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Abstract

This thesis examines the form and function of insults, threats, and aggressive slapstick in
the comedies of Aristophanes. It seeks to fill a gap in our understanding of Aristophanes’
dramatic technique by considering how conflict between characters serves as a vehicle

for humour.

| begin with a discussion of three different approaches to mimetic conflict. The first
considers Aristotle’s ideas on pity, the second looks at Bakhtin’s theory of grotesque

realism, the third compares slapstick and visual gags from early silent cinema.

My own approach is based on an analysis of Aristophanic language and staging. The body
of the thesis is divided into three chapters, one dedicated to each of the conflict elements
under investigation (insults, threats, slapstick). Technical discussions are combined with
broader analyses of how conflict is integrated into the narratives of Aristophanes’ plays
and exploited for laughs. The chapter on insults includes a discussion of verbal abuse in
situations of conflict, four case studies (Acharnians, Frogs, Peace, Clouds), and a glossary
of Aristophanic insults. The chapter on threats looks at how these generate humour when
they elicit unexpected reactions, or when characters make threats that are incommensurate
with their situation. A formal analysis concludes the chapter, revealing differences between
comic and tragic threat constructions. The chapter on slapstick considers Aristophanes’
parabatic comments regarding visual humour, the role of aggressive choruses, and
instances of physical contact between individual characters. It transpires that lasting and

significant harm is never the outcome of physical attacks in Aristophanes. Gratuitous



slapstick is also generally avoided; attacks are, rather, integrated into the story or employed

in conjunction with puns and other jokes.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

‘Every drama must present conflict. The end may be reconciliation or destruction;
or, as in life itself, there may be no end; but the conflict is indispensable:

no conflict, no drama’.

— G. Bernard Shaw, ‘Preface’, Plays Pleasant (1898)

1.1. Opening remarks

This thesis aims to shed light on the form and function of insults, threats, and aggressive
slapstick in Aristophanes. The ubiquity in the extant plays of these ‘conflict elements’—an
umbrella term that | use to denote all three of the acts studied—suggests they are integral to
Aristophanes’ brand of humour and his mode of story-telling. They appear in every comedy
spanning his forty-year career, outliving briefer trends such as engagement with politics in
the 420s, the exploration of gender roles in the plays of 411, or economic topics in the early
fourth century. Conflict elements, which appear repeatedly (though not, as we will see,
indiscriminately) in clashes between characters, are thus a more fundamental and enduring
aspect of Aristophanes’ comedy, and their study should advance our understanding of his
playwriting technique.

Scholars have certainly recognised the importance of conflict and aggression in Old
Comedy. Silk (2000: 263), for example, lists conflict as one of the five key stages of
Avristophanic drama.! Ruffell (2013: 247) counts aggression among the “principal attributes

of Old Comedy’. Poe (2000: 271) speaks of comedy’s ‘cheerful violence’, while

1 Silk’s other key stages are dissatisfaction, quest, victory, and celebration.
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Kidd (2014: 119-20) imagines the ‘immense delight’ that Aristophanes’ audiences took in
‘playful aggression, especially seeing on-stage victims suffer’. These remarks bear out the
prominence of inter-personal antagonism in Aristophanic comedy, and it is perhaps
surprising that no book-length study of the subject exists. Many valuable and pertinent
insights are, to be sure, located in commentaries on the individual plays. These are reflected
in my discussions throughout the thesis on precise points of vocabulary and staging.
However, while commentaries fruitfully explore and explain details not normally tackled in
monographs, the commentary format does not lend itself to arguments about broader
dramatic tropes, such as conflict. One of my primary objectives, therefore, is to combine the
type of technical observations found in commentaries with a wider treatment of the
aesthetics of Old Comedy (focussing on inter-personal conflict). In this way, | hope to fill a
gap in our knowledge by demonstrating, in detail, the various ways that Aristophanes
exploits insults, threats, and mock violence, but also how these fit more broadly into his
comic and dramatic art.

As Shaw insists in the passage reprinted at the top of the previous page, drama
depends on conflict. Conflict generates suspense and a concomitant desire for resolution.
This draws spectators into the action, creating an emotional investment in the outcome of
characters’ clashes with either each other or less tangible forces. In Aristophanes, conflict
manifests itself both as wide-ranging struggles, such as those for peace (Acharnians, Peace,
Lysistrata) or an equitable distribution of resources (Ecclesiazusae, Wealth), and as
individual moments or sparks of conflict between characters. We will see that the two types
of conflict are intertwined, though my focus will be on the latter. Conflict also implies that
there will be winners and losers. In effect, the conflict elements analysed here are typically
employed, within the story-world, to assert dominance over an opponent. Unlike tragedy,

however, which tends to frame suffering negatively and elicit pity for its victimised



characters, comedy lets spectators stand back and ‘look upon human misfortune from an
emotional distance’, as one critic puts it, ‘sometimes even deriving great pleasure from it’.?
The primary objective of this thesis is to explore such pleasure and to discuss what
Rosen (2007: 3), in his study of ancient satire, has described as the ‘comic possibilities
inherent in a stance of interpersonal confrontation’, that is, how audiences of Old Comedy
are encouraged to enjoy aggressive encounters between characters, what this means for our
understanding of the genre and its legacy, as well as how the specificities of live drama

shape the use and appearance of conflict elements.

