2004, 169-175. On the spatial dimension of formulaic lines intro-
ducing and concluding speeches, see Zanker 2019, 105-106.

10 See also Cratinus fr. 355. On linguistic epic markers in Old Comedy, see Novokhatko 2018. On
the hexameter fragments of the Old Attic Comedy, see Marcucci 2020.
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pehaivn (“on a black ship”, fr. 63.3), Siya Bupov €xovat (“they have divided hearts”,
fr. 63.11), i@ piiAa (“plump apples”, fr. 63.17), oryahoevta (“glittering”, fr. 63.20),
TG Yap T dvadrpoata doutdg (“for these are the ornaments of a feast”, fr. 63.21).
Cratinus used épinpag €taipoug (“faithful companions”, fr. 150.1) and
poBo8aKkTUAOG oboa (“her being rosy-fingered”, fr. 351) recalling Homeric
pododdktuAog "Hig. Pherectrates wrote €mi Saita OdAeiav (“to a rich feast”,
fr. 162.1). Hermippus used év Saiti Oahein (“at a rich feast”, fr. 77.11). Hermippus
used also Oeoi avToi (“the gods themselves”, fr. 77.1) and D\epepeég d@ (“high-
roofed house”, fr. 77.9). Plato Comicus wrote oAAOV yap Guewvov (“for it is much
better”, fr. 189.16). Metagenes used ai Te Tayiota (“who very quickly”, fr. 4.3) and
VMo youvata uedod Ehvoav (“loosened the knees for a fee”, fr. 4.4). Theopompus
has viag Ayau®v (“the sons of the Achaeans”, fr. 31.1).

The following cases are not exact formulas but metric units found at the be-
ginning or at the end of hexameter verse, thus signaling epic register: GAA& pa\’
(“but very”, Pherecrates fr. 162.3)," dkovete Zelprnvéwv (“listen to the Sirens”,
Epicharmus fr. 121), Zi8ovioug kot ‘EpepBoig (“to the Sidonians and the Er-
emboi”, Cratinus fr. 223 and Od. 4.84), kai MAevpa Boewa (“and sides of beef”, Her-
mippus fr. 63.6, cf. xai vedpa Boei, II. 4.122), dyopedw (“I inform”, Metagenes
fr. 4.2).

Some hexameter lines are marked because of metrical and rhythmic resem-
blance, without an exact correspondence in vocabulary, such as: 6et {wv, 6Ce1L 8¢
podwv, 6Cet 8 LakivBov (“it smells of violets, it smells of roses, it smells of hya-
cinth”, Hermippus fr. 77.8). This resembles the structure of the verse mpoofe
Aewv, 6mbev 8¢ Spakwv, péoon 8¢ yipawpa (I 6.181).

Epic syntactic constructions within a sentence can also serve as an epic
marker. Thus, 06k ... mov Sawvdpevol (“you (pl.) sat there ... dining the first after-
birth milk”, fr. 149) in Cratinus includes the use of the Homeric participle
dawvupevol. Furthermore, dawvOpevol is used six times in Homer together with the
verbal form fpeba (fpeba Sawvopevor).” Similarly, the participle of the verb
KuAivBeoBat is used mainly in epic texts: €v Toig dyVpotat KuAwvSopévny (“rolling

11 The dactylic foot GAAG ud\’ occurs twenty-eight times in Homer before it appears in Phere-
crates, seventeen times as the first foot and eleven times as the fifth. Pherecrates quotes here the
beginning of the verse Il 1.554, GAAG pé\’ eBknAog.

12 Cf. dkovong Zeprpvoliv (Od. 12.52) and see Cassio 2002, 71-72 and Bellocchi 2008, 268-269.
13 The verse fjpeda Satvupevol kpéa T Gometa kai Peb ”BY is repeated six times in the Odyssey
(0d. 9.162, 557; 10.184, 468, 477; 12.30).
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in the husks”, Hermippus fr. 48.6)."* And Hermippus also used a marked relative
clause, oV kal &ro otopatog (“and from whose mouth”, fr. 77.7), for which three
epic parallels are found: Tod kai o yAwoong (IL. 1.249), Tob kai &ro pilng (Hymn.
Hom. Dem. 12), and TiiG kai &m0 kpiifev PAepdpwv T Gro kvavedwv ([Hes.] Sc. 7).

Metagenes, at one point in his hexameter fragment, employed a typically
Homeric syntactic feature, the progressive enjambement (fr. 4.1-2):

<— <~ —> Dpilv dpxnoTpidag einov ETaipag
wpaiag TPOTEPOV, VOV a0’ LRIV dyopevw

... I told you before about dancing girls, beautiful
hetaeras; now, however, I am telling you of...

Sometimes syntactic structure is marked contextually. The use of the same form
within the same syntactic structure makes the context recognisable: mivvnot kai
o0tpeiototv opoin (“she like mussels and oysters”, Cratinus fr. 8; cf. aBavétnot
UV kai €180G dp0in, Od. 6.16; Mapbévy ASPATH PéYeBog Kal £160¢ Opoin, Hymn.
Hom. Ven. 82); otpwpaoty é€v polakoig (“on soft bed-clothes”, Hermippus fr. 77.2,
cf. kweawv év pataxoiow, Od. 3.38); evdaipov’ ETwkte oe pp (“happy bore you
your mother”, Cratinus fr. 360.3).

Apart from quotations and formulas, elevated heroic or cosmological words
can appear within Attic usage and thus create dissonance. Epic epithets are used
whilst mocking contemporary politicians, such as npeofuyevng (“first-born, pri-
meval”, Cratinus fr. 258.1) and ai®wv (“fiery”, Hermippus fr. 47.7). Further exam-
ples could be the Homeric ‘'0O8voaijog Beioto changed by Cratinus into ‘O8vooét
Beiw (“with divine Odysseus”, fr. 151.4), kAéog Belov (“divine glory”, Epicharmus
fr. 97.13), Sioig T Axaoig (“divine Achaeans”, Epicharmus fr. 97.15), moudi
T Atpeog @i[Awt (“dear son of Atreus”, Epicharmus fr. 97.15), 8¢ppa Pdeov
(“ox hide”, Hermippus fr. 63.4), 8ixa Bupov €xovot (“they have divided hearts”,
Hermippus fr. 63.11), &AALSIG dA\og (“one hither, another thither”, Eupolis
fr. 172.11), dodpvBog (“bathing tub”, Cratinus fr. 234), dydvvipa (“much snowed
on”, Epicharmus fr. 128), otyaAoeig (“glittering”, Hermippus fr. 63.20), mavnuéptot
(“all day long”, Cratinus fr. 149), épiBAakog (“with large clods”, Cratinus fr. 61.2),
nioAvTpnTOg (“much-pierced”, Cratinus fr. 226), GvoAtog (“insatiate”, Crates fr. 47
and Cratinus fr. 410), Sau8&Aeov (“cunningly wrought”, Theopompus fr. 34.2), the

14 Before Hermippus, the participle is found eleven times in epic texts and three times in Pindar.
Cf. Ar. Nub. 375. See especially the use of kuAwv86pevog with katd kompov, “in dirt”, I1. 22.414 and
24.640. See Silk 2000, 307-308.

15 See Orth 2014, 403 with further bibliography.
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wordplay ipx pijda (“plump apples”, Hermippus fr. 63.17), Ulepeorig (“high-
roofed”, Hermippus ftr. 77.9), the epic syntagma duBpooia kai véktap (“ambrosia
with nectar”, Hermippus fr. 77.10), Bodmg (“cow-eyed”, Eupolis fr. 438), kuv@mig
(“dog-eyed”, Cratinus fr. 259), T0aknaoia (“Ithacan”, Cratinus fr. 264), €ilinovg
(“having a rolling gait”, Eupolis fr. 174.3), the epic verbs appnydmnaleg (“you used
to embrace with love”, Cantharus fr. 7), mopoAéyopat in Tvpd kai piven
niapoleEGpevog kat éAaiw (“having slept with cheese, mint, and oil”, Cratinus
fr. 136), épeewvev (“he asked for”, Theopompus fr. 31.2), the (conjectural) epic ad-
verb & (“backwards”, Epicharmus fr. 97.16 and Matron fr. 534.32 SH), the mainly
epic particles aOtdp (“but, nevertheless”, Hermippus fr. 63.17) and fiiite (“like as”,
Ar. fr. 29.1), the dative sing. form yrjtet (“out of lack of”, Eupolis fr. 491), the inter-
jection 1] followed by imperative (“there!”, Cratinus fr. 145 and Eupolis fr. 378).

Comic playwrights also created “new” epic words out of recognisable mor-
phemes or atticised Homeric words using Homeric vocabulary but Attic morphol-
ogy for them. To such epicising coinages belong tepnotpa (“perineum-delight”,
Telecleides fr. 72), ke@aAnyepéng (“head-gatherer”, Cratinus fr. 258.4), upomninng
(“wheat-ogler”, Cratinus fr. 484), aypeloyeAwg (“untimely-laughing”, Cratinus
fr. 360), aipaotoloyeiv (“lay walls”, Theopompus fr. 73), xAavideg 8’ obAat (“wol-
len cloaks”, Hermippus fr. 48), dntotatog (“the best baked”, Cratinus fr. 150.4)
recalling epic 6m\otatog, oukomnedie (“you fig-sandaled”, Cratinus fr. 70); cf. also
yuvaikavdpeoot (“for woman-men”) in Epicharmus fr. 224.¢

All this material, gathered from (sometimes short) fragments, does not allow
us to hypothesise whether the authors of the comedies were parodying old-fash-
ioned orthodoxy, Homeric criticism itself, or whether they were making their own
observations on Homeric style. Even if we assume that these were their own jokes,
the playwrights were nevertheless writing in a culture that was interested in such
an issue and for an audience that would appreciate it. Homeric criticism and Ho-
meric textual transmission were clearly the focus of interest in Athens in the late
fifth century BCE. On the other hand, the engagement with the Homeric text in
comedy is only one level in the overall framework of the comic plot and the comic
machinery, which is preoccupied with several other issues in parallel, and here
lies a crucial difference with Homeric parody, where the genre itself is exclusively
dedicated to and fastened on the Homeric text.

16 On a list of “epic-lyric” compound coinages found in Epicharmus, see Rodriguez-Noriega
Guillén 2012, 84.
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2 Homeric text and epic parody

Another important form of Homeric reception and criticism, and at the same time
of the interaction and blending of serious epic and laughter, was parody. Parody
as a literary genre presupposes a dual nature in the use of material: it creates a
text at the expense of another text. Parody has been more generally defined as
“any cultural practice which provides a relatively polemical allusive imitation of
another cultural production or practice”.” In epic parodies, a diachronic factor
also plays an important role, as parodists signal both continuity and differentia-
tion by using material from the (very distant) past, with a few consequences aris-
ing from both. Text parody plays a special and complicated role in text transmis-
sion and is coded in a twofold way: it elevates and legitimises the parodied text
and undermines it at the same time.

Homeric parody commenced considerably early, with travesties of Homeric
style dating to the sixth century BCE mock epic Margites, and was also per-
formed by poets such as Hipponax (sixth century BCE) and Hegemon of Thasos
(fifth century BCE), though surviving textual evidence is not sufficient for fur-
ther analysis.'

Archestratus of Gela (from the first half of the fourth century BCE) composed
a humorous didactic poem entitled The Life of Luxury (Hdumd6eia) in hexame-
ters which parodied epic poetry. The poem narrates a kind of gastronomic quest
for the discovery of the best food in the Mediterranean world.” The text contains
distorted verses from the Homeric text or from other epic poets. See for example
Archestratus fr. 30.2 Olson/Sens:

£V 8¢ ©dow TOV OKOPTIiOV WVOD, £V [
un Hellwv Tuyovog: peydhov & &mo xeipag iale

Buy the sculpin in Thasus, unless it is
bigger than a pygon (elbow); keep your hands off the big (fish)

The parodic point here is the inversion of a common Homeric formula £mi xgipog
iaAAew (“to lay hands upon™) into Gmo xeipag ioAAe.?

17 Dentith 2000, 9.

18 On the history of epic parody, see Olson/Sens 1999, 5-12; Olson/Sens 2000, XXXi—XXXV;
Bertolin Cebrian 2008, 23-58. See also Schréter 1967, 10-14, with earlier bibliography.

19 Olson/Sens 2000; Wilkins/Hill 2011.

20 Cf.11.9.91; 9.221; 24.627; Od. 1.149; 4.67; 4.218; 5.200; 8.71; 8.484; 9.288; 10.376; 14.453; 15.142;
16.54; 17.98.
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At some point Archestratus comes to talk about cooking the bonito, a member
of the mackerel family that resembles tuna:

v & &piav @Bvonwpov, 6Tav TAELRG KaTtadvvn,
TAvTa TPOTOV OKeVACE. Ti 0oL T&de puboloyevw;
SH fr. 166.1-2 = fr. 36.1-2 Olson/Sens

As for the bonito in autumn, when the Pleiades set, prepare it in any way you wish. Why
should I make a long story for you out of this?

The phrase 1i oot Ta8e pvboAoyevw; in v. 2 might be an evocation of Od. 12.450,
where Odysseus refuses to repeat the story of his treatment by Calypso:

o

N W €@ilel T €xopel Te. Ti ToL TGS puboAoyevw;
... who loved and cared for me. Why should I make a long story for you out of this?

Homeric tot may perhaps also have been written by Archestratus, although Ar-
chestratus uses ool elsewhere, and in any case we cannot know what form of the
pronoun he knew from his Homeric text, i.e. the version of the Homeric epics he
had in mind, whether written or memorised.?

A few decades later, Euboeus of Paros (fl. second third of the fourth century
BCE) is said to have written perhaps four books of parodies, two fragments of
which survive from the Battle of the Bathmen (‘H T@v BaAaveéwv payn).? Both frag-
ments contain Homeric verses. The first quotes Homer literally:

BaAAov & &AARAoug xahkripeotv yyeinow (Il 18.534 = Od. 9.55 = Euboeus fr. 411 SH)

they hurled bronze-edged spears at each other

Most likely, the parody was introduced in a transformed context, in the fight of
the bathers, and so the clash of registers created the humorous effect. The other
fragment contains a distorted version of Homeric text (fr. 412 SH):

pnTe oL TOVS’ &yaBdg mep Ewv dmoaipeo, kovped,
pnte ov, InAeién

Neither do you, great man though you are, rob this fellow, barber, nor do you, son of Mud

21 Olson/Sens 2000, 148.
22 Frr. 411-412 SH. See also Ath. 15.698a-b = SH 410.
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In the Iliad, book 1, Nestor interferes in the argument between Agamemnon and
Achilles over Briseis, appealing to them both (Il. 1.275-277):

I TE OV TOVS’ &yaB0og mep Ewv dmoaipeo kovpny,
GAN Eat (o ol p@Ta BGTAV YEPAG Vieg Ayatdv:
prite ov IInAeidn *0eX’ épilepeval Baothiijt

Neither do you, great man though you are, rob him of his maiden, leave her instead as the
prize that the sons of Achaeans first gave him; nor do you Peleus’ son, desire to contend
with the king

The transformation of the Homeric d&moaipeo kovpnv into the invocation
amoaipeo, kovped belongs to Euboeus’ technique which Athenaeus praises with
the phrase “many witty elements” (moAAd ... xapievta, Ath. 15.699a-b). Euboeus
parodied the elevated tone of the epic in Homeric hexameters, taking verses from
Homer and incorporating them, with modifications, into unheroic situations.

The fragments of Matron of Pitane (second half of the fourth century BCE),
which belong to his poem Attic Dinner (Asinvov ATTikov), contribute to the Ho-
meric tradition, for the poet masterfully adapted Homer in the cento technique.
A running list of dishes provided the feast, including many fish dishes, the whole
effectively enlivened by the interweaving of epic military imagery. The poem de-
picts a gluttonous hero wandering over a huge buffet. The texts of Matron’s po-
ems are the versions of the Homeric epics that he had in mind, either in written
or in memorised form. He knows Homeric verses and whole passages by heart,
but it is unclear whether he occasionally consulted the written text when com-
posing his parodies. Matron’s verses seem to deviate from the Hellenistic vulgate
in a number of minor details and may indicate his access to an earlier version of
the Homeric epics.”

Some of his readings correspond to alternative ancient readings from the Ho-
meric tradition, such as the following (fr. 534.18-21 SH = fr. 1.18-21 Olson/Sens):

avTap £Xivoug PPa KAPNKOUOWVTAS GKAVONLS,

ol 8¢ kuAv8opevol kavoayT v £xov év oot Taibwv

£v kaBap@, 681 KOpaT £ fIOVOg KAOeoKe"

TOANGG &’ K Ke@ahfig TPoBEAVVOUG EIAKOV AKAVOS.

However, I threw away the sea-urchins with their long spiny hair, and they produced a
sharp sound as they were rolling about among the slaves’ feet in an open space, where the

23 Olson/Sens 1999, 19.
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sea’s waves splashed over the seashore; and they pulled from their head many spines out
by the roots.

The syntagma kopnkopowvTtag axavoalg (v. 18) is used in the same formulaic way
at the end of the verse in Matron fr. 536.2 SH (= fr. 3.2 Olson/Sens). This is a hu-
morous adaptation of Homeric “long-haired Achaeans”; the phrase is taken to
mean “with hair growing over the whole head”, as opposed to tribes like the
Thracians, who elsewhere are described as dkpokopot (Il. 4.533, “with topknots”).
Cf.e.g. 1. 2.11-12:

Bwpfi&ai € kEAevE K&pN KOPOWVTAG AYaovg
mavovdin

bid him to arm for the battle the long-haired Achaeans, acting in haste

Here in Homer kdpn is printed as accusative of respect with xopowvtag. The text
of Matron is traditionally transmitted as a single adjective kapnkopdwvrag, writ-
ten together as one word, although it is clear that word distinction is conventional
in the fourth century BCE. In Matron, kapnkopowvTtag refers to the sea-urchins’
long spines.

To this initial verse Matron, using a kind of puzzle-technique, sticks three
other different verses from the Iliad, concerning the death of Patroclus, Achilles’
grief at Patroclus’ death, and Agamemnon’s lamentation, thus creating a novel
composition out of old material. In the scene of the death of Patroclus, the famous
I1.16.794 reads:

1| 8& kvAwBopEvn kavaynv £xe Togotv LY’ Mnwv

and it (the helmet) produced a sharp sound as it was rolling under the feet of the horses
Achilles’ grief at Patroclus’ death is thus described in I1. 23.61:

£v kaBap@, 661 kupat’ &’ fidvog kKAUeaKkoV

in an open space, where the sea’s waves splashed over the seashore

Finally, this is Agamemnon’s lamentation when he realises that there is no obvi-
ous way to bring the war to a successful end in Il. 10.15:

TIOAAGG €K Ke@aATig TipoBeAvpVOUG EAKETO XaiTog

and he pulled from his head many hairs out by the roots.
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The markedness of the participle kuAtvdopevol, attested in comedy as well, has
been discussed above.* Apart from the evidence that Matron had access to the
Iliad as a whole, jangling with various parts of it, the form kAvO{eoxe in v. 20 de-
serves particular attention. Matron’s kAU{eoxke (v. 20) corresponds to the Scholia
reading (Schol. A), whilst the vulgate reads kAO{eokov. In fact, some ancient texts
of Homer had kAvieoke (the reading of ACE* here) in place of kA\Uleokov at
I1. 23.61, on which v. 20 is patterned.? Matron is probably reproducing his exem-
plar. If that is the case, then the verse constitutes a rare example of literal quota-
tion of Homer. Since the words can scarcely be taken as a description of any ac-
tual feature of the dinner-party or its surroundings, they must be intended to be
ridiculous.”

Importantly for the history of Homeric text transmission, there are several
cases where Matron seems to follow his exemplar of Homeric epics against the
vulgate. For example, Matron fr. 534.3 SH = fr. 1.3 Olson/Sens:

fABov yap Kkékeloe, ToADG 8¢ pot EomeTo Aipdg

for I went there as well, and a great hunger followed with me
The verse is modelled on Od. 6.164:

NABoV ydp kal keioe, TOADG 8¢ pot £aTeTo Aadg

for I went there as well, and many people followed with me

The form kdakeioe in Matron is the only example of crasis in the fragments. kdxeioe
instead of the usual xai keloe appears in some manuscripts at Od. 1.260 and
0d. 6.164 and was probably the reading in the text of Homer available to Matron,
though Aristarchus later forbade this and other similar forms.?® See furthermore
Matron fr. 534.12 SH = fr. 1.12 Olson/Sens:

0lG EMUTETPAPATAL PEYAS OVPAVOG OTITAVIGWY

to them has been entrusted the great vault of the cookhouses

24 See Hermippus fr. 48.6 and fr. 14 above.

25 A= Venet. Marc. 822 (10th c.); C= Laur. 32, 2 (11th c.); E= Scorial. Y I. 1 (291) (11th c.).

26 Olson/Sens 1999, 89.

27 On further examples of making pastiches out of Homeric lines, see Olson/Sens 1999, 20-22.
28 Olson/Sens 1999, 77.
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Here is a deliberately farcical adaptation of the description of the Homeric Horae
controlling the cloud gates of the sky.” Most of the manuscripts containing the
verse (IL. 5.750 = Il 8.394) Tfi émTETpantal péyag ovpavog OVAVpMOG Te (“to
whose care the great sky has been entrusted, as well as Olympus”) have
émtetportat, whilst the ACE had émtetpdgatat. Third person singular medio-
passive forms in -atat and -ato occur occasionally, however, in early epic and its
Hellenistic adaptors, and it seems better to assume that this is what Matron read
in his text of Homer, retaining the tradition. The form émtetpd@aral occurs at
11. 2.25 = 2.62, @ Aaoi T EmTeTpdpatal kol T6ooa péunAe (“to whom the troops have
been entrusted, and he has so much to concern him”). émtetpdpatat is third pl.
here and has the sense “have been bequeathed/entrusted”. A third case is Matron
fr. 534.31 SH = fr. 1.31 Olson/Sens:

TpiyAng inmoddpolo képn HETA Xepoiv ExovTa
embracing the head of the horse-mastering red mullet in his arms

The verse is constructed as an adaptation of the Homeric description of Andro-
mache’s grieving for the dead Hector at Il. 24.724:

“EXTOPOG GvBpo@GVOL0 KApT HETA XEPOLY Exovoa
embracing the head of man-slaughtering Hector in her arms

Matron’s irtmo8épolo occurs in various (also ancient) manuscripts and has been
printed in Martin West’s edition at Il. 24.724, although &v8pogovolo had been
considerably better attested later.*® inmoddpoto was in all probability the reading
found in Matron’s text of the poem.

There are some other indications of Matron’s use of an earlier variant of the
Iliad. The following three verses are composed on the basis of two Homeric ones
(Matron fr. 534.95-97 SH = fr. 1.95-97 Olson/Sens):

TIOAG 8¢ TIG £k TaAapIvog Gyev TpLoKaideka Vo0,
Aipvng €€ iepfig, paha riovag, ag 6 pdyelpog
Bfike @épwv IV’ ABnvaiwv KATEKEVTO QAAAYYES.

A slave brought thirteen ducks from Salamis, from the sacred sea, very fat ones, which the
cook served where the ranks of Athenians were reclining.

29 Olson/Sens 1999, 83-84.
30 West 2000, 365-366. See Olson/Sens 1999, 95.
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Cf. Il. 2.557-558:

Alag & ék Zalapivog Gyev Suokaideka vijag,
otijoe 8 dywv v’ ABnvaiwv iotavto @dAayyeg.

Ajax brought from the island of Salamis twelve ships, led them and placed them where the
ranks of Athenians were stationed.

Il. 2.558, on which v. 97 is patterned, was occasionally said to have been added to
the text of Homer by Solon in order to lend support to Athens’ claim to Salamis in
a dispute with the Megarians (Plut. Sol. 10.1; Strab. 9.1.10). This is one of the two
earliest witnesses for the verse, referred but not quoted at Arist. Rh. 1375b 29-30,
which was apparently so poorly attested in the manuscripts known to the Alex-
andrians that they expelled it from the text. Verse 96 interrupts the adaptation
of two lines that were originally contiguous in Homer and is in fact clearly Ma-
tron’s own creation. It serves the specific purpose of producing a contextually
appropriate link between vv. 95 and 97. The Homeric vulgate has Svokaidexka
Viag, but Pamphilus apparently read tpia kai 8¢ka (Schol. A), and Matron prob-
ably had tpiokaideka rather than dvokaideka in his text of the poem.

Matron is the earliest attestation for the much-discussed verse II. 2.558, atfioe
& Gywv v ABnvaiwv fotavto @éAayyes (“and leading (Ajax) stationed them
where the battle-lines of the Athenians stood”). This is attributed by the later tra-
dition to Solon as a favour made to the Athenians. Matron’s variant reads: 6fike
@Epwv, v ABnvaiwv katékewto @dlayyeg (“the cook served where the battle-
lines of the Athenians reclined”, v. 97 Olson/Sens). In all probability Matron
altered the Homeric text (katékewvto for Homeric iotovto) as he knew it.? The
Homeric original at Il. 2.558 has {otavto, but Greek diners reclined to eat and
Matron — while retaining @d&Aayyeg — has adapted the verse to reflect this fact.

Matron’s parody can thus contribute in a significant way both to our under-
standing of sophisticated humour in the educated fourth-century circles and of
the history of the Homeric text. Importantly, it contributes also to knowledge of
the reception of the Iliad and the Odyssey in the pre-Alexandrian period.

31 The verses Il. 2.557-558 were transmitted in various ways, whilst the verse Il. 2.558 was re-
garded as an interpolation, ascribed to Solon already by the ancient sources starting with Arist.
Rh. 1375b. As a consequence of this verse, among other arguments, Cassio (2002, 115) dates the
fixed text of the Iliad to some decades before 560 BCE; cf. Merkelbach 1952. Cf. further Strab.
9.1.10; Plut. Sol. 10.1-2; Quint. Inst. 5.11.39-40; Diog. Laert. 1.48; Allen 1913, 38-39. For discus-
sion and other versions of this account, see Higbie 1997, 284-287; cf. also Boyd 1995.

32 Olson/Sens 1999, 19-20.
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We cannot know to what extent Archestratus’, Euboeus’, and Matron’s read-
ers were capable of solving the sophisticated puzzles created by the poets. Un-
doubtedly, these represent those authors’ literary-aesthetic points of view. They
must also be based on ideas that were familiar to their contemporaries and thus
fit into the corresponding discourses of the time. However, the very fact of such
an adaptation of the Homeric text gives important clues as to the way the text was
heard and read by its recipients in late Classical times.

3 Homeric criticism and later comedy

At the same time as the parodists mentioned above, the playwrights of later Greek
comedy reflected on the Homeric textual tradition. The longest passage (fifty
verses) attesting to the interaction of Greek comedy with Homeric epics and the
studies of epics is perhaps fr. 1 from Straton’s Phoenicides. This depicts a cook
who is a talented rhetorician and speaks in Homeric verses and vocabulary. The
fragment is a monologue spoken by a householder who is complaining about his
new cook. “Frankly he does not understand a word” of what his cook is saying
(amAGg yap 0DSE EV pdk ToUG B0lg WV v Aéyn cuvinput, vv. 2-3). The householder
inserts an alleged dialogue into his monologue. At some point, says the house-
holder, he became exhausted through the long quotations and complicated
words employed by his cook. These he could not understand, and he did not
know anything of the Homeric sacrificial rites the cook referred to either.” “I am
a rather rustic man, thus converse simply with me” (&ypok6tepog eiy’, 0o’
am\@g pot Slaléyov, v. 25), states the master, all in a manner rather reminiscent
of Aristophanes’ Strepsiades. This implies a difference in social registers, with
uneducated people unable to follow obsolete Homeric language, which was any-
thing but “simple” (AnAQ@g pot StaAéyouv), &MAGG being emphatically repeated in
the passage (vv. 2, 25). The master then asks the cook to speak more clearly (¢peig
oa@pEoTePOV, V. 37), and becomes desperate: “Do you intend to ruin me in a Ho-
meric way?” (Ounpw@g yap davoel p’ dmoAAvva, v. 30). The ability of texts,
books, or intellectuals to “ruin” people was already notoriously emphasised by
Aristophanes. An Aristophanic character in his Tagenistai claimed similarly: this
man here (todTov TOV Gvdp’) it was either a book that destroyed him (f] BuBAiov

33 On the literary analysis of this fragment, see Dohm 1964, 198-201; Revermann 2013, 102.
Cf. also Perrone 2020, 347.
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81épBopev), or Prodicus, or one of those idle chatterers (1} TV dSoAeoy@V €1G V£ TI,
Ar. fr. 506).

Homeric glosses such as pépomneg (v. 6), dattvpdveg (v. 11), pijAov (v. 21),
ovAoyvtat (v. 34), and mnyog (v. 36) are brought onto the stage as material for
jokes.>* Morphological forms are confused; the stupid master cannot recognise
the Homeric imperfect piotuA\ov and builds a plural piotuAAa out of it. On the
other hand, the cook applies the standard technique mentioned above for the Old
Attic Comedy and coins some words, or at least utters on stage words that have
never been witnessed before (épvoixbwv, “earth-breaker”, for ox, v. 19; Buoiddelg
instead of BVw, v. 21).* The cook makes a noteworthy admonition which sounds
like the pompous paraphrase of a school teacher: “Watch that you do it in this
way in the future” (ko éketvov fi8n pooeye Kal T& Aot pot, v. 29). This sounds
odd in the context of a cook speaking to his master, but would sound natural in a
school context, with the grammar teacher lecturing his student — an early version
of the Jeeves and Wooster paradigm.

A further important piece of evidence for contemporary Homeric scholarship
is provided by the following passage (Straton fr. 1.42-44):

... WoT £Bet
T@OV 10D DANTa AapPdavovta PufAiwv
OKOTIEWY EkaoTa Ti SUvaTal TV PRUdTWV...

so one would have had to get the books of Philitas to look up what each of the phrases means

We do not know exactly which “books” of Philitas are meant here. Philitas, a tutor
of Ptolemy I Soter in Alexandria and a teacher of Zenodotus of Ephesus, probably
returned to Cos prior to the foundation of the Alexandrian library.*® From the sur-
viving fragments it is hard to reconstruct Philitas’ methodology, but the exegeti-
cal works "Ataxtot y\@ooat and ‘Eppnveia are important for his studies of Homer
(frr. 29-58 Kuchenmiiller). Philitas’ Homeric treatment was still considered sig-
nificant in Aristarchus’ time, as revealed by Aristarchus writing the treatise
Against Philitas. Philitas seems to have exercised early scholarly practice and for
the most part explained rare and obsolete Homeric words, examples including
méMa, “(wooden) bowl” (hapax Il. 16.642, Philitas fr. 33 Kuchenmiiller = fr. 5

34 On the glosses peponeg and ninyog, see Spanoudakis 2002, 401-402. Cf. also Di Marco 2010.
35 Revermann 2013, 103.

36 Pfeiffer 1968, 88-92; Dettori 2000a; Dettori 2000b; Spanoudakis 2002, 347-403; Montana
2015, 70-72; Montana 2020, 142-143, 176-177.
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Dettori), which Philitas explained as a Boeotian designation for a cup (®AnTag
&’ &v AtdxTorg v kUAKa BowwTtong).”

On some occasions, Philitas’ evidence is important for the status of earlier Ho-
meric text transmission (Philitas fr. 49 Kuchenmiiller = fr. 21 Dettori = Hsch. 0 893):

0KIpog' PUTOG Kai O pdg TVPAG. Kai GATOG Kai SpuNOG. DIANTES 8E TRV PuTMBN YAV.

“hard (perhaps chalk) land overgrown with bushes, scrub” (LS]): filth and bitter cheese.
Also grove and copse. But Philitas designates filthy earth in this way.

According to the Homeric scholia, Aristarchus is said to have shortened two
verses, IL. 23.332-333, f| T0 ye VOooQ TETUKTO ML TPOTEPWV AVOPWTIWY, [ Kol VDV
Téppat EOnke odapkn g 8iog AxtAAevg (“or it was made as a turning-post in the
time of earlier men; and now swift-footed divine Achilles appointed it to his end-
marker”), into one, fi¢ okipog £nv, vilv av B£To Téppat AxAAevg (“or it was
hard/filthy land, but now Achilles appointed it to his end-marker”, Schol. T ex.,
V 422 Erbse). Philitas’ explanation of the obscure word okipog might imply that
this was the Homeric reading available to him (and perhaps Aristarchus) at the
time. If so, this was not a conjecture by Aristarchus but received transmission.*®
The scholarship of Aristotle’s time thus reveals a general interest in classifying
authors and genres as well as employing close reading techniques to focus on
disputed verses and obsolete words. Philitas’ Homeric work was, we may thus
posit, popular. In the comic fragment under discussion, a kind of reference
book, perhaps a lexicon or encyclopaedia, is implied, in which the meanings
(ti 8Vvatal, v. 44) of Homeric words might have been explained.

Kassel and Austin added three “Homeric” lines that were preserved only in
papyri to the fragment of Straton, for in the previous editions only 47 verses were
presented (Straton fr. 1.48-50):

Kai pot SOKEeT P wBoTOIOVTOV TIVOG
8obAog yeyovwg £k maudog GATrpLog
1T’ dvamemAfodat TGV ‘OpRpov PRUATWV.

And it seems to me that this scoundrel was a slave of some sort of rhapsode from his child-
hood, so that he has been then filled to the full with Homeric expressions.

37 Dettori 20003, 69-77; Spanoudakis 2002, 359-361. For the list of Homeric glosses in Philitas’
grammatical fragments, see Spanoudakis 2002, 387-388.
38 Dettori 2000a, 147-152; Spanoudakis 2002, 374-375.
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The embodied verb &vamnipmAnu (“fill up”) is used with the genitive case in Clas-
sical Greek to mean metaphorically “to infect with”, as some parallel passages
suggest.”? The housemaster thus ascribes the erudition of his cook to his close
relationship with a rhapsode using a (derogative) comic hapax popwdoTtolovTov.
The rhapsode “infected” the cook with Homeric phrases (t@v ‘Oprjpov prjpdtwv).
Straton’s fragment, along with epic parody generally, serves as important evi-
dence for the narrative of epic text transmission, reception, and interpretation in
the late fourth century BCE.

Growing scholarly discourse elicited a comic reaction, as has been shown in all
the examples cited above as well, and this was a reaction both to Homeric criticism
and to comic creation of Homeric criticism. Straton’s fragment constitutes an ex-
ample of this category, with the allusion to Philitas and emphasised metatextual
“Homeric” connotations such as “don’t you know that Homer uses these words?”
("Opnpov ovk oidag Aéyovta, v. 26), “do you intend to ruin me in a Homeric way?”
(‘Opnp@g yop Savoel  drmoAAvvay, v. 30), and “he has been infected with Ho-
meric expressions” (GvamenAfiofal T&V Oprpov pnpdtwy, v. 50). The issues of Ho-
meric studies were clearly recognisable to the audiences of comedy.

A fragment from a comedy by Philemon, in which Homeric studies are simi-
larly reflected, falls into the same period. A speaker gives advice to his addressee,
perhaps in a broader context of rhetorical debates, as to which speech should be
considered too long and drawn out and which should not, pointing to Homeric
texts as examples (Philemon fr. 99.5-7):

TeKprpLov 8¢ ToD8E TOV “Opnpov Aape:
0UTOG YA NIV HuptdSag GV ypdget,
GAN’ 00BE €16 “Opnpov eipnkev pokpdv

Take Homer as a proof of this: for he writes us thousands of verses, but nobody has ever
called Homer tedious.

Here, not only is the case of Homer taken as an attest (texpriptov) to illustrate a
stylistic point, but, more importantly, the literary quality of the Homeric text is
discussed and evaluated. The metonymy of the poet for the poetic work has been
known since Archaic poetry, and Homer stands by default for the Homeric epics,
both oral and written.*® Here in Philemon, the audience should expect the evalu-
ation of written Homeric epics, something that is part of the current discourse in

39 Cf. Ar. Ach. 847; Nub. 1023; Theognetus fr. 1.1-2; P1. Phdr. 67a; Aeschin. 2.88; Xen. Cyr. 2.2.27;
Dem. 24.205. See Dover 1968, 220 and Olson 2002, 283.
40 See the discussion in Zanker 2016, 146-163.
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the late fourth century BCE.* The pattern of Homer serving as evidence for an
argument (tekprplov 8¢ Todde TOvV “Oprnpov AaBé) is otherwise familiar in classi-
cal literature. Thucydides uses Homeric text to prove historical facts (tooadta pév
“Ounpog £texpnpiwoev), e.g. that there was a great assembly and feast on Delos
in ancient times (8Tt qv kol TO MaAat peydAn £Hvodog kai £0pth év Tij AfjAw, Thuc.
3.104.6). The Homeric epic as a testimony to stylistic and literary criticism is part
of the interaction process between comedy and the current scholarly discourse in
Athens.*

Later Greek comedy, just as Old Comedy used to do, continues to deal with
the Homeric epics, exploiting the inconsistencies between the linguistic registers
and the new contextualisation of characters and plots. Interest in the controversial
nature of laughter, as well as in the physical and ritual components of laughter,
was approached differently by Sigmund Freud and Mikhail Bakhtin in the twen-
tieth century. Freud claimed that in all laughing situations we store a certain
amount of physical energy that is normally used for a psychic purpose. Freud
distinguished three laughing situations: in joking (der Witz), this energy is used to
suppress aggressive and sexual feelings; in the comic (die Komik), it is saved for
a cognitive processing; in humour (der Humor), the energy is that of an emotion
that we believe is no longer needed.” Bakhtin examined carnival as a social in-
stitution and the carnivalesque parts of medieval comedy, which involved particu-
lar forms of free and familiar interaction between people, when people do not see
a spectacle but live in it, with laughter having a unifying and universal function.*

The dual nature of comedy, involving the comic and the serious, is crucial.
“0Old Comedy plays dangerously on the border of two worlds, the older world of
folklore and rural festival and what might be called the Middle Ages of ancient
Greece, and the newer world of the fifth-century Athenian Renaissance, with its
encyclopaedic learning, its wandering sophists (they might be called umanistai),
and its new historical and artistic self-consciousness”, wrote Kenneth Reckford.*

The parodic and comic Homer is not so different from ours that it could be
conceived as the product of a living oral heritage, not determined by the availa-
bility of a written text. Indeed, there is no indication anywhere of extensive addi-
tions of events or of occasional random changes of plot in the late Classical text

41 On the use and the context of ypdeel in this fragment, see Mastellari 2022.

42 Cf. comic poets quoting Homer who “made clever remarks”: Ar. Pax 1096 (0 6o@og ot vi Al
“Opnpog 8e&tov einev) and Ar. Av. 575 ("Opnpog £Qaoic).

43 Freud 1905. See Morreall 1986, 111-116; Billig 2005, 139-172.

44 Bakhtin 1968. For an overview of theoretical approaches to humour from antiquity to the
twentieth century, see Morreall 1986 and Silk 2000, 73-95.

45 Reckford 1987, 386.
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of the poems, as one would expect if they were still quintessentially oral. The
comic variants, however, are all part of the same formulaic system that produced
the epics in the first instance, and their provenance is therefore of some im-
portance. In our sources for the late Classical text of the poems, there are so many
minor variants of an essentially oral nature that this seems an inadequate expla-
nation for their existence, and many are probably better explained as products of
a living tradition of rhapsodic performances that were somehow put into literary
mould (this topic has been much discussed in the last twenty years).“

Epic parody and comedy’s engagement with Homeric text can only be under-
stood against a background of constant public performance of the Homeric epics,
and the impression created by what survives of the fourth century parody sug-
gests that parodic poets favoured the clever reworking of strings of specific lines
borrowed from the Iliad and the Odyssey over the use of vaguely epicising lan-
guage attested in earlier writers such as Hegemon. The second half of the fourth
century BCE is a time of decisive significance for the text of Homer itself and for
other performance traditions.

I confronted two aspects of the interaction of Homeric epic with the genres of
parody and comedy. The verses are comically distorted, but also discussed and
clarified, which brings us to the level of literary criticism and textual criticism.
More importantly for the textual tradition, this persistent treatment of the Ho-
meric text, which specifically characterises epic parody but also comedy, allows
us to open a door to the state of the text in the pre-Hellenistic period, before the
Alexandrian scholars made the decision to collate and revise it, and one result of
this purge is that some ancient readings — as we have seen — have disappeared
forever. Parody and comedy preserved and handed down the treasure chest of
the earliest layers of the Homeric textual heritage.
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Proper Names, Nicknames, Epithets:
Aspects of Comic Language

in Middle Comedy

Abstract: Starting from the assumption that the development of a particular
literary genre is reflected in changes in language and style that take place with-
in the genre itself, this chapter attempts to examine particular aspects of hu-
mour associated with comic names, nicknames, and epithets of the komoi-
doumenoi in fourth-century comedy, the so-called Middle Comedy. More
specifically, the analysis focuses on wordplays, inventive metaphors, asymmet-
rical similes, hybrid epithets, and other impressive devices associated with
these names. The aim of the chapter is threefold: first, to help us appreciate the
art of the individual poet who makes use of these devices; secondly, to contrib-
ute to the reconstruction of the theatrical history of the characters bearing these
names and nicknames or characterised by such epithets; and thirdly, to shed
light on common techniques of fourth-century poets and the development of
linguistic humour during the period between Old and New Comedy.

1 Introduction

It is a common assumption that the evolution of a literary genre is depicted in
changes in form and expression within it. When it comes to fourth-century com-
edy, the so-called Middle Comedy, however, its fragmentary status has appar-
ently dissuaded scholars from systematic research into its language, and this
field has remained underexplored until recently. It is telling that the Encyclope-
dia of Greek Comedy, edited by A.H. Sommerstein in 2019, includes special
lemmas on the language of Old and New Comedy, but not of Middle Comedy.!
However, given that language is a crucial parameter of comic drama, it seems

I would like to thank loannis Konstantakos for his comments on an earlier draft of this chapter.

1 For the language of Old Comedy, cf. Tribulato 2019, 486-488; for that of New Comedy,
cf. Cartlidge 2019, 485-486. The only field in the language of Middle Comedy that has systemat-
ically attracted scholarly interest is the parody of dithyrambic language; cf. Nesselrath 1990,
241-280; Dobrov 2002; Arnott 2010, 308-310. See also the introduction by Ioannis Konstantakos
in this volume.

3 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. [ I This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111295282-011
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useful to turn our attention to it, especially when dealing with fragmentary texts
such as those of Middle Comedy, where the signifier provides a more available —
and safer — field of research than the signified.> Moreover, the international series
Fragmenta Comica, still in progress, has already produced systematic commen-
taries on several poets of the fourth century, offering the opportunity to investi-
gate and consider trends and inclinations in the comic language of that period.

Concerning the specific issue covered in this chapter, we should take into
account that, unlike tragedians, who inherit the names of the tragic heroes from
the mythological repertoire, the comic poets, with the exception of plays be-
longing to mythological burlesque, have to find names for their characters
themselves. This supposedly advantageous position of tragic poets compared to
comedians is playfully expressed in Antiphanes fr. 189 from Poiésis, although
the speaking character (perhaps the personified Comedy) implicitly admits that
comic poets not only invent names, but also use recycled, stereotypical ones
such as Chremes or Pheidon.? As is only to be expected, comic poets’ naming
decisions have an impact on their audience, who are implicitly invited to identi-
fy, interpret, and appreciate the characters in connection to their names as the
play unfolds. Through this process, the comic nomenclature calls to mind the
debate in Plato’s Cratylus, where Hermogenes and Cratylus have different opin-
ions on the nature of names: the former defends the accidental, the latter the
truthful nature of the names.

In Old Comedy, Aristophanes in particular, speaking names and historical
proper names dominate within the frame of political satire and onomasti
komoidein.* This attitude declines over the following years, and in New Comedy
historical proper names and personal satire are almost absent, whereas speaking
names are very rare, applied mostly to particular secondary characters such as
boastful soldiers and parasites.” On the contrary, most characters bear con-
ventional, stereotypical names, which are not etymologically associated with

2 The problem is aptly put by Willi 2002, 2: “For Doric and Middle Comedy, for example, the
fragments provide us with rich evidence on the signifiant side, but we are frequently tapping in
the dark when we ask for a coherent signifié, for entire plots and themes. So why should we not
turn the tables for a change and think of literary history as the history of the signifiant as much
as that of the signifié?”

3 Cf. Konstantakos 2003-2004, 21-30; Olson 2022, 342.

4 For comic names in the Classical period and their reception in English comedy, see Barton
1990; for speaking names in Aristophanes, see Kanavou 2011.

5 E.g. Cleostratus for a soldier in Menander’s Aspis. On the names of the braggart soldiers of
New Comedy, see Konstantakos 2015, 46-47. Speaking names reappear in Roman Comedy;
cf. Fontaine 2010.
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eminent characteristics but are easily identified as “generic” names. Old fathers,
young lovers, slaves, courtesans, matrons, and citizen girls have distinct sets of
names which are recycled from play to play, sharing, with variations, typical
characteristics.®

The aim of this paper is to consider some aspects of the linguistic humour sur-
rounding the personal names, the nicknames, and the epithets of the komoi-
doumenoi in the preserved fragments of Middle Comedy. More specifically, I focus
on puns and word-plays, inventive metaphors, incongruous similes, impressive
constructions, and further elaborations associated with comic names. This
study has a triple aim concerning the function of comic language: firstly, to help
us understand the art of a particular comic poet, as he creates his imaginary
world;” secondly, to contribute to the reconstruction of the theatrical history of
the characters bearing these attributes; and thirdly, to shed more light on cur-
rent, generic trends of fourth-century comedy and the evolution of the linguistic
humour of Attic comedy from the period of Old Comedy to that of New Comedy.

2 Personal proper names

2.1 Historical and mythological names

In the course of the fourth century, with a few exceptions, political satire and
onomasti komoidein recede, as comic theatre gradually assumes an internation-
al character and addresses both Athenian and non-Athenian audiences.® On the
other hand, social issues dominate and well-known personalities of the time are
still satirised, mainly for their lifestyle, for example as gourmands and prodi-
gals, or for some physical deformity, or for other individual shortcomings.
Moreover, unlike New Comedy, where most characters bear fictitious names, in
Middle Comedy many proper names, belonging either to mythical or to histori-
cal persons, appear both in the titles and in the preserved fragments. The
change of attitude is already traceable in the two last plays of Aristophanes,
Assemblywomen (392 BCE) and Wealth (388 BCE), which are sometimes consid-
ered to belong to Middle Comedy. Apart from personified concepts such as Plutus
and Penia, there are also speaking names (e.g. Praxagora, Blepyrus), anonymous

6 Cf. Ulmann 1916, 61-64; MacCary 1969, 277-294; Webster 1974, 94-98; Brown 1987, 27-34.
7 Cf. Barton 1990, 15; and Ioannis Konstantakos’ chapter in the present volume.
8 For the internationalisation of comic theatre, cf. Konstantakos 2011, 153-162.
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characters (e.g. Old Woman, Young Man), and characters bearing “generic”
names indicating age or status (e.g. Chremes, Chremylus, Carion).

It seems that the coexistence on stage of mythical, historical, and fictional
figures in fourth-century mythological burlesque favours the frequent use of
composite comic titles, consisting of a mythical name and that of an invented
generic character or of a well-known person of the time, such as Eubulus’
Sphingokarion, Alexis’ Asklépiokleidés, Menecrates’ Manektor, or Timocles’
Orestautokleidés. This practice already appears in Old Comedy.’ In such compo-
site titles it is not always easy to tell who is the imitator and who the imitated,
but it seems that at least in some of them, for example Sphingokarion and Ores-
tautokleides, the second part is that which denotes the most significant charac-
ter of the play.’

Historical personal names appear as comic titles, denoting both foreigners
(e.g. Eubulus’ Dionysius and Mnesimachus’ Philip) and Athenians (e.g. Heniochus’
Polyeuktos, Anaxandrides’ Sosippos, Aristophon’s Kallonidés, and Antiphanes’
Kleophaneés, Lampén, Lykon), although the Athenian names are usually difficult
to match to the proposed candidates." Intellectuals, philosophers in particular,
are often satirised."” Besides, although political satire declines in the course of
the fourth century, it is not altogether absent. There are sporadic mentions of
fourth-century politicians in Alexis, Mnesimachus, Antiphanes, and Anaxan-
drides. In Timocles in particular, the most “Aristophanic” poet of the fourth
century, at least nine politicians are satirised, some for their policies and others
for personal vices or inclinations. The main targets of his satire are the anti-
Macedonian orators, some of whom are described in figurative language.®

The playful association of komoidoumenoi with mythical figures, which
seems to be part of the Athenians’ inclination for mockery, is often employed in

9 Cf. Cratinus’ Dionysalexandros (cf. Bianchi 2016, 198-301), Aristophanes’ Aiolosikon (cf. Orth
2017, 90-93); also the comic descriptions of Bdelycleon as AnpoAoyokAéwv (Ar. Vesp. 342b) and
Kopntapuviog (Ar. Vesp. 466) by the Chorus. A variation on such hybrid constructions in Old
Comedy consists in composites in which the first element is a general designation and the
second a historical name, e.g. Pherecrates’ Anthrophéraklés; Polyzelus’ Démotyndareos; Strat-
tis’ Anthroporestés (cf. Orth 2009, 43-54); and the mysterious composite KoAako@wpokAeidng
in Phrynichus Com. fr. 18; cf. Chronopoulos 2006, 140-143; and the chapter by Simone Beta in
the present volume.

10 Cf. Apostolakis 2019, 203.

11 Cf. Henderson 2014, 185; Olson 2022, 143, 170.

12 Cf. Aristophon’s Plato and Antiphanes’ Kleophanés; Henderson 2014, 187-188.

13 See below on Demosthenes/Briareos and the river Hypereides; cf. Apostolakis 2019, 115-123,
149-154.
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Middle Comedy. It seems that a standard method was to call a person after a
mythical figure, on the basis of a common (real or supposed) incident or charac-
teristic. This practice may have its origin in real life, perhaps in sympotic con-
texts, through eikasmos, the play of mocking “likeness”, which implies a meta-
phorical description.” Unlike riddles, however, where the description is set out
first and the addressee is invited to reach the solution by explaining this meta-
phorical description, in eikasmos the reverse order is applied: the comparison
comes first and the explanation follows.?

In some cases, the association of mythical figures with historical persons is
supported by means of another comic technique: the mythical names are turned
into speaking ones by means of false or far-fetched etymology. One of the most
interesting passages in Middle Comedy is Timocles fr. 19, where contemporary
people, the prodigal Autocles and the supposedly thievish politician Aristome-
des, are explicitly associated with mythical figures, the satyr Marsyas and the
Thracian king Tereus:

M[a]povav 8¢ Tov @[iJAavlov AvTokAea Sedappévio]v
YURVOV £0TAVAL KAUIVY TIPOOTIEMATTXAEVUEVOV,

Tnpéa T Aptotopndnyv. (B.) 81& Ti Tnpéa Aéyelg;

(A.) 816t Tnpleliv Bl mapovTog ToddE TG oKEVLN TPOHSPA*
&l 8¢ un, Mipdkvn YevAoT|, KVWEVOG TO KPaviov,

av amoAéong. (B.) Yuxpov. (A.) GA& tpog Be@v émi[o]yete
unde ovpiEnte

(A.) The flute-lover Autocles, a naked Marsyas, must stand nailed on the chimney, and so
must also Aristomedes the Tereus. (B.) Why do you call him Tereus? (A.) Because, when
he is present, you must be very careful of the vessels. Otherwise, you will become Procne,
scratching your head, if you lose them. (B.) This is a frigid joke. (A) By the gods, hold and
don’t hiss at me.!®

This fragment seems to reproduce a concise form of eikasmos, probably in a
sympotic context. The comparison of Autocles with Marsyas calls to mind the
famous scene in Plato’s Symposium (215b) where Alcibiades compares Socrates
with this notorious misshapen silen. Timocles employs here a complicated kind
of linguistic humour, which includes identifications with mythical figures, on
the basis of real or putative common characteristics, and then puns on the

14 For the play on eikasmos, see Monaco 1966, 12-41, 50-60, 71-112.

15 See Konstantakos 2004b, 129-130.

16 For the translations of Greek passages, I follow the Loeb Athenaeus (Olson) and those
provided in the commentaries of Fragmenta Comica, with slight adaptations.
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mythical names and the supposed shortcomings of the satirised persons. More
specifically, the persons who are mocked are given both their proper and a
mythological name, which is explained in the following lines through etymolog-
ical wordplay. This juxtaposition of historical and mythical names is already
employed in Old Comedy, in Cratinus in particular, where Pericles is called
“onion-headed Zeus” (oywoké@palog Zevg, fr. 73), and Aspasia is described both
as Hera and as “the dog-eyed concubine” (moAAakr kuv@mg, fr. 259). Hints at
sexually dissolute persons seem to exist in both Cratinus and Timocles. Aspasia
is apparently so called because she was thought to be an ex-hetaera,"” while the
association of Autocles (probably a person notorious for sexual corruption) with
the naked Marsyas nailed on the chimney may well activate an obscene imagery
in the spectators’ mind, i.e. a naked man with an erection.'”® The mention of
Tereus and Procne further recalls Aristophanes’ Birds, where the two mytholog-
ical figures appear on stage as Hoopoe and Nightingale respectively.

However, this series of comparisons turns out to be a sequence of forced
wordplays, containing incongruous associations and false etymology. Both the
pun on Tereus, metrically supported by the repetition of a tribrach (resolution of
the first long syllable of a trochaic foot: 81 T{ Tnpéa — B80T pEiv), and that on
Procne (mpd and kvijv, “the one who scratches at the front”),” supposedly
arouse the reaction of the spectators and the characterisation of the joke as
frigid (Puxpdv).”* Such an onstage comment on a joke, which is evaluated on
aesthetic terms through a metatheatrical device, including exchanges between
characters and theatre audience, is very uncommon. The best explanation for
rebuking such frigid jokes on stage is to avoid similar reactions from the audi-
ence; in order to prevent the audience from scolding frigid puns, it is the
characters themselves who do so, and this preserves their dignity on stage.? It
seems, therefore, that here Timocles innovates, first by having his character
coin far-fetched connections between historical and mythical names, and then

17 Cf. Ar. Eq. 765 and Vesp. 1032, where Cynna, “Bitch”, a well-known prostitute, is mentioned.
18 There is archaeological evidence of ithyphallic figures in front of an oven (Staatliche Museen
zu Berlin, F683/757/829/822); cf. Apostolakis 2019, 163.

19 This pun also calls to mind the Aristophanic wordplay on mpokpovewv (“beat”, here meta-
phorically “screw”) and IIpokpovoTng in Ar. Eccl. 1015-1021.

20 For “frigid” in comedy in the context of “bad joke”, cf. Eup. fr. 261.3, ok@ppa YPuxpodv kai
peyapkdv; as an aesthetic term of style, in connection with odd vocabulary and strained meta-
phors, cf. Arist. Rh. 1405b 34-1406b 19; Zink 1962, 65-73.

21 Cf. Kidd 2014, 181-183. Here one may also recognise an Aristophanic metatheatrical tech-
nique, as exploited in Frogs 1-4, where Dionysus attempts to discourage Xanthias from telling
jokes which cause disgust. Cf. Lys. 1218-1220; Eccl. 888—889.
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by elaborating the mythical names through false etymologies. Moreover, in
order to anticipate the audience’s negative reactions, the poet activates a
metatheatrical device through which he provides a safety valve for the joke.?

In Old Comedy, politicians, philosophers, and poets are often mocked with-
in the frame of personal satire (onomasti komaéidein) in contexts both central
and peripheral to the plot, or just incidentally. Some poets of Middle Comedy
adopt this technique, through which personal satire is introduced by the side
door. One such structure is the self-imposed challenge pattern, which entails
asymmetrical consequences. A typical example is Alexis fr. 149:

€l Tvag paAov @D
££VouG £TEPOVG UP@V, yevoiuny Eyxehug,
Tva KaMyedwv 6 KapaBog mipiontd pe

If I love any other foreigners more than you, may I turn into an eel, so that Callimedon the
Crayfish may buy me.

The pattern of this structure includes a transformation: “If I don’t love A most of
all, may I suffer a hateful transformation into a B”.? Here the speaking person
wishes to suffer what an eel would suffer in the hands of the opsophagos Cal-
limedon. The same pattern, expanded through an accumulation of names, is
employed in Ephippus fr. 16:

Awovuaiov 8¢ Spapat’ ékpabeiv 8ol

Kai Anpo@@vTtog &tt’ €noinoev eig Kotuv,
prioeig Te Kata Seinvov Bed8wpog pot Aéyol,
AbynTi T oikoauu Ty £ERG Bvpav,

KupBia te mapéxoy’ otidv Evpumidn

May I be forced to learn Dionysius’ plays by heart and everything that Demophon wrote
for Cotys, and may Theodorus recite speeches to me over dinner, and may I live next door
to Laches, and may I supply Euripides with small drinking-cups, whenever I give a feast.*

22 On this mechanism of pleasure and the psychogenesis of jokes, see Freud 1960, 143-170,
who argues that the pleasure in a joke lies in its “nonsense”. On the contrary, according to
Aristotle, when the spectator gets the joke, he feels a pleasure which consists in this very learn-
ing of its content (Rh. 1410b 9-10).

23 Cf. Arnott 1996, 439.

24 Farmer (2017, 51-54) considers Ephippus’ passage a sample of the ways in which the comic
poets incorporate tragedy in everyday situations of their fellow-citizens. For a full discussion of
this pattern, cf. Papachrysostomou 2021, 171-172.
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This structure, which originated in epic poetry (e.g. Hom. Il. 2.258-261), also
occurs in Aristophanes, again in a theatrical context.” It appears that this pat-
tern offered comic poets the possibility of mocking well-known persons of their
time, including other playwrights, by inserting their names (and their activities
or habits) into an irrelevant scene in progress.

2.2 Speaking names

In Aristophanic comedy the fictitious characters bear significant names (e.g.
Dicaeopolis, Trygaeus, Philocleon, Peisetaerus, Lysistrata etc.) which allude to
emblematic characteristics; as the play unfolds, the true nature of these names
is confirmed through the actions of the bearers.® This tendency recedes in
fourth-century comedy, although it does not disappear altogether. It is striking
that an interest in the relationship of a name to the real nature of the bearer
sometimes appears in scenes containing pseudo-philosophising discussions. In
Alexis fr. 247 (from the play Phaedrus), the speaking character appears to investi-
gate the real nature of Eros, and after the description he concludes with a comic
remark that “he is close to the name of the demon”.”

Amphis’ title-character Dexidémideés is a strong candidate for a significant
name, since such a historical name is unattested. It may allude, for example, to
a wealthy citizen who receives and treats people with hestiasis.?® In the preserved
fragments of Middle Comedy there are few speaking names of the Aristophanic
type, and it is uncertain whether they are at the centre of the plot or constitute
occasional wordplay. On the other hand, it is not always necessary for a poet to
invent a significant name from scratch, since he can also semantically reload an
existing one and turn it into a punning name.” Moreover, some of the historical
personal names which appear as titles in Middle Comedy may well hint meta-
phorically at some characteristic of the bearer, and in that sense it is not impos-
sible that they also function as speaking names. For example, in Antiphanes the

25 Knights 400-401, &l o€ pn po®, yevoiuny €v Kpativou k@dov / kat 8idaokoipuny mpoaddety
Mopaipov tpaywdig, “if I don’t hate you, may I turn into a blanket in Cratinus’ house and be
coached by Morsimus to sing in a tragedy”.

26 For the function of speaking names in Aristophanes, cf. Kanavou 2011.

27 Cf. Arnott 1996, 702 (ad loc.): “the speaker’s conclusion is presumably intended as a comic
dig at the triviality of some of the current theorising”.

28 Cf. Papachrysostomou 2016, 86.

29 For example the name Adpoayog, which is associated with péyn in Ar. Ach. 268-269; see
ch. 4.1.
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titles Lampon and Phaon may include connotations of a brilliant appearance or
character, whilst the titles Lykon and Lednidés may denote men of wolf-like or
lion-hearted temperament,* and Amphis’ Philetairos might be a historical person
and/or a sobriquet denoting the very nature of the main character.”

Alexis in fr. 19 seems to employ a strong metaphor to show that the poet
Choronicus, “the poet who wins with his Chorus”, is far better than the (musician)
Argas.

Xopovikog <6> oG O8i.
(B.) Tivwv moin TG dopdtwv; (A.) OEPV@OVY TIGvL.
(B.) Ti tpdG TOV Apydv oUToG; (A.) fpEPag Spopw
KpelTTWV

(A.) The poet here’s Choronicus. (B.) What sort of songs does he write? (A.) They’re very
distinguished. (B.) How does he compare to Argas? (A.) He’s miles and miles better.

The name Choronicus, otherwise unattested, appears to be invented, as is per-
haps the name Nausinicus in another play by Alexis titled Kybernétes (fr. 121).*
The metaphorical description “a day’s journey better” seems to retain the com-
petitive vocabulary inherent in Choronicus’ name and also has a flavour of Old
Comedy.”

Also in Alexis, a father describes his son as a drunkard and compares him
with notorious topers, both historical and mythical (fr. 113):

O P&V 0DV £P0G UIOC, 0lov DUETS dpTiwg
€idete, To100TOG Yéyovev, Otvortiwv Tig f
Mdpwv Tig i KdnnAog fi <kai> TipokAfig:
HeBVEL Yap, 008V ETEpOV

As for my son, as you’ve just seen, this is what he’s turned into: an Oenopion, a Maron, a
Capelus, or even a Timocles. Because he’s drunk; that’s all there is to it.

It is worth noting that at least two of the four persons mentioned bear signifi-
cant names. Oenopion, the mythical son of Dionysus or Theseus, apparently
functions here as a nom parlant, from the popular etymology 0lVOV TV, “one

30 Cf. Olson 2022, 143.

31 Cf. Papachrysostomou 2016, 224-225.

32 “Fortasse nomen est fictum, ut Agoracritus Aristophanis” (Kock). Cf. Arnott 1996, 19 and
Kanavou 2011, 192.

33 Cf. Ar. Nub. 430, ékatOv otadiolowv dpiotov; Ran. 91, mAelv f| otadiw AaAiotepa; and the
famous compliment of Pericles in Eupolis fr. 102, £k 8¢ka mo8@V fipet Aéywv Tovg PriTopag.
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who has drunk wine”, although it probably derives from ofvoq), “dark”.> On the
other hand Capelus, either as a significant proper name or as a common name,
“tavern keeper”, is also quite relevant, while Maron is a hero associated with
wine in Od. 9.197, and Timocles (perhaps, but not certainly, the comic poet) was
a contemporary toper.*

Paratragedy combined with wordplay on proper names is another technique.
In Antiphanes fr. 74, the speaking character informs his interlocutor about
Laomedon, apparently explaining his name etymologically.® In Philetaerus fr. 4,
from the play Achilleus, by punning on pélos (“mud”), the Iliadic hero Peleus
becomes a potter:

TInAevg* 6 TINAeLG &’ £0TiV GVOUX KEPAUEWS,
Enpod Avyvorolod, KavBdpov, mevixpod mévu,
GAN’ 00 TupGvvou v Ala

Peleus; Peleus is the name of a potter — a skinny lamp maker called Cantharus, who’s really
poor. But it’s not a tyrant’s name, by Zeus!

This passage paratragically echoes Euripides’ Iphigeneia at Aulis 701: TInAevg" 0
IInAevg & £oxe Nnpéwg koprnyv. While, however, the tragedians, Euripides in
particular, find in the heroes’ names their fate and character,” Philetaerus em-
ploys the comic practice of playfully using proper names as epithets. Such para-
tragic wordplay on mythical names originated in Old Comedy. Aristophanes, in
particular, mockingly reproduces the tragedians’ false etymologies.*®

A wordplay on common and proper names also appears in Antiphanes
fr. 278, @awivla nail{wv ffielg &v @awveoTtiov, “playing phaininda t you came 1
in Phaenestius’ place”. King Juba in Athenaeus identifies Phaenestius (PAA

34 Cf. Arnott 1996, 305. Oenopion is also a cupbearer in Lucian, Pseudologista 21.

35 Cf. Apostolakis 2019, 9.

36 Unfortunately, the text is corrupt. Kaibel read v. 3 as an etymology of Laomedon’s name
from stone (“tamquam AiBwvov fiTop #xwv”), but Seidler’s correction &’ &pyiig “after his royal
office” (u€6wv ToD AaoD) is preferable; for a convincing defence of this solution, cf. Konstantakos
2000, 107.

37 For example, Pentheus is associated with névBog (Bacch. 367, 508), Polyneices with veikog
(Phoen. 636, 1493), Helen with £Agiv (Tro. 891), Aphrodite with dgppoouvn (Tro. 990); cf. McCart-
ney 1919, 348-349.

38 Cf. Ar. fr. 373, évtadBa <8’> &tvpdvvevey ‘YPuoAng natrp / ©6ag, Bpaditatog T@v &v
avBpwmolg dpapetv, “here reigned as king the sire of Hypsipyle, Thoas, the slowest runner of all
mankind”, an apparent comic inversion of Eur. IT 31-32, ©dag, 6¢ wkUv ndda Ti0eig loov mte-
polg / &g Totvop’ ABe T68e moSwkelag xdpwv, “Thoas who came into his name, because of his
swift-footedness, for he runs with the speed of wings”.
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913300) as a physical trainer, but, since this name is otherwise unknown, Juba
is probably guessing.” In that case, Phaenestius might well be a name invented
by the comic poet, suitable for a pun on this particular game: for instance, the
addressee playing phaininda arrived at the place (hestia) of the man specialising
in teaching (phainein) that game, i.e. Phaenestius. In any case, Antiphanes’
practice recalls Aristophanes fr. 629, U6 yéAwTog eig Téhav agpigopat, “I'll go to
Laughtown conveyed by laughter”, included by Plutarch (Mor. 853a) in a list of
wordplays and puns which were considered feeble and inopportune material
for humour.

Antiphanes, again, creates characters with a surprising linguistic interest.
Pistos is a slave-name attested not only in comedies (cf. Phot. Bibl. 532b 36) but
also in real life (e.g. IG I’ 421.28, Attica, 414 BCE).*® As a speaking character in
the play Boutalion, he playfully modifies the meaning of avOpwmo@dyot ixveg,
“man-eater fish”, and ‘EAévng Bpwpata, “the diet of Helen”. Moreover, he sar-
castically reacts to the hetaera’s shopping instructions and says that the only
way he knows to shop is with money (fr. 69.2-4).4

(A) oV & &yopdoelg NIV Aawv,
MioT’, dpyvpov. (TlioT.) GAAwG Y&p ok EnioTapal
XPNOTQWG dyopddeLy.

(A.) You there, Pistos, take money and go to market to do some shopping. (Pist.) That is
the only way I know how to shop decently.

Pistos playfully associates his own name not with the obvious derivation
miotog, “faithful”, but with the verb énigtacBal, “be versed in”, through a mere
assonance (fr. 69.2-4). In addition to turning the true meaning of the words
upside down, Pistos appears to associate his name not with faith, but with in-
ventiveness. Far from looking like a devoted (riotdg) servant, he rather seems to
have the requirements to evolve into a cunning slave.*

Another sub-category of the comic slave is the type of servus currens. The
significant name Dromon appears in Menander’s Sikyonios, in Euangelus’ Anaka-

39 Cf. Olson 2021, 246-247.

40 A steward named Pistus is also mentioned in Plautus’ Mercator by the old man Lysimachus,
who instructs his slave to meet Pistus in person and deliver a mattock into his hand (277-288).
The language used by the old man (Pisto ipsi, coram, tradas in manum) implicitly describes a
trustworthy (motdg) man.

41 Cf. Konstantakos 2004a, 22-23; Konstantakos 2021, 147-148.

42 Interpreting a name in a different way to that suggested by etymology is common in Plautus’
comedy; cf. Fontaine 2010, 94-95.
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lyptomené, in Plautus’ Aulularia, and in Terence’s Andria, Heauton timorume-
nos, and Adelphoe. In Dionysius fr. 3, Dromon appears on stage probably as a
slave of a cook, and is given instructions in a figurative language using military
vocabulary,” which contains some wordplay: Apdpwv ... katétpexe, “Dromon ...
run down”. It appears that this is the earliest mention of this speaking name,
which in the course of time would become a generic name for the servus currens.

Coining verbs from personal names is another practice. Unlike fourth-
century oratory, where the pro-Macedonians were described with the verb
@\mmnifewv, “to be Philip’s followers” ([Dem.] 58.37; Aeschin. 3.130), Alexis
has coined the verb @W\inmdow, with reference to the emaciated politician
Philippides (fr. 148).

(A.) kak@C #YeLg, F 0TPOLBIC dkaprig vy Al el
ne@Ammnidwoat. (B.) pf oL Kav@g pot AGAeL.
600V o0 TéBvnka. (A.) Tod Tahamwpov édoug

(A.) You're in bad shape, f you are nothing but a sparrow, by Zeus! You’ve Philippidised.
(B.) Don’t use newfangled vocabulary on me; I'm as good as dead. (A.) What a miserable
turn of events!

To the best of my knowledge, me@hinmud®obaut is the only instance in the pre-
served fragments of Middle Comedy of a verb formed from a proper name. How-
ever, such hapax coinings are not unknown in Old Comedy, for example peAAo-
viki&v (Ar. Av. 639) and éowkpdtwv (Ar. Av. 1282), denoting a morbid condition
of Nicias and Socrates respectively.* The coining of me@A\immid®dobat in the
context of a deathlike condition is a step further on from exaggerated descrip-
tions like ioyvotepov @iAmnibov (Aristophon fr. 8), where a character (probably
Plato) asserts that he will make a member of the Academy thinner than Philip-
pides.”” It also calls to mind a similar description of Chaerephon in Clouds,
where Socrates promises Strepsiades that the latter will become indistinguisha-
ble from Chaerephon, and Strepsiades comments that he’s going to become like

43 Cf. Orth 2020, 348.

44 Such interesting plays on a character’s proper name also appear in Plautus; see Trin. 975—
977, where a trickster invites the old man Charmides to become un-Charmides, i.e. to admit
that he is not Charmides: proin tu te, itidem ut charmidatus es, rursum recharmida. Cf. Pseud. 585,
Ballionem exballistabo, “I’'ll cannonball Ballio”.

45 Cf. ©\mmtiSov AemtoTEPOV ... VEKPOV, “a skinnier corpse than Philippides” (Menander, Orgé
fr. 266).
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a half-dead man.*® What is worth noting in Alexis’ passage is the comment of
the interlocutor, who dismisses this kind of verbal coinage. Here, however,
unlike the supposed metatheatrical comment in Timocles fr. 19 (see above on
ch. 2.1), the critique remains within the bounds of theatrical convention.

Personal proper names are also turned into mocking epithets. Such is the
compound epithet which occurs in Ephippus fr. 14.3, where a man from Plato’s
Academy is called 1§ TV BpuowvoBpacupayeloAnkeppdtwy, “one of those
taking coins like Bryson and Thrasymachus”. The first component refers to
Bryson of Heraclea, a pupil of Socrates, the second to Thrasymachus of Chalce-
don, the sophist.”” This hapax recalls known Aristophanic hybrids, e.g. Eccl
1169-1175; Av. 491.

3 Epithets

3.1 Epithets as comic titles

Given that in fourth-century comedy political and personal satire recedes and
social and domestic themes and subjects prevail, contemporary people appear
rather peripherally, while the dominant characters are cooks, parasites, pimps,
soldiers, rustics, courtesans, spendthrifts, and other figures stereotypical in
later comedy. It is unsurprising, then, that these comic characters are often
qualified with epithets denoting or alluding to their main occupation, an idio-
syncratic element, or a ruling sentiment of their personality. Such epithets,
apparently attributed to the main character of the play, even appear as comic
titles in Middle Comedy: Agroikos, “Boorish fellow” (Anaxilas, Antiphanes, Phi-
lemon), Monotropos, “Solitary Man” (Anaxilas; cf. Phrynichus), Misoponéros,
“Hater of Wickedness” (Antiphanes), Philetairos, “Loyal Comrade” (Alexis, Am-
phis, Antiphanes), Philométor, “Mother’s Boy”, and Philopatér, “Father’s Boy”
(Antiphanes), Mempsimoiros, “Fault-Finding Fellow” (Antidotus), Dyskolos, “Bad
Tempered” (Mnesimachus; cf. Menander), Polypragmon, “Busybody” (Timocles,
Heniochus; cf. Diphilus), Epichairekakos, “The Spiteful Man” (Timocles), Philodi-
kastés, “The Man Who Loved Jury-Duty” (Timocles), Malthaké, “Soft Woman”
(Antiphanes), Aischra, “Ugly Woman” (Anaxandrides). In some cases these epi-
thets, associated with relevant characters, are already used in Old Comedy, and

46 Ar. Nub. 503-504: (£Q.) o08ev 8ioloelg Xatpep@vtog TV @uowv. / (ETP.) oipot kakodailpwv,

NIBVIG YeEvoopalL.
47 Cf. Papachrysostomou 2021, 152-153.
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in that sense the poets of Middle Comedy receive and upgrade them as comic
titles. Examples include agroikos in Ar. Eq. 40 (said of Demos) and Nub. 42, 46
(of Strepsiades); monotropos (already as a proper name and title of a comedy in
Phrynichus); dyskolos (Ar. Eq. 41, of Demos); polypragmén (Eupolis fr. 238);
philodikasteés (cf. Ar. Vesp. 87, @iAnAwaotrg, of Philocleon). In some cases the
formation of such epithets may have originated in periphrastic expressions: for
example, the epithet misoponéros is modelled after the description of Timon the
Misanthrope in Lysistrata 816-818, oUTw *KEIVOG DUEG GVTEUIOEL TOVG TTOVIPOUG
avdpag dei. Likewise, epithet-titles with @t\o- as the first component (Philetai-
ros, Philopator) recall Aristophanes’ Wasps 77—-88, where a series of jokes in-
cludes epithets denoting an inclination to a practice: @iAoxvBog, @londtng,
@W\o&evog, @hoBuNG.*® Since, however, such titles are relatively rare in Old
Comedy, it seems that the poets of Middle Comedy are amplifying an existing
practice.”” On the other hand, some of these epithet-titles indicate an associa-
tion with fourth-century philosophical inquiry and contemporary oratory. For
instance, misoponéros occurs in Demosthenes (21.218) and Aeschines (1.69;
2.171), while philoponéros is one of Theophrastus’ characters (no. 29); the titles
Agroikos and Mempsimoiros are shared by Theophrastus (Char. 4 and 17), and
epichairekakos as a character is described in Arist. Rh. 1379b 17-19, ToOig
émyaipovot Taig atuyialg.