1.2. Three approaches to conflict elements in Aristophanes

In what follows, | present three ways of framing and understanding the conflict elements
found in Aristophanes. Each paradigm offers a different perspective and asks different
guestions about how audiences might interpret and respond to acts of aggression in comedy,
and especially how these are made to be enjoyable. | conclude with a summary of how my
own methodology both draws on, and differs from, these three approaches.

The first approach discussed below centres on Aristotle’s description of pity.
Aristotle’s arguments about how audiences connect emotionally with dramatic characters is
relevant to the present discussion since it can explain the pleasure taken in seeing characters
suffer. Aristotle lays out the conditions necessary for eliciting an audience’s pity. A reversal
or diminution of these conditions can, | suggest, anaesthetise spectators to mimetic pain

and grief.

2 Stott 2005: 12.



Aristotle’s discussion of pity is a good starting point for thinking about how
audiences react to imitations of human suffering, not least because of the cultural proximity
that he enjoyed with Aristophanes’ orginal audiences. Aristotle’s approach does not,
however, account for the generic specificities of comedy (the analysis of comedy alluded to
in chapter six of the Poetics is either lost or was never published) nor does it pay much
attention to the extra-dramatic, cultic and festive setting of Athenian theatre performances.
The second paradigm discussed below, which does address such issues, is Bakhtin’s theory
of the carnival and grotesque realism. Bakhtin depicts the medieval carnival as an
extraordinary historical moment when social transgressions, such as insults or obscenity,
were celebrated. He identifies in this historical phenomenon an anti-hierarchical spirit that
can infuse works of fictional literature, exemplified for him by the novels of Rabelais. The
comedies of fifth- and fourth-century Athens are simultaneously works of fiction and part
of a communal festivity. Although Bakhtin does not focus on this sort of hybrid literary
event, his model does offer a template for understanding the eccentric and antisocial
behaviour of Aristophanes’ characters.

In the final section, | discuss parallels between Aristophanes and American silent
film comedy. These are especially relevant to Chapter Four of this thesis, on Aristophanic
slapstick. Silent film comedy and Aristophanes have in common the invulnerability of their
characters. This has implications for how audiences construe violence, which may be more
palatable when its consequences are minimised. Critical discussions of early film comedy
have also focussed on the relationship between gags and narrative, that is, how stand-alone
visual jokes are incorporated into enacted stories. Parabatic comments in Clouds and Peace
suggest that this was a concern also of Aristophanes; we will see in Chapter Four that

Avristophanes acknowledges the popularity of stock gags, which include slapstick moments,



but also criticises these as unoriginal and potentially detrimental to his story-telling

technique.

1.2.1. An Aristotelian approach to comic suffering

In his arguments concerning audience reactions in the law-courts and the theatre, Aristotle
contemplates how empathy with others and compassion for their suffering (be it real or
mimetic) can be encouraged. It is a line of inquiry that informs his discussion of pity as one
of the two quintessential tragic emotions. Aristotle argues that experiencing pity for dramatic
characters is pleasurable, but that this pleasure is both indirect and proper to tragedy
(Poet. 1453b11-13). It arises when tragic poets depict characters experiencing undeserved
suffering, causing audiences painfully to pity those characters, which in turn produces a
pleasurable katharsis of the emotion. How might Aristotle’s conceptualisation of pity apply
to the suffering of comic characters?

Aristotle’s most precise definition of pity is found in the Rhetoric, where he describes
it as ‘a sort of pain at a perceived destructive or painful misfortune befalling someone who
is undeserving and which he [sc. an observer] might expect to suffer himself or one of his
friends to suffer’.®> Nussbaum (1996: 31) splits this definition into three connected parts:
1) hearing about or witnessing a significant misfortune befalling another, 2) belief that the
sufferer does not deserve that misfortune, and 3) identification with the victim and the
realisation that one or one’s friends could suffer in the same way. A significant misfortune

is the prerequisite for any compassionate reaction while removal of either of the last two