These epithets are apparently substituted for the main character’s real
name, although he probably also had a fictitious proper name.*® Sometimes the
linguistic humour supports the representation on stage of such characters, who
are given an epithet emblematic of their obsession. Antiphanes, for example, is
a poet who tends to do this. In his play Philométor, “The Man who Loved his
Mother”, he associates the name of his title-character with food by means of an
arbitrary etymology. In fr. 219, he crowns an accumulation of word-plays on
prnp, “mother” (Eppntpov &VAov, “wood from the core of the tree”,
HUNTPOMOALG, “mother-city”), with a pun on prtpa, “womb”, and MnTpdg (Metras
of Chios).” Also in his fr. 157 of Misoponéros, “The Hater of Knaves”, the fierce

48 Cf. Simone Beta’s chapter in the present volume.

49 In Old Comedy, cf. Phrynichus’ Monotropos, “Solitary”. Cf. Henderson 2014, 195, who rec-
ognises in Middle Comedy both amplifications of older elements and innovations.

50 Such a practice is attested in New Comedy; for example, Cnemon is the real name of the
main character in Menander’s Dyskolos.

51 pntpav Tveg twhobotv fiSoTov kpéag. / MnTpdg 6 X16g €0t T SApw @ilog, “some people
sell sow’s womb, the most delicious meat there is; Metras of Chios is a friend of the people”.
However, it is a matter of dispute whether the play was originally Philométor or Philopator;
cf. Olson 2021, 116.
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invective against different social and professional classes (Scythians, wet-
nurses, pedagogues, midwives, mendicant priests, fishmongers, and money-
lenders) is quite compatible with the idiosyncrasy of a misoponéros, in fact a
misanthrope. More particularly, the expressions yévog papwrtatov, “the foulest
kind” (v. 8-9), and £6vog £é£EwAéoTepov, “a more pestilential race” (v. 11-12), the
patterns of syntax, and the rhetorical questions support an indignant tone and
contribute to the depiction of this particular misanthrope.> Moreover, at least
one of Timocles’ title-characters, named after an epithet, may be illustrated in
the preserved fragments. In a play titled Epichairekakos (fr. 11), the speaking
character narrates Corydus’ behaviour in the fish-market. The sarcastic com-
ment “What happened to him was ludicrous, alas!”, about the destitute parasite
whose mouth waters when looking at expensive fish, may well reveal a spiteful
man, one who enjoys others’ misfortunes.>

3.2 New epithets for stereotypical characters

Apart from standard epithets for stereotypical characters in Middle Comedy (e.g.
opsophagos, parasitos), the comic poets often use equivalent, descriptive ones
which, in the course of time, also become emblematic of the characters to whom
they are attributed. For example, a parasite is often called &kAntog, “uninvited”
(e.g. Antiphanes frr. 193.7, 227.1-3), Lat. invocatus (Plautus, Captivi 69); GoOp-
BoAog, “without paying his contribution” (Timocles fr. 10.4); KEGTPEVG VAOTLG,
“a hungry grey-mullet” (Alexis fr. 258); mapapaonng, “fellow-chewer” (Alexis
fr. 238.2; Timocles fr. 9.6). Some poets of Middle Comedy exhibit an inclination
for epithets which are unusual, even unique in the existing literature. In the
following lines I focus on inventive epithets used for gourmands and fish-eaters
(opsophagoi), persons commonly satirised in Middle Comedy.

In Theophilus fr. 4.3-4, the opsophagos politician Callimedon is satirised
for his inappropriate rhetorical style as Yuypdg, “cold”. The mechanism of the
wordplay is activated by means of the particular epithet, which on a first level is
applied to a crayfish within a culinary context, and is turned through metonymy
into an aesthetic term for Callimedon’s rhetoric.*

52 Cf. the detailed analysis of Konstantakos 2021, esp. 167-176.

53 Cf. Apostolakis 2019, 105-106.

54 On Yuypdv with aesthetic connotations, cf. Alexis fr. 184, (ppéap) Ppuxpdtepov ApapdTog;
Ar. Thesm. 170, 6 8 ad) ©éoyvig puxpdg v Ppuypdg moet; and ch. 2.1 above.
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Amphis, on the other hand, a poet who often employs hapax epithets in his
poetry,” uses in the same passage (fr. 10) the rare epithet kxvicohowydg, “fat-
licker” (the only other instances where it occurs are Antiphanes fr. 64 and Soph-
ilus fr. 8),* and the hapax 6ABloydoTtwp, “belly-blessed”, to describe Eurybatus
(it is not clear whether he is a historical or a mythical person). But while com-
pounds with kvioa are always derisive (e.g. kvigotnpntrg, “fat-hunter”, adesp.
com. fr. 622), 6ABloydotwp is an inventive adaptation of elevated epithets (e.g.
OABodaipwv, “of blessed lot”, Hom. Il. 3.182; 0ABL08wpog, “bestowing bliss”,
Eur. Hipp. 750) to a comic situation.””

In Timocles, in a context of political satire from the play Heroes, the anti-
Macedonian orator Hypereides is called opsophagos (fr. 4.9). In another of Timo-
cles’ plays (Icarian Satyrs), Hypereides’ notorious appetite for fish is described
in a more inventive style (fr. 17):

TOV T’ i{Budppouv oTapdv Yrepeibny mepa
06 At @wvaiow ERgpovog Adyou
KOpTOLG TTapAGCWV TATIOIGT TUKVWHAGL
TPOG TV ... Suoag Exel,

WoBWTOG Gpdet edia ToD dedwKATOG

Then cross the fish-rich river Hypereides, who with mild sounds of prudent speech, blus-
tering boastfully with + wheedling t rhetorical aggregations ... as a hired servant he waters
his employer’s fields.

The language of the first line indicates a parody of high poetry, the possible
serious pattern being that of a person giving directions to a traveller. Such an
example occurs in Prometheus Bound, when Prometheus gives instructions to Io
and advises her to avoid dangerous crossings: 717-718, f&eig 8 UBploTv mo-
Tapov ov Pevdwvupov / bv pn niepdorg, “You will then come to the Violent River,
not inaptly named; do not cross it”. Timocles seems to inverse the serious pat-
tern when he has the speaking character instruct the traveller to cross the river,
and, perhaps, by ascribing to the orator characteristics of a river, instead of
having the river acquire human properties (cf. OBploThv notopov). Besides, the
hapax epithet ixBudppoug, “a river flowing with many fish”, actually an innova-
tive variation on the stereotypical epic epithets ixfvoeig (Hom. Il. 16.747) and
BaBvppoug (Hom. Il. 7.421), is clearly bathetic. The poet, by ascribing this new-

55 Cf. Papachrysostomou 2016, 15-16.

56 Perhaps surviving in Plautus’ nidoricupi, “aroma greedling”, said of Tranio, who hides in a
kitchen (Most. 5); cf. Fontaine 2010, 172.

57 Cf. Papachrysostomou 2016, 78.
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coined epithet to Hypereides, activates successive transformations of the fish-
river Hypereides, who retains both human and riverine characteristics, into a
tumultuous orator, who splashes on the model of the fifth-century demagogue
Cleon, the Paphlagon of the Knights,*® while in the final verse he becomes a paid
(LobwTdg) gardener, who waters his master’s fields.” In Antiphanes fr. 104,
probably in the epilogue of the play Thamyras, pronounced by a god, it is said
that a river will be called in the future by the significant name (¢nwvupog, an
epithet unique in comedy) Strymon, after the (otherwise unattested) King Stry-
mon. The river, endowed with the largest eels (v. 3, peyioTag £yxeAelg KEKTNE-
vog), calls to mind the fish-river Hypereides and is also compared to a gardener,
who waters the land (v. 2, katdp8wv).*°

3.3 Divine epithets

Traditional epithets from high poetry, adapted to comic situations, also appear
in Middle Comedy.® To this category belong the divine epithets, mostly of epic
origin. Although stereotypical divine epithets do not usually offer many oppor-
tunities for comic exploitation, the poets sometimes exploit them inventively in
new contextual circumstances.® Such is their use in contexts of incongruous
language. As a case study, I will consider the function of divine epithets associ-
ated with Hermes in Middle Comedy. Hermes’ presence is well established in
comedy since Aristophanes’ time, as he was associated — perhaps more than
the other gods — with everyday life, as his corresponding epithets denote:
ayopoliog (Ar. Eq. 297), éumolaiog (Ar. Ach. 816). Also, as a patron of tricks

58 Cf. Ar. Eq. 918, avnp ma@Addel, “the man is splashing”; Pax 313-315, ma@Ad{wv Kol Kekpa-
ywg, “plopping and screaming”. It seems, however, that another passage of the Knights is also
recalled, namely the mention of Cratinus, who in the parabasis is described as a rapid stream
flowing against his opponents (526-528, cf. Bernhard Zimmermann’s chapter in the present
volume).

59 The opsophagos Hypereides as a river rich in fishes perhaps finds a parallel in the parasite
Neilus: Euphanes fr. 1.6, mob Kdpudog, fj ®updpayog, i Neihov Bia; “Where is Corydus, Phy-
romachus, the forceful Neilus?” Given that Neilus as a personal name is very rare (only one
instance in the fourth century), it may be the nickname of a parasite, due to his impetuosity
(cf. Bia); cf. Mastellari 2016, 303. If so, then the impetuous river becomes a metonymy for an
opsophagos, as well as for a parasite.

60 For the parodic language of the passage cf. Olson 2022, 24.

61 Cf. Anaxilas fr. 22.3-5, &pewtog, mopmvoog, Tpikpavog, which paratragically recalls Heracles’
labours in Soph. Trach. 1089-1100; cf. Tartaglia 2019, 128.

62 Cf. Willi 2002, 5.
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(cf. Ar. Thesm. 1202, 66A10¢), he is more often involved in comic situations. For all
these reasons he has sometimes been considered a divine patron of comedy.®

This tradition may be echoed in Middle Comedy. In Alexis’ play Thesprotoi,
apparently in a scene of nekyiomanteia, personal satire occasionally intrudes,
the target being the politician Philippides (fr. 93):

‘Eppfi 0@V npomopne kai @Amnidov
kAnpoUyxe, NukTog T Sppa Tfg peAopméniov

Hermes, divine escort, to whom Philippides belongs by lot; and thou, eye of dark-robed
Night.

Hermes as a psychagodgos is said to have a claim on the dead-like Philippides,
who was often compared with a corpse.® This role is supported by the epithet
“dark-robed”, applied to Night, the appropriate time of action for the psy-
chagogos Hermes.® The joke is constructed on the juxtaposition of the grandi-
ose synapsis Be@v npormopné and peAdpmnenAog vo§ on the one hand, and the
unexpected ®Ainmidov kAnpodyxe on the other, which comically subverts the
imposing style of the verse and the darkness of the whole scene, probably coming
from the prologue of the play.*

In Eubulus fr. 95, Hermes, “the son of Maia”, is described as AiBivog, “made
of stone”, polished with prayers till he shines in the kylikeion (6v mpocevypacv
&v 1@ kvhikeiw Aapmpodv Extetpippévov). The apparently dignified address is
brought down to earth when one realises that this is only a statuette kept in the
cupboards, among kitchen utensils.*’

Comic inventiveness also characterises another passage of Timocles (fr. 14),
from his play Heroes:

‘Eppiig 8’ 6 Maiag Tadta ouvSlokTopel

av 1 mp]6BupOG" KaTaPERNKEY BOUEVOG
XopL{Opevog Y’ Aplotopndn Td KaAd,

o uNKET adTOV O ZdTLpog KAETTTNY Aéyn

63 Cf. Moodie 2019; for Hermes in Old Comedy, see Beta 2019.

64 Be@v mpornopné has rather a tragic tone (cf. mopndg, Aesch. Pers. 626; Soph. OC 1548). This
formulation, however, causes textual problems, since Hermes appears in the epic tradition as
psychagogos, not as an escort of the gods, and Casaubon’s correction of Be®v into vekpdv
might be correct; cf. Arnott 1996, 244-246.

65 Cf.e.g. Hom. Il. 24.694-695, where Hermes as psychagogos addresses Priam in the darkness
of the night.

66 Cf. Arnott 1996, 244-246.

67 Cf. Beta 2019, 99.
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Hermes, the son of Maia, aids in conducting these affairs, on condition that he is eager to
do so. He has descended with pleasure, showing favour to Aristomedes the Handsome, so
that Satyros will no longer call him a thief.

Here, too, the initial context suggests a grandiose intervention of the god. The
(post-Homeric) formula “son of Maia”, the echo of Hermes’ epic epithet SiékTo-
po¢ (an obscure epithet, perhaps “messenger”) in the verb ouvdiaktopel (Wila-
mowitz’s correction of the papyrus’ ouvdlaxtovel), an inventive coining of a
verb out of a traditional divine epithet, and the prayer-formula in the context of
a katabasis (v. 2, katoBéPnkev Gopevog), by which Hermes is described as a god
eager (mpdBbupog) to assist, suggest a context of response to a prayer. But the last
lines subvert the initial grandiose description, causing a comic incongruity.
Hermes is now acting as a patron of thieves, by offering his help to his protégé
Aristomedes, a supposed “thief”, in return for sexual services (v. 3).%®

4 Nicknames

Unlike Aristophanic comedy, where the play on names mainly focuses on the
“speaking names” of the main characters, invented by the poet, in Middle Com-
edy the stereotypical characters such as alazones (braggart soldiers), parasites,
opsophagoi, and courtesans, when appearing on stage or just being mentioned,
already have their well-established nicknames, by which they are known out-
side the theatre. The comic poets, in turn, exploit the possibilities offered by
these nicknames by activating jokes which refer to the very mechanism of their
creation. Sometimes, however, they invent themselves nicknames for their
characters, which are strictly employed within the particular play or, possibly,
within a particular context, in order to make fun of them.®” Some nicknames
may actually have originated on the comic stage. A typical case is Antiphanes fr.
27 from Halieuomené, where a fishmonger’s on-stage association of well-known
persons with special fishes, on the basis of common (actual or supposed) char-
acteristics, may provide such material. More specifically, there are two parallel
lists of fishes and names, each name (either a proper name or a nickname) cor-
responding to and being playfully identified with a fish, so that the exposition

68 For a discussion of this fragment, cf. Apostolakis 2019, 127-134.
69 Cf. Millis 2015, 169, who considers the first type “permanent nicknames” and the second
“isolated jests™.
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of the fishmonger’s trade in the fish market is transformed into a list of komaoi-
doumenoi.”

A common source of nicknames is the mocking association of a person with
some material object indicative of his/her occupation. In this way, significant
names are turned into standard nicknames in the course of time, and are recy-
cled on the comic stage. In Philetaerus fr. 14, a cook is called Patanion (from
nataviov “little flat dish”).” Already in Aristophanes (Ran. 549), a baking wom-
an is called Plathané (from mA&Bavov, a dish for baking bread), while the similar
name Scapha (oka@n, “Trough”) occurs in Plautus (Most. 158, 162). On the other
hand, the courtesan Aomddiov (Timocles fr. 27) is apparently named after a
small vessel for boiling fish (Aomdg), but this must be an already established
nickname, not one invented by the comic poet. On the procedure of generating a
nickname, a telling passage is that in Anaxandrides (fr. 35):

VHETG Yo GAARAOUG del YAeVALET, 018’ dkpIBds.

v pév yap i Tig evmpenn, Tepdv Fépov kadeite:
£4v & KPOV TIAVTEADG GVOPWTILOV, ZTAAXYHOV.
Aaprpog Tig E£eARALE’ — = "OAoAug oVTOG E0TL
Arapog meptmatel ANpokARG, ZwpOG KATWVOHAOTAL
XaipeL Tig adxp@v fj punv, Kovioptodg dvamegnvev:
6moBev GkoAovBEel kKOAAE Tw, AepBog EmkekAnTal
T TOAN” G8ewnvog mepinatel, Keatpivog €0t N OTIG.
£ig ToUG KaAovg 8 Gv Tig PAETT, KaLvOG OeaTPOTOOG
Veilet’ Gpva opévog mailwv, ATpevg EKAN O

£&v 8¢ kpLov, Dpitog &v 8¢ kwddplov, Tdowv

For you always mock one another, I know well. For if someone is attractive, you call him
Sacred Marriage; and if he is an exceedingly small fellow, Drop. Someone has turned out
comely [...] this one is Womanish; Democles walks about (over-)oiled, he has the name
Soup; someone delights in being unanointed or dirty, he is clearly Dustcloud; a flatterer
follows behind someone, he is called Skiff; whoever walks around generally dinnerless, is
Starving Mullet. If someone stares at handsome boys, a new Theatre-maker; if he took a
shepherd’s lamb as a joke, he was dubbed Atreus; if a ram, Phrixos; and if a fleece, Jason.”

In this catalogue it is possible to discern two sources of nicknames. The first is
from everyday life, referring either to physical characteristics or to a particular

70 See Konstantakos 2000, 70-71, who convincingly remarks that Antiphanes may well have
been inspired by an Old Comedy source, e.g. Archippus’ Fishes, frr. 15-18. For comic descrip-
tions of seafood as puns on the nicknames of some hetairai, cf. Lamari 2021.

71 This Patanién might well be the ancestor of the cook Citrio (probably associated with
XUTpa) in Plautus’ Casina.

72 Cf. Ar. Av. 1291-1299; Alexis fr. 183.3.
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behaviour, such as Stalagmos, Zomos, Ololys, Koniortos, Lembos, as parallels
indicate; while the second is more sophisticated, including mythological paral-
lels, and may well be the poet’s inventive addition, in a comic culmination.” At
the same time, this fragment illustrates the process by which comic poets take
popular jokes and turn them into useful comic material. The nickname Stalag-
mos, in particular, has its own history, since it survives as the name of a slave in
Plautus’ Captivi, and as the title of a play by Naevius, apparently the epony-
mous character.” This might mean that this particular nickname was intro-
duced to theatre at some point as the name of a comic character, and was sub-
sequently adopted by the Roman comic poets. Finally, sometimes an existing
nickname is used to stigmatise a particular behaviour of another person, by
comparing the stigmatised person with the original bearer of the nickname. We
can follow this process on stage in Timocles fr. 21, when the speaking character
calls somebody “a Tithymallus and a parasite” (Tl®OpaAov adTOV Kai Tapdoitov
amokaA@v), apparently because the person behaves like that notorious parasite
by invading a dinner uninvited.”

4.1 Braggart soldiers

While in Greek New Comedy and Roman comedy braggart soldiers are mainly
mercenaries, the old type is a prominent public figure.”® In Timocles’ Heroes
(fr. 12), Demosthenes is described as a miles gloriosus, and this description rather
looks backwards, to the early history of this stereotypical character.

OUKoDV KeAeVELG VDV pe VT p&AAOV 1

T& POaoVTA PPAgew. (B.) mévu ye. (A.) 8pdow ToHTo oot.
Kai TP@TA HEV 00L TIOVOETAL ANPOGHEVNG

OpyWopevog. (B.) 6 moiog; (A.) 16 Bpiépews,

0 ToUG KaTandATag TéG Te Aoyyag £oBiwv,

Mo@v Adyoug &vBpwog 008E wmoTe

avtiBeTov einwv ov8eV, GAN Apn BAEnwv

(A.) I see what you mean; you ask me to tell anything except what is appropriate. (B.) Just
the thing! (A.) I will do it for your sake. This is the first: Demosthenes will stop being angry

73 Cf. Timocles fr. 19. For the “Aristophanic” technique of ending a list with an abbreviated
form, cf. Spyropoulos 1974, 12-17; Millis 2015, 169 n. 62.

74 Cf. Bechtel 1898, 11; Millis 2015, 169.

75 Apostolakis 2019, 174-175.

76 For a detailed discussion of the evolution of this character, see Konstantakos 2015.
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with you. (B.) Who is Demosthenes? (A.) Briareos, who swallows catapults and spears,
this hater of discourse, who never used a single antithesis in his speech but has a martial
stare.

The ironical game played on stage (antiphrasis) requires the replacement of the
qualities belonging to a person with quite the opposite ones. In this context, the
expression “he never used a single antithesis” alludes to the anti-Macedonian
slogan “not give (dounai) but return (apodounai)” of the Halonnesus debate
(342 BCE), in response to Philip’s offer of Halonnesus to the Athenians. By this
antithetical expression (actually a paronomasia), which was credited to Demos-
thenes, the Athenian orator proposed the rejection of Philip’s offer, since the
island had belonged to Athens in the past. Through this ironical device Demos-
thenes, the supposed fervent champion of war, is revealed to be a false Briareos,
a braggart miles gloriosus, who exhausts his combative spirit in uttering warlike
cries against the Macedonian king. Briareos, perhaps originating from Bpiapog,
“strong”, might be a significant name for a terrifying fighter, as Demosthenes is
ironically described. It is telling that Lamachus, the comic archetype of the miles
gloriosus, is also associated with péyn in Aristophanes (cf. Ar. Ach. 269-270,
TIPAYHATWY TE Kol poy@v kol Aapdywv drnallayeig). The description of the mar-
tial stare of Demosthenes (Apn BAénwv) also recalls a similar description of
Lamachus in Acharnians 566, i® Adpay’, @ BAénwv doTpamdg. Demosthenes’
description, therefore, as a Briareos, has a rather Aristophanic flavour.” Mythi-
cal figures as braggart soldiers also appear, as one would expect, in mythologi-
cal burlesque. In Ephippus’ Busiris, Heracles (fr. 2) boasts and asserts that he, as
a Tirynthian Argive, fights all his battles drunk, but his claims are dismissed by
his interlocutor, who remarks that this is why Tirynthians always run away.”
Given, however, that during the fourth century the role and number of mer-
cenary soldiers dramatically increased, the braggart soldier became a stereotyp-
ical figure on the comic stage. Plays titled Stratiotés were written by Antiphanes,
Alexis, and Xenarchus (and also Philemon and Diphilus), while Ephippus wrote
Peltastes. Milites gloriosi bearing speaking names are very common in Greek
New Comedy and Roman comedy. These names either existed in real life, e.g.
Bias, Polemon, and Stratophanes (Menander), or are invented, e.g. Hairesiteiches
(Diphilus) and Pyrgopolynices (Plautus). On the other hand, we have only scanty

77 Cf. Hermippus fr. 47 and Cratinus fr. 300, where Pericles is described in similar terms to
Demosthenes. Timocles fr. 12 also recalls Mnesimachus fr. 7, where a character boasts about his
military abilities in similar terms. For further discussion of Timocles’ scene, see Apostolakis
2019, 115-123.

78 Cf. Konstantakos 2014, 172; Papachrysostomou 2021, 34-41.
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evidence for Middle Comedy. Possible, but far from certain, instances are the
comic titles Thrason in Alexis, and Kleophanés and Tychon in Antiphanes.”
However, sometimes we can trace the bombastic rhetoric of a miles in the pre-
served fragments.

In the following lines, I will consider the opportunities for jokes and word-
play offered by a nickname for a braggart soldier. In the unique preserved frag-
ment by Heracleides (fr. 1), Chares is ironically described as liberal and magnifi-
cent, since he gave a splendid banquet to the Athenian people for an
insignificant — and easily earned — victory over Adaeus, the commander of the
foreign troops of Philip, who was known as “Rooster”:

AhekTpuova TOV T0D Dihinmov mapaAaBwv
Gwpl KOKKLLOVTA Kol TAGVWUEVOV
KATEKOPEV* OV Yap £ixev oDBENW AOQOV.
£va katakopag HGAx guxvoug ESeinvioev
Xdpng ABnvaiwv T66°, Mg yevvaiog v

He caught Philip’s Rooster as he was squawking and wandering around early in the morn-
ing, and chopped him to pieces; because he didn’t have a crest. Even though he only
chopped up one Rooster, Chares fed an enormous number of Athenians dinner. What a
generous guy he was!

Through an established nickname, the slaughter of Philip’s official is inventive-
ly transformed into a culinary event. The nickname AAextpuwv, “Cock” or
“Rooster”, is further elaborated in two inseparable levels. Philip’s braggart of-
ficer is seen as a cock crowing too early, i.e. selecting the wrong timing for the
battle. He goes astray without his basic armour, like a cock without his crest,
and is eventually killed by Chares. Moreover, the victor gave a dinner for the
Athenians to celebrate his battle against Philip’s mercenaries under Adaeus the
“Rooster”, who is said to have been chopped into pieces and offered as a meal.
The joke is probably inspired from Aristophanic material. In Birds (v. 290),
Euelpides comments on a bird’s crest and alludes to Cleonymus having flung
away his shield on the battlefield.®® Besides, the same culinary term (kaTako-
nitewv, “butcher”) is applied in a feasting context both to Alectryon’s slaughter
in Heracleides and to birds butchered for a wedding feast in Birds (v. 1688).

79 For Thrason, see Arnott 1996, 249-250. Tychon (perhaps “Lucky’) is an alternative title
(Stpatwtng f| TXwv), and, since it is quite uncommon as an Athenian name, it might be a
significant name for a miles; cf. Konstantakos 2000, 212-214; Olson 2021, 34.

80 Cf. also Birds 1366, where Peisetaerus advises the man who strikes his father (Patraloias) to
become a brave fighter: vopioag dAektpudvog Exewv Tov8i Ad@ov.
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4.2 Parasites and Opsophagoi

Most parasites in fourth-century comedy bear nicknames. Interestingly enough,
the very title parasitos seems to be a nickname, by which this particular charac-
ter is introduced on the comic stage. The following fragment of Alexis (183.1-2)
is telling:

kahoDo1L 8 adTOV MEVTES o VewTepoL
Moapdottov TIOKOPLopA: TP & 0VBEV HEAEL

All the young men call him “Parasite” as a nickname. But it doesn’t bother him.

As Arnott speculates, this is the first time that this comic type, known during the
fifth century as kolax, “flatterer”, was launched in the comic theatre under this
term, which had hitherto been reserved, both inside and outside the theatre, for
men who offered their services to a cult and received free meals in return.®

Both Greek and Roman poets invent further nicknames for their comic para-
sites, and elaborate on them with various explanations, according to the special
inclinations of their characters. Sometimes parasites themselves explain their
own nickname when introducing themselves. In Aristophon (fr. 5.3), a parasite
says that his name is Zo6mos, “Broth”, because he always arrives first at dinner.*
In Antiphanes’ Progonoi (fr. 193), a parasite declares that he is ready to offer any
kind of service to the patron without a second thought (ampdokentog). And that
is why the younger men call him “Thunderbolt” (Zxnntog). He even argues that
mocking remarks don’t bother him (oVfev péhel TV okwppdtwv pot). The
wordplay &npdokentog — Zknmtog underlines the impetuosity of this particular
parasite and his resolution to undertake any activity in order to help his patron.
More importantly, this pattern of self-description survives in Roman comedy, in
Plautus in particular (Captivi 69-76), where the parasite Ergasilus comically
explains why the young people have named him “The Prostitute”. The similari-
ties between the two passages (e.g. kaAoDoi |’ ol vewTepol — iuuentus nomen
indidit; GkAnTog — invocatus; oKwppPdTtwv — derisores) leaves little doubt that

81 Arnott 1996, 543-544; Arnott 2010, 323. For the parasites, see Damon 1995.
82 It is interesting that Zomion (apparently the nickname of a parasite) is the alternative title
of a play by Philemon (MeTiwv | Zwpiov).
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Antiphanes’ passage has influenced Plautus in the creation of inventive nick-
names of comic parasites on stage.®

When parasites are nicknamed, either inside or outside theatre, the verb
kaA®, “call”, is regularly used. In Anaxippus fr. 3.3-6, this use also explains the
title of the play Keraunos with impressive metaphorical language:

ToUTOV 0l Pilot kaAoDoi GOt
Vuvi 8t dvdpeiav Kepavvov. (B) eikotwg,.
GBdToug TOLETY Yap TaG TpamEdag ofopat
avTOV, KataoknmTovta T avTals t Tf yvabw

(A.) Nowadays your friends call him Lightning-Bolt, because he’s so brave. (B.) That
makes sense; because I imagine he makes their tables sacred ground, by descending  on
them t with his jaws.

The supposed impressive braveness of the parasite is undermined by the second
interlocutor, who explains the nickname “Lightning-Bolt” with another elabo-
rate wordplay. In fact, Anaxippus’ wordplay is a variation on Antiphanes’
ampookentog — knntdg, and adds a religious dimension to the joke. More spe-
cifically, the tables are struck by a thunderbolt which descends on them (kata-
oknmrew), and become GPatot in both senses, i.e. “untrodden”, and “not to be
trodden”, as places struck by lightning and therefore sacred. At the same time
the sacred context is subverted by the remark that the parasite Lightning-Bolt’s
attack is made with his jaws (kataokintew T yvabw).

This passage might be indicative that at least some of the stereotypical
names of parasites have their origin in fourth-century comic descriptions of this
character. The parasite described in Anaxippus’ passage might well anticipate
the stereotypical parasite Gnathon, “Big Jaws”, who appears in both Greek and
Roman comedy (e.g. Menander, Kolax; Terence, Eunuchus; cf. Cic. Phil. 2.15).
Indeed, yvd0og, “jaw”, and the related olaywv, “mandible”, are often associated
with the parasite’s voracity. In Alexis fr. 185.3, a parasite is said to never have
his jaws idle (&pyoUg Exewv pndémote TaG Olayovag). Moreover, parasites are
often associated with biting and chewing food (paodoBai; cf. Hegesippus Com.
fr. 2.5; Antiphanes frr. 202 and 253).** The related term napopaocrtng, “fellow-
chewer” (Timocles fr. 9.6; cf. Alexis fr. 238.2), and the alternative mopopacivtng

83 Cf. Fontaine 2010, 230-233. Cf. also Plaut. Men. 77-78, iuuentus nomen fecit Peniculo mihi,
ideo quia ... mensam quando edo detergeo, “The youngsters have given me the name ‘Peniculus,
the Brush’ because ... when I eat I wipe the table clean”.

84 See Konstantakos 2000, 235. Cf. Timocles fr. 10.5, where the parasite Corydus is always
ready to set his teeth in motion (kweilv 686vrag).
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(Ephippus fr. 8.6 and Alexis fr. 224.8) also describe a typical activity of a para-
site. Therefore, such connotations with gnathos in fourth-century comedy may
have contributed to the creation of the generic name Gnathon for parasites.

Tithymallus (“Ruddy”) is another notorious parasite, so nicknamed after
the homonymous plant or bush (“spurge”).® He is a typical intruder at dinners,
without paying his contribution. This practice is associated with his complexion
in Dromon fr. 1, where a character says that he is embarrassed to go and eat
dinner without contributing any money, and his interlocutor answers that
Tithymallus also goes from house to house redder than a pomegranate seed
(épuBpdTEPOG KOKKOL), because he does not contribute to dinner either. Tithy-
mallus’ complexion, which accounts for his nickname, is now associated with
his way of life and supports a joke on stage. What is surprising, however, is that
the colour red, usually associated with the blush of modesty, is in Tithymallus’
case ironically applied to his impudence.

Callimedon the Karabos, mentioned fifteen times in the preserved comic
fragments, is the most famous opsophagos in Middle Comedy.?¢ The origin of the
nickname Karabos is disputable.’” According to Athenaeus (3.104d), it is due to
his predilection for crayfish. Also in Euphron fr. 8, it is said that once when a
womb was served to him, it made him leap about as he ate it, whence he was
called Crayfish (68ev ékAnOn Képaog).®® His opsophagia is also stressed
through a wordplay in Alexis’ Pontikos (fr. 198), where the speaking character
declares that Carabus is eager to die not for the sake of his fatherland (nétpa),
but for a womb (prfitpa). While, however, Callimedon is the consumer of fish, a
typical opsophagos, sometimes, through a playful use of his nickname, he him-
self becomes food for others. In Antiphanes, in particular, this transformation
takes place in an impressive inversion, performed on stage (fr. 27.7-8):

& KoApédwv, o8 kaTédeT GpTt TV Qidwy;
0VBelG 66 Gv pr kataTiBf] TOG CUPBOAGS.

Which of your friends, Callimedon, is going to gulp you down any minute now? No one
who doesn’t contribute his share of the dinner expenses!

85 Theophr. Hist. pl. 9.11.7, T@Vv 8¢ TIOUHGA WY O PV TAPAALOG KAAOUHEVOG KOKKIVOV PUAAOV
&xeL mepupepég; cf. Bechtel 1898, 41; Orth 2020, 442.

86 Cf. Sommerstein 2019.

87 Cf. Apostolakis 2019, 215.

88 Cf. Antiphanes fr. 77; Eubulus fr. 8; Alexis frr. 57, 49, 249; Dioxippus fr. 3.
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Here the play on names takes another form: instead of calling an opsophagos by
the name of his favourite fish, it is the fish itself which is called by the opsopha-
gos’ proper name. This may be an amusing innovation by Antiphanes.®

On the other hand, ugliness is another source of mockery.*® Bechtel believes
that Callimedon was nicknamed Karabos due to his squint eyes.” Squint-eyed
characters on the comic stage were a particularly welcome spectacle, especially
if they aspired to attract others for political or erotic reasons, like the politician
Callimedon and the amator Strabax in Plautus’ Truculentus.” In fact Alexis, a
poet with a strong inclination to linguistic humour, activates a wordplay on the
squint-eyed man (fr. 117):

7@ KaApédovTt yap Bepanedw TG KOPaAG

16N tetdpTnV REépav. (B.) foav kopat
Buyatépeg adT®; (A.) TOG HEV OVV TGV OUUATWY,
g 008 6 Mehapmoug, 6G povog Tag [pottidag
£MAVOE PAVOPEVOG, KATAOTNTEEV GV

(A.) I've been looking after Callimedon’s pupils for three days now. (B.) You mean he had
daughters? A. No — the pupils of his eyes. Not even Melampus, the only person who cured
Proetus’ daughters of their madness, could set them right.

The poet substitutes the nickname Karabos with a wordplay on the double
meaning (daughters and eye pupils) of the word korai. In Timocles, the nick-
name Karabos is also playfully associated with his squint eyes (fr. 29):

€16’ 6 KoaAApédwv dgvw
0 KapaBog npoofilbev. épBAenwv 8 époi,
WG yobv €80keL, pOG ETEPOV GVOPWTOV TIVKX
£NGAeL UVIEIG & 0V8EV elkOTWE EYW
WV #Aeyev EMEVEVOV BLOKEVTS. T() 8’ Bpa
BA£movat xwpig kai Sokobot ai kopat

Then suddenly Callimedon the Crayfish arrived. He seemed to be looking at me, but he
was talking to someone else. Naturally I understood nothing of this; but I kept nodding
my head vacantly. You see, his eyes look in a different direction than they seem to.

89 Cf. Konstantakos 2000, 75. Also in Philemon fr. 43, a certain Agyrrhius (apparently Callim-
edon’s son) addresses a crayfish which was served to him with the words “Hail, dear papa”;
cf. Theophilus fr. 4.

90 Est etiam deformitatis et corporis vitiorum satis bella materies ad iocandum (Cic. De or.
2.59.239).

91 Bechtel 1898, 23-24.

92 The squint-eyed character also appears in Old Comedy (Eupolis fr. 298.3).
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The fragment comes from the play Polypragmoén, “Busy-body”. Callimedon,
indeed, displayed some elements of a busy-body in his real political life, since
he was an active supporter of the Macedonians, was involved in political trials,
and also engaged in mine-enterprises. When the speaking character describes
his squint-eyed stare, he may be alluding to his practice of acting for different
goals at the same time, as a busy-body politician. However, it is quite uncertain
whether he was the emblematic polypragmon of the title. It seems more plausi-
ble that the play contains a series of episodes involving meddlesome persons, in
which case Callimedon, the notorious opsophagos and squint-eye, is perhaps a
fitting participant.®

4.3 Courtesans and lovers

The “women most mentioned” in Classical Athens were by far the courtesans.*
However, it is not always possible to identify them with certainty, since their
original names are often hidden under professional nicknames. Athenaeus in
his thirteenth book has the grammarian Myrtilus deal with these names, which
mainly occur in Middle and New Comedy, as well as in fourth-century oratory.
Professional nicknames were the vehicle through which courtesans were fic-
tionalised and turned into subjects and characters on the comic stage. Thanks
to the second-century grammarians who dealt with glossing the courtesans’
names — and Myrtilus represents a typical case — we are given a glimpse of
these nicknames and their bearers. The problem is that this material is often
decontextualised and adapted to the intellectual and literary environment of the
late Classical period. On the other hand, we have many quoted comic fragments
at our disposal, and in some cases it is possible to trace original techniques
employed by the comic poets concerning the nomenclature of courtesans and
their lovers. In this chapter I confine myself to a few typical instances in which
these nicknames provide fodder for inventive jokes and plays on language in
the preserved fragments of Middle Comedy.

Courtesans were often known by suggestive working names, some of which
appear as comic titles: Klepsydra, “Water-clock” (Eubulus), Neottis, “Nestling,
Little Bird” (Antiphanes, Anaxilas, Eubulus), Pannychis, “Vigil” (Eubulus, Alexis),
Kynagis, “Huntress” (Philetaerus), Malthakeé, “Soft” (Antiphanes), Melitta,

93 Cf. Apostolakis 2019, 212.
94 For naming a hetaera, cf. McClure 2003, 59-78; for courtesans in fourth-century comedy,
cf. Henderson 2014, 190-194.
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“Honeybee” (Antiphanes). These titles usually denote the main characteristic of
the courtesan, whether she herself is the title-character of the play or another
person is named after her, through a common dominant characteristic. The
sympotic material provided by Athenaeus allows some speculation on the origin
and function of these names. Such an instance is mentioned in Deipnosophists
6.245d, when the parasite Corydus asked the courtesan Gnome, “Opinion”, to
contribute not money, but “whatever the people thought fit” (T'vwunv 8¢ cup-
BaAAeaBaun 6 Tu Sokel TG Snpw). Moreover, in Machon’s Chreiae, also preserved
in Athenaeus, elaborations on hetaeras’ nicknames are a favourite subject. A
telling example is the explanation of the name of the courtesan Mania by her
habit of crying “Crazy!” (navia) whenever she wanted to approve or disapprove
of something (fr. 14.204-210 Gow). Such punning explanations in Athenaeus
echo the Alexandrian and Second Sophistic scholars’ linguistic interest in these
matters. Comic titles such as Klepsydra might allude (literarily or metaphorical-
ly) to the courtesan’s sexual practices, i.e. allowing her clients to have sex as
long as the water clock runs (Ath. 13.567c—d). It has also been suggested that
Timocles’ Léthé might denote a courtesan, a name — or, more probably, a nick-
name — deriving from side-effects associated with sympotic activities and love
affairs.”

On the other hand, nicknames denoting plants, birds, or fishes might be fa-
cilitated and/or explained as metaphors in existing comic passages. Concerning
bird-titles (e.g. Neottis), birds were sometimes used as metaphors for female
genitals.” In Epicrates’ Antilais fr. 3.11, the hetaera Lais is described in her
youth as veottog, “a young chick”. In Eubulus, courtesans are identified with
decoy-birds, which attract other birds with their tuneful song (fr. 82, tag
@A\wdovg keppdtwy malevtping).” A different image occurs in Ephippus fr. 6,
where the good courtesan kisses her lover “not with her lips squeezed together,
as if he were an enemy, but instead with her mouth wide open just like baby
sparrows do”. Such images might have contributed to the creation of nicknames
such as Ztpovbiov, “Little Sparrow”, in Lucian.”®

95 Cf. Pherecrates’ EmArjopwv 1| OdAacoa (where the title probably denotes a hetaera); and
Mvnoic, the opposite of Ar6n, mentioned as a flute girl (aAnTpic) in Ath. 13.576f. Cf. Aposto-
lakis 2019, 182-183.

96 Cf. Ar. Lys. 770 (on xeAl8wv); Henderson 1991, 48.

97 For a similar description of courtesans, cf. Amphis fr. 23, where Sinope, Lyca, and Nannion
are described as mayiSeg Tod Biov (“traps of life”).

98 On this description of the bona meretrix, cf. Papachrysostomou 2021, 89. On courtesans
compared with predators, cf. Epicrates fr. 3.
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Love affairs, a standard theme in Middle Comedy, and relationships be-
tween courtesans and lovers in particular, are often expressed metaphorically.
In Ath. 13.582e—f (attributed to Machon), the nickname Aix, “Goat”, is mentioned
for the hetaera Nico, who supposedly devoured her lover Thallus, “Sapling”, and
the grammarian Myrtilus explains that goats delight in saplings (BaAA®
Xaipovow ai aiyeg). In Eubulus fr. 54, Heracles describes a love affair with the
courtesan Ocimon, “Basil”, at Corinth in gastronomic terms, as a proverbial glut-
tonous hero: Adxavov T Tpwywv OKiov Siepddapny, “eating an herb called Oci-
mon, I was destroyed”. As a result, the hero lost his tunic. Perhaps the subsequent
verses explained how this love affair was associated with the loss of the tunic.”
A plausible explanation is that this particular courtesan was very expensive.

The insatiable courtesan who consumes her lovers also appears in the con-
text of fish-eating (opsophagia), in an interesting inversion of the pattern of “the
opsophagos lover and the fish-courtesan”.'® The emblematic opsophagos cour-
tesan in Middle Comedy is the famous Pythionice. In Antiphanes fr. 27.22 (from
Halieuomené), Pythionice is mockingly said to have a taste for salt fish (¢mi 10
TaPIYOG £0TIV WpUNKLIa), the commodity which Chaerephilus, the father of her
lovers, imported.’® Also in Timocles, she devours two saperdai, “Nile perches”,
also called skombroi, “mackerels”, i.e. the sons of Chaerephilus. In fr. 15 she is
said to be fond of salt fish (@IAndeiv Tapixw), and in fr. 16 she “keeps company
with two Nile-perches” (cVveott canépdaig Suaiv), an expression with sexual
connotations. In this case it is not the courtesan herself who is nicknamed after
her penchant for fish, but her victims.'*

One of the most interesting couples of a profligate lover and his hetaera is
mentioned in Axionicus fr. 1.

0 IuB4dMAog ovTOGL
0 BaA\lwv TtpooépXeT’ EmKaAOUHEVOG
uebVovod T’ E£6maBev 1 coPWTATN
AMOTUPTTOVIOKAG KAT] TIOBAG TTOPEVETAL

Here comes Pythodelus, whose nickname’s Ballion; and behind him, drunk, the clever
Apotympanischas is dogging his steps.

99 Cf. Hunter 1983, 141.

100 Courtesans nicknamed after fish: Aphye, “Small Fry” (Anthis, Ath. 13.586b); Saperdion,
“Little Fish” (Phryne, Ath. 13.567¢).

101 Cf. Konstantakos 2000, 87-91.

102 Cf. Apostolakis 2019, 141-142.
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Both the hetaera and her lover probably enter on stage at the moment of their
presentation (cf. oUtooi, mpooépyetat), although it is not clear whether they
play an important role in the play or participate in a short episode.'® Pythodelus
is nicknamed (¢ruxalovpevog) Ballion, “Big Dick”, from BaAAiov “phallus”. This
nickname became a generic name for pimps in later comedy.’* On the other
hand, Apotympanischas is an ad hoc invented name for the courtesan nick-
named Ischas.’® This seems an appropriate nickname for a courtesan, since
loxdg, “dry fig”, indicates the female genitals.’® Although it is not attested in
this sense in Attic Comedy until Axionicus, it already appears in Hipponax
(fr. 124 West), in a description of cunnilingus. If this allusion is accepted, it is
interesting that both the profligate amator and the drunkard courtesan are
nicknamed here after their genitalia. On the other hand, it is not clear why Is-
chas is associated with a particular method of execution, crucifixion on a plank
(tympanon or apotympanismos). Perhaps, according to the speaking character,
she deserves such torture for the damage she causes her lovers.

Courtesans and lovers also appear in paraepic and paratragic contexts. In
Anaxilas fr. 22, whether the persona loquens is a young lover or a father or old
friend who warns the young man about courtesans’ greed and infidelity, well-
known nicknamed courtesans are called a “criminal bunch” (katéntuoTov Yé-
vog) and compared with mythical monsters: Chimaera, Charybdis, Scylla,
Sphinx, Hydra, and Siren.!” This long collective type of invective, which ad-
dresses a specific group of men or women, here the courtesans, derives from
Euripides. There are also indications of an intertextual dialogue with epic and
tragic poetry.’®® In fact, this type of comparison leads in some cases to a third
level of qualification. The poet takes established nicknamed courtesans of the
time and further elaborates their characteristics by associating them with

103 For a full analysis of the scene, cf. Orth 2020, 169-174.

104 Cf. Plautus, Pseudolus and Cicero, Pro Roscio 20, Ballionem illum improbissimum et per-
iurissimum lenonem.

105 Cf. Menander, Colax fr. 4.1; perhaps it is the same person as that mentioned in Axionicus;
cf. Orth 2020, 173.

106 Henderson 2014, 118.

107 See the analysis of Tartaglia 2019, 120-156. For such corresponding parallel lists as mate-
rial for comic accumulation, cf. Ar. Av. 565-569, 760-767, 1136—1157; Timocles fr. 6; Anaxippus
fr. 1.28-49; see Konstantakos 2000, 71.

108 Chimaera: Hom. Il 16.328-329; Sphinx: Eur. Phoen. 806-811; Clytaemnestra as Scylla:
Aesch. Ag. 1231-1236; as a viper: Cho. 246-249; Medea as a lioness and Scylla: Eur. Med. 1342;
cf. Tartaglia 2019, 125. Also Stuligrosz (2017, 17-27) discusses the reworking of mythical motifs
and characters from Homer and their adaptation to everyday situations.



342 — Kostas E. Apostolakis

mythical figures. Eleven courtesans are also paratragically described as Furies
in Timocles’ Orestautokleidés fr. 27, probably because Autocleides, being a peder-
ast, has usurped their privileges. Courtesans are given real names (Pythionice),
nicknames (Lopadion), and generic or common names (Plangon, Lyca, Myrrhine,
Chrysis).!*”

5 Conclusion

The poets of Middle Comedy often play with proper names, nicknames, and
accompanying epithets. In the preserved fragments, characters bearing histori-
cal names sometimes appear in the frame of personal satire and are often com-
pared with mythical figures, in order to highlight their true character. Invented
speaking names of the Aristophanic type and relevant wordplay also appear in
Middle Comedy, but less frequently. Moreover, the poets of Middle Comedy
show a notable inventiveness in adapting traditional epithets or transforming
them into new-coined ones in order to describe their characters, most often in
parodic passages. Antiphanes, Alexis, and Timocles are poets with a tendency
to employ wordplay in connection with names, and show a notable versatility in
creating innovative epithets which aid the comic subversion of a seemingly
serious situation.

On the other hand, it seems likely that some techniques characteristic of the
comic language of New and Roman Comedy can already be traced in Middle
Comedy. More specifically, parasites, courtesans, and gourmands are mainly
presented on stage or mentioned with their established nicknames which, how-
ever, still offer an opportunity for comic exploitation. They are often further
elaborated through wordplay and metaphorical language, and in a sense they
anticipate the generic names of the stereotypical characters of New Comedy.
Finally, as far as the fragmentary status of Middle Comedy allows us to say,
nomenclature in Middle Comedy is a combination of Aristophanic “Cratylism”
and the “Hermogenean” stance of Menander. It includes both earlier comic
elements and innovative amplifications, and prepares the way for New Comedy,
where the comic characters acquire typical names and nicknames in the same
way as type-masks.

109 Plangon and Myrrhine are also names of free women. Cf. Apostolakis 2019, 204.
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Antonis K. Petrides
Strategies of Verbal Humour in Menander’s
Dyskolos: From Linguistics to Dramaturgy

Abstract: This chapter uses the advances in Humour Studies to examine Me-
nander’s techniques of verbal humour in his play Dyskolos. Menander’s credible
pretensions to linguistic naturalism render his scripts privileged data pools for
studying Greek conversational humour in the late fourth century BCE. However,
in Menander, the nature and the distribution of the various verbal humour
mechanisms and idiosyncrasies to a play’s characters transcends naturalism,
constructing an artificial theatrical discourse of ethical and thematic import.
The chapter’s main points are the following: (a) that on the surface, Menander
uses verbal humour naturalistically, mirroring its occurrence and function in
natural conversational contexts; (b) that dramaturgically speaking, Menander’s
conversational humour is characterisational and relational, contributing to the
construction and individualisation of character and drawing connecting lines
between various dramatis personae; and (c) that its function is also thematic,
distributed to characters in such a way as to bolster the fundamental dichotomies
of the play (city/country, rich/poor, slave/free).

1 Introduction

Humour Studies, an aspect of which is the linguistic analysis of verbal humour
primarily from a semantic and pragmatic viewpoint, is a rapidly growing field.!
The notion of verbal humour comprises the linguistic (lexical/stylistic/pragmatic)
resources and techniques of inciting laughter. Although verbal humour can
circulate in the form of canned jokes (indeed, such jokes provided the initial
stimulus to the linguistics of humour), it is primarily interactional/conversational

1 For overviews of Humour Studies, see Raskin 2008; Attardo 2014; Attardo 2017. For the
linguistics of humour particularly, a firm starting point is provided by Dynel 2008a; Attardo
2008; and Attardo/Raskin 2017. In humour semantics, the most influential theories have been
the so-called “Semantic Script Theory of Humour”, proposed by Victor Raskin (1985) and de-
veloped by Raskin and Salvatore Attardo into a “General Theory of Verbal Humour” (Attardo/
Raskin 1991; Attardo 1994; Attardo 2001). For the pragmatics of humour, that is, humour in
interaction, see Norrick/Chiaro 2009 and the special issue on humour of the journal Lodz Papers
in Pragmatics (issue 4.1, 2008).

8 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111295282-012



348 —— Antonis K. Petrides

in nature; therefore, it is best observed and studied in pragmatic contexts. In
these contexts, laughter is a reflex reaction to a semantic incongruity and/or a
breach of the “cooperative principle” that governs everyday conversations,?
produced by one speaker and perceived as mirthful by another, either the direct
addressee or a third party — for instance, a theatre audience — if the direct ad-
dressee being the “butt” of the joke is not amused.? As such, verbal humour is
differentiated from laughter produced — in the ancient comic performances that
concern this chapter — by visual or other means, such as outrageous imagery
(sexual images, bodily deformities, and the like), caricatures/jesting mimesis of
comportment, voices etc., gestures, slapstick, and any other nonverbal/non-
rhetorical medium.

Taxonomies of verbal humour vary widely in content and inclusivity. The
consensus, however, is that conversational humour ranges from humorous
units produced within a single word or utterance to more extended exchanges
between speakers. The shorter units may comprise puns based on sound play
(phonemic puns) or semantic ambiguity (e.g. homophony or homonymy puns);
“lexemes”, e.g. humorous neologisms such as coining, derivation, compound-
ing, blending, acronyms etc.; or “phrasemes”, humour produced by syntactical
and stylistic play, such as surprising juxtapositions of semantic elements, witti-
cisms, simile, metaphor, hyperbole, paradox etc. Verbal humour unfolding in
extended dialogue includes sarcasm, retort, teasing, banter, putdown humour,
allusions (ironic echoes), distortions, quotations etc. On the contrary, one
should not count irony among the subcategories of conversational humour.
Although aspects of irony are certainly verbal — for instance, “aggressive” irony/
sarcasm — others are more far-reaching (tonal, structural, even philosophical)
and not by necessity humorous in nature; thus, they exceed the purview of
humour studies and constitute an independent field.

2 On H.P. Grice’s “cooperative principle” and the “maxims” governing it, see Grice 1989.
Humour is commonly perceived as violating the cooperative principle; see Attardo 2008, 115,
with bibliography.

3 Several theories have been propounded on the provenance and purposes of laughter, the
most prominent of which are the superiority/disparagement theories, various psycho-
physiological approaches, and the incongruity theories (the latter focus on the linguistic and
cognitive aspects of humour). For a neat summary, see Larkin-Galifianes 2017.

4 For a useful taxonomy and a bibliography on the various levels of verbal humour, see Dynel
2009.

5 Useful guides to Irony Studies are Muecke 1969; Muecke 1982; Hutcheon 1994; Colebrook 2004;
Kreuz 2020.
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This chapter uses the advances in Humour Studies to examine Menander’s
techniques of verbal humour in his play Dyskolos (produced in 317/316 BCE). As
such, this study differs from the three major strands of Menandrian humour
studies that have so far seen the light of day; namely, (a) works fleshing out the
ancient observations vis-a-vis the difference between Menandrian and Aristo-
phanic humour to construct general typologies of laughter;® (b) examinations of
particular humorous phenomena, such as double entendres’ or plot-building
techniques;® or (c) syntheses on Menander’s perception of laughter chiefly from
a psychological perspective.’ Halliwell’s study (2008), by far the most sophisti-
cated treatment of Menandrian laughter as a tool for manipulating audience
response and generic boundaries, turns on the cognitive phenomenon Halliwell
terms “perspectivism”, the schism between character and audience evaluations
of stage events. This, I would argue, is but one of several facets of Menandrian
irony. A complete examination of this broad phenomenon should incorporate
Menander’s metatheatrical, intertextual, and other situational ironies, not the
least of which is the technique I called elsewhere Menander’s “pseudo-happy
ends”.'® Aspects of these techniques have been explored," although a compre-
hensive study of Menandrian irony remains a desideratum — and falls outside
this chapter’s scope.

Menander’s credible pretensions to linguistic naturalism render his scripts
privileged data pools for studying Greek conversational humour in the late
fourth century BCE.”? However, as I hope to show, in Menander the nature and
especially the distribution of the various verbal humour mechanisms and idio-
syncrasies to a play’s characters transcends naturalism, constructing an artificial
theatrical discourse of ethical and thematic import.

I expanded on Menander’s “departure from realism”, the trajectory from re-
alism to (inter)textuality, cardinal for understanding Menander’s dramaturgy,

6 Arnott 1997; Hunter 2000; Gantar 2005. See also the chapters in Mureddu/Nieddu 2006.

7 Craik 2001; Rampichini 2002.

8 Stoessl 1973; Borgogno 2003.

9 Halliwell 2008.

10 Petrides, forthcoming a.

11 Exempli gratia: metatheatrical irony, Gutzwiller 2000; intertextual and intervisual irony,
Petrides 2014.

12 Menander’s language reflects the colloquial discourse of fourth-century Athens, including
elements soon to crystallise into the Hellenistic Koine: see mostly Lopez Eire 2002; Cartlidge
2014; and Hurst 2014, with earlier bibliography cited there. For the ancient, mostly Atticistic,
perceptions of Menander’s language as “non-Classical”, one may start from Lamagna 2004 and
Tribulato 2014.
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in Petrides 2014. My emphasis there was on plot and character rather than lan-
guage. Menander, I argued, constructs fictional “possible worlds” from realistic
points of departure:

The overall realistic ambience, the very fact that the play begins from a realistic point of
departure, and the way it resolves its plot by abandoning verisimilitude so palpably in the
end, invites an inescapable comparison between historical reality and its fictional ana-
logue in Menander’s denouements.?

Mutatis mutandis, a comparable effect is produced by Menander’s ostensibly
realistic representation of contemporary oral discourse. Linguistic realism only
serves as a foil for observing the dramaturgical significance of non-realistic/
comical configurations, such as that comparable linguistic tics connect charac-
ters of the same household or that “antagonists” share the same penchant for,
say, hyperbole or, more subtly, that the characters of a play — in this chapter,
Dyskolos — are neatly divided in terms of their share in the production of verbal
humour along the drama’s primary socio-political fault lines, namely rustic/
poor/agelastic, on the one hand, and urban/rich/gelastic, on the other.

My goal, therefore, is to offer a comprehensive study of verbal humour in a
single drama of Menander’s, hoping to establish that for this playwright, verbal
humour is not an end in itself — as it is for Aristophanes as a rule — but one of
several instruments in his dramaturgical toolbox, organically interwoven with
the play’s characterisation and ideology. Section 2 of this chapter catalogues
and annotates from a semantic and pragmatic viewpoint the most notable
instances of verbal humour in Dyskolos, organised by utterer and tagged by
category (or categories). The catalogue includes instances explicitly intended as
humorous either by the speaker (character-controlled verbal humour, CCVH) or
the playwright (authorially-controlled verbal humour, ACVH). Thus, the selec-
tion is not mechanical: for instance, both Knemon and Sostratus resort to hy-
perbole, but whereas Sostratus’ utterances are undoubtedly meant to make us
smile, Knemon’s crazed cries and excessive reactions are more complex in
meaning and import (see section 3.5). The examples are consecutively numbered
and arranged in descending sequence, starting from the characters most given to
utterances perceived as humorous, namely, Getas and Sikon, who together

13 Petrides 2014, esp. 10—-83. The quotation is from p. 3.

14 Pragmatic approaches to Greek drama have been accumulating in recent years, but the
field is still in its preliminary stages of development: see the introduction and the essays in
Martin/Iurescia/Hof/Sorrentino 2021, and for Greek and Roman New Comedy, Sorrentino 2013;
Barrios-Lech 2016; and Barrios-Lech 2021.
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count for more than two-thirds of the examples listed. In each example, the
commentary unpacks the joke in terms of humour theory (hopefully, without
too much tedious technicality), furnishing relevant realia wherever necessary
and contextualising its humorous import. Wherever other considerations do not
prevail, instances of the same humorous mechanism used consistently by a
character (for instance, sarcasm) are bundled, and a character’s most common
humorous techniques are placed at the top of the catalogue.

In section 3 of the chapter (“Compendium of lessons learned”), the findings
are integrated and expanded upon to verify a threefold working hypothesis: (a)
that Menander uses verbal humour naturalistically, mirroring its occurrence and
function in natural conversational contexts; (b) that dramaturgically, Menan-
der’s conversational humour is characterisational and relational, contributing to
the construction and individualisation of character and drawing connecting
lines between various dramatis personae; and (c) that its function is also thematic,
distributed to characters in such a way as to bolster the fundamental dichoto-
mies of the play (city/country, rich/poor, slave/free). This very distribution, I
postulate, in its palpable artificiality, acquires humorous resonances at a higher
level and constitutes a “departure from realism” equivalent to a similar effect on
the level of plot design. The following sections 2 and 3 can be perused in the
order presented or the reverse.

2 Verbal humour in Menander’s Dyskolos:
an annotated corpus

2.1 Getas
(1) ActIl, 402-404 (hyperbole-backfiring/stock comic scene/ironic echo)

TETTAPWV Yap @op[tiov
Gvwv ouvédnoav a<i> k&t droAoy[pevat
(PEPELWV YUVOTKEG poL®

I start the Getas catalogue with this example because the humour in it rests on a
combination of this slave’s most characteristic ethical idiosyncrasies (namely,
his dramatic fondness for hyperbolic grumbling and his tendency to lash out at

15 The Dyskolos text is quoted from Petrides, forthcoming b.
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his masters, especially the women — see further below) with a stock comic scene:
the overloaded slave reeling under the weight he is carrying.

The humour here is authorially-controlled: Getas is entirely serious in de-
nouncing the women and their tendency to overburden him; however, the facts
work against him. Slaves who enter carrying heavy loads while complaining
and making crude jokes had been a stock scene since Old Comedy.! Traces of
the motif can also be found in Men. frr. 315-316." Part of the humour in these
scenes is that playwrights debunk the slaves’ complaints. For example, in Aris-
tophanes’ Frogs, most if not all of the weight is carried not by Xanthias but by a
donkey (Ran. 25-30). In Dyskolos, too, Sikon expresses ironic astonishment at
the number of rugs Getas is bringing: as the sacrifice is designed only for the
inner circle of Sostratus’ family, these must not indeed be that many (ex. 16).
Getas’ hyperbole backfires, as his sarcastic comments usually do (see the exam-
ples below).

More subtly, the audience might notice that in calculating the weight, Getas,
just as hyperbolically, echoes the words of Sostratus a few lines above (390-391):
GAN | SikeAN’ Gyel TdAavTa TéETTAPA VT, a clear exaggeration by a soft urban
man who knows nothing of hard manual labour. From his first words, hyperbo-
le, a linguistic trope usually functioning as an (over)emotional marker,' binds
this slave with his young master more closely than any other character in the
play. This binding, of course, only serves to highlight the differences between
the two, which are as telling as their similarities: far from being a grumbler,
Sostratus is indefatigable in his perseverance.

(2) Act 11, 407-409 (sarcasm — against his mistress/backfiring/hyperbole)

<€>av 181 yop evomnviov tov Ilava tov
Hataviol, TovTw Badovped’, oid’ 611,
BvoovTEG £VOVG.

Getas’ first utterance (ex. 1) was hyperbole-cum-grumbling; his second is hyper-
bole-cum-sarcasm. This is his general tenor in the play: Menander encapsulates
his entire character in just six lines.

16 Cf. Ar. Ran. 1-34, mentioning similar vignettes in other comic playwrights.

17 Depictions of such scenes in vase-paintings and terracotta figurines are discussed by Bieber
1961, fig. 147, 153, 154, and Biers/Green 1998.

18 McCarthy/Carter 2004; Norrick 2004, with bibliography.
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Ex. 2 provides the first of several cases where Getas’ sarcasm backfires. The
slave means to undermine his mistress (CCVH), but he deflates himself (ACVH)."”
The sarcasm lies in that Paiania and Phyle lie at opposite ends of Attica. Getas
presents his mistress as a religious nut. Sostratus’ portrait of her was not entire-
ly dissimilar (260-263), but the range of Mother’s sacrificial fervour now bal-
loons from Tov 8fjpov kUkAw to the whole country. As in ex. 3, Getas’ sarcasm
reflects comically on the speaker rather than his target. Having been visited by a
disquieting dream, Sostratus’ Mother is neither unreasonable in her solicitude
nor excessive or self-serving in her offerings (as Knemon thinks all sacrificers
are, 447-453), despite her financial capabilities. Getas attempts to trivialise his
mistress’ worry through sarcastic misrepresentation of her religious habits, but
he only achieves to expose himself, yet again, as an obnoxious moaner.

In Dyskolos, the characters who primarily seek recourse to sarcasm — verbal
irony geared towards causing pain®® — and other forms of aggressive humour
(for instance, putdowns) are the two urban slaves, Getas and Sikon. Their sar-
donic darts aim mainly at their masters. It is ironic that outsiders hurl sarcasm
at insiders, given that most superiority theories of humour® consider sarcasm as
a method of exercising social control.”? With sarcasm, Getas and Sikon, normal-
ly controllees rather than controllers, produce a carnivalesque microcosm with-
in the world of the play. The audience will witness the fulfilment of this linguis-
tic quasi-rebellion in the final scene where Getas and Sikon abuse Knemon
verbally and physically, overturning the power dynamics of the door-knocking
scenes in Act III. The two slaves fruitlessly claimed power over their masters
through sarcasm throughout the play. They finally achieve their goal in Act V —
at least superficially.? Until then, Getas’ and Sikon’s inferior position in the
play’s hierarchy is reflected by the fact that in their attempts to sneer at the
masters, they unwittingly render themselves the joke’s butt. “Backfiring” sar-
casm is Getas’ manner of doing so; Sikon’s will be inane self-aggrandisement.

(3) Act I1I, 434 (sarcasm — against his mistress/backfiring)

i AU Greowdn e ye.

19 Cf. section 3.3.

20 Kreuz 2020.

21 Billig 2005, 37-56.
22 Ducharme 1994.
23 See section 3.3.
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Here is another case of Getas’ “backfiring” sarcasm. As a house slave, Getas has
a particular bone to pick with the women to whom he is often more than dis-
courteous (cf. 403-404, 438-439, 456 ff., 563-570). droowlopal suggests arrival
after a perilous journey,* but, of course, for Getas, the delay was only due to
sluggishness. ye adds a touch of contemptuous impatience, reinforced further
by the oath.”

The following fact reveals an additional level of humour. In 145, Pyrrhias
addresses Sostratus with the phrase: bmay’, @ PEATIOTE, OV 8¢ TOUTW AdAeL.
BéATioTe is not a common way for a slave to address his master.?® Handley (1965,
ad loc.) assumes that Pyrrhias’ verbal boldness is because he is “different from
the ordinary household slave”: he is Sostratus’ cuykvuvnyog, addresses his master
by name, never using terms such as Tpo@ipe or 6¢omota, and he is not afraid of
being ironic. However, the similarities with Getas’ impertinence to his mistress
here and elsewhere show that Kallippides’ household is liberal enough towards
its slaves for them to be at ease with their masters to the point of disrespect.”

(4) Act II1, 563-570 (para prosdokian/sarcasm — against his masters in general,
the women in particular/hyperbole-extreme case formulations/comic stereotypes/
proverbial expression)

Ti PG £ GPLOTOV TIVOG TapaAapPAVELY
péMeL mopevBeic; Evek’ £pod Tproxilot
YEVoL00™* £y pEv yap éAat ToOT 0i6’, BTt
0V YEVGOW’ 00BEVOG” TIOOEY YAp; CUVAYETE
TEVTaG. KaAOV Y&p Te0UKAD’ iepeiov, iévu
GELoV 1BETV. GG <Td> yOvaia TadTd pot
(ExeL yap &orteiwg) petadoin v’ &v tvog;
008’ &v, P& TRV ARUNTP’, GAOG TUKPOD.

There is fine, concentrated humour in this passage, expressed in various ways.
Already at the start, one comes across a subtle para prosdokian. Getas’ surprise —
articulated by the exclamative ti @1g; — is not caused, as one would expect, by
the news of Sostratus’ wedding or the mention of “this young guy here” (559;

24 Cf. Xen. Hell. 1.3.22: aneow0n €ig AekéAelav.

25 Cf. Ar. Vesp. 903-904, 1387; Nub. 1064; Av. 176-177.

26 Gomme/Sandbach 1973, ad 142-146. This, however, should not make us doubt that line 145
is spoken by Pyrrhias. BéAtioTe is used in the same sarcastic tone by Getas at 476 (GAN" eOTOXEL,
BéNTiote): Knemon may be a disagreeable stranger, but he is still a social better. For ironic uses
of BéAtioTe, see Dickey 1996, 139.

27 Cf. section 3.4.
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Getas does not know Gorgias, yet he remains unconcerned who he is). Getas
is nonplussed because Sostratus invites even more people the slave will have
to serve.

More humour still turns on Getas’ tendency to utter hyperbole (tpioyiliot
yévoloBe), “extreme case formulations” (o0 yevoop’ ov8evdg, o8 GAOG mkpoD),”
disparaging diminutives (ta yovaua; cf. ex. 9), and sarcastic irony (kaAov ...
iepeiov, &xel yop doTeiwg) to express excessive annoyance and impatience. His
hostility is directed chiefly at his favourite target, the women.

008 &AOG Tukpod is Getas’ second proverbial expression within a few lines
(cf. ex. 12). It reminds one of his likewise hyperbolic quip against Knemon at
475: 008¢ koyAiav #ywyé oe.” The use of proverbs is another connector between
Getas and Sikon (cf. the commentary on ex. 21).

This passage’s verbal humour is capped by Getas’ inadvertently aligning
himself with the comic stereotype of the esurient slave, which Sikon had used to
put Getas down at 423-424 (ex. 17). Once again, Getas’ verbal stings bite him
rather than his targets in the buttocks.

(5) Act I, 425-426 (sarcasm — against Sikon, backfiring?)

£MAVETNG 0DV il 0oL Kal TFG TEXVNG
£ywy’ dei moT’ — ovyl ToTELW &’ BpWG.

Getas’ utterance can be read in two ways which need not be mutually exclusive:
(a) ironically, Getas pretends to be admiring Sikon, lauding his “art”, and then
debunks him a parte as the cook disappears first into Pan’s cave; (b) the second
part of the utterance is not an aside: Getas is indeed appreciative of Sikon’s art;
what he does not believe is that the cook will indeed be able to quench his hun-
ger: the sacrificial animal is too scrawny and the women too unwilling to leave
much for their slave. The audience, of course, could understand that such a
person is impossible to satisfy with anything — in which case, Getas’ taunt at
Sikon would again turn out to be self-undermining.

28 Extreme case formulations are studied by Norrick 2004.

29 Proverbial phrases such as 008 &Aa 8oing (Hom. Od. 17.455) vel sim. ascribed to the sharing
of salt the symbolism of essential human friendship and hospitality; cf. Arist. Eth. Eud. 1238a 2-3;
Eth. Nic. 1156b 26-28.
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(6) Act ITI, 473-476 (sarcasm — against Knemon/comic stereotype)

(Kv.) Buewv pe Bodg olet mogtv e Tawd’ Griep
VUETG TOETTE;
(Te.) 08¢ koxAiav Eywyé oe.

Getas’ sarcasm is predicated on hyperbole and an “extreme case formulation”
as in ex. 4. Getas wants to paint Knemon as a petty man: he would eschew even
the most risibly humble sacrifice, not for ideological reasons (of the sort that
Knemon purports in 448-453) but because he is like Theophrastus’ “penny-
pincher” (puxpoAodyog, Char. 10), the kind of man who hates even the slightest
expense. At 566-570, Getas hurls the same accusation of pettiness against the
women, suspecting they do not intend to cut him a share of the sacrificial meat.
Getas is correct in neither of these assessments; the problem lies elsewhere.
However, one cannot characterise this sarcastic instance as “backfiring”:
Knemon himself is responsible for the misconceptions regarding his character
and Weltanschauung.

(7) Act III, 600-606 (sarcasm — against Knemon/self-sarcasm/para prosdokian/
hyperbole)

(Kv.) koxoVv kak[10td 0° ol Oeol

aroavteg dmoAéoelav €l Ti plot Aaleig.

(Te.) kot péha Si[kaiwg. gio]menndnkev maAw.
ToUT éotiv eilikp[vnig] yewpyog ATTikdg:
neTpaLg payopleviog Bupa pepovionig kai o@akov
68Uvag o[t oJudEV dyaBov AapBdvwv.

A double sarcasm, of which the first part (kai péAa 8i[kaiwg) is probably uttered
in Knemon'’s presence and the second (eio]nenn8nkev maAw) while the oldster is
moving back to his house.

With kai péAa 8ikaiwg, Getas (self-sarcastically in part) bewails his ill-
advised offer of help to Knemon (599-600), who is still as disagreeable as ever
in his hour of need. Still, right below, he will utter words of apparently genuine
commiseration (603-606). These last comments are a para prosdokian: instead
of ranting against Knemon’s ingratitude, as one might expect, Getas resumes
the words of Pan (3-4), Chaereas (129-131), and Gorgias (285, 295-298, 326331,
342-343) on the harsh and bitter life of the Attic farmer. However, it would not
be amiss to suspect that the actor’s delivery may connote an air of superiority,
problematising the degree of sympathy indeed expressed. This urban slave



Strategies of Verbal Humour in Menander’s Dyskolos: From Linguistics to Dramaturgy = 357

knows nothing of the farmer’s hardship, and he is the kind of man that would
sympathise only from the safe distance of his comfortable lifestyle.

Getas’ second sarcastic jibe rests on the hyperbolic description of Knemon’s
movements. The verb eiorn8dw describes jerky, rushed action, often under the
influence of overpowering emotion.*® Knemon’s quick getaway here contrasts
sharply with his inability to move in the final scene.

(8) Act IV, 574-583 (sarcasm — against Simiche, backfiring/hyperbole/debunk-
ing/self-undermining)

Sy, @ SUOTVYNS, M BUBTUXNS, M SUCTVYAS.

(Te.) Gray’ €ig TO Bapabpov* TOD YEPOVTOG TIG YUVI|
nipoeAnAvBev.

(Zy.) i meioopat; TOV yop kadov

€K ToD PpaTog BovAopévn Tod SeomdTov,

€l wg Suvaipny, €£eAetv adtn A&Opaq,

avijpa v SikeAav GoOevel Tive

koAwSiw canp@ Sieppdyn T€ pot 580
ToUT £VOVG.

(Te.) 0p0OaG.

Zy) &voéoelkd 0’ aOAia

Kai TRV dikeA\av £ig O @péap petd Tod k&Sov.
(Te.) ppat O Aowrtdv oot geavTry £0T ETL.

[...]

(Zu.) {nTei Boi Te — kail Yowel ye TV Bupav.

Te. @eby’ @ movnpd, Peby’. AMoKTeVel ag, ypod.
pdAAov & apdvov.

Kv. 0D 0TIV | TOXWPVYOG;

(Z.) Grovoa, 8éomoT’, EvéBadov.

(Kv.) Badule b1

elow.

(Zu.) Ti mo<>Elv &, einé pot, péAeLG;

(Rv.) y; 590
dnoag xaburow oe.

(Zy) i AT, @ TdAaw.

(Kv.) Tadtd Ye TOUTW OXOWiw, Vi Toug Be0G.
<T'e.> KPATIOTOV, €lmep £0TL MAVTEAGDG CATIPOV.

Funnily enough, Getas has no words of compassion for Simiche’s (superlatively
and undeservedly) harsh life as he will have for Knemon’s self-imposed one, nor
does he reserve a sliver of solidarity for his social peer: Getas’ “class conscious-

30 Cf. Men. Sam. 563-564; Philemon fr. 3.11-13; Ar. Eq. 363; Dem. 21.78.
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ness” is exhausted in comments about the unfairness of the masters to himself.
Getas reacts to the old woman’s outburst with the most hyperbolic malice. Hav-
ing first called for the “poor wretch” to run for her life (586), in a burst of mo-
mentary, almost involuntary sympathy (as connoted by the correctio in paAAov
&, 588), Getas displays his full mean streak against Simiche once again. He
derides her plight (u&A\\ov & apvvou, “or rather, stay and defend yourself” — so
that he beats you to death and we are done with you!), eventually expressing
compassion for her tormentor (603-606)! Getas’ mood swings and misplaced
sentimentality are especially amusing. On a metatheatrical level, his sarcasm
debunks Simiche’s air tragique,* but again (cf. ex. 3), it is the slave himself who
bears the brunt, his character tarnished by his wit.

(9) Act 111, 460-463 (comic stereotype/hyperbole/scurrility/{dyog)

Bepamawvidia yap GOALTEP’ 0VBpOD
ol TpEPeaBal. TaTSeg. 008EV dANO ATV
KN Ty Eniotatal — naideg kahol —

Kai StaBadeiv, av i Tig.

In his denunciation of slave women, Getas employs a threefold strategy. He
energises a comic stereotype (the purported promiscuity and mendacity of Be-
pamawvidia — note the disparaging use of the diminutive, a standard impolite-
ness marker),” which he presents with his usual hyperbole (a stream of his
favourite “extreme case formulations” using the adverbs oVv8apod and o08EV)
and punctuates with a scurrilous term (kwntiév). The overall humour of the
scene is augmented by the fact that Getas interrupts his (Knemon-like) rant to
knock on Knemon'’s door.