3 EoTo Bn EAeos AUTIT Tis Tl paivopéve Kaked pBapTIkS 1) Autmpdd Tol dvatiou Tuyxdvew, 6

KGv auTOs Tpoodokrioeley v Tabeiv 1) TAv autou Tva (Rhet. 1385b13-15). For a discussion of

this definition and its relationship to other mentions of pity in Aristotle see Konstan 2001: 128-36.



criteria will mitigate or eliminate pity for the injured party.* Suffering must, in other words,
be substantial from a spectator’s point of view for them to feel pity (minor discomforts will
not elicit pity; cf. Isocr. 16.48), the sufferer should not appear to be responsible for, or
deserving of, their own misfortune (if they do, they deserve blame and reproach; cf. S. Phil.
1318-20, Antiph. 1.27, Arist. EN 3.1114a25-9), and an empathetic identification with the
sufferer will increase the likelihood that a spectator feels pity (cf. S. Aj. 121-4). To give an
example, Odysseus, in the Odyssey, describes witnessing his comrades being seized and
devoured by Scylla as ‘the most pitiful thing of all to have met my eyes’ (oikTicToV 1
Kelvo €pols idov opbaApoiol / Tdvteov, 12.258-9). The fate of his comrades is significant,
they do not deserve it, and Odysseus can relate to them as a fellow traveller.

Although Aristotle does not state so explicitly, an Aristotelian approach should
dictate, through a reversal of the three aforementioned conditions, that pity for stage
characters can be reduced by making their suffering insignificant (certainly true, as we will
see, when one compares comic with tragic suffering), by assigning blame to the victim, and
by discouraging audience identification with them. This is a configuration that we indeed
find in Aristophanes, and that can help explain the pleasure, or rather, the lack of pain, that

audiences of comedy experience when seeing characters suffer. Heath (1989: 353) offers the

4 Aristotle adds precisions regarding the nature of the fortune (good or bad) and the nature of the
victim (good or bad). We experience pain, for example, when we see people faring well
‘undeservedly’ (ava&icos, Rhet. 1386b9-11). Conversely, we feel no pain at seeing bad people suffer
deservedly (1386b26-9; cf. Poet. 1453al1-2), and so forth. For the different permutations see
Sanders 2014: 59-73, and cf. Golden 1987, Ben-Ze’ev 2003. On the Aristotelian concept of
gmixaipekakia, given as the opposite of pBdvos at EN 1108b1-5 (cf. EE 1233b19-25 16 xaipew
Tais mapa TNy afiav kakompayiails) and defined in the later tradition as pleasure at another’s

misfortune (e.g. Plut. De curiositate 6, Diog. Laert. 7.1.114), see Sanders 2008: 268-70.



Avristophanic Lamachus as an example. At the end of Acharnians, Lamachus suffers because
of his own misguided actions and, in this way, resembles a tragic figure.® He enters limping
and crying in pain (&ttatai dttaTal, 1190). However, this sight and the character’s use
of tragic diction (oTuyepods ey, 1208; TdAas ey EupPBoAris Papeias, 1209) can hardly
have elicited emotions normally associated with tragedy. There can be little pity for
Lamachus who has already been established as a self-important blocking character, is largely
responsible for his own grief and, moreover, embellishes its causes. Although he claims to
have been struck by an enemy spear (1194), the audience knows that the general injured
himself by falling into a ditch and twisting his ankle on a stake (1178-9), an ignoble and
undignified fate.

Not all comic characters who suffer fit the mould of Lamachus. A key difference
between Lamachus’ discomfiture and the interactions studied in this thesis is that the latter
involve an aggressor. This adds a layer of depth to dramatic suffering that often enhances its
comic potential, but also complicates moral evaluations of the scenario. When a character
attacks another, either verbally or physically, spectators are confronted with questions
regarding the grief of the victim as well as the motivations of the aggressor and the
justifiability of his or her actions. The proportionality of the attack will be important (though
audiences of comedy probably expect and tolerate exaggeration), but so too will the degree
to which the aggressor is liked by the audience and, conversely, the victim disliked.®
Affiliation with characters will be steered by the playwright and, even if spectators bring

personal preconceptions to bear upon the staged world, those can be anticipated and

5 Olson 2002: 357-8 observes that Lamachus ‘now takes on the role of the ragged, limping
Euripidean hero . . . who is typically carried on stage dead or wounded at the end of the play’.
Kornarou 2007 discusses parallels between Lamachus’ lamentations and those of tragic characters.