Getas’ employment of offensive language is especially notable. Modern
pragmatics shows that offensive language is gender- and culture-specific.®
Menandrian scurrility is still predicated on the same patriarchal attitudes to-
wards passive sexuality (female or homosexual male) as that of Aristophanes.*

31 The metre (a three-word trimeter, rare in Comedy) and the fact that she is bursting in unan-
nounced (Frost 1988, 12, 54) accentuate Simiche’s high emotion and the impact her entrance is
supposed to make; cf. Plaut. Trin. 1094-1095. Simiche’s anguish reminds the audience of
Daughter’s in 189: we understand how Knemon could make the life of anybody in his house-
hold éninovov kai mkpdv (21).

32 Cf. Schneider 2017, esp. 349-350.

33 For the pragmatics of swearing, see Jay/Janschewitz 2008.

34 Cf. Henderson 1991. Menander’s audiences would not be surprised by a foreign slave ap-
propriating the Greek axiology, as such attitudes were considered “natural” (i.e. universal).
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The very rarity of offensive language in later comedy drives Getas’ {p6yog home.
Based on Plutarch’s Comparison of Aristophanes and Menander and similar
sources, it is generally assumed that swearing is reduced in Menander because
of a newfangled aversion to coarseness in late-Classical society. This need not
be correct. Hunter (2000) shows how the Comparison, which harks back to
fourth-century BCE philosophy, reflects elite politics and aesthetics. However,
Menander’s primary concern in constructing his dialogues was dramatic rather
than aesthetic or ideological. The rule of thumb is that vulgarity in Menander is
never wanton as it often is in Aristophanes. This is strictly in keeping with New
Comedy’s imperative for linguistic and psychological naturalism. As in modern
everyday conversational contexts, Menandrian characters (slaves and old men
more than others) swear sparingly to express strong emotion (frustration here;
indignation in ex. 10). Anything else would be unrealistic.”

(10) Act V, 891-892 (scurrility/sexual double entendre?)

(T'e.) Tipwpiav [BovA]et Aaetv v dpTiwg Emaoyeg;
(Zk.) &yw 8 Enaoy[ov &]pTiwg; ov Aakdoel PAvap@®v;

With Qv dpTiwg Enaoyes, Getas refers to Knemon’s treatment of the cook in Act
III. Sikon is offended because of his puffed-up ego. It is not necessary, but nei-
ther is it impossible to interpret £maoyeg as a sexual double entendre denoting
passive homosexuality. Some assume that crude gestures accompany this dia-
logue, illuminating the double meaning.** Anyhow, the scurrility (Aawkéoet)
brings forth Sikon’s indignation. Its semantics and pragmatics are the same as
in ex. 9.7

Moreover, the assimilation of foreign slaves to the value system of their masters is the New
Comedy standard (cf. Petrides 2017).

35 See further in section 3.2.

36 Jocelyn 1980, 40-41; Rampichini 2002, 167-168. For the use of méoyw in erotic contexts,
cf. Aeschin. 1.41; [Arist.] Pr. 879b 31; Plut. Mor. 768e; Luc. Dial. meret. 5.2 etc. Rampichini (2002,
168 n. 18) reminds us of the similar meanings of the Latin patior: Plaut. Capt. 867; Catull. 16.2,
57.2,112.2; Juv. 2.99; Petron. 86.1, 87.7. Also in Latin, pathicus is the passive homosexual.

37 Strictly speaking, the vox propria for fellatio, Aawkd{w, a vulgar word (“suck dick”), devel-
oped into a generic term of verbal aggression and abuse; cf. Ar. Eq. 167; Thesm. 57; Cephisodo-
rus fr. 3.5; Straton fr. 1.36 etc.; Jocelyn 1980. Elsewhere Menander uses Aatkdotpla, “whore”
(Pk. 485).
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(11) Act IT, 409-410 (pun/polysemy/witticism/sarcasm — against Sikon, backfiring)

(Zu) Tig 8 edpakev Evimviov;
(Te.) GvOpwre, pPn e KOMTE.

Getas is punning on the double meaning of kontw (“to cut to pieces” and “to
bother excessively”) to cast an aspersion at the pestering cook’s persistent ques-
tioning. The joke is old and ostensibly outworn (cf. ex. 13). The comic cook’s
employers can hardly bear his fussiness or arrogance, and prj pe xomnte is their
usual response.*® Menander's humorous novelty lies neither in the utterance nor
its butt but in the utterer. Unlike his forebears, the cook Sikon is not fussy about
the party’s needs: he is naturally intrigued by Getas’ revelation that the sacrifice
was motivated by a dream. Continuing his string of sarcastic utterances that
backfire, Getas rehashes an old comic trope to express annoyance, but he
achieves to expose himself — here like elsewhere — as a moaner.

(12) Act III, 550-551 (proverbial expression/witticism)

ToUTOLG BVOG
Gyewv Sok® pot T Eoptr[v.

Getas, ever the grumbler, complains of “playing the donkey’s part in this cele-
bration of theirs”. He is doing all the work without even a flimsy share in the
meal; cf. 565—-569.

The paroemiographer Apostolius (12.75, CPG 11, 563) glosses the proverb as
follows: €mi T@v map’ dEiav TL MPATTOVTWV: TOIG Yap puatnpiolg €& Goteog &ig
"EAevoiva 81& T@v 6vwv £@epov Ta €ig xpeiav: 60ev kai 1 mapotpia, 81t TO KakKo-
TaOETY PAAIGTA TOUG BVoUg dxBoPOpPODVTAG. WG dv vV dpola MEoXwv T@ miéle-
o0at T@ VMoKV dyBel TV Tapotpiav piyvuowy 6 Aploto@dvng.® Donkeys are
commonly used in proverbs: see, for instance, Apostolius 12.75-87, 89-92
(CPG 11, 563). In most cases, their assumed attribute is obtuseness and naiveté.
Getas’ comment, however, is not meant as self-sarcasm so much as an incrimi-
nation against his masters for reducing him to this barely human status. Getas
is incapable of the sort of self-sarcasm Sikon displays.*® Even compared to the

38 For the joke, cf. Sam. 283-293 (with Sommerstein 2013, ad loc.); Alexis fr. 177.12; Anaxippus
fr. 1.23 etc.; Dohm 1964, 213, 218-219; Krieter-Spiro 1997, 136-137. For the metaphorical meaning
(“to bore/annoy”), cf. Hegesippus fr. 1.2-3; Sosipater fr. 1.20; Com. Adesp. fr. 1081.2; Com.
Adesp. fr. 1147.54, 56.

39 Cf. Gregorius Cyprius (Mosq.) 4.55 (CPG I1, 124), émi @V ava&iwg Tt Baotaloviwy.

40 For the humour of proverbs, see ex. 21.
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cook, who is by generic definition full of himself, Getas is too self-centred for
even the most fleeting introspection.

2.2 Sikon
(13) Act II, 393-399 (witticisms/sarcasm/pun/para prosdokian/metaphor)

TOUTL TO IPOPATOV £GTLV 0D TO TUXOV KAAGV.
dmory’ €ig TO Bapabpov. av pév aipdpevog Pépw
petéwpov, Exetal T oTopatL OaANoD, kpadng
kateoBiel T& OpT, dmoond 8’ i Biav.

&av 8’ Gof xapai T, o0 TpoépyxeTaL.
Tovvavtiov 87 yéyove: katakékop’ £[yw,

0 pdyelpog, OO TOVTOV VEWAK@V TV 68[0v.

Sikon’s monologue upon his first entry combines sneering humour with two
attempts at cracking a witty joke and a forced metaphor. If grumbling and sar-
casm are Getas’ linguistic tics, Sikon’s is frigid witticisms, florid language, and
self-aggrandisement (common to the comic cook’s type), punctuated by mo-
ments of self-recognition and self-irony (unique to this Menandrian instantia-
tion of this stock character). As with Getas, the cook’s opening monologue cir-
cumscribes his character and linguistic habits in just a few lines.

First, Sikon sneers at the sheep in a way that mixes contempt for the sacrifi-
cial animal (and those who purchased it?) with self-commiseration. kaAdv could
refer to the sheep’s physical appearance (a sacrificial victim had to look “un-
commonly fine”, but this does not). However, in this context, the phrase could
translate “what a remarkable blessing this sheep has been [sc. to me]”*! — clear-
ly ironic, as the animal has been tormenting Sikon. For the reverse play with
KOAOG/kaKAG, cf. 661: ebyeaBe TOV yépovta cwbfivat — koak@g, where both the
cook’s wish for Knemon to be saved and his qualification kak®¢ (instead of
KaA@G) are comical para prosdokian jests. Self-commiseration is a trait Sikon
shares with Getas — only in Sikon, it is much less pronounced.

Next is an etymological pun: mpofatov ... oV mpoépyetat. Arnott (1997, 68)
comments:

41 Aristophanes uses ayofdv in similar sarcastic utterances four times: Eq. 186-187; Pax
369-370; Thesm. 22-24; Plut. 546-547.
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The word for sheep in contemporary Attic Greek was mpopatov, literally “an animal that
walks in front” (viz., of larger animals in mixed flocks). Here the cook complains that his
“front walker” just “doesn’t walk forward” (o0 poépyetat, v. 397).

An audience’s reactions to such jokes can widely diverge, as evinced by modern
assessments of this one. Arnott finds Sikon’s wisecrack “delightful”; Rampichini
(2002, 169) sees in it a “raffinata figura etymologica”, whereas to my taste, the
joke is frigid (Yuypdv). My assessment, of course, does not imagine Menander’s
comic art to be failing; Menander uses frigidity as a characterisation touch.
Sikon would love to be but is not the urbane (doteiog) kind of cook. His jokes
are, as a rule, hackneyed and unoriginal. The katakékoppat-joke that follows is
a case in point. Instead of cutting the sheep into portions of meat, Sikon himself
is being “cut up” by it: Getas will throw the joke at Sikon’s face a few lines be-
low (ex. 11). If “Menander has given new life to an old joke”,* it is by having the
cook unwittingly turn it against himself in a moment of self-recognition. By
recycling a timeworn quip right after a dry etymological pun, Sikon fails to live
up to the expectations of wit that come with the territory of his comic type —
and this is precisely what is funny.

Beyond his dubious attempts at witty humour, Sikon is aligned with the lin-
guistic norm of cooks in terms of his “picturesque language”* and “peculiar
vocabulary”, which “unlike that of Getas, consists mainly of words found else-
where in authors with some claims to style”.* In this respect, he is being more
original. The best example is 946-953 (ex. 22). Already here, however, with
vewAk@v TV 08[dv, Sikon uses a metaphor from seafaring to describe his ardu-
ous land journey to the Attic interior. The inappropriateness is indeed amusing,
and it is no doubt reinforced by stage action: rather than “marching forward”,
the nmpoPatov is hauled by Sikon “like a ship overland”.* Sikon’s hyperbolic
image aligns well with his propensity for drama and vividly evokes the sheep’s
resistance. It is notable that except for his symposion description in Act V
(946-953), Sikon’s most colourfully metaphorical language underlines mo-
ments of self-mockery such as this. Further down, in his rueful admission that
his self-professed and haughtily heralded mastery of door knocking has miserably
failed, Sikon piles up two colourful metaphors from boxing (BefwAoxdnnkeyv,
515; o@aipopaxodat, 518).

42 Gomme/Sandbach 1973, ad loc. On the joke, cf. n. 38 above.

43 Giannini 1960, 190.

44 Sandbach 1970, 119-120.

45 As at the Isthmus (Thuc. 3.15.1; Strab. 8.2.1; Plin. HN 4.10) and elsewhere.
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(14) Act I1I, 507-509 (witticism/ambiguity)

(Kv.) elpny’ amAdg
| TIPOGIEVAL POL TIROL TOTG £V T TOTY.
(Z1.) £poi pév ovk elpnkag,.

(Kv.) GANG VDV Adyw.

Cracking another arguably feeble witticism, Sikon exploits the ambiguity in
Knemon’s ntdot T0iG év () Tomw: he is not from around there! The humour relies
on Knemon’s earlier, thoughtless identification of Sikon with the preceding
knocker, Getas (téAw ab o¥; 500).46

(15) Act III, 512-513 (witticism/retort/polysemy/ambiguity)

(Kv.) €11 pot Aar|oeLg;

(Zu) Xaipe ToAAG.

(Kv.) oV BovAopat
Xaipew map’ VU@V 00BEVOG,.

(Zu) | xaipe 8n.

Here, too, Sikon’s humour, based on the polysemy of yaipewv (a salutation and a
wish for happiness), is probably meant to sound trite. The joke is certainly not
restricted to Menander, and it was probably not his invention, although the best
parallels postdate him.*

(16) Act II, 404-406 (sarcasm — against Getas)
TIOAUG TIG Ep[xeTat
6xA\og wg £olfke oTp]dpaT GBIYNO’ doa
PEPELS.
See the comments on ex. 1.

(17) Act I1, 423-424 (putdown/comic stereotype)

Kai TG 0@piG Gveg MoT’, W TPLOGOAE
£YW 0€ XOPTAOW KATX TPOTIOV THLEPOV.

46 Cf. Petrides 2004.
47 Cf. Plaut. Truc. 259; Callimachus, Anth. Pal. 7.318.
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Sikon’s putdown implies that Getas’ irritability is due to the esurient slave’s stere-
otypical hunger and gluttony (cf. exx. 4-5). The cook’s utterance is reinforced
by a term of abuse (TpiodOAie)*® which has the illocutionary force of an exhorta-
tion and the projected perlocutionary effect of the addressee being shamed into
changing his attitude (which Getas, of course, does not). The following utter-
ance’s positive content (“I will fill your belly”) hedges the “face-threatening”
element of the abuse.*

Moreover, as Marta Dynel clarifies, putdown humour is a “way to exert
power over the hearer of a lower status”.”® This is precisely what Sikon is at-
tempting to do over Getas: notice the strongly emphatic £yw at the beginning of
424. Sikon’s authority over Getas’ belly is extended to symbolise his overall
superiority. Sikon will engage in a similar speech act at 486-499, where he
decries Getas’ inexpertness in the art of knocking. The audience will notice the
ironic reversal of the power dynamics between Getas and Sikon in the final sce-
ne, where Getas takes the lead in exacting vengeance over Knemon.

The humorous import of an exhortation “to relax one’s eyebrows” would be
increased by the irony of such a feature being a fixed sculptural trait of Getas’
mask — thus, impossible to relax! This is indeed the case for the fyepawv 0epa-
nwv (Pollux mask no. 22) and the £nioelotog fiyepwv (Pollux mask no. 27), the
two likeliest candidates for Getas’ mpoowmov.”!

(18) Act 1V, 630-631 (Schadenfreude/possible mimesis of high style/ironic echo)

& @NT&TN ypad, viv ooV Epyov £0Ti.
(Zp) oG
(Zik.) 6Apov T’ fj Aibov TV’ 1] ToLoDTO T
GvwBev &vaeloov Aapoioa.

After Getas’ sarcasm, Simiche now has to endure Sikon’s untimely humour, too.
Far from willing to rescue Knemon, the cook asks Simiche to finish the old man
by hurling a mortar on his head. His Schadenfreude prepares the audience for
his monologue at 639 ff. and for the vengefulness he and Getas will display

48 As a term of abuse in the vocative, TplodBAie is not attested prior to Menander (cf. Dickey
1996, 291). Knemon will also use it in 466.

49 For the pragmatics of verbal abuse, Jucker/Taavitsainen 2000.

50 Dynel 2008b, 249-250. For putdown humour, see also Zillmann/Stocking 1976.

51 Poll. 4.149-150. The flyepwv Bepdmnwv oneipav EXeL TPIYDV VPPV, AVaTETATAL TAG OPPTG,
ouvdyet 10 érmuokvviov. The similar nioelotog nyepwv €oikol &v T@ Nyepove Bepdmovtt ATV
nepl TaG Tpixag, which in his case are not “braided in a roll” but “flowing”.



Strategies of Verbal Humour in Menander’s Dyskolos: From Linguistics to Dramaturgy =—— 365

against Knemon in the final scene. The humour here is subtle, but like Getas’
backfiring sarcastic comments, it is authorially- rather than character-
controlled. For one, in Sikon’s #vosioov, the audience might catch an ironic
echo of Simiche’s évogoeika (581), which referred to the mattock. Additionally,
line 630 is a probable paratragedy.*® Recognising greater forces at work in his
favour as he shall soon proclaim (639-647), Sikon puts on airs by imitating high
style. viv oov £pyov is a common tragic expression, but Dyskolos may evoke
specifically the Bacchae: AlGvuoe, vOv 6OV EpyoV ... TEWGWUED’ aTOV (847-849),
followed by suggestions — in the imperative as in Dyskolos — on the manner of
the punishment.*

(19) Act III, 515-516 (self-sarcasm/sexual double entendre?)

KOAQDG Y€ pe
BeBwAoKOTNKEY. 01OV £0T° EmbeLing
aiTelv: Slapepet vi Al.

For Sikon’s endearing ability to cast sarcasm upon himself when nobody is
around to witness his weakness, see ex. 13 above. Menander’s tendency to
create ironic echoes of earlier passages is at work here, too: émb¢&log was also
Pyrrhias’ word of choice for the way he approached Knemon (105). In both
cases, the result was the same: PwAokonelv here, literal bombardment with
BwAot there.

BwAokomnéw means literally “to break clods of earth”, i.e. to dig the land.*
With the possible exception of Ar. fr. 800, the Dyskolos passage appears unique
in supporting the metaphorical sense “to smack, to pound someone” (not listed
in LSJ). Rampichini (2002, 170) sees in BefwAokdnnkev a possible sexual double
entendre, citing IG IX.1? (2) 253: éyw 08¢ mpdg Kumptv ov kakoottog [GAN Umep
nAiiav BwAokonelv Suvatdg.”

(20) Act IV, 660—-662 (para prosdokian/malapropism)

VUELG 8 UMEp TOUTWV, YUVOIKeG, OTEVOETE.
elyeade TOV yépovta cwbival — KaK@S,
avémnpov Gvta, YwAov.

52 Gomme/Sandbach 1973, ad loc.

53 On Bacchae as one of several tragic “mirrors” of Dyskolos, see Petrides 2014, 53—-58.
54 [Hippoc.] Ep. 17; Ael. Ep. 19.

55 Cf. Henderson 1991, 166.
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See the comments on ex. 13. The misuse of the word kak®g instead of kaA®g is
an intentional “malapropism”, functioning as a para prosdokian.>®

(21) Act IV, 633 (proverb-stock conversational witticism/rhetorical question/
sarcastic retort)

Mooedov, tva T 10D Adyou mébw,
£V TAL PPEXTL KLV A WHOL;

Not all proverbs can be categorised as verbal humour — even if in a comedic
frame such as Menander’s, they retain a humorous ring. The cook rejects
Simiche’s pleas to go down the well and save Knemon by employing a proverb
functioning as a “stock conversational witticism”. Proverbs are especially useful
for humorous/sarcastic utterances because they are “fairly generally known, if
not regularly used, by all members of the linguistic community or peer group in
question”.”” As Neal Norrick (1985) has shown, in conversations, proverbs imply
an evaluation of previous utterances by the speaker, who fortifies his position
by invoking traditional wisdom.*®

The customary meaning or, in Norrick’s terminology, the “Standard Pro-
verbial Interpretation” (SPI) of the proverb €v @péatt kuvi (or kuot) pdyeodat
(or xuvopayetv) refers to people forced to deal with something disagreeable they
cannot avoid.” Alternatively, the proverb could be related to, or even originate
from, Aesop, fable 120 Perry, specifying “an ungrateful man harming his bene-
factors”:

KNrovpod kKVwV eig @peap éneoey. 6 8¢ dviproacbat avTov PouAdpevog EnekatePn. 6 8¢
KWV ATOPNUEVOE, WG TIPOCTiABeV aOT®, 0idpevog UTT altod BarttileaBat £8akev aOTOV. Kal
0¢ Kak®G Blatedeig Epn: “aAN éyw dEia émovea. Ti yap 00D £aUTOV KATAKPNUVIoAVTOG TOD
KwdUvou oe amaldEat Eneppnyv;”

56 For malapropisms, see Zwicky 1982.

57 Norrick 1984.

58 On the use of proverbs by Menander, see Quinn 1949; Tzifopoulos 1995; Leurini 2006;
Schirru 2009; Tosi 2014; cf. Cusset/Lhostis 2011 (on yv@pai, which are often but not by necessity
coextensive with proverbs).

59 Zenobius 3.45 (CPG 11, 68), £mti TGV HOXONP®G TV TPOCTIOAXIOVTWY Kal &OPUYETV pry Suva-
pévwv; cf. Suda, Hesychius etc., s.v. év @peatt kuvi pdxwpat; Gregorius Cyprius 2.43 (CPG I,
362); Gregorius Cyprius (Mosq.) 3.16 (CPG 11, 111); Apostolius 7.40 (CPG 11, 405).
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The reaction of Aesop’s gardener reminds one of Getas’ kol pdAa Sikaiwg
(Dys. 602). In this light, the proverb can be paraphrased as “inconveniencing
oneself to provide services to a person who is not appreciative”.

A proverb’s SPI, Norrick writes,

may coincide with the literal reading of the proverb, in which case the proverb is said to
be literal. The proverb “Like father, like son” counts as literal because its SPI coincides
with its literal reading “father and son are alike”. But the SPI may also differ from the lit-
eral reading, in which case the proverb is said to be figurative. The proverb “No rose with-
out a thorn” counts as figurative because its SPI “there is no pleasant thing without some
unpleasant aspect” differs from its literal reading “there is no rose without a thorn”.®°

Sikon’s witticism acquires extra humorous force by uncommonly combining the
literal and figurative SPIs of the proverb év @péatt kuvi pdyeobar. Sikon is asked
literally to go down a well to grapple with Knemon, a figurative “dog”. Knemon’s
dog-like qualities derive both from his attitude towards strangers, especially
those approaching his door, but also from the fact that his life mantra had been
the Cynic ideal of a0tdpkeLa.

Neal Norrick categorises proverbs into two main groups: “evaluative com-
ments with a didactic tone” and “evaluative arguments”.®! “Evaluative com-
ments” have a didactic tone (they constitute a form of argumentum ex auctori-
tate), whereas “evaluative arguments” state or support positions. Sikon’s
proverb functions clearly as an “evaluative argument”, supporting his rejection
of Simiche’s plea. The humour turns on the way Sikon exploits the “inventor-
ised” nature of the proverb as “an escape route from a double bind situation”,®
in which he has to deny assistance to a man in life-threatening danger. Prag-
matic research shows how modern speakers “cite proverbs to avoid personal
commitment and refutation”.® Sikon does something of the sort: using a prov-
erb whose SPI invokes a disagreeable service to a thankless recipient, the cook
waives responsibility for his response, masking its moral depravity with a piece
of time-tested wisdom.

It is ironic that in Dyskolos, verbal humour in the form of proverbs is uttered
by two slaves. A proverb’s primary pragmatic value, at least in modern linguis-
tic communities, is to “signal group membership”: in Dyskolos, proverbs are
cited by outsiders, acculturated in the ways and the language of the master

60 Norrick 1985, 1-2 (Norrick’s emphases).

61 Norrick 1985, 13.

62 Norrick 1985, 27.

63 Norrick 1985, 27, with bibliography; cf. Norrick 1981.
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class but far from included in its inner circle. The irony is redoubled if we also
accept that such utterances “can lead to bonding between people”.® Bonding is
anything but Sikon’s intention here. By repudiating Simiche’s entreaty, he
moves to the other extreme, denying the most basic solidarity to another human
being. In this respect, it is significant that the cook phrases his answer as a rhe-
torical question fortified by an invocation of the divine as a marker of great
surprise. Schaffer (2005), unpacking the pragmatics of rhetorical questions,
displays how effective they can be as sarcastic retorts to questions (or here,
requests) that the addressee considers obtuse. Sikon’s rhetorical question im-
plies that the answer to Simiche’s plea should have been obvious: Knemon has
relinquished the right to human fellowship because he has not been behaving
like a human being but rather like a dog.

(22) ActV, 946-953 (“torture with/by style”)

GM\og 8¢ xepaiv Ebov yépovta moAtov f8n

£kAwve kothov g kUTOG, HetyvUg Te vapa Nupedv

£8e£100T aTOIG KUKAW, Kal TOTG yuvatEiv GAAoG.

v 8’ domep i &ppov Popoing: TadTa PavoGverg ov;

Kai T1G Bpoyeioa TpoomdAwV EVAALKOG TPOCWTTOV 950
GvBoG KaTEOKIAOUEVT YOPETOV El0EPatve

PUBLOV peT’ aioyVVNG OpoD pEAAOVTa <KAL> TPEHOVTQ,

GAAN 8¢ ovykadfinTe TaUT XETPa KAXOPEVEV.

Knemon’s punishment by the two slaves in the final scene of the play unfolds in
three stages: first, the old man relives the door-knocking sequence, only the
circumstances now are reversed (910-930); then, he is forced to sit through a
description of the symposion inside Pan’s shrine (931-953); and finally, he is
made to join initially the dance on stage and afterwards the party itself (954-969).
The humour here unfolds on two levels, which cross-pollinate: (a) the
“paradithyrambic” style® debunks the cook himself and his lofty pretensions;®

64 Norrick 1985, 25.

65 This is a singular instance of a Menandrian pdyetpog taking a leaf straight out of his coun-
terparts’ book in earlier comic drama. Middle Comedy cooks commonly wax poetic in an affect-
ed style parodying that of the “New Dithyramb”. The New Dithyramb was characterised by a
language not simply ornate but riddling and deliberately contorted (cuoTpé@elv ukvd: An-
tiphanes fr. 55). It was a language full of obscure tropes, conceited descriptions of everyday
objects and situations, and a fascination for strings of words arranged in asyndeton, particular-
ly compound adjectives, often neologisms of the poets (Zimmermann 1992, 118-121; cf. Zim-
mermann’s chapter in the present volume). Sikon’s style certainly presents some of these
elements (946, 950, 951), thrown into relief by their very discordance from their textual sur-
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(b) the very floridness of the language is meant as punishment for Knemon, who
cannot tolerate regular conversations with most people, let alone a laughably
flowery description such as this. In other words, Menander’s cook consciously
instrumentalises his generic ancestry not to sound more important himself but
to strike his victim a blow: this is torture with and, more importantly, by style!

2.3 Sostratus

(23) “Affective surplus”

Accumulation of all sorts (of oaths, invocations of the divine, interjections,
politeness mitigators etc.) is the trademark of Sostratus-related humour in Dys-
kolos. It functions as the rhetorical signifier of an outflow of energy and emo-
tion — an “affective surplus”, one might say — which the audience knows is not
natural but the result of Panic possession. I describe this attribute of Sostratus
with the term “affective surplus”: it is both a character trait” and a verbal humour
technique — again, an authorially-controlled one since Sostratus’ intentions in
producing this effect are not humorous.

(23a) ActI, 192-194 (accumulation of interjections)

& Zebd maTep,
Kkai DoiBe Matdv, G Aookdpw Pik[w,
KGAAOUG Gpéyov.
[...]
Cw.)  avdpelg, Tépag!

Sostratus is so overwhelmed by the girl’s marvellous beauty that he invokes not
one but three apotropaic gods in sequence: Zeus, Apollo, and the Dioscuri, cap-
ping his invocation with a genitivus exclamativus (kdA\ovg dpdyov),*® before

roundings. Nonetheless, compared to Middle Comedy, this cook is much more restrained and
lucid (“eine geddmpfte Reminiszenz an die Mese”, Nesselrath 1990, 265).

66 “Dithyrambising” cooks usually exalt the culinary wonders they worked (Nesselrath 1990,
257-267). However, in Eubulus fr. 56, the speaker describes, in Sikon’s manner, a “Thericlean”
cup used in a omovdn.

67 The classic reference for Sostratus as an “overactive” lover is Zagagi 1979.

68 Cf. Sceparnio’s reaction at Ampelisca’s sight (Plaut. Rud. 415-416). At Rud. 420-423,
Sceparnio, unlike Sostratus who refrains from any indecency, expresses his appreciation of
Ampelisca’s beauty in a fashion too tactile for her liking.
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returning with another exclamation of wonder (“man, what a marvel”, 194).%
Apotropaic gods guarded against “dangerous intrusions upon the normal tenor
of life”.”® For Sostratus, the threat is the sudden onset, not so much of love (this
has already happened) as of a powerful sexual temptation in a milieu brimming
with opportunity. For Stoessl, Sostratus’ repeated appeals to the divine in this
form or that of oaths (ex. 23b) indicate this character’s inability to act.” If so,
this helplessness is nothing if not advantageous in this situation, preventing
Sostratus from crossing the boundaries of decency and the law. The anaphoric
 expressing strong sentiment is paralleled in Sam. 325-327: @ moAopa Kekpo-
miag xBovég, / & Tavaodg aibrp, @... In both examples, the device has a tragedic
ring — indeed, in Samia, the phrase is an actual tragic quotation.

(23b) Act1V, 666-667 (accumulation of oaths)

Gvdpeg, pd TNV AfUNTPa, pd TOV AGKANTLOV,
W& TOUG BE0VG....

The triple anaphora of p& in 666—667 intensifies further the pattern of ex. 23a.”
Moreover, stringing multiple oaths together is a remarkably forceful rhetorical
device. Here, it expresses excitement beyond ordinary measure (but not for
suggesting that Sostratus shared some of his mother’s excessive religiosity, as
Stoessl has it).”? The use of such a device by Menandrian characters is very in-
frequent. The closest parallel is Parmenon’s pd OV Aldvuoov, pa TOv ATOAw
TouTovi, / pa OV Ala TOV owTiipa, P& TOV AckAnmuov (Sam. 309-310), where
rhetorical exuberance masks guilt (311).7*

69 Tépag is a supplement by Bingen, which expresses eloquently Sostratus’ wonder at a beauty
that is almost metaphysical to his eyes. In 677-678, he will describe the girl as &yoApa ov 0
TUXOV.

70 Parker 1983, 220.

71 Stoessl 1965, ad loc.

72 On anaphora in Menander, see Feneron 1974, 85-86.

73 Stoessl 1965, ad loc.

74 For other examples of stringed oaths, cf. Aesch. Ag. 1432-1433; Trag. Adesp. fr. 123a (sup-
posedly cited by Demosthenes in a speech and parodied by Antiphanes fr. 288); Ar. Eq. 941;
and the reported oath in Aesch. Sept. 45-46. The aura of solemnity about this device is easily
given to comic parody: Av. 194; Nub. 627. Multiple swearees were common in formal contexts
such as the Hippocratic Oath (6pvupt AtoAwva inTpdv kal AckAnmov kai “Yyeiav kot Hava-
Kelav Kal Beovg mavTag Te kai mdoag), the Ephebic Oath (iotopeg Tovtwv AyAavpog, "EvudAiog,
"Apr¢, Zevg, @al\w, AvEW, Hyepovn), and other official instances of oath-taking.
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(23¢) ActIl, 299-300 (accumulation of politeness mitigators)

HEpAKLov, oUTwG gvTUXOING, Bpax[V Ti pov
dixovgov —

Sostratus scrambles to secure Gorgias’ attention to clear himself of the horrible
accusations levelled against him while not offending his interlocutor further.
His urgency is graphically expressed by the unusual accumulation of as many
as three “politeness mitigators” preceding the imperative &kovoov. An initial
address in the vocative (pelpdkiov), establishing a connection between the
speakers (“positive politeness”) by recalling the term Gorgias had used in his
opening address at 269, is accompanied by two expressions observing the nec-
essary respectful distance between them (“negative politeness”).”” Sostratus’
politeness strategy thus mirrors and intensifies that of Gorgias, who also ac-
companied pelpdkiov with a negative-politeness mitigator (£8eArjoaig év...).

(24) ActIV, 667-669 (“affective surplus”/paradox/humorous repetition)

oVNATOT &V TWHE Piw
€0KAPATEPOV GVOPWTIOV GMOTELTT>VIYHEVOV
£0paKa LUKpoD. TiiG YAvkeiag Slatppig.

In this example, Sostratus’ penchant for the genitivus exclamativus (tfig yAvkeiag
BlaTpipiig, 669; cf. ex. 23a) is coupled with the paradox of a man “drowned in the
most opportune moment — well, almost”! The delayed addition of pkpod, which
qualifies amomemviypévov (Knemon can only “almost” drown in a comedy!),”
has a distinct humorous effect. Sostratus repeats the adverb three times in this
speech (cf. 681, 687). Undoubtedly, the actor was expected to stress it accord-
ingly in his delivery.

€dpaka — perfect in the place of an aorist” — also carries humorous over-
tones. In Menander, this kind of perfect tends to be used “en particulier, quand

75 On the terms “positive” and “negative politeness”, and generally on the diverging polite-
ness strategies employed by Sostratus and Gorgias in this scene, see Sorrentino 2013, 212-213,
259-260, 272.

76 Norrick (1989) identifies paradox as follows: “an initial contradiction resolves itself into a
consistent proposition at some higher level”. He identifies three major pragmatic strategies of
resolving paradoxes in discourse: (a) separating frames of reference, (b) averaging opposites,
and (c) modifying one term. Sostratus’ paradox clearly belongs to the last category.

77 “Ein schones Beispiel der sich in der hellenistischen Zeit vollziehenden Angleichung des
Perfekts an den Aorist” (Radt 1972, 144).
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un personnage s’exprime avec force ou avec passion”, for instance in Her. 41-43
(éykexeipnk).”® This is undoubtedly the nuance in Sostratus’ speech, too — his
“affective surplus” is expressed with a different grammar.

(25) Act 1V, 673-678 (self-sarcasm/euphemism/para prosdokian/misleading
simile)

TIARV 1| MV aUTHS TG TPixag
TN, ExAa’, Eturtte TO 0Tii00G 0QOdpa,
&yw 8 0 Xpuoodg, omepEL Vi TOUG Be0Vg
TPOWOG TAPEGTWG, ESEOUNV YE || TIOETV
Tadl’, ikéETevov, EUPAETWY GyaApaTL
0V T TUXOVTL

Typical Sostratean pathetic description (though, apparently, not unfaithful to
the events), punctuated by a self-sarcastic euphemism (£yw & 6 xpvoodc) and a
simile that prima facie sounds map& mpoo8okiav: a young male is likening him-
self to an old female, a nurse.

0 xpuoolg, “fine fellow that I am”, is a phrase often used euphemistically
and (self-)sarcastically.” However, the humour in Sostratus’ utterance is that
the euphemistic and the non-euphemistic usages coexist and cooperate. Sostra-
tus would aptly poke fun at himself given his lack of contribution to the rescue,
but he is indeed xpvooig as regards his conduct towards the girl since he re-
frains from any action that would offend her honour. The deceivingly inept
simile works towards the same humorous goal: likening himself to the girl’s
Tpo@dG, Sostratus cleanses his affection for her from anything that could be
construed as immoral. He is enamoured but not lustful, immoderate, or disre-
spectful — in one word, he is not &tormog (288).

(26) Act II, 384-389 (gender stereotypes/leap of thought/self-delusion)

€l pn y&p €v yovaigiv oty i kOpn
TeBpappévn s’ oide TV &v T¢) Piw
TOUTWV KaK@®V Pndev 1o TnOidog Tvog
dedigapevn paiag ', EAevBepiwg 8¢ mwg
TOTPOG PET’ Aypiov, HioomovipoL T® TPOTW,
TG OVK EMUTUXEIV E0TL TAVTNG HAKAPLOV;

78 Chantraine 1926, 183.
79 LSJ, s.v. IlIb; cf. Luc. Laps. 1; Ael. Ep. 19.
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Gender stereotypes are a comic staple that Menander does not relinquish in this
play. See also ex. 28. The joke in Sostratus’ eminently peculiar situation is that
these stereotypes reinforce rather than check his eagerness as they work in the
girl’s favour. If she has not been exposed to the influences that regularly spoil a
woman’s character, Knemon’s daughter is even more desirable. In a leap of
thought, and because it so suits him, Sostratus identifies the idea of movnpia
with women and their ways. For similar rhetorical purposes, the female semi-
chorus of Aristophanes’ Lysistrata (805-820) presents the paradigmatic Timon
as a hater exclusively of males. For Aristophanes’ women, this is part of a dis-
cursive outmanoeuvring of the men. Sostratus is just self-deluded in assuming
that Knemon’s misanthropy is gender-biased.

2.4 Kallippides
(27) Act V, 835-837 (teasing/ironic echo/gentle reproach/CCVH)

VI TOV Al TOV PHEYLOTOV, EDYEVDG YE TIWG
dypotk]og el

(To.) nwg;

(Ka.) 0VUK £xwv BovAet BokeTv
..... £]medr| oupmenelopévov W Opas.

Kallippides teases Gorgias for his resistance to marrying his daughter. ebyevig
[&ypoiwk]og is Merkelbach’s supplement, which I favour, as it connects Gorgias
with his sister, who is éAevBepiwg Gypotkog (202-203). The spectators could
perceive a second layer of humour by noticing that Kallippides evaluates Gorgi-
as precisely as Sostratus had evaluated the Daughter. Kallippides’ teasing turns
into gentle reproach in 836-837. The beginning of 837 is lacunose and variously
supplemented, but the general meaning is clear: Gorgias is “a noble rustic”
because, although he has no money, he wants “to give the impression” (6okeiv)
either that he has it or that he does not care about it or that he is wise and pru-
dent (according to which of the suggested fills one prefers). It would perhaps
make Kallippides’ jest less biting if the beginning of 837 were supplemented
with {owg (... maybe because you see that I am already sold on the idea”).

The primary pragmatic function of teasing as a form of benevolent, playful
humour is to build rapport. Teasing is differentiated from putdown humour,
which aims to ridicule and ostracise the interlocutor. “Teases, even if ostensibly
aggressive, i.e. face-threatening, are geared towards solidarity, in conformity with
the framework of politeness, including mock impoliteness, holding between
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intimates”.®° Kallippides’ teasing of Gorgias is a symbolic linguistic performance
incorporating the “peasant” into Kallippides’ social circle.

(28) Act V 855-859 (retort/self-sarcasm/gender stereotypes/CCVH)

(Cw.) Sl moTOV
AHGV yevéaBal, rarmmia, vuvi [Klahov,
Kai TV yuvauk@v mavvoyida.

(Ka.) TovVaVTiOV
TOVT EKEVAL, TTAVVUYLODEV 018’ OTL
THETS.

To Sostratus’ suggestion to organise a drinking party, Kallippides retorts that
they will, but men and women will end up switching places. The old hand,
whom Sostratus had just subjected to a tedious lecture on how best to use one’s
money, can still school the youth in society’s ways!

The women’s supposed intemperance in drink, which is homologous to
their partiality for sex and food, is a time-honoured comic stereotype. A sizeable
section in Athenaeus, book 10, illustrates the topos with quotations from come-
dy (671 8¢ ilowvov TO TOV yuvaik@v yevog kowvov, 10.440e—442a).% Kallippides’
kindly disposition is again brought forth by the light-hearted resignation with
which he accepts the “fact of life” that the women will be carousing and the
men will do all the work. Sure enough, he darts off “to prepare everything”.

2.5 Chaereas
(29) ActI, 50-55 (teasing/insinuation)

XAIPEAS i @rig; i8wv £vBevde oy 18 éAev,0épav
TG MAnaiov NUpgag ateplavo]boav, Zwotparte,

€pAv GmiADeg eVOVG;
ZQXTPATOZ €vb[vg.]
[Xat] @G TaY.

1 00T £<Be>BovAeva’ EELDV, Epa[v] TIVOG;
(Zw.) ok@nTEIg £y 8¢, Xaupea, Kak®dg Exw.
(Xat.) GAN oV GmoTd.

80 Dynel 2008b, 253.
81 Sources and discussion in Oeri 1948, 13-18, 39-46; Finnegan 1995, 121-131; Garcia Soler
2010. Venit (1998) discusses artistic depictions of “women in their cups”.
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First with the suggestive ép@v anijAdeg (52),* then with the ironic exclamation
w¢ Taxv (“how fast!”, 52), Chaereas is teasing Sostratus for his coup de foudre,
insinuating that hunting a woman rather than animals was his friend’s goal
from the start (“is this what you planned setting out, to fall in love?”, 53).
Sostratus does not appreciate his friend’s humour, which he considers as belit-
tling his lovesickness (okwmntelg, “you are mocking me”, 54). Sostratus, having
seen the girl just once, declares himself already “in bad shape”. Chaereas as-
serts that he “does not disbelieve” him (55). The implicature of the litotes (ovk
amot®), introduced by the emphatically reassuring &AAG,* must be that he
remains incredulous, but he does not wish to press the teasing further. We may
imagine the actor delivering this line with a subtextual smile emanating from
the colour of his voice.

There are at least two ironic substrata to the humour of this delightful vi-
gnette. On the spectator’s level, Chaereas’ teasing verifies that Sostratus is under a
metaphysical influence, as indicated by Pan’s prologue. Chaereas is sneering at
Sostratus’ “speed”, but his passion is stunning in its swift and violent outburst.
Similarly, everything Sostratus is about to do to promote his love, that he would
be willing to persevere even though the girl’s father is powvopevog teAeéwg
(116-117), should be taken as equally extraordinary. Sostratus himself is pavi-
K0G; a sane man would not go to such lengths. Additionally, on the metatheatrical
level, Chaereas’ teasing underlines from the start that he is not to behave like a
napdottog, even if he dons the mask of that name.®* He is Sostratus’ peer, a friend

82 The verb anépyopat with a participle or a predicate (“I come off/come away...”) denotes
immediate effect with lasting consequences; cf. Ar. Ran. 18; Men. fr. 6.5-7; Isoc. 17.57; Kassel
1963, 300-301. For love as a coup de foudre with a definite “starting point”, Latin uses the
phrase amare coepit (Ter. Phorm. 111; Haut. 97).

83 &M\ here implies that despite his teasing, Chaereas does not doubt his friend’s suffering —
although he may still smile at its intensity (Denniston 1950, 16, §6 — the “assentient” GAA&
where “agreement is presented not as self-evident, but as wrung from the speaker malgré lui.
AAAG then points the contrast between the assent given and the considerations which militated
against the giving of it”).

84 The dramatis personae catalogue in Papyrus Bodmer IV describes Chaereas as 6 mapdottog.
The services Chaereas boasts of are indeed reminiscent of other Middle and New Comedy para-
sites (Aristophon fr. 5; Antiphanes fr. 193; Timocles fr. 8). However, Chaereas lacks the most
distinctive traits of the type: the esurience, the obsequiousness to the Tpépwv, and above all,
the shameless commercialisation of his skills. Hints of baser motives are not lacking (for exam-
ple, could the “everlasting legacy” he leaves behind [Dys. 67] be an investment for material
rather than moral rewards?); nonetheless, Chaereas generally behaves more like a friend and a
peer of Sostratus than a parasite — an aspect with direct consequences also on the kind of
verbal humour he employs. Chaereas is a typical lover’s adjutant — and in New Comedy, this is
not a role exclusive to mapdotrot. It is primarily professional soldiers who depend on kdAakeg



376 = Antonis K. Petrides

rather than a hanger-on, comfortable enough to poke kindly fun at him and even-
tually independent enough an operator to recede from the endeavour upon smell-
ing danger (131-134). For the pragmatics of teasing as a jocular performance be-
tween intimates, see ex. 28.

2.6 Pan
(30) Prologue, 2—4, 8—12 (alliteration/consonance/“phonemic witticism”)

DUAr, TO vup@aiov &’ 6Bev ipogpyopat
Dulaciwv Kal TOV Suvapévwv Tag ETpag
£vOASe yewpyelv iepov EmPavEG tavv.
[...] i
{[@]v oUTOG EMiElK@G XpOVOV
ToAUV AeAdAnkev Rdéwg &v Tt Biw
008ev<i>, POOTYOPEVKE MPOTEPOG 8’ 0VBEVQ, 10
TNV €€ GVAYKNG YELTVIDV OPLOV T EPE
Tov Mava.

At the beginning of his prologue, the god Pan demonstrates a penchant for allit-
eration and consonance, playing with [p] and [ph] consonants. Menander’s Pan
“imprints” his presence on the audience’s subconscious, as it were, by repeat-
ing (fourteen times!) the labial sound of his initial. Indeed, this prolonged play-
ful sequence ends with the (delayed) announcement of the god’s name. The
perceptive spectator smiles at this verbal humour, which operates at the basic
phoneme level. One could speak of “phonemic witticisms”,* subtle and incon-
spicuous, detectable nonetheless to the discerning ear — like the god’s in-
volvement in the plot.

(31) Prologue, 36-39 (misleading innuendo)

TGS 8& OUVTPOPOUG Epol
NUP@OG KOAAKEDOVO® ETUPEADG TIHDOE TE
TIEMEIKEV QUTIG EMPEAELRV OXETY TIVA
pas.

to get what they want (Petrides 2014, 216-220, 229-245). Even in cases where the girl is abduct-
ed from a brothel and violence is used (the situation Chaereas imagines), somebody other than
a parasite can be employed; for instance, the lover’s brother, as in Terence’s Adelphoe.

85 In this initial part of the Prologue, Pan also demonstrates his wit by twice employing oxy-
moron: TV SuvapEvwv Tag TETPaG EvOAde yewpyetv (3-4); andvBpwmog Tig dvopwrog (6).
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Greek audiences familiar with Pan’s image in cult and myth would not miss an
innuendo in this phrase, which rests on the possible double meaning — literal
or ironic — of the term émpéAeta. That there is something to be noticed here is
conveyed to the audience by the repetition £mpeAdg ... émpéAela. Pan had a
particular way of “taking care” of women around him — and that was rape.
Assuredly, this was not at all outside the confines of a New Comedy spectator’s
Erwartungshorizont. Ironically, rape and marriage are not incompatible either in
New Comedy or in tragedy whence the motif derives. Pan hints at the eventuali-
ty that the Dyskolos will offer another instance of the “girl’s tragedy”, rape end-
ing in an upwards social movement. The scene between Sostratus and the
Daughter in front of Pan’s grotto in Act II will also be brimming with intertextu-
al reminiscences of rapes in Panic milieux. Breaking expectation, Sostratus will
prove to be nothing like other New Comedy veaviokol, for instance, Lyconides of
Plautus’ Aulularia or Chaerea of Terence’s Eunuchus. The latter violated their
respective maidens as soon as they got the chance (Chaerea explicitly likened
his actions to the divine rapes of myth).

(32) Prologue, 35-36 (paradox)

YEYOVEV Opoia Ti TPOQTi TIG, OVSE Ev
eiduia @Aabpov.

Given the unforgivingly negative portraiture of Knemon that preceded, it cer-
tainly comes as a surprise that the girl’s “upbringing” ends up being an ad-
vantage. Pan is indicating a paradox: Knemon’s surliness and misanthropy had
a positive collateral effect in that his daughter was raised away from all evil.
Sostratus will pick up Pan’s words later, adding a touch of misogynistic spice:
the girl “knew no evil” because she was explicitly raised away from women
(384-387). Just as Sostratus is regurgitating a common comic stereotype, the
god obliquely invokes a topos: the girl was raised in the country, and the coun-
try is more moral than the city. These topoi, of course, are ultimately debunked.
Sostratus is a city boy, but despite his frivolousness, he is no less moral than
Gorgias; and Plangon, Sostratus’ sister, raised by her mother in the dreaded
yuvalkwvitng, is never doubted as to her fitness to be the wife of a morally un-
compromising &ypotkog.

86 See Borgeaud 1988, 74-87. See also Craik 2001.



378 —— Antonis K. Petrides

3 General principles of Menander’s verbal
humour: Compendium of lessons learned

3.1 Menander is funny — ka@’ Uidvolav

Menander is funny. Admittedly, most humour in Dyskolos is situational rather
than verbal/conversational. It derives less from the dexterous self-referentiality
of language (as in Aristophanes) and more from the absurdity of characters and
circumstances — Knemon’s invariably hysterical reactions in Acts I-III, Sikon’s
clueless self-aggrandising and occasional sobering self-recognition, Getas’ in-
cessant grumbling and meanness, Sostratus’ laughable ineffectuality that gets
the job done, nonetheless. Still, the instances in which Menander’s scripts pro-
duce verbal humour, albeit fewer compared to Aristophanes, are not negligible
in number. One must not equate humorous discourse with verbal pyrotechnics
or scurrility. Menander does not eschew these techniques altogether (see 3.2),
yet his comic tone is usually low-key. Most “obvious” verbal humour in Dyskolos
is accumulated in the mouths of Getas and Sikon, the two lowest characters in
terms of 80 if not social rank.”’

All ancient sources, starting from Aristotle (Eth. Nic. 1127b 33-1128b 9), lo-
cate the distinctive quality of later comedy in the intertwined notions of ém8e-
£10tg (tact), edoxnuoovvn (decorum), evtpamelia (wit), and Urdvola (innuendo,
understated humour). These notions encompass later comedy’s tendency to
avoid coarse language (Bwpoloyia, aioxpohoyia, T0 okAnpov), excessive comi-
cality (t@® yeloiw UmepBdMovteg), offensive humour (Aod6pnpua), and ad homi-
nem attacks (6vopaoTi kKwuwSeY) as ends-in-themselves (YAiyOpevol mavTwg
ToD yehoiov, Arist. Eth. Nic. 1128a 5).% Aristotle politicises such gentle and un-
derstated comic discourse: it is the kind that becomes the virtuous gentleman
(émewng, €\evBéplog) and the educated man (memadevpévog), as opposed to
the @opTkog (vulgar) and avSpamodwséng (servile). Plutarch’s famous Comparison
of Aristophanes and Menander, of which we possess the epitome (Mor. 853a—
854d), echoes the aesthetic politics of Aristotle (and Plato).® Plutarch’s compat-
ative judgement is ideologically slanted in Menander’s favour: the Comparison

87 Sikon’s social status is indeterminate. Even if he is a slave, the two are not the only 8epdrmo-
vteg in the play, and the others (Pyrrhias, Daos, Simiche) do not speak the way Sikon and
Getas do.

88 None of these elements disappears overnight or altogether: see Gelli 2014.

89 Hunter 2000.
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is not a history of Greek humour but a rhetorical argument regulating the aes-
thetics of contemporary sympotic entertainment. Still, it can be a rich pool of
valid critical observations. Menander’s language, Plutarch contends (Comp. Ar.
et Men. 853b 1-3), has no place (008au@cg) for 0 @opTiKOV (coarseness), TO Ou-
peAkdv (vulgarity), and 10 Bavavoov (ribaldry). The assertion is hyperbolic but
not inaccurate. The Dyskolos squares perfectly with it. The play’s humour is
subtle, gentle, and faithful to the outlook of realistic conversations (3.2). Above
all, Menander never uses humour for humour’s sake but gears it towards drama-
turgical ends (3.3-3.5).

3.2 Menander’s verbal humour is moderate(d) and naturalistic

Plutarch specifies linguistic moderation and naturalism as the distinguishing
qualities of Menander’s verbal humour. Unlike Aristophanes, who employs
them ad nauseam, Menander makes reasonable and frugal use (ueTd TOD TIPO-
orxovTog Adyou kai OArydkig xpfitar) of verbal feux d’artifice such as &vtifeta,
opoontwta, and mapwvupiog (Comp. Ar. et Men. 853b 3—-d 9) — what Marta
Dynel (2009) calls humour on the “lexeme” level.”® This is indeed the Dyskolos
case. The drama contains no lexemic humour and only limited humorous play
with sound, the most palpable instance being Pan’s witty alliterations in the
prologue (ex. 30). The play’s verbal humour on the “phraseme” level is moder-
ate, comprising primarily puns and witticisms, exclusively uttered by Getas and
Sikon. The Dyskolos’ humour is chiefly “stylistic”. Stylistic humour mechanisms
(hyperbole, absurdity, interjections, self-address, oxymoron, curses, oaths, innu-
endo, sarcasm etc.) are not, in Dyskolos or anywhere, necessarily humorous in
themselves; they acquire a humorous hue in context — recognised, for instance,
as a character’s particular linguistic penchant (3.3).

Menander’s diction, Plutarch continues, is polished and mingled into a
consistent whole (CUVEEEOTOL KL CUUTIETIVEVKE KEKPAPEVN TIPOG £auTrv, Comp.
Ar. et Men. 853d 10-11) that reflects the actual linguistic habits of people in his
time (Trv OpoldTNTA TNPEIV £V TOTG KOWVOIG Kal GUVABETL Kal LTIO TNV Xpeiav Gvo-
paatv, Comp. Ar. et Men. 853e 3-4). Forays into more colourful discursive modes
are allowed only if dramatic exigencies call for them (¢av 8¢ Tvog dpa Tepateiog
€i¢ TO mpdtypa kai Pogov derjon). Even so, they are momentary, and the lan-
guage soon reverts €i¢ 10 oikeiov (Comp. Ar. et Men. 853e 4-8). In Menander,
Plutarch adds, each character genus is provided with a linguistic style that

90 Compare Tractatus Coislinianus 5.
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pertains naturalistically to his/her nature, disposition, age, and station in life,
as well as to the sentiments he/she experiences at any given moment (81 ToA-
A@V Gyopévn moB@OV kol NBOV Kal TPOCWTOLG EPAPUATTOVCR TAVTOSATOLG,
Comp. Ar. et Men. 853d 11-e 2). Menander, that is, does the opposite of Aris-
tophanes, who “puts in his characters’ mouths random words that appear cho-
sen by lot” (40 kA|pOV ATMOVENEL TOTG TIPOTWTIOLS TA TIPOCTUXOVTA TWV GVOUG-
Twv, Comp. Ar. et Men. 853d 5-7), to the extent that it is impossible “to discern
whether the speaker is a son or a father or a farmer or a god or an old woman or
a hero” (oUk G&v Siayvoirg €(0’ vViOg £0Twv eite TaThp €T dypoikog elte Beodg eite
ypabg 8’ fpwg 6 Sladeyopevog, Comp. Ar. et Men. 853d 7-9).

Menander’s linguistic naturalism is cardinal for understanding the nature
of his verbal humour, especially the avoidance of Aristophanes’ linguistic licen-
tiousness. Until recently, scholars used to associate fourth-century BCE philo-
sophical precepts on the humour that becomes the liberal man with the vagaries
of enfranchisement after the Lamian War (322 BCE). The erroneous idea thereby
promoted was that New Comedy addressed a new kind of audience, which dif-
fered from Aristophanes’ in taste and sociology, comprising only the upper
social echelons and thus conditioned by such refined tastes as privileged by the
philosophers. However, no evidence suggests that theatre ceased being mass
entertainment in Menander’s time.”" The aesthetics of humour shifted not ab-
ruptly due to some force majeure but gradually from the beginning of the fourth
century onwards. The shift was thus obviously unconnected with democracy’s
gradual decline, and by no means was it imposed by elite axiology. The philos-
ophers’ politics — or Plutarch’s — are not necessarily Menander’s. The play-
wright’s priorities in fashioning his characters’ discourse are plot and character-
isation. Aristophanes’ language was geared towards maximum comicality with
no regard for linguistic verisimilitude. On the contrary, as Plutarch himself re-
marks, Menander’s primary concern is the construction of a verisimilar comic
discourse. Menander aims to project a “mimesis of life” in the fourth-century
BCE polis.”? An integral part of this venture is painting an accurate picture of
everyday verbal communication amongst the social groups populating his com-
edies. Following trends already at play in earlier comic drama, Menander avoids
Aristophanes’ outrageous humour not for ideological but for dramaturgical
reasons — because it is strategically antirealistic.”

91 Rosivach 2000, with bibliography.

92 Aristophanes of Byzantium’s phrase is famous: & Mévavdpe kal Bie / métepog &p’ DUV
nOTEPOV Aneppnoato; (Men. test. 83).

93 The best study of Aristophanes’ anti-realist politics and poetics is Ruffell 2011.
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Despite the chronological and cultural gap, modern linguistics helps estab-
lish that in Menander, too, verbal humour — as a part of realistic conversational
exchanges and as opposed to humour for humour’s sake in the context of a
comic heterotopia like Aristophanes’ — is subjected to pragmatic objectives
specific to each distinct conversational context. Thus, Menander does not forego
scurrility so that his comedy is “less offensive” to the gentleman listener; nei-
ther does he excise dvopaoti KwpwSelv primarily because it would make little
sense to the “international” (i.e. non-Athenian) audiences to which he aspired.
The latter factor weighed heavily on shaping humour aesthetics in the decades
before. I argue, however, that by 316 BCE, the trend-setting process was com-
plete, and Menander could now employ verbal humour like any other dramatur-
gical tool at his disposal. As Plutarch saw, Menander moderates the use of ver-
bal-humour mechanisms according to the perceived linguistic habits of the
various characters’ groups and according to the requirements of the communi-
cative occasion to produce, at first sight, an exact imprint of contemporary lin-
guistic reality. Verbal humour in Menander is meant naturalistically to reflect its
occurrences and functionalities in everyday conversational contexts among
people of similar age and status as depicted in the comedies. If the occasion
calls for scurrility in one form or another, Menander allows it, always observing
the truth of the moment and the authenticity of the character. If he resorts to
“obvious” verbal humour mechanisms less than Aristophanes, it is because
everyday conversation is not, as a rule, deluged with profanities, imaginative
wordplay, outrageous imagery, literary parodies, mixed registers, logical leaps,
and canned jokes barely congruous with their context.

In a nutshell, Menander is not “less funny” or “more polite” than Aristoph-
anes — or Plautus; everyday natural conversation is, as it aims at much more
than merely producing laughter. Verbal humour is not the be-all and end-all of
Menandrian characters’ naturalistic discourse. On the contrary, it is employed
only to the extent and fashion it would be in real (that is, extra-theatrical) talk.
In Aristophanes, plot and character are continuously (and self-consciously)
hijacked by the overarching imperative of 10 yeAolov. In Menander, plot coher-
ence and psychological verisimilitude reign supreme: verbal humour could not
veer away from these ends.

3.3 Menander’s verbal humour is characterisational

As the arrangement of section 2 implies, the primary function of verbal humour in
Menander, an integral aspect of his linguistic naturalism, is characterisational.
Specifically, the characters’ distinctive use of verbal humour is an underappre-
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ciated exhibit of Menander’s famous knack for individualising character, endow-
ing his otherwise stock types with recognisably personal traits. Plutarch grasps
this feature, too.”* He likens Menander’s language to that of the artists making
the actors’ shoes, costumes, and masks.”” These external elements of characteri-
sation, Plutarch remarks, are crafted differently for each dramatis persona ac-
cording to gender, age, and social status. Accordingly, the playwright oltwg
guEe TV Aé&wv, (oTe maom Kai PUoel Kal SlaBEoel Kal MAKIQ CUMPETPOV lvat
(Comp. Ar. et Men. 853f 1-3). At Plutarch’s behest, modern scholarship has done
much to illuminate Menander’s individualisation of character by linguistic
means — but not regarding the issue of verbal humour.*

The examples in section 2 clearly show that not every Dyskolos character
uses humour in the same way. Pan’s domination over the play world is reflected
in the fact that he uses the cleverest, almost imperceptibly sophisticated hu-
mour strategies, such as the “phonemic witticisms” of ex. 30, which require a
spectator to pay rigorous attention to the flow of the god’s language, or the mis-
leading innuendo of ex. 31, which manipulates the audience’s Erwartungshorizont
by brandishing the spectre of the rape plot.

The freeborn Athenian males of Kallippides’ oikos and their entourage use
mild, polite forms of humour. Chaereas displays his alleged expertise in ars
amatoria by employing innuendo (of the “I-am-clever-enough-to-see-behind-
the-surface” kind, ex. 29). His teasing of Sostratus is a combination of CCVH/
ACVH that implies homosociality rather than “parasitic” dependence: the sub-
tlest touches become characterisational masterstrokes in Menander’s hands.
Sostratus, on his part, is given to hyperbole and the sort of verbal effusion I
termed “affective surplus” (exx. 23-25). His fondness for oaths connects him, for
some scholars, to his religious zealot of a mother,” but it is also an ironic hint
that he is under divine possession: the effusion of Sostratus’ language is the
linguistic avatar of his Panic drive. Kallippides’ kindly disposition is brought
forth by his recourse to gentle teasing (ex. 27) and by a self-sarcastic evocation of
gender stereotypes (ex. 28), uttered with a resignation most winsome. Sostratus,

94 Katsouris (1975, 22-32) summarises the various ancient theories on the relationship be-
tween character and language, from Aristotle to Hermogenes.

95 1 base the inference that Plutarch is referring specifically to theatrical shoes and clothes on
the fact that the references to the shoemaker and the costume maker flank the mention of the
okevoroloG. Admittedly, however, the phrasing may be the epitomiser’s.

96 General studies: Zini 1938; Sandbach 1970; Katsouris 1975; Arnott 1995. On the idiolect of
specific character genera: (a) Old men: Silk 1995; Grasso 1995; (b) Young men: Brenk 1987;
(c) Women: Bain 1984; Ferrari 2014.

97 Arnott 1995, 156.
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too, evokes a gender stereotype (ex. 26): his argument (the arbitrary equation of
Knemon’s pioomnovnpia specifically with women) has so much special pleading in
it that the utterance’s actual humorous function turns out to be emphasising
Sostratus’ blind, unflagging devotion to his cause. Sostratus is comically oblivious
of anything other than the girl and his monomaniacal pursuit of her. The pioomno-
vnpia comment feeds into this trait, as does his comportment during Knemon’s
rescue (666—689) and the way he recaps his “achievement” in 860—-865.

As for the two slaves connected to Kallippides’ family who dominate the
play’s verbal humour, Sikon’s discourse is individualised by his proclivity for
frigid witticisms and recycling outworn jokes in a fashion that belies his type’s
aspirations to eloquence and wit. Only at the end does Sikon recapture some of
the comic cook’s traditional “dithyrambic” gusto (ex. 22). The stamp of Getas’
verbal humour is that his grumbling and bitter sarcasm, meant to disparage the
master class, unwittingly turn against their utterer: Menander upholds the scala
naturae here in a cunningly comic fashion.”® A similar effect is also at play vis-a-
vis Sikon. By toying with ACVH and CCVH, Menander turns Getas and Sikon
into butts of their own jokes. This reflects in their performance in the final scene
of the play. The two slaves’ assumption of power over Knemon is illusory; they
feel triumphant manhandling the old man, but the joke is on them because their
timing is off. They treat Knemon like a beast in need of taming (GvOpwrmog fue-
pwTEog, Dys. 903) when he has humanised himself in the audience’s eyes. Their
triumph is not met with Schadenfreude so much as with unease, and the play’s
denouement bears Menander’s characteristically bitter aftertaste.”

The Phylasians share no part in the play’s verbal humour — but for that,
see 3.5.

3.4 Menander’s verbal humour is taxonomic and relational

Therefore, it is no surprise that in Menander’s linguistically verisimilar play
world, like in real life, individual speakers formulate personal styles of humour,
which define their projected personas.'® However, modern pragmatics also shows
that beyond the individual, communal humour-producing strategies may addi-
tionally be developed by members of close-knit social units (families, professional

98 For New Comedy and the scala naturae that keeps slaves in their place, see Petrides 2017.
99 Petrides 2014, 3.

100 For discussion from a pragmatics point of view and examples from modern natural con-
versations, see Tannen 1984.
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groups etc.). Their deployment is a code that signals group membership.'” In
Menander, too, utterances often become humorous or acquire added layers of
humour if/when the audience recognises that they are shared by dramatis per-
sonae of the same household or bound by other social bonds. The members of
Kallippides’ o7u<0(;, “natural” or “adjunct” (to the former, I incorporate the
slaves; to the latter, the hired cook), are especially marked by communal hu-
morous strategies. Getas and Sostratus have the same knack for hyperbole.
Getas and Sikon, Knemon’s victims-turned-victimisers, are connected by ag-
gressive humour, proverbs, and self-commiseration. They both produce autho-
rially-controlled laughter by inadvertently falling victim to their own verbal
aggression. Getas also shares with Pyrrhias the habit of mouthing off to the mas-
ters (ex. 3), which is not the custom of either Daos or, of course, poor Simiche.
Daos is deferential to Gorgias, although he was practically his surrogate father,
and when once he speaks to Gorgias’ mother with mild impertinence, the effect
is mitigated: the slave is talking back to the house, so his mistress probably
does not hear his words (Dys. 206—207).

Menander’s verbal humour, then, is more than an individualising strategy;
it is also a taxonomic instrument, mapping the discursive universe of the play
with “communities of humorous practice”® coextensive to the social groups of
the play at large. The effect is realistic enough at first glance; it becomes less so,
however, when shared humour-producing tics create contiguities between char-
acters with no external (“objective”) associations. In this case, the function of
Menander’s verbal humour becomes relational, underscoring deeper connections
of thematic import (cf. 3.5).

Getas, for one, is linked with Knemon by their shared proclivity for “extreme
case formulations”, rambling diatribes, and a brutality in language and
thought: the slave’s Knemon-like qualities will be vented fiercely against
Knemon himself in the final scene.

Interesting is also the liaison between Knemon and Sostratus created by
their common propensity for interjections expressing self-pity, anger, or other
emotions. Knemon is given ample “affective surplus”, too — and if Sostratus’
affective surplus is to be understood as a manifestation of Panic possession,
then this shared linguistic trait could underline that grdce a Dieu Sostratus has
been endowed with a spirit as indomitable as to match the intractability of his
quasi-antagonist.

101 Attardo 2008, 118, with bibliography. Note especially Everts 2003.
102 The term is derived from Mullany 2004.
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When Sostratus finally comes to his own in Act V, he becomes preachy like
Gorgias, delivering a moralising sermon to Kallippides reminiscent of the one he
received from Gorgias in Act II. And since now Sostratus is practically a farmer
himself, having undergone a nearly initiatory baptéme du feu under Phyle’s
scorching sun,'® he even adopts a habit Aristotle associates specifically with
dypoukot (Rh. 1395a 6-7): talking in maxims.'™

In Menander, language — and verbal humour at that — is not only a sharp
chisel for sculpting minutely individualised characters; it is also a fine thread
for interweaving those characters so as to open wide interpretive avenues for
the play.

3.5 Menander’s verbal humour is thematic

The relational function of Menander’s verbal humour is already a “departure
from realism” insomuch as it facilitates goals other than the accurate depiction
of everyday conversation. Connecting characters via humour ultimately has a
thematic import: it promotes the play’s major themes and motifs and produces
effects of exegetical significance. Menander uses verbal humour, among other
means, to produce faithful imprints of everyday dialogues and endow his char-
acters with credible individualising features. But he does not stop there. He
moves beyond realism toward deploying verbal humour as another way of in-
scribing the social and moral issues raised by his characters’ actions. In Dys-
kolos, this thematic function of verbal humour is appreciated to the fullest upon
noticing how verbal humour is meted out to its various “carriers”. Almost no
verbal humour is generated by the rustics of the play (Gorgias, Daos, Knemon,
Simiche, Daughter), who speak sombrely and matter-of-factly, with an air of
grandiosity and self-righteousness. The conveyors of verbal humour in Dyskolos
are exclusively the urban dramatis personae. In other words, the distribution of
verbal humour is such as to promote one of the play’s central themes, the city/
country divide.

Gorgias never makes us laugh — at him or with him. He remains altogether
serious to the point of grimness throughout the play.'® So is Simiche in her
almost saintly disposition. We enjoy Daos’ cunning in suggesting that Sostratus

103 Such “mystery elements” in Dyskolos are studied by Keuls 1969.

104 Cusset/Lhostis 2011, 95-97.

105 Subtle visual irony could be generated if Gorgias is wearing the agroikos-mask, which
carries Middle Comedy baggage and a physiognomy contrary to the ethos emanating from
Gorgias’ works and deeds. I discuss this point in Petrides 2014, 150-151.
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follows them to the fields, and we smile at his malicious comments when the
urban fop gladly accepts (361-374) — especially if we also appreciate the Bac-
chae-intertext lurking between the lines'® — but this is as far as hilarity goes.
Daos may have miscalculated the danger posed by Sostratus in particular, but
he is not wrong about Knemon’s paternal misgivings and the dangers of épnpia
overall. As for Knemon, we are certainly amused by his antics in Acts I-III, we
even crack a guilty smile at his maltreatment by the slaves in Act V, but this
laughter is never light and unencumbered. Knemon is not a madman or a buf-
foon. His ethos, which blocks his daughter’s marriage and renders her the poten-
tial prey of sexual predators, poses a moral and philosophical problem to ponder
rather than a spectacle to laugh at. If Knemon is complicit in a monster image
being constructed around him, this image is compounded enough by the end of
Act IV to disallow his being easily dispensed to the cardboard baddies bin.

The Phylasians are humourless, but they are not agelasts stricto sensu, ene-
mies of mirth, merriment, comedy. Their non-involvement in the production of
verbal humour is intricately implicated in the play’s central question: what is a
misanthrope, and how is he produced? The play allows various relevant theories
to float around. The first, propounded mainly by lower-caste characters, inimical
to Knemon (Pyrrhias, Chaereas, Getas, Sikon), is a “medical” one: misanthropy
is a mental illness, and Knemon is a madman and a savage beast (Dys. 82, 88-90,
116-117, 122-123, 467, 480, 634, 903). At more reflective moments, the charac-
ters suggest a “positivistic-deterministic” theory, which associates misanthropy
with the geographic-economic conditions of Phyle and the harsh bitterness
experienced by the poor in the face of the upper classes’ disdain towards them
(Dys. 129-131, 296-298, 603-606). If this theory were valid, it would place Gor-
gias, too, who already shows disconcerting signs (for instance, his lack of concern
for love, which is altogether unnatural for a New Comedy veaviokog) en route to
becoming another Knemon.

Gorgias’ and the Phylasians’ extreme humourlessness continues to feed into
this theory until the end of the play. The deterministic view of misanthropy,
however, is destabilised already from the start of Act II, when Gorgias solemnly
declares that he is not one to “imitate the okoAov” of Knemon (242-243). Mis-
anthropy, it transpires, is ultimately a proairetic choice in Aristotelian terms.”’
For reasons that remain vague to the end, Knemon chose to condemn humanity

106 Petrides 2014, 53-58.

107 On Aristotle’s notion of prohairesis (“purposive moral choice”) and its involvement in
constructing character in New Comedy, especially the character of young men, who are still in
statu formandi, see Petrides 2014, 169-201.
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tout court and grew reluctant to accept human virtue even as a theoretical pos-
sibility, to the extent of becoming blind to the existence of an &vrp ebyevéota-
Tog right next door (723). Gorgias made the opposite choice. Exacting life condi-
tions instilled in him elements of irascibility, class suspicion, excessive pride,
and ultimately a “freezing” of sensibility, which Aristotle associates with old
men.”® However, as his attitude towards Sostratus already displayed, unlike
Knemon, Gorgias remained open to the possibility of being wrong; he remained
willing to listen and be dissuaded. Above all, when push came to shove, he did
not allow past grievances to strip him of his humanity: he jumped into the well
and rescued Knemon.

Stripping the Phylasian group of verbal humour is Menander’s way of un-
derscoring that a fine thread separates misanthropy and philanthropy, the two
opposing human conditions at the play’s discursive heart.

4 Conclusion

This study offered a comprehensive analysis of verbal humour strategies in
Menander’s Dyskolos, annotating a corpus of thirty-two instances that corre-
spond to ancient and modern taxonomies. Combining the insights of modern
linguistics, specifically Humour Studies, with the contextualisation and analy-
sis of each example, I attempted to anatomise the dramaturgical function of
verbal jocularity in this play and extrapolate general principles governing Me-
nander’s verbal humour, whose application in other plays could be tested.
I hope to have shown that Menander’s characters deploy verbal humour strate-
gies in a way that is naturalistic in its moderate and targeted use, but which
effects an ultimate “departure from realism” towards more discursive goals. In
Dyskolos, Menander deploys verbal humour mechanisms for (a) enhancing the
play’s outlook as a pipnotg Biov; (b) constructing individualised characters out
of New Comedy’s stock types; and (c) creating relational nexuses between the
dramatis personae, which carry the drama’s central themes.

108 Gorgias uses the term Aoytopog (0 T@v Gvtwv kok®V Aoylopds, Gvémavow 8i8ovg ovs’
nvtwoiv, 343-344), which hints directly at Aristotle’s comparison of old and young men in
Rhetoric. For Aristotle, Aoyiopdg, an obstinate emphasis on reason and interest, is the hallmark
of the old. Youths, on the other hand, are guided by natural impulse (Rh. 1390a 15-16, T( f{fet
péAAov {@ot A @ Aoytopu) and cupidity (Rh. 1389a 3—4, ol pév oDV véol Té 7iOn iotv pév Embu-
UNTIKoL Kai olot TolEl v Gv émbupiowatv). Aoylopdg is nothing but the freezing of youthful
zest for life.
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n. 7,303, 378,382n. 94,386 n.17, 387

Artemisia 149-150

Asclepius 101, 200 n. 19

Asia 15

Aspasia 68, 316
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Athenaeus 86, 96, 201, 315 n. 16, 320,
338-339

Athens 1,16, 18, 24, 33, 42, 46, 60, 66, 68
n. 32, 80, 85, 88, 94, 101, 106, 107 n. 81,
109-114, 117-118, 150, 165, 169, 172,
190, 197-198, 201, 212, 246 n. 52, 271,
282, 293, 300, 305, 332, 338, 349 n. 12

Atreus 292,330

Attica 212, 249, 321, 353

Autocleides 342

Autocles 315-316

Axionicus 341

Bdelycleon 116, 139, 143, 172, 201, 206,
209, 213 n. 73, 243,278 n.15,314n.9

Bergson, Henri 26

Bias 332

Blepyrus 134,154, 313

Boeotia 153

bomolochos 8, 20, 22, 28

Borges, Jorge Luis 78, 89

Briareos 314 n. 13,332

Briseis 296

Bryson of Heraclea 323

Burgess, Anthony 5,77,78 n. 10

Calabria 213

Callias son of Hipponicus 148, 247-249,
250 n. 56

Callias (comic poet) 161n.3

Callimedon 317, 325, 336-338

Callippides 206

Calonice 131, 148, 155-156, 233-234

Calvino, Italo 5

Calypso 295

Camarina 197

Campion, Thomas 255n.1

Capelus 319-320

Carcinus 184,190, 200

Carians 93

Carion 102-103, 200, 226 n. 15, 239-240
n. 40, 241, 243 n. 45, 245-246, 314

Carroll, Lewis 79

Cephisodorus 198 n. 10

Cerberus 164

Chaerea (in Terence) 377

Chaereas (in Menander) 48, 356,
374-376, 382, 386

Chaerephilus 340

Chaerephon 189 n. 93, 191, 322

Chalcis 197

Chandebise, Camille 8

characterisation, linguistic 6-8, 18-22,
32, 34-36, 48-49, 349-387

Chares 333

Charippus 206

Charmides 322 n. 44

Charminus 149

Charybdis 149, 213, 341

Cheiron 68-69

Chimaera 341

Choerilus 207

Choronicus 47, 319

Chremes 243, 312, 314

Chremylus 150, 200, 226 n. 15, 240 n. 40,
246, 273, 279-280, 314

Chrysis 342

Cimon 199 n. 15, 204

Citrio 330n.71

Cleigenes 171-172,190

Cleisthenes 147, 166 n. 21,191, 227

Cleocritus 240 n. 41

Cleon 28, 42,117,150, 161, 163-168,
170-171, 174-175, 178, 183, 189-191,
197, 199, 201, 208-209, 214 n. 76, 327

Cleonymus 142,170, 190, 210, 333

Cleophon 149, 171,182 n. 73, 190

Cleostratus 312n.5

Clytaemnestra 341n.108

Cockaigne 95-104, 205

Colonus (deme) 208

Comedy (personified) 39, 69-71

compounds 27, 31, 38, 40, 42-43, 47,
49, 81, 91-94, 103-104, 108, 118,
195-215, 314, 318, 323-326

Connus 211

cook, language of 7, 32, 35, 47,100-101,
301-304, 361-369, 383-384

Corinth 165, 340

Corydus 325,327 n. 59, 335 n. 84, 339

Cotys 317

Crates 7,27,96,161n.3

Crates Il 199 n. 15



Cratinus 14 n. 25, 16, 39, 67-73, 96, 144,
182, 190, 200, 207-208, 211 n. 61, 213,
220 n. 1, 283, 290-292, 314 n. 9, 316,
318 n. 25,327 n. 58

Cratylus 312

Crito 178

Critylla 28,198

Cronus 95, 98, 212-213

Curculio 93

Cybele 240n. 41

Cyclopes 82

Cydias 149

Cynna 165-166, 316 n. 17

Cypselus 165n.18

Dahl, Roald 79, 88

Daniel, Samuel 155n.1

Daos 35,378 n. 87,384-386

Delos 305

Demeas 35

Democles 330

Democritus 289 n.7

Demophon 317

Demos (in Knights) 42, 60, 67, 164-165,
169, 197, 236, 324

Demosthenes (in Knights) 209 n. 52

Demosthenes (orator) 314 n. 13,
331-332,370n.74

Deucalion 284

dialect 20, 25, 28

dialogue humour 45, 48, 264-267,
347-348, 359-360, 363-364, 374-375,
385

Dicaeopolis 61,112 n. 94, 113, 130,
133-134, 136, 138-139, 142, 155, 166
n. 21,171 n. 38, 183, 197, 202, 207, 213
n. 73, 225, 227, 266-267, 318

Didymus 223 n. 8, 229

Dieitrephes 173 n. 43

Dionysius | (tyrant) 64, 317

Dionysus 68, 71n. 48, 94, 115, 136, 137,
139, 147,182, 188, 204, 239, 247, 282,
316 n. 21, 319

Dioscuri 369

Dioxippus 198 n. 10

Diphilus 323, 332
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dithyramb 16, 31, 39, 63-67, 72, 196,
368-369, 383

double entendre 40-41,72,127-159, 238

Dromon 321-322

Dryden, John 260

Eco, Umberto 8

Ecphantides 207

Egypt 182 n.73, 288

Eliot, T.S. 3

Ephippus 317 n. 24, 332

Epicharmus 17, 25

epic, parody of 16-17, 46-47, 167,
287-306, 341

Epicrates 198 n. 10

Epicurus 90

epithets 18, 47-49, 313, 323-329, 342

Erechtheus 164

Ergasilus 334

Ethiopia 82

Euboeus of Paros 295, 301

Eubulus 47,149,208 n. 48, 314, 338

Eucleides 107 n. 81,110

Euelpides 91, 115, 181 n. 69, 191, 198, 213
n.73, 243,333

euphemism 18, 20, 22, 134, 137, 138, 140
n. 20, 141 n. 22, 142, 145, 146, 148,
150-152, 154-156, 372

Eupolis 27,71, 96,131, 141,161n. 3,
211-212, 220 n. 1, 280-281

Euripides 29, 67, 69, 112 n. 94, 115, 150,
171, 182, 190, 198, 207, 210, 211, 227,
259-260, 289, 317, 320, 341

Eustathius of Thessalonica 214, 215n.78

Execestides 207 n. 47

fantasy 39-40, 75-119

Feydeau, Georges 8

foreigners, language of 7,20-21, 28
France, Anatole 13 n. 22

Gaia 213

Gela 197

Getas 48, 350-365, 367, 378-379,
383-384, 386

Gilliam, Terry 88

Gnathon 335
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Gorgias (in Dyskolos) 35, 355-356, 371,
373-374,377,384-387

Gorgias (sophist) 258,259 n. 17

Gortyn 289 n.6

Greece 5,9,111,149,161n.1, 305

Gulliver 89

Habrotonon 35

Hades 40, 84-88, 98, 115,212 n. 64

Hairesiteiches 332

Halicarnassus 150

Halonnesus 332

Harmodius 142

Hecataeus of Abdera 84 n. 30

Hector 284,299

Hecuba 284

Hegelochus (actor) 28

Hegemon of Thasos 294

Helen 91,142,154 n. 39,198, 284, 320
n. 37,321

Heliodora 284

Heliodorus 228

Hellespont 212

Heniochus 314,323

Hera 68,91, 316

Heracles 62,70, 94,147,182, 208, 239,
247-249, 327 n. 61, 332, 340

Hermes 175-176, 180, 202, 242, 244
n. 47, 327-329

Hermogenes (in Plato) 312

Hermogenes (rhetorician) 382 n. 94

Hesiod 59, 68, 213

Hesychius 86,142 n. 25

Hierocles 178-179

Hippolyte 94

Hipponax 64, 294

Hipponicus 247, 249

Holt, Tom 88

homeoteleuton 13, 26, 32, 44, 255-259

Homer 17, 47,162 n. 6, 195, 199, 290-291,
295-300, 302, 304-306, 341 n.108

Hoopoe 105,198, 210, 231, 243 n. 44, 245,
316

Hydra 341

hymn 17-19

hyperbole 24, 35, 45, 48, 267, 269-271,
277, 283-284,322-323, 351-358, 362,
379, 382-384

Hyperbolus 28,150, 281

Hyperboreans 84 n. 30

Hypereides 170 n. 30, 314 n. 13, 326-327

Hypsipyle 320 n. 38

lambulus 83, 84 n. 30

imaginary language 39-40, 76-89, 119

India 83

invective, personal 28, 42-43, 47-48,
64, 66-69,71-72,107, 117-118,
163-175, 178, 182, 184, 189-192, 197,
200-202, 207-212, 247-250, 280-281,
312-318, 322-323, 326-332, 336338,
342,381

lophon 239

Iris 138-139, 145, 204-205

Isocrates 258

Janotus de Bragmardo 8
Jason 330
Joyce, James 5

Kallipides 48, 354, 373-374, 382-385

Kinesias 39, 63-67,72,131-132, 138,
189

Kleoboulina 68

Knemon 35, 324 n. 50, 350, 353, 354
n. 26, 355-359, 361, 363-369, 371,
373, 377-378, 383-387

Kobios 110

Kyon of Cydathenaeum 116-117

Labes 116-117, 168 n. 26, 203

Laches 117,168 n. 26, 172-173, 317

Laestrygonians 86

Lais 198 n. 10, 283-284, 339

Lamachus 63, 67,142,173 n. 43, 202,
207, 266, 332

Lamia 166

Lampon 212

Laomedon 320

Laurium 97

Lenaea 61, 202, 280

Lewis, C.S. 78, 88-89



Ligeia 284

Lucian 82, 87-88, 339

Lyca 339 n.97, 342

Lycia 93

Lyconides 377

Lycurgus (in Birds) 182n.73,191

lyric, parody of 16, 31, 64-67, 368-369,
383

Lysistrata 22,131-132, 141n. 22, 151,
155, 213-214, 233, 318

Lysistratus 176 n. 49, 180 n. 65, 191

Macarius 136

Magna Graecia 95

Magnes 161n. 3,181 n.70

Maia 328-329

Mallarmé, Stéphane 50

Mania 339

Marathon 206

Maron 319-320

Marsyas 132, 315-316

Martin, George R.R. 39, 79-80, 88-89

Matrinia 284

Matron of Pitane 296-301

Medea 146 n. 28, 341n.108

Megara 174,180

Melanippides 72

Melanthio 284

Meles 64

Melite 247-250

Menander 4n.5,6-7,33-37, 45, 47-49,
60, 72, 204 n. 35, 255, 261 n. 24, 321,
342, 347, 349-352, 358 n. 34, 359-360,
362-366, 369-371, 373, 376, 378-385,
387

Menecrates 208 n. 48, 314

Menelaus 142,198

Menippus 182n.73,191

Messina 213

Metagenes 96,199 n. 15

metaphor 4,9, 11-14, 23, 26-27, 29-30,
32, 38-42, 48, 49,59-63, 65-68, 71-73,
81, 91-92, 111-119, 125-159, 161-192,
239, 326-327, 336-337, 340, 348,
361-362, 365, 367

- enlivened/staged metaphor 8-9, 13,
29, 38-40, 59-61, 65-68, 111-119

Index Nominum et Rerum —— 401

Methe (personified) 70-71

Metras of Chios 324

metre 4,32,290-292, 358 n. 31

Miletus 274n.7

Mnesilochus 69, 171 n. 38

Mnesimachus 314, 323

More, Thomas 39, 78, 90

Morsimus 318 n. 25

Moschion 35

Music (personified) 39, 64, 72, 132, 145,
146 n. 28, 152

Myrrhine 64,131, 138,162 n.7, 342

Myrtia 185

Myrtilus (comic poet) 208 n. 48

Myrtilus (grammarian) 338, 340

myth travesty 16-17, 72, 208, 314-315,
332, 341-342

Naevius 331

names 24-25, 40, 43, 47-49, 62, 81,
88-94, 108, 118, 149, 196-199,
201-202, 206-213, 311-324, 342

Nannion 339n.97

Nausimache 149

Nausinicus 319

Neilus 327 n.59

Neleus 151

Nestor 284,296

Nicander 151

Niceratus (in Menander) 35

Nicias 201, 210, 322

nicknames 24, 43, 47-49, 189, 313, 319,
329-342

Nico 340

Niconoe 284

Nicophon 96

Nightingale (in Birds) 316

Niobe 284

nonsense 26-27

Nothippus 69

Notion 212

oath 18, 20, 26, 34, 354, 369-370, 379

obscenity 13-14, 22, 27-29, 34, 37, 38,
40-41, 49,72, 125-159, 186, 274-275,
341, 358-359, 378-379, 381

Ocean (Titan) 213
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Oceania 77

Ocimon 340

Odysseus 68, 82,292, 295

Oenopion 319,320 n.34

Olympus 204 n. 36, 290, 299

Onesimus 35

onomasti komoidein see invective, per-
sonal

Opora 133,153, 244 n. 47

Opuntius 189 n. 93,191

oracle 18, 27,28, 164-165, 167, 178-179

Oreos (deme) 111

Orestes 61

Orion (grammarian) 278

Oros (grammarian) 278

Orpheus 108

Orwell, George 77

Paiania 353

Pan 48,129, 140, 355-356, 368, 375-377,
379, 382

Pantagruel 90

Paphlagon/Paphlagonian 136, 150,
164-165, 167-169, 179 n. 59, 197, 209
n. 52,214 n.76, 242,327

paradox 5,10, 22, 24, 26, 32, 37, 48,
348, 371, 376 n. 85, 377, 379

para prosdokian see par’ hyponoian

paratragedy 15-16, 30-31, 33-34, 112
n. 94,182, 226-227, 232, 239-240,
320, 326-327, 328 n. 64, 341-342,
358, 364-365

par’ hyponoian 23-24, 30, 37, 38, 43-44,
48, 49,200 n. 17, 219-251, 271, 276,
354, 356, 361, 365-366, 372

Parmenon 370

parody 7,15-17, 28, 30-31, 33-34, 38,
46-48, 63-67,112 n. 94, 164-165, 182,
220-221, 226-227, 232, 239-240,
269-271, 287-306, 320, 326-327, 328
n. 64, 341-342, 358, 364-365, 368-
369, 383

Patroclus 297

Pausanias (Atticist) 86

Peace (personified) 61,132, 153, 180,
189, 202

Peirithous 94

Peisetaerus 63-64, 67,91-92,104-105,
115, 138-139, 145, 169 n. 29, 181 n. 69,
191, 198, 204-205, 213 n. 73, 230, 243,
244 n. 48, 318, 333 n. 80

Peleus 296, 320

Pelias 151, 284

Penia 62,313

Pentheus 320 n.37

Perdix 191

performance 1-4,8-9,13, 24,37, 39,
187, 356

Pericles 39, 68-69, 165, 209, 212, 316,
319 n.33,332n.77

Persia 95, 113-114

personification 27,38-39,59-63, 65-66,
68-73, 118

Phaeinus 228-229

Phaenestius 320-321

Phanias 64

Phaniscus 166 n. 21

Pheidippides 43

Pheidon 312

Pheidonides 206

Pherecrates 39-40, 59, 67-68, 72, 75,
84-88, 96, 119, 131, 200, 208 n. 48,
291n.11,314n.9, 339 n. 95

Philemon 304, 323, 332, 334 n. 82

Philepsius 241

Philetaerus 199 n. 15, 320, 338

Philinna 35

Philip 322, 332-333

Philippides (comic poet) 199 n. 15

Philippides (politician) 47, 322, 328

Philitas 47, 302-304

Philocleon 70, 116, 131, 139, 143, 164
n. 11,169, 171,173 n. 43, 175-176, 180
n. 65,184 n. 77, 185, 187, 190-191, 201,
206, 209, 213 n. 73, 230-231, 235, 240
n. 40, 242 n. 43, 243, 278 n. 15, 318, 324

Philocles 69,181 n.70

Philocrates 245

Philonides 241

Philostratus 189, 191

Philoxenus 72,199, 200n. 16

Pholus 94

Photius 86, 131, 205

Phrixos 330



Phryne 149, 340 n. 100

Phrynichus (comic poet) 190, 203 n. 32,
323-324

Phrynichus (tragic poet) 42,173 n. 43,
182-183, 191, 210, 211 n. 59

Phrynis 72, 145, 152

Phyle (deme) 353, 385-386

Pindar 63-64,292n.14

Pistos 321

Plangon 342,377

Plathane 330

Plato Comicus 161n.3

Plato (philosopher) 149, 259, 312,
322-323,378

Plautus 93,166 n. 21,321n. 42,322, 330
n.71,331-332, 335, 337, 341 n. 104,
377,381

Plutarch 22, 204, 220, 378-382

Pluton 247

Plutus (personified) 62,313

Poe, Edgar Alan 256

Polemon 35, 332

Polemos (personified) 112 n. 94

Pollux 86,130,198

Polyneices 320 n.37

Polyzelus 208 n. 48,314 n.9

Poseidon 151

Pratchett, Terry 88

Praxagora 22,154,213, 243 n. 44,313

prayer 16-19, 28

Priam 284,328 n. 65

Probulus 133, 141n. 22, 214

Procne 315-316

Prodicus 62,301-302

Prometheus 284,326

Proteus 198

proverb 36, 39, 40, 45, 48, 136, 269-271,
274, 354-355,360-361, 366-368, 384

Pseudartabas 21,28

Ptolemy Il Philadelphus 140

Ptolemy | Soter 302

Pyrgopolynices 332

Pyrrha 284

Pyrrhias 35, 354, 365, 378 n. 87, 384, 386

Pythionice 110, 340, 342

Pythodelus 340-341
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Quintilian 195

Rabelais, Fran¢ois 5, 8, 13, 88, 90

Reconciliation (personified) 128

repetition 13, 22, 27, 28, 36, 37, 48, 370,
371

Rhea 284

Rhodes 93

rhyme 36, 44-45, 49, 255-271

riddle 26-27,32, 315

Romanus the Melode 256

Sachlikis, Stefanos 256

Salabakcho 149

Salamis 110, 147-148, 150, 299-300

Salvatore (in The Name of the Rose) 8

sarcasm 36, 42, 45, 46, 48, 200,
264-265, 280, 321, 325, 351-358,
360-361, 363-368, 372, 374-375, 379,
382

Sausage-Seller 146 n. 28,152, 164,
167-169, 190, 202, 214 n. 76, 236, 242

Scapha 330

Sceparnio 369 n. 68

Schlegel, Friedrich 26

Schopenhauer, Arthur 26

Scylla 213,241

Seferis, George 5,50

Sellus 203 n. 30

Semonides of Amorgos 161n. 2

Shakespeare, William 5

Shaw, Bernard 24

Sibyl 284

Sicily 213

Sidon 211n.59

Sikon 35, 48, 350, 352-353, 355,
359-365, 367-369, 378-379,
383-384,386

Simiche 357-358, 364-368, 378 n. 87,
384-385

simile 41-42,161-164, 166, 168-191,
315, 348, 372

Simon 181n.69, 190

Simonides (lyric poet) 63

Sinope (city) 93

Sinope (courtesan) 339 n. 97

Sirens 95, 341
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Sisyphus 284

Socrates 39,59, 62-63, 65, 67, 69,
117-118, 181 n. 69, 189 n. 93, 211, 274
n. 4,315,322-323

Solon 39, 68, 289-300

Sophocles 134 n. 14, 239, 259-260

Sostratus 35, 48, 350, 352-355,
369-375, 377-378, 382-387

sound effects 8, 13, 25-27, 36, 47, 66,
261, 376, 379, 382

Sparta 91, 113, 169, 174,181, 204, 283

Sphinx 341

Spintharus 107,184

Sporgilus 184

Strabax 337

Straton 304

Stratophanes 332

Strattis 208 n. 48,314 n.9

Strepsiades 62-63, 132, 140, 155-156,
163 n. 10, 202 n. 48, 206, 234, 242, 301,
322,324

Strymon 327

Suetonius 205

Symmachus (grammarian) 223 n. 8,
228-229

Synesius 256

Syracosius (politician) 168 n. 25,190

Swift, Jonathan 78, 88-89, 90 n. 48

technical vocabulary 18-19, 32, 34, 41,
127, 146-151

Telecleides 39, 69, 96, 211

Telephus 112 n.94

Terence 204 n. 35, 322,335,376 n. 84,
377

Tereus 169 n. 29,181 n.70, 191, 230,
245, 315-316

Tethys 213, 283

Tharreleides 245

Thebes 200n.19

Themistonoe 284

Theodorus (actor) 317

Theodorus of Byzantium 224

Theogenes (in Birds) 189 n. 96, 191

Theogenes (in Peace) 189, 191

Theognis 66, 144

Theonoe 198

Theophrastus 196

Theopompus of Chios 199

Theorus 170-171, 191

Therapontigonus 93

Theseus 94, 284,319

Thessaly 94

Thetis 213 n.71

Thoas 320 n.38

Thourioi 211

Thrace 66,110, 212

Thrasonides 35

Thrasymachus of Chalcedon 323

Thucydides 210, 305

Timocles 47,199 n. 15, 314-316,
319-320, 323, 325-326, 339-340, 342

Timotheus (general) 241

Timotheus (musician) 72, 132

Tithon 284

Tithymallus 331, 336

Tolkien, J.R.R. 39, 75-77,79-80, 88-89

Tranio 326 n.56

Triballus 21, 28

Troy 91,142,198

Trygaeus 67 n. 27,134, 144,153, 177-180,
188-190, 244 n. 47, 318

Tyro 151

Uranus 213
Utopia 90

Valerius, Julius 83 n. 27

verbal humour 2-5, 9-11, 22-30, 35-38,
48-50, 347-351, 378-387

Vetustilla 284

Wilde, Oscar 24

women, language of 20, 22, 34-35

wordplay 2, 25-27, 36, 40, 46-48, 81,
104-111, 118-119, 133-134, 146 n. 28,
155, 166, 175, 220-222, 227-228, 231,
234, 235 n. 33, 237-238, 241, 257,
269-271, 282-283, 313, 315-317, 318
n. 29, 319-322, 329-330, 332, 333,
336-337, 339-340, 348, 360-362,
379, 383



Index Nominum et Rerum =—— 405

Xanthias 170, 184 n. 77,187 n. 86, 188,
191, 204, 208, 210 n. 55, 247, 248 n. 55,
316 n. 21, 352

Xanthippus 206

Xenarchus 332

Xerxes 150

Zenodotus of Ephesus 302
Zeus 91,99, 115, 195, 204, 212, 240, 247,
249, 270, 316, 320, 322, 369
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Aelian 758-765 261
Ep. 786-787 261
19 365n.54,372n.79 901-904 256 n.9
NA Supp.
2.1 106 118-121 261
3.30 92n.53 129-132 261
4.46 83 n. 29 247 283
VH 446-450 261
11.12 274n. 4 680-682 261
Fragments (ed. Radt)
Aeschines fr. 131.1 239
1passim 290 n. 8 fr. 196.2 200 n. 16
1.41 359 n. 36 fr. 281a.28 283
1.53 278
1.69 324 Aesop (ed. Perry)
2.88 304 n.39 fable 120 366
2.171 324
3.130 322 Alciphron
3.17 278
Aeschylus
Ag. Alcman (PMG)
1231-1236 241n.108 125 146
1410 199 n.13
1432-1433 370 n.74 Alexander Romance
1605 282 n.24 2.33 83
1641 134n.13 2.37 83
Cho. 3.17 83
246-249 241n.108
327-329 261 Alexis
Eum. fr. 15 100
23 204 n. 38 fr. 19 47,319
239-240 260n. 23 fr. 49 336 n. 88
Pers. fr. 50 131
411 289 fr. 50.3 131
626 328 n. 64 fr. 57 336 n. 88
PV fr. 84 100
429 105 fr. 93 48,328
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45-46 370 n.74 fr. 117 337
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fr. 149 317 Anecdota Graeca (ed. Bachmann)
fr. 168 275-276 1386, 30 278, 280
fr. 168.5 275n. 8,276 n.11
fr. 175 100 Anecdota Graeca (ed. Bekker)
fr. 177.12 360n. 38 275,15 280
fr. 178 101 307,31 278, 280
fr. 180 101
fr. 183.1-2 334 Anthologia Palatina
fr. 183.3 330n.72 5.129.5-6 142
fr. 184 325n.54 6.218.1 145
fr. 185.3 335 7.318 363n. 47
frr. 191-194 100 11.17 206 n. 44
fr. 198 336 11.67 284
fr. 224.8 336 11.69 283 n. 27,284
fr. 238.2 325, 335 11.71 283 n. 27,284
fr. 247 318 11.256 284
fr. 249 336 n. 88 11.310 277 n.14
fr. 263 100 11.408 283 n. 27,284
16.261.2 144
Ameipsias 16.261.4 145
fr. 23 203 n.31
Antiatticist
Amphis K15 154
fr. 9.3 276 n. 11 w27 143
fr. 10 326
fr. 23 339n.97 Antigonus
Mir.
Anacreon (PMG) 44 92n.53
426 274n.7 100 92n.53
Anaxandrides Antiphanes
fr. 34.2-4 266 fr. 27 100, 329
fr. 35 48, 330 fr.27.7-8 336
fr. 42 101 fr. 27.9-11 110
fr. 42.56 276 n. 11 fr. 27.19-21 110
fr. 27.22 340
Anaxilas fr. 55 368 n. 65
fr. 22 341 fr. 64 326
fr. 22.3-5 327 n.61 fr. 69 47
fr. 22.18-19 149 fr. 69.2-4 321
fr. 74 47,320
Anaxippus fr.77 336 n. 88
fr. 1.23 360 n. 38 fr. 89.2 276 n.11
fr. 1.28-49 341n.107 fr. 104 327
fr.3.3-6 335 fr. 130 101
fr. 131 101

fr. 146 256



Index Locorum == 409

fr. 157 324-325 Araros
fr. 189 315 fr.5 143
fr. 193 334,375n. 84
fr.193.7 325 Archestratus (ed. Olson/Sens)
fr. 196 135 fr. 30.2 294
fr. 202 335 fr. 36.1-2 295
fr. 216 101
fr. 219 324 Archilochus (ed. West)
fr. 221 101 fr. 43.2-3 140
fr. 227.1-3 325 fr. 109 71
fr. 253 335 fr. 120 70n.41,71
fr. 278 320 fr. 185 171n.38
fr. 288 370n.74
fr. 291 203n.32 Archippus
fr. 293 153 fr. 14 109
fr. 297 276 n. 11 fr. 15 108,330 n.70
fr. 16 108,330 n.70
Antisthenes (ed. Caizzi) fr.17 108,330n.70
fr. 84a.1 171n. 34 fr. 18 108,330 n.70
fr. 27 107 n. 81, 109-110
Apion Grammaticus (ed. Neitzel) fr. 31 107 n. 81
Gloss. Hom.
fr. 88 289 n.6 Aristophanes
Ach.
Apollodorus 65-90 114
Bibl. 73-78 114
2.5.4 94 n.56 80 114
2.5.9 94 n.57 81-82 114
Epit. 85-89 114
1.16-17 94 n.57 91-97 113
1.20 91 117-119 227
1.21 94 n.56 119 44,226,227 n. 18, 232,
234n.31
Apollodorus of Carystus 119-121 166 n. 21
fr.5.13 156 n. 41 138-140 66
158 153
Apollonius Sophista (ed. Bekker) 160 143, 153
Lex. Hom. 175-200 113
122.9 289 n.6 179 61
179-181 212 n. 67
Apostolius (CPG) 180-202 38,59, 61
7.40 366 n.59 187-202 60
12.75 360 201 ff. 61
12.75-87 360 245-246 139
12.89-92 360 253-256 225
255 226, 233

268-269 318 n. 29



410 —— Index Locorum

269-270
274

275
276-277
336
355-369
566

592
595-597
599-606
603
603-605
605

606

632

688

751
761-763
796

801

816
834-835
847
848-853
852-853
864
906-907
984

994

995
995-998
999

1007
1008-1009
1014
1051-1066
1063
1071
1080
1102
1118-1121
1126-1127
1136-1137
1207
1218-1221
Av.

13

202,332
141n. 22
130, 152
269-270
200
112n. 94
332

142
205n. 42
197

207

43

207
43,197
244
175n. 49
227

180

142

134

327

155

304 n.39
70

182

183
171n.38
133

152

153

135

152

152

269

133

138

138

202

202

136

261

267

267
202n.28
267

244

13-18
16

17
27-28
99-100
102

109
109-110
172-178
176-177
179-180
180
181-182
183-186
194
281-282
290
300

369

429

442

491
505-507
521

566

575

597

639
649-655
706-707
748-750
749-750
760-761
762-763
766-768
800
801-808
8009 ff.
813-816
817-819
819-820
874-875
876
904-957
919

931

935

245

244
244 n. 49
243, 271
265

230, 233
198
43,198
105
354 n. 25
105

105

105

105
370 n. 74
181n.70
333

184
181 n. 69
169 n. 29
132

323

134
212 n. 63
134
305n. 42
150

43,210 n.

115
274n.3
182
210 n. 58
107

107

107

173 n. 43
115

91

91

91

91
240n. 41
250 n. 57
59, 63
63

64
64n.13

53,322



940
1124-1163
1136-1137
1138

1139
1140-1141
1143-1147
1154-1155
1155-1157
1195-1196
1204

1212

1213
1213-1215
1214-1216
1215

1216

1256
1277-1304
1281

1282

1284

1290
1291-1299
1292

1293

1294

1295

1296

1297

1300
1305-1469
1344

1366
1372-1409
1379
1383-1390
1392-1400
1402

1403 ff.
1459
1478-1481
1688

Eccl.
37-39

38

109

64

105

106

106

106

106

106

106

106

269

148

205

145

145

139, 152
205

145

138

114
205n. 39
322

204

204
330n.72
188 n. 88
182n.73
189 n. 93
181 n.70,189 n. 96
182 n.73,189n.93
168 n. 25
204

115

204
333n.80
59, 63
64

65

66

67

67

150

269

333

147
148
147

113

128
241-242
257
259-260
260

284
316-317
328-330
361
586-587
603

611

616

618
707-709
708
838-840
843

845
888-889
908

939

942
989-990
1015-1021
1016
1017-1018
1020
1021
1082
1086
1086-1087
1087
1091
1104
1106
1168-1175
1169-1175
Eq.
20-27

40

41

47
80-83
129-144
167

Index Locorum =—— 411

156
222n. 4
269

154
141n. 22
141n. 22
143

154
64n.16
134

244

203 n. 30
132

152

154

136

135

268

152

140 n. 20
316 n. 21
156

156

156

154
316 n. 19
156

154

142

154

153

151

147

151

147

151

151

103

43, 215, 323

203 n.34
324

324
209 n. 52
256 n.9
214 n.76
359 n. 37



412 —— Index Locorum

186-187
197-198
259
264-265
285-287
288-298
296

297
311-312
363

369

371
373-374
400-401
404
413-428
415-416
517
522-524
526
526-528
526-536
527 ff.
531-536
630

645

658

756

765

841

847

901

918

941

956
1014-1024
1020
1023
1030-1034
1033-1034
1034
1037
1038
1042-1043
1043
1044
1051

361n.41
167
136,139 n.19
177
168 n. 25
242
241n. 42,242
327

271

357 n.30
143

143, 152
264
318 n. 25
205 n. 40
168

168

70
181n.70
71n.45
327 n.58
70

71

69

202
162n.7
168 n. 25
146 n. 28
316 n. 17
141

141
208 n. 52
327 n.58
370 n.74
170

164

164 n.11
164

164

236

236

165

164 n. 11
197

197
43,197-198
164 n. 11

1052
1053
1286
1300-1315
1307
1314
1378-1381
1379
1388-1389
1391
Lys.
21-24
26-28
42-44
59-60
111-114
114

115

139

152

156

158

162
231-232
246

255

298

337

363

392

409

410

411

413
416-417
419

437
457-458
468

475

476
547-548
553

592
628-629
632

645

167 n. 24
179 n. 59
155
150
150
150
256 n.9
154
153
153

155

155

268

148

233
44,233
162n.7
151

281

142
131,132,175 n. 47
156
175n. 47
142, 159
142 n. 24
162n.7
133, 152
185

150

136 n. 17
133

148 n. 33,150
133

139 n.19
139 n.19
141n. 22
43,214 n.76
163 n. 10
186 n. 84
163 n. 10
200n.19
144
203 n. 32
181

142

185



662-663
672
672-673
674—-675
675
682-683
695
720-721
723
735-736
736
754-755
770
770-771
773

775
805-820
816-818
831-832
838-979
839-841
936-937
947

953

957

985

991

1014

1057

1061
1068-1071
1071

1173

1174
1218-1220
1254-1256
1265-1270
1307-1309
1316-1319
Nub.

42

46

51-52

53

54 ff,

55

60-65

137

141
141n.23
148, 151
150

269
186 n. 83
129

175 n. 47
133

130
186 n. 82
175n. 47,339 n.96
186 n. 83
148
175 n. 47
373

324

270

64

132

238

138

131, 132
189

138

144
163 n. 10
232n.28
140 n. 20
222
232n.28
128

129 n. 4
316 n. 21
178

169

185
185n.79

324
324
155
155-156
156
156
206

101
184-186
184-199
200-217
218-238
225

252 ff.
330
330-334
332-333
333 ff.
352

360

375

430

450

451
500-504
503-504
505-509
537-544
540

551
553-556
559

591

627
684-685
709-710
710

714
833-837
835
856-857
857

889 ff.
1012-1014
1023
1064
1070
1384
1385 ff.
1503
Pax
142-143
212

215

Index Locorum =—— 413

211 n. 60
163 n.10
117

117

118

65

62

91

62
212 n. 63
65,211 n. 60
181 n. 69
211 n. 60
292 n.14
319 n.33
140
131n.10
117
323 n. 46
117

2

3n.2
141

281

4,11
170 n. 32
370n.74
265-266
222
180 n. 65
132
44,234
242
44,238
238 n.36
62

267
304 n. 39
354 n.25
213 n. 68
66

67

65

144
212
212



414 = Index Locorum

228-288
304

308
313-315
341
369-370
372
380-381
440

526
635-648
641-643
661-662
662

711
739-740
749-750
754-755
754-758
758
787-789
828-831
874

898
922-923
928
929-936
966-967
1065
1067-1068
1096
1099-1100
1125
1131-1132
1136-1137
1137
1177-1178
1188-1190
1285-1286
1321
1339

Plut.
26-27

27

83

157

171

112 n. 94
202

200

327 n.58
150
361n.41
132

270

133
226 n. 15
175

175

270

202

153

183

3

165

165

166

184
65,67 n.27
155

132, 155
265

189

177

134

178

179
305n. 42
179

188

133

137

134

173

173

266

226 n. 15
133

225

233

203 n.33
274n.3
239 n. 40

174

176
177-181
180
322-324
368-369
502-503
515

518
546-547
573-574
726
802-818
817-818
846
899-900
901
946-953
959-1096
963
993-1002
995-998
995-999
999

1015
1034
1035
1036
1037
1042-1043
1050-1051
1055-1059
1062
1064
1082
1082-1083
1083
1093
1099
1171-1172
Ran.

1-4

1-34

18

25-30

27

31-32

239 n. 40
239 n. 40
241

239

247

265

266

362

362
361n. 41
266
200n.19
102

246
282 n. 24
200

200

362

273

273

274
275n.8
280

45, 273-275
156

279

279

279
45,273, 278-279
277

277

277

277

273

46
277,281
45, 46, 273, 281-282
150

273

265

316 n.21
352 n.16
375n. 82
352
188 n. 89
188



45-48
73-75

75

91

93

95

134

149

159
190-192
197
203-205
366

429

430
498-501
501

545

549
678-681
708-709
750

756

992
992-993a
1004-1005
1005
1043
1080-1081
1083-1086
1365-1410
1431a-1431b
1437

1521
Thesm.
22-24

57
149-151
153

170

204

488

492

497

514

515

547

147

239

239
319n.33
182

146

136

128

188 n.90
265

150

148
64n.16
202 n. 28
148, 248
247

248 n.53
134

330
182n.73
171
204 n. 36
204 n. 36
239

240

236
235-236
148 n. 31
268

172 n.39
115
165n.17
64n.16
203 n. 30
361n. 41
359 n. 37
256 n.9
148 n. 31
325n.54
153

152

156

148 n. 31
165n. 18
222 n. 4
148 n. 31

804
805
850-923
897-898
912
1133
1172-1173
1200
Vesp.
15-27
19

27
31-33
31-36
34-36
75

77
77-88
79

82
82-84
87

88
106-108
129-130
140

147

148

185

189

200

207

220
225-226
235-238
238

257

326
342b
343

350

363
365-366
406b/7
412
438-440
440

Index Locorum =—— 415

149

149

28
198n.9
155
171n.38
185n.79
150

210 n. 55
170

142
173 n. 41
177 n. 55
167

199

199

324

199

199

199

324

199

176

186
187 n. 88
278

278
43,206
238 n.37
133
187 n. 88
211 n.59
140

233
44,233
186
203 n. 30
314n.9
209 n. 51
129 n.5
169

176 n. 54
140
201n.23
230

233



416 = Index Locorum

448 163 n. 10 1310

450 131, 132 1311-1312
466 210 n.54,314n.9 1353

474 201n. 24 1387
478-479 240 1402

479 239 1490

501 147-148 1507
510-511 231 1509
572-573 175 1513

592 210 n. 55 Fragments
597 164 n.11 fr.29.1
737-738 277 n. 12 fr.76

764 ff. 116 fr. 110.2-3
768-769 139 fr. 144
773 133 fr. 156.7
805-891 116 fr. 156.10
808 143 fr. 172
835-843 116 fr. 233
891-1008 168 n. 26 fr. 332.5
892-1002 116 fr. 332.12
903-904 354 n. 25 fr. 334.3
923 203 n.32 fr. 373
952-955 172 fr. 401
1013-1014 269 fr. 506
1031-1032 166 n. 20 fr. 558
1032 316 n. 17 fr. 561
1035 166 n. 21 fr. 623
1047 3 fr. 629
1053 3 fr. 666
1060-1062 274n.7 fr. 715.3
1065 187 n. 85 fr. 755
1080 243 fr. 800
1088 243 n. 44 fr. 816
1110-1111 187 n. 85 fr. 932
1113 174 n. 45

1114 174 n. 45 Aristophon
1115 140 fr.5

1121 140 fr.5.3
1165 201n. 26 fr. 8
1166-1167 235

1167 235 Aristotle
1202 328 Ath. Pol.
1226-1227 240 n. 40 19.5

1227 240 n. 40 Cael.
1241-1242 171 285b 9-21
1290 171 Eth. Eud.
1306 187 n. 86 1238a 2-3

238 n.37
180 n. 65
175n. 47
354 n. 25
185

173 n. 43
184 n.77
184 n.77
184 n.77

293

152
201n. 25
151-152
212 n. 64
64n.16
205 n. 41
46,288-289
131-132
145

138

320 n.38
211 n. 60
302

149

138, 159
130

321

258

152

212 n. 65
365
205n. 40
128

375n. 84
334
322

106

105

355n. 29



Eth. Nic.

1108a21-25 8

1121b 21-23 86 n.39
1127a13-1128b1 8
1127b 33-1128b9 378
1128a5 378
1128a 23-24 223 n.6
1156b 26-28  355n.29
Gen. an.

750a 11-15 92n.53
Hist. an

493a 27 133
563b 29-564a3 92 n.53
597b 1-2 106

618a 8-29 92n.53
618a13-25 92n.53
Mete.

346b 32-35 91

362a 33 105
Mund.

392a2 105
Poet.

1450b18-19 3n.3
1453b 1-6 3n.3
1459a 4 ff. 196 n.3

1459a 9-10 290n.7
1461a 10 290n.7
1462a11-14 3n.3
Pol.

1316a29-32 198n.8
Rh.

1375b 300n.31
1375b29-30 300
1379b17-19 324
1389a3-4 387 n. 108
1390a15-16 387 n.108
1395a 6-7 385
1404a 259
1404b 28 290n.7
1405b 34-1406b 14 66 n. 25

1405b 34-1406b 19 316 n. 20

1406b 1 ff. 196 n.3
1406b 3 290n.7
1410a-b 257
1410b 9-10 317 n. 22
14122 26-28  224n.10

1412a 26-31
1419b 7-9

[Aristotle]
Mir. ausc.
830b 11-20
Pr.

879b 31

Athenaeus
3.104d
4.158c¢
6.245d
6.267e-270a
6.269¢
10.440e-442a
13.567c-d
13.567e
13.576f
13.582e-f
13.586b
14.643e
14.643f
14.644f
14.646¢
14.663c-d
15.699a-b

Axionicus
fr.1

Babrius
62.2

Bacchylides
11.92

Index Locorum =— 417

237

92n.53

359 n. 36

336

220

339

96

220

374

339

340 n.100
339n.95
340

340 n. 100
276 n.10
274n. 4
276 n.11
86

131

296

340

134n.13

282n.24

Callimachus (ed. Pfeiffer)

fr. 607 229n.21
Cantharus

fr.7 293
Carmina Priapea

12 283 n.27
12.1-9 284



418 —— Index Locorum

12.

57

8-9

Catullus

16.
57.

2
2

112.2

Cephisodorus

fr.

3.5

277 n.
283 n.

359 n.
359 n.
359 n.

359 n.

Cercidas (ed. Powell)

fr.

17.36

Cicero

De

or.

2.59.239
Leg.
2.37
Phil.
2.15
Pro Rosc.

20

134 n.

337 n.

220

335

341n.

14
27,284

36
36
36

37

90

104

Cleanthes (ed. von Arnim)

fr.

583

134 n.

Comica Adespota

fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.

223
297
338
371
389
465
498
559
610
622
628
629
660
686
751
840
930
1081.2
1147.54

156
209 n.
207 n.

14

52
47

211n. 61

156

155

212 n.
204 n.
213 n.
326

203 n.
213 n.
213 n.
201n.
213 n.
212 n.
205n.
360n.
360n.

67
35
70

32
74
69
22
70
64
42
38
38

fr. 1147.56
CGFPR 342.27

Crates

fr. 16.9-10
frr. 16-19
fr.

47

Cratinus

fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
frr. 193-196
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.

1.2

8
61.2
70

73
136
145
149
150
150.1
150.4
151.4
176
192

197
198
198.1
199
199.4
200
202
203
208
209
211
213
223
226
234
255
258
258.1
258.4
259
264
268
281

360 n. 38
86 n. 38, 87

100
108
292

200 n.16
292

292

293

316

293

293

291, 292
46

291

293

292

98, 100
203 n.30
69

69

70-71

71

70

71

70

70

70

70

70

71

71

208 n. 50, 291
292

292

68

46

292

293

293, 316
293

203 n.30
208 n. 49



Index Locorum =— 419

fr. 300 332n.77 Dionysius Comicus
fr. 342 43,207 n. 46 fr.3 47,322
fr. 351 291
fr. 355 290 Dionysius Periegeta
fr. 359.1 140 Ixeut.
fr. 360 293 1.13 92n.53
fr. 360.3 292
fr. 382 200 n. 20 Dioxippus
fr. 409 135 fr.3 336 n. 88
fr. 410 292
fr. 483 213 n. 71,283 Diphilus
fr. 484 293 fr. 17 100
fr. 490 144 fr. 42.27 156
fr. 502 207 n. 47 fr. 48 205n. 41
fr. 64 100
Ctesias (ed. Lenfant) fr. 90 100
Indica fr. 101 166 n. 20
fr. 45.37 83n.29
fr. 45p 83n.29 Dromon
fr.1 336
[Demetrius]
Eloc. Ephippus
26 258 n. 14 fr.2 332
128 220 fr.6 339
152 224 fr. 8 100
fr.8.3 276 n.11
Democritus (ed. Diels/Kranz) fr. 8.6 336
68 A33.11 289n.7 fr.13.3-5 267
68 B 22 289n.7 fr. 14 47
fr. 14.3 323
Demosthenes fr. 15 100
21.78 357 n.30 fr. 16 317
21.218 324
Epicharmus
[Demosthenes] fr.5 203 n. 33
58.37 322 fr.97.13 292
fr. 97.15 292
Diodorus Siculus fr. 97.16 293
2.47.4 84 n.30 fr. 98.50 229 n. 22
2.47.4-5 84 n.30 fr. 121 291
2.56.5-6 83 fr. 128 292
12.53 258 n. 16 fr. 131 70 n. 41
fr. 145 258
Diogenes Laertius fr. 189 146

1.48 300n.31 fr. 224 293



420 —— Index Locorum

Epicrates

fr.

fr
fr

fr.

fr
fr
fr

Etymologicum Magnum (ed. Gaisford)

3
.3.11
.5.5

9
.9.3-4
. 9.4

. 9.5

60.25
125.46-48
756.56
757.1-2
757.7

Euboeus (ed. Lloyd-Jones/Parsons)

fr
fr
fr

. 410
L 411
. 412

Eubulus

fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.

8

14

36
54

56
63
67.10-11
75
75.12
82
95
120

Euphanes

fr

. 1.6

Euphro

fr

.8

Eupolis

fr

. 84
.102
. 154
.172.11
.174.3

339n.98

339

276 n.11

141, 146, 151, 158
141

146 n. 28

146 n. 28

278
128
280
278
280

295n. 22
295
295

336 n. 88
101
100
340
369 n. 66
101
149
101
139
339
328
100

327 n.59

336

265
319 n.33
212 n. 66
292
293

fr. 197
fr. 209
fr.221.1
fr. 238
fr. 248
fr. 249
fr. 261.3
fr. 298.3
fr. 299
fr. 364
fr. 378
fr. 435
fr. 438
fr. 444
fr. 465
fr. 491

Euripides
Andr.
50-53
965
Bacch.
367

508
Cyc.

180

Hel.
705-707
Hipp.
750

954

1A

258
537-540
701

IT

31-32
Med.
278
836-842
1342
Or.

1685
Phoen.
636
806-811
1493

154 n. 38
281

199 n. 15
324
205n. 42
290

316 n. 20
337 n.92
96

141

293

208 n. 48
293

211 n. 62
131

293

256 n.9
141n. 23

320 n.37
320n.37

154 n.39

91

326
91

289
256 n.9
320

320 n.38
146 n. 28
256 n.9
341n.108
105

320 n. 37

341n.108
320 n.37



Tro.

891 320 n.37
990 320 n.37
Fragments (ed. Kannicht)
fr. 706 112 n. 94
fr. 839.11 105

fr. 1014 283
Eustathius

ad Il.

1277.47 214 n.76
ad Od.

1817.46-48 86 n. 38
Galen

De loc. aff. (ed. Kiihn)
8.442.2 133

De nom. med. (ed. Meyerhof/Schacht)
103v-104v 220 n.1
Libr. Propr. (ed. Kiihn)
19.48 220n.1
Gellius

NA

praef. 20 220
1.15.19 220
13.25.7 220
Gregorius Cyprius (CPG)
2.43 366 n.59
3.16 366 n.59
4.55 360 n. 39

Hecataeus of Abdera (FGrHist)

264F7

Hegesippus
fr.1.2-3
fr. 2.5

Heracleides
fr.1

Hermippus
fr. 39
fr.42.1

fr. 47

84 n.30

4,360n.38
335

333

210 n. 56
205n. 40
46,332n.77
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fr.47.7 292

fr. 48 293

fr. 48.6 291-292,298 n. 24
fr. 63 290

fr. 63.1 290

fr. 63.2 290

fr. 63.3 290-291
fr. 63.4 292

fr. 63.6 291

fr. 63.11 290-292
fr. 63.17 291, 293
fr. 63.20 291-292
fr. 63.21 291
fr.77.1 291
fr.77.2 292
fr.77.6 290
fr.77.7 292
fr.77.8 291
fr.77.9 291, 293
fr.77.10 293
fr.77.11 291

Hermogenes (ed. Spengel)
Method.

34, pp. 453-454  224n.11,227 n.17

Herodian

De prosod. cathol. (ed. Lentz)
1158.23 86 n.37
Herodotus

2.174 199 n. 15
3.19-25 83
4.110-117 83
5.64.2 106
6.105.1 206 n. 43
6.137 106
Hesiod

Op.

760-764 59

[Sc.]

7 292
Theog.

126-138 213n.71
337-368 213n.71
1001 68
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Fragments (ed. Merkelbach/West)

fr. 40.2
fr. 204.87
fr. 253

Hesychius
02904
o 6349
B 466
01116
01129
€2308
€ 3449
€5741
K 2648
K 3969
K 3970
K 3971
K 4106
p 449
0172
0273
0810
0893
1772
Y 307
{308

68
68
68

278

137

289 n.6
129

129

139

366 n.59
147 n. 29
86 n.39
86

86
85-86
134

144

144

144

132

303

278

86 n. 38
86 n.38

Hippiatrica Berolinensia

115

[Hippocrates]

Ep.
17

143 n. 27

365 n. 54

Hipponax (ed. West)

fr. 124

Homer

.

1.12-42
1.249
1.275-277
1.403-404
1.554
2.11-12
2.25

341

290n. 8
292

296

81
291n.11
297

299

2.62
2.87-88
2.258-261
2.557-558
2.813-814
4.122
4.533
5.387
5.750
6.181
6.239
7.421
8.394

9.91

9.221
9.236-238
9.241
9.526
10.15
12.200-207
14.291
16.328-329
16.642
16.747
16.794
18.534
20.74
22.414
23.61
23.332-333
24.627
24.640
24.694-695
24.724

Od.

1.149
1.260

3.38

4.3

4.67

4.84

4.218
5.200

6.16

6.121
6.164

8.71

299

256

318

300

81

291

297
282n.24
299

291

283

326

299

294 n.20
294 n.20
256

289

258

297

167 n. 24
81
341n.108
302

326

297

295

81
292n.14
297-298
303

294 n.20
292n.14
328 n. 65
299

294 n.20
298
292
283
294 n.20
291
294 n.20
294 n.20
292
200n.16
298
294 n. 20
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8.484 294 n. 20 1G 1123028 64
9.55 295 Central Greece
9.162 291n.13 1G 1X.12(2) 253 365
9.197 320
9.288 294 n. 20 Isocrates
9.557 291n.13 8.52 244 n. 46
10.184 291n.13 15.47 258
10.305 81 17.57 375n. 82
10.376 294 n. 20
10.468 291n.13 Juvenal
10.477 291n.13 2.99 359 n. 36
10.521 289
10.536 289 Leander (FGrHist)
11.29 289 492 F15 229 n.21
11.49 289
12.30 291n.13 Libanius
12.52 291n.12 Or.
12.61 81 1.9 220n.2
12.234-259 213 n.74
12.450 295 [Longinus]
14.453 294 n. 20 Subl.
15.142 294 n. 20 40.2 220
16.54 294 n. 20
17.98 294 n. 20 Lucian
17.455 355 n. 29 Dial. meret.

5.2 359 n. 36
Homeric Hymns Laps.
h. Dem. 1 372n.79
12 292 Pseudol.
h. Ven. 21 320 n.34
82 292
In matr. Deor. [Lucian]
1 240 n. 41 Am.

53 155
Horace
Carm. Lysias (ed. Carey)
4.13.9-12 277 n. 14 fr. 195.1 64
Epod.
8.1-6 277 n. 14 Machon (ed. Gow)

fr. 14.204-210 339
Hypereides (ed. Jensen)

fr. 171 281 Macrobius

Sat.
Inscriptions 5.20.13 220
Attica

1G I 421.28 321
1G 11?18 64
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Martial
3.32
3.93.1-2
10.39
10.67
10.90

284
277 n. 14,284
284
284
284

Matron (ed. Olson/Sens)

fr. 1.3
fr. 1.12
fr. 1.18-21
fr.1.31
fr.1.32
fr.1.95-97
fr. 3.2

Menander
Dys.

2-4

3-4

6

8-12

21
35-36
36-39
50-55
62-63
82
88-90
116-117
122-123
129-131
131-134
145

189
192-194
194
202-203
206-207
242-243
260-263
285

288
295-298
296-298
299-300
326-331

298
298-299
296-297
299
293
299-300
297

376
356,376 n. 85
376 n. 85
376
358 n. 31
377

376
374-375
270

386

386
375, 386
386
356, 386
376

354

358 n.31
369

370

373

384

386

353

356

372

356

386

371

356

342-343
343-344
361-374
384-387
384-389
390-391
393-399
402-404
403-404
404-406
407-409
409-410
423-424
424
425-426
434
438-439
447-453
448-453
456 ff.
460-463
466

467
473-476
475

476

480
486-499
507-509
512-513
514-515
515-516
550-551
559
563-570
565-569
566-570
574-583
581

586

588
599-600
600-606
602
603-606
630-631
633

356
387
386
377
372
352
361
351
354
363
352
360
355,363
364
355
353
354
353
356
354
358
364 n. 48
386
356
355
354 n.26
386
364
363
363
128
365
360
354
354-355
360
356
357
365
358
358
356
356, 358
367
356,386
364
366



634

639 ff.
639-647
660-662
661
666-667
666-689
667-669
669
673-678
677-678
681

687

723
729-733
743-744
835-837
855-859
860-865
891-892
903
910-930
931-953
946
946-953
950

951
954-969
Her.
43-44
Pk.

485
1013-1014
Sam.
241
283-293
309-310
311
325-327
348
563-564
Fragments
fr. 6.5-7
fr. 196
fr. 266
frr. 315-316
fr. 381

386
364
365
365
361
370
383
371
371
372
370 n. 69
371
371
387
261n. 24
270-271
373
374
383
359
383, 386
368
368
368 n. 65
368
368 n. 65
368 n. 65
368

372

359 n. 37
128

137
360n.38
370
370
370
156
357 n. 30

375n. 82
270
322 n. 45
352
276 n. 11
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fr. 472.1 156
fr. 734 266
Metagenes

fr. 4.1-2 292
fr. 4.2 291
fr. 4.3 291
fr. 4.4 291
fr.6 98
fr. 6.1-3 100
fr. 6.3 100
fr. 6.9-10 100
fr. 6.11 100

Mnesimachus

fr. 4 101
fr. 4.18 131
fr. 4.52-55 267-268
fr. 4.55 154
fr.7 332n.77

Nicander (ed. Gow/Scholfield)

fr. 74 142
Nicochares

fr. 21.2 141
Nicophon

fr. 21 99
fr. 21.1-2 100
fr. 21.3 100
fr. 21.4 100
Nonnus

Dion.

12.41 200 n. 18

Pausanias Atticist (ed. Erbse)

6 86 n.38
Persius

1.124 220
Petronius

86.1 359 n. 36
87.7 359 n. 36



426 = Index Locorum

Pherecrates

fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.

6

15

84

85

86

87

88

89

100

103

113
113.1-2
113.3-4
113.3-5
113.3-7
113.6
113.10-19
113.23-24
137
137.3-5
137.6
137.7-8
155
155.8-12
155.14
155.19
155.28
156
162.1
162.3
193

246

247

248

254

258

259

Philemon

fr.
fr.
fr.
fr.

3.11-13
7

43
99.5-7

64n.15
201n.21
4

84

85

84

84

84

84

135
97-98
268

99

100

100

205 n. 40
100

100

99
99-100
100

100

72

64

145, 152
132

146 n. 28
72

291

291

131

68

68

68

68

69

69

357 n.30
205n. 41
337 n. 89
304

Philetaerus

fr.3.2-3 270

fr. 4 320

fr.9 277 n. 14,283
fr.14 330
Philippides

fr.8 205n. 41

Philitas (ed. Kuchenmiiller)

fr. 4 303

frr. 29-58 302

fr. 33 302-303
Philo

De spec. leg.

3.47.4 140n. 21

Philostratus
Vs
1.17 258 n. 15

Philoxenus Grammaticus (ed. Theodori-

dis)
fr. 514 141
Philyllius
fr. 17 145
Photius
Bibl.
101b 4-15 220n.1
532b 36 321
Lex. (ed. Theodoridis)
o931 278
01021 128
o 1195 276 n. 11
o 2495 137
B 60 208 n. 48
K708 86
K720 86 n. 39
099 144
1246 280

s.v. Ywbia (657.6 Porson) 86 n. 38
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Phrynichus Comicus 162 330
fr. 18 210 n.56,314n.9 887-887a 166 n. 21
fr. 21.1-4 172 n.39 Pseud.
585 322 n. 44
Pindar Rud.
ol 415-416 369 n. 68
4.18 200 n.19 420-423 369 n. 68
Fragments (ed. Maehler) Trin.
fr. 52f.10 283 975-977 322n. 44
988 203 n.33
Plato 1094-1095 358 n.31
Chrm. Truc.
155d 149 259 363n.47
Grg.
485d 290 n.8 Plinius
502a 64 n.15 HN
Phdr. 4.10 362 n. 45
67a 304 n.39
Resp. Plutarch
393d-394e 290n. 8 Cim.
544b 141 16 205n. 39
Symp. Comp. Lys. et Sull.
175e 282n.21 3.1 179 n. 60
215b 315 Mor.
Ti. 347e-f 4n.5
40c 105 768e 359 n. 36
853a 321
Plato Comicus 853a-854d 220, 378
fr. 3.4 139, 147 853b 1-3 379
fr. 189.16 291 853b3-d9 379
fr. 200 64 n.16 853d 22
fr. 239 244 853d 5-7 380
853d 7-9 380
Plautus 853d 10-11 379
Capt. 853d 11-e 2 380
69 325 853e 3-4 379
69-76 334 853e 4-8 379
867 359 n. 36 853f1-3 382
Curc. Per.
442-448 93 9 205n. 39
Men. Sol.
77-78 335n.83 10.1 300
Merc. 10.1-2 300n.31
277-288 321n.40 20.2 289 n.6
Most. 20.3 281
5 326 n.56

158 330
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Pollux 751 227-228, 230 n. 23, 237
2.171 133 756 226 n. 15,230 n. 23, 235
3.58 199 n. 13 n.33
4.149-150 364 n.51 850a 226 n. 15
4.151 277 n. 14 974a 226 n. 16
6.77 276 n. 11 1001b 226 n. 15
7.23 86 1026¢ 226 n. 15
7.24 134n.14 1060a 230 n. 23
7.152 135 1082a 235n.33
7.203 278 1173a 226 n. 15,239 n.38
9.108 278, 280 1181a 226 n. 15
10.143 144 Av.
10.150 278 15a 245

15b, ¢ 245n. 49
Quintilian 16aa, B 245
5.11.39-40 300n.31 16b 245n. 49
6.3.84 222n.3 28b 243
8.3.30-31 195 38a 235n. 33
9.3.77-80 258 n.13 69 231
10.1.46 195 92 243 n. 44
10.1.65-66 220 102a 230, 235

102d 224 n.12,230n. 24
Sannyrion 395b 239n.38
fr. 11 205 n. 41 515a, b 244 n. 48

575a 244 n. 48
Sophilus 609 244 n. 48
fr.8 326 876d 240 n. 41
fr.9 134 876e, f 250 n. 57

1047a/cp 244 n. 48
Scholia in Aeschinem 1108 231n. 26
1.18 229 n. 22 1173 243 n. 45
3.100 229 n. 22 1288 235n.33
3.187 229 n. 22 1628a 235n.33

1653b 244 n. 48
Scholia in Aeschylum 1654b 244 n. 48
Cho. 95 229 n. 22 Eccl.

611 132
Scholia in Aristophanem 683 243 n. 44
Ach. 798 244
18a 226 n.15,235n.33 Eq.
8la 235n.33 49a 230 n. 23
119 227,232 59a/b 231n.25
255 226 167b 235n.33
275 130 296 243
615a 226 n.16 539a 235n.33
684a 226 n.16 905 235n.33

733a 226 n.16 984a/c 239 n.38



1033a
1034c
Lys.
1140
114a/B
1148
702
720
937
1057
1071
1071a
1071b
Nub.
12d
37aa
179a/b
359b
555
835¢
857aP
889
1261b
Pax
95
235aa
249aa
363a
363d
368
402b
415b
425aa
425c¢
505a
526a
673b
708
728a
756ba/B
756f
822
898b
901a
1186
1319

243 n.
237

233 n.
226 n.
234
224 n.,
129
226 n.
226 n.
226 n.
222

45

29

15
9,228n.19
15,238

15,232 n. 28
15

222,232n.28

224 n.
235n.
224
235n.
281
235
238
62
235n.

228 n.
228 n.
226 n.

228,229n.21,230n.23

229 n.
226 n.
226 n.
231n.
228 n.
226 n.
228 n.
226 n.
230 n.

244 n.

237 n.
230 n.
231n.
226 n.
228 n.
228 n.
226 n.
226 n.

12
33

33

33

19,243 n. 45
19
15

21
15
15
25
19
15
19
15
23
47
35
23,231n.25
25
15
19
19
15
15

Plut.
20c
23c
27a
27c¢
180
278ca
287a
322a,d
322ba/B
324
385b
783
805bpB
818a, b, c, e, f
818g
839g
972a
995
999a
1036
1036b
1037
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226 n. 15
226 n. 15
225,226 n. 15
225

241
243 n. 45
239 n. 38
246 n.52
246 n.52
223 n. 8, 247
248 n. 54
224 n.9
243 n. 45
246
223 n. 8, 246
239 n.39
235n.33
276 n. 11
276 n. 11
279

279
278-281

1037a,d,e,g8,l,m 278

1037b
1037¢
1037h
1037i, k
1083a, b
1096e
Ran.
75a, b
85¢
308a, ¢
308f

320a, b, f
418a
501a
501c
501d
547-548
661
970d
992a/b
992b
1005a, ¢

278, 279, 280
280

280

279

282

239 n.39

239

238 n.36
250 n. 57

223 n. 8, 239 n. 38, 250
n. 57

250 n. 57
237n.35
247-249
248 n. 53, 249
223 n. 8, 247
223n.8,238n.37
244 n. 48
223n.8

240

223n.8

236
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1466a 244 n. 48 Scholia in Platonem
1466b 239 n. 38, 244 n. 48 Grg. 473b 229 n. 22
Thesm.
21a 244 n. 48 Sophocles
746 230n.23 ocC
1025 243 n. 45 1548 328 n. 64
Vesp. or
6a 239 n.38 1000 199 n.13
19a 235n.33 Trach.
147b 278 647 199 n.13
189b 238 n.37 1089-1100 327 n.61
231c 244 n. 48 Fragments (ed. Radt)
238a 233 fr. 306 140
440a 230 fr. 657 151
449 223 n.8,242n. 43 fr. 876 134 n.13
479a 240
511a/b 231 Sophron
511c 231, 232 fr. 47 146
525a 242 n. 43
639 243 n. 44 Sosipater
924c¢ 223n.8 fr. 1.20 360 n.38
1080b 243
1136 223 n. 8,243 Sotades lambographus (ed. Powell)
1167b 236 fr.1 140
1187b 235n. 33
1227 240 n. 40 Strabo
1238b 248 n.53 8.2.1 362 n. 45
1365 223 n.8 9.1.10 300
Scholia in Demosthenem Straton
1.27a/b 229 n. 22 fr.1 47,301
1.29 229 n. 22 fr. 1.36 359 n.37
4.15 229 n. 22 fr. 1.42-44 302
18.237 229 n. 22 fr. 1.48-50 303-304
18.239b 229 n. 22

Strattis
Scholia in Homerum fr. 16 64
.
2.359 229 n. 22 Suda (ed. Adler)
2.557 300 €1505 366 n.59
4.127b 229 n. 22 0521 132
23.61 298 1496 279
23.332 303 1497 278-280

¢ 308 283
Scholia in Lucianum ¢ 692 237n.35

77.10.2 229 n. 22 ¢ 129 86 n.38



Suetonius
BAaog.
14 140

Synesius (ed. Garzya)
Ep.
45 278

Telecleides

fr.1 98

fr. 1.4 100

fr. 1.4-6 100

fr. 1.6-7 100

fr. 1.8 99-100
fr. 1.8-10 100

fr. 1.10 205 n. 40
fr.1.11 100

fr. 1.12 100, 276 n. 11
fr. 1.13 100

fr. 1.14 100

fr. 12 69

fr. 15 69

fr. 16 69

fr. 17 69

fr. 31 69

fr. 41 69

fr. 42 69, 211
fr.72 293
Terence

Haut.

97 375n. 82
Phorm.

111 375n. 82
Theocritus

15.17 282 n.24
Theognetus

fr.1.1-2 304 n.39
Theognis

1.458 144

Theophilus
fr.4

fr. 4.3-4
fr. 6.2-4

Theophrastus
Caus. pl.
2.17.9
5.1.6
Char.

4

10

17

29

Hist. pl.
9.11.7
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337n. 89
325
144

92n.53
135

324
356
324
324

336 n. 85

Theopompus Comicus

fr. 21 204
fr.31.1 291

fr. 31.2 293
fr.34.2 292
fr.73 293
Theopompus (FGrHist)
115 F111 229 n.21
115 F 338 199 n. 13
Thucydides

2.17.1 106
3.15.1 362 n. 45
3.104.6 305
5.79.4 283
6.8.4 210 n.53
Tiberius

De fig. Dem.

33 259 n.18
Timocles

fr. 2 134

fr. 4.7-9 170 n. 30
fr. 4.9 326

fr.6 341n.107
fr. 8 375n. 84
fr.9.6 325,335
fr. 10.4 325
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fr. 10.5 335n.83

fr. 11 325

fr.12 331-332

fr. 14 48,328-329
fr. 15 340

fr. 16 340

fr. 17 326

fr. 19 47, 315,323,331n.73
fr. 19.1 131-132

fr. 19.2 143

fr. 21 331

fr. 24.2 156

fr. 27 330, 342

fr. 29 337

Timocreon (PMG)
733 274n.7

Tractatus Coislinianus (ed. Koster)

XV 38-39 8
Xenarchus
fr. 1.8 145

fr. 1.10 146 n. 28

Xenophon

Cyr.

2.2.27 304 n.39
Hell.

1.3.22 354 n. 24
Mem.

1.2.58-59 290n.8
2.9 178

Zenobius (CPG)
3.45 366 n.59

[Zonaras] (ed. Tittmann)
p. 1727 278



Index of Notable Greek Words and Phrases

ABudokopng 212 aUTOHOA® 203 n. 34
aBepivn 110 autdtEpOG, -6TaTOG 203
Aiolooikwv 208,314 n.9
GkAntog 48,325 Bahavelw 133-134, 152
akovtidw 153 Bd&Aavog 133-134, 137
GAGBootov 138 BoMiwv 340-341
GAextpucv 333 -BéAAw (¢pB-, €mB-, Katap-, mpoaB-) 139,
Ghodw 128 152, 157
Gpevnva kapnva 289 Bapuyétag 208 n. 48
aung 45, 274-276, 280 Bdtpayog 111
Gpopyic 133 BooE 108
avomeipw 152 Bori 108
avamyvupt 152 BoUAetat Aéyewv 230 n. 23
AvdpokAéwv 208-209 BpuowvoBpacupayeloAnyikeppdtwy 47,
AvdpokoAwvokAilg 208-209 323
AvBpwmopéotng 208 n. 48 Bupoodkammog 209 n. 52
avBpwmopayol 321 BupoomagAaywv 209 n. 52
AvBpwpnpakAfg 208 n. 48,314 n.9 Bwlokoméw 128, 362, 365
avti 197-198
Avtibeog 198 yoAeoi 108
AvtiAéwv 43,197-198 FepntoBeddwpol 43, 207
dvtitoll 228 n. 19, 230-231, 235, 237 veEwpyéw 128-129, 137

n. 35, 247 yiyoptov 130
Amnadnvaiot 199 yA&ttar 288-290
arnAwaotd 43,198 yvéBog 335, 336
amé 198-199
Amodpaoimidng 43, 206 dawvipevol 291
amobpialw 137 dawtupdveg 302
amomoAitng 199 SaktuAlog 279
amooukalw 136 Aopagikdvéudlog 211
Anotupmovioxdg 340-341 AgE1dNpidng 47,318
AmpOooKeMTOg 334, 335 déov/Edel eingiv 228 n. 19, 230-232,
apvog 175 235,237 n. 35, 243, 244 n. 48
apxatopeModwvoppuvixipota 210-211 d¢pw (4mod-) 130-132
apxo 205 AnpoloyokAéwv 209,314 n.9
apxoyAuttddng 205 Anpotuvddpewg 208 n. 48,314 n. 9
apyoAimapog 205 Slaléyw 129-130
AokAnmokAeidng 314 damattodelw 152
domadopat 246 domewapeg 227
doUppolog 325 diwamivopeg 227
Atukwvikoi 212 dleomAekwpévn 46, 281
autéKakog 203-204 Sikwmelv 147

Alopglahagoveg 207 n. 45
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AovuooAégovdpog 207,314 n.9
dipopog 135

dopu 138

-0oulog 204-205
Apuayapvelg 212

elomnddw 356, 357

£Nalvw (£EeA-, katel-) 139, 147, 151,
153-154, 157

‘EAévng Bpwpota 321

€upohog 138-139, 146, 147

¢vBeaidoudog 205

évBeoiPwpog 205

évbplow 137

£v ppéatt Kuvi péxeoBal 366-367

£ 2-4

émBotelw 147

¢mpBoAn 139, 146

EmdeElog 365

¢mretpagortar 299

émoupifw 146 n.28

énwvupog 327

£péBwvBog 134,137

¢peldw 152-153, 157

épetpov 139, 146, 147

¢puaixbwv 302

¢0wKpdTwv 322

g 46, 282-283

éwvnpuolg 139-140

eliomhog 142

eupimdopiotopavicwy 43, 207, 210

£pw 231-232

Zwpog (-piov) 330,334
‘HpakAelo&avbiag 208

Bouplopdvielg 211-212
Opdttal 110

Bpiov 136-138
fucidlw 302

inmoddpotlo 299
ioxdg 341
ixBudppoug 326

Kawog 3-5, 66
Kékeloe 298

KaA® 335

KGAwG 146 n. 28
Komvog 91

Kdpapog 336-337
Kapnkopowvtag 297
Katd 197

Katayéha 43,197
Kataylyaptidw 130
KATOPEOTOW 146 n. 28
KatameAtddopat 153
KOTOTPLAKOVIOUTiGw 153
KEANG 147-148
KeANTi{w 147-148
KEVTEW 154

Kévipov 140
KEVIpWY 140
Kepauvdg 335
Keotpelq vijotig 325,330
KEQOANYEPETNG 46, 293
KNAwv 140-141
KikkoBot 85-87
KipBlE 86 n.39
KAgdeg 110
KhepUdpa 338,339
KAntip 238n.37
KAUZeoke 298
KVIooAoIx0G 48,326
KOKK{{w 130

KOKKUE 91-92

KoAakopopokAeidng (-pwpokAeidng) 210

n.56,314n.9
KoAakwvupog 210
KoAoiapxog 205
Kopntapuviag 210, 314 n. 9
Kkopyeupimik@dg 210
KovwoQpoveg 211
KOvTidog 141
Kovtog 141, 146, 153
KOTw 360, 361
Képat 337
kopakivog 110, 179 n. 59
Kopakiwveg 110
KOpupBa 289

kpamdtarog (-AAog, -Adg) 85-87

Kpon 134,137



KpOdw 134-135

Kpibwv 134

Kpdvinmmog 212-213

Kpovodaipwy 213

KpovoAnpog 213

KpoUw 154,157

KUKGw 155

KUAvdopevog, -dopévn 291, 297-298

Aapr 141

Aakadw 359

Aakwvopavia 43, 204-205
Nopayinmov 202 n. 28

Aénw, -mopot 130-131, 133, 137
Afpog 235-236

Alpodwpleilg 212

NAomadov 330

Mavéxktwp 208 n. 48, 314
pavio 43, 204-205, 339
pattuoAoty6g (pattodoiydg) 131n.10
pebuooxdpupdig 213
peMovikidv 43, 210, 322
peppyvogo@lotal 211 n. 60
pépomeg 302
petewpoléoyal 211 n. 60
petéwpog 118
petewpoco@lotai 211 n. 60
peTteEWpoPEvakeg 211
pfjhov 302

pnTpa 324,336

pioo- 43,201-202
pe6dnpog 201
ptgoAdpoxog 201-202
plodmoAg 201
ploomovnpog 48,323, 324, 325, 383
ploomopmaKIoTaTn 202
piotuMa 302

povotpomog 323, 324
povogpdyog 203

poxAog 141-142, 159

vaupoxéw 148-149, 151
Neotrtig 339
vepén 91
Nepehokokkuyia 91-92
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VEWAKRV TV 686V 362
viv oov €pyov 365

Eipog 142

OBeENSG 142, 146
oABloydotwp 48,326
opopaotiyiog 204

6mAa 142, 146

OmtoTaTOg 46,293

onvew 289
‘OpeotautokAeidng 47, 314
opviBapyxog 205
opviBopavia 43,204
opUTIw (Blop-) 129,132,155
0pepwg 108

6pxog 135-136

00’ GAOG TkpoT 355

oUK MeAitng pootiyiog 247-249
oUAoyxUton 302

0pBaApOg Bacihéwg 113

naiw 155,157

naAwvaipetog 109
Navoupymmapyidat 207 n. 45
napapaoitng (-adving 325,335-336
napdoitog 331, 334, 375
néoxw 359

Nataviwv 330

noatdoow 155

nattalog 142-143, 146
NeAapyikov teixog 106
mehekdg 106

neAekdw 106-107, 143, 155
nélekug 143

néhtn 143,153

métopat 114-115, 118
ne@lmmidwool 47,322
mnyog 302

nmnddhov 144, 146

MnAetg 320

médw 139 n. 19

mipmAnp (Gvami-) 146 n. 28, 304
motog 321

nitta 150

MAaBdvn 330

mAakolq 275, 276, 280
méw 150-151



436 = Index of Notable Greek Words and Phrases

TANpow 146 n. 28

TAwtp 151

nviyw 231-232

motkiha 273
moAgpoAapayoikog 202

moAg 40, 105

nohog 40, 105

moAumpdypwy 200, 323, 324, 338
mpéBatov 361-362

mpétnBug 213, 283

ntepodpat (Gvormt-) 114-115, 118
Nuppavdpog 209 n. 52

-MOANG 214

paywdotololtou 304
pmtadw 155
pomaMopog 144
pomoAov 144

oaATnG 108

oGATyE 108

gauviov 144

onmia 110

olaywv 335

okahaBUpw 132

okoAglw 133

okaen 151

Iknmtodg 334, 335

okipog 303
OKOPOJOTIOVOOKEUTPLAPTOTWAISEG 214
OKUTGAQ 144

onabdw 155-156
onieppayopatoAekifolayavonwhdeg 214
onodéw 156,157

omovdai 60-61, 113

otadudv, -pdcdor 115
Itahaypog 330, 331

oTpoBIA0g 145

aiikov (oukij, oukig) 135-137
oUpBoAov 145,146
ouvdLloKTopeT 329

ouvvixeaBor 151

Iptyyokopiwv 47,208 n. 48,314
oppayi 145,146
owkpatoyoppog 211

Teloapevopaivinmol 43, 207
wAia 45, 278-281

6pog 145

Tpaypata 276, 280
Tpifew 112-113 n. 94
TpiyAn 110

TptyAiow 110

Tpuydw 133, 137-138
wnmw 156, 157

Umévola 223,378

Qawivda 320-321
poAnpic 134

(QOANGG 134,155
enyds 137
@avBpakelg 200
¢iAetvog 201
¢nAootig 199, 324
Qo- 43,199-201, 204
Qodikaotig 324
QUOAGKWY 204
QuopAtwp 48,323,324
QW\0Eevog 199-200, 324
euondtwp 48,323
@IAOTOAIG 200
¢gompaypatiag 200
@opviBia 204
¢pilopxog 200-201
QAEY 145,146
ppuyilog 107, 184
dpug 107

Xolpe, -pete 246, 363
XolptAekpavtidng 207
Xoipog, -piov 175 n. 47
Xxpuoolg 372
Xpuooppug 108

Yeudapdpagug 203
Yeudatpapagug 202-203
WeudnpakAig 208 n. 48
Ynvidw, -Zopor 136
Yuxpog 66, 316, 325, 362
Ywbia (-6io) 85-87
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Ywpodoudrog 205
YwpokoAag 205

dKiov 340
woel #\eye/Epn/einev 230 n. 23, 235
n.33
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