® Dubbed ‘disposition theory’ by Zillmann & Cantor 1976. Cf. Raney 2004.



countered. Thus, an authority figure such as the Proboulos in Lysistrata is undermined in
the play by his pro-war stance, which goes against the narrative trajectory, as well as by his
distasteful and aggressive attitude. Conversely, Lysistrata, whose actions if carried out in
real life would undoubtedly meet with opprobrium, is the play’s heroine who drives the plot
toward its joyous end. When these two characters come together, the Proboulos is unlikely
to receive the audience’s sympathy for the insults and threats to which he is subjected,
especially since these are spoken by a character who enjoys the spectators’ support. That
being said, Aristophanes’ central characters, Lysistrata included, are not stable
one-dimensional creations (cf. Silk 2000: 207-55) nor are they ethically equivocal (thus
Dicaeopolis, Philocleon, and Strepsiades, among others). A simple partition into categories
of liked versus disliked, hero versus villain, or similar, cannot justly account for all aspects
of comic characterisation and indeed would demean Aristophanes’ artistic
accomplishments.” The attraction and humour of conflict elements in Aristophanes often
reside, moreover, not so much in an audience’s affiliation with a given character or
disaffiliation with the victim but rather, as we will presently see, in the form of the conflict
element itself. This includes tragic parody, the use of poetic or rhetorical tropes, and
ingenious visual spectacles, all of which belong to a complex network of meaning, symbolic
associations, and joke logic.® It would, therefore, be reductive to focus exclusively on how
audiences sympathise and identify (or not) with comic characters in order to explain the
pleasure afforded by conflict elements.

Avristotle was interested in how people respond emotionally to narrated and enacted

stories. In this sense, he anticipates some of the questions posed in this thesis. Aristotle was

" Cf. Rosen 2014b, discussing Cedric Whitman’s (1964) paradigm of the Aristophanic comic hero.

8 Cf. Ruffell 2011: 119-20.



also aware, however, that audiences can be ‘emotionally moved by a poetic performance at
the same time as they are intellectually detached from it and reflective about its form and
content’ (Rosen 2007: 34). For Aristotle, the contemplation of mimesis, of the relationship
between art and reality, is a natural source of delight (To xaipew, Poet. 1448089, 15-17),
while an artist’s ‘workmanship’ (&mepyaocia, 1448b19) gives ‘pleasure’ (18ovn)) to the
consumer.® In the case of drama, an audience’s recognition that what they are viewing is not
real, but rather a representation, distances them from the action and invites a more
intellectual assessment, further encouraged by the overtly competitive setting in which the
plays were produced. It seems probable, to judge by Aristophanes’ own parabatic assertions,
that audiences were indeed attuned to the aesthetics of Old Comedy beyond questions of
emotional response. Aristophanes encourages his audiences not merely to enjoy his comedy,
but also to appreciate critically its formal aspects and originality. Thinking about the way
spectators connect emotionally with characters can, in sum, help explain the pleasure taken
from, or pity felt for, moments of staged suffering. A strict focus on that point would,
however, obscure other important factors, such as the historical and performative conditions
of the comedies, novelty as a stand-alone objective, and the many different ways that humour
is generated. It is to these that I turn in the following sections, where | discuss two modern

paradigms for understanding the role of conflict and aggressive behaviour in Old Comedy.

° On the relationship between mimesis and pleasure in Aristotle’s Poetics see further Belfiore 1985,

Halliwell 1986: 62-81, 2002b: 177-206.



1.2.2. Old Comedy, Mikhail Bakhtin, and the carnival paradigm

The re-emergence in the 1980s of historicist approaches to literature was accompanied by
increased scholarly interest in Mikhail Bakhtin’s thoughts on medieval folk humour and the
carnivalesque. Although Bakhtin’s depiction of the medieval carnival is to a degree
romanticised and ahistorical, his ideas provide a fruitful basis for thinking about the special
license of Old Comedy.©

For Bakhtin (Rabelais and His World, Engl. translation 1968), the carnival is a
collective, ritual institution epitomised by a ‘temporary suspension of hierarchic distinctions
and barriers . . . and of certain norms and prohibitions of usual life’ (p. 15). This presents
itself in the form of spectacles, comic verbal compositions, and abuse (p. 5). During the
carnival, ‘verbal etiquette and discipline are relaxed and indecent words or expressions may
be used’ (p. 16). Insults, profanity, and curses abound as ‘elements of freedom’ (p. 187).
This takes place within a happy context of feasting, clowning, parody, popular music,
mingling bodies, regenerative laughter, role reversals, and collapsed social boundaries, all
of which separate the carnival from the ‘serious official, ecclesiastical, feudal, and political
cult forms and ceremonials’ that dominated life in early-modern Europe (p. 5). During the
carnival, there is a suspension of ‘hierarchical rank, privileges, norms, and prohibitions’,

Bakhtin writes (p. 10). ‘Privileged symbols and officially authorized concepts [are brought]

10 Gurevich 1988: 176-210 offers some criticisms of Bakhtin’s theory. Morson & Emerson
1990: 433-70 tackle the specific question of whether Bakhtin ‘employ[s] his global concepts
primarily to serve his readings, or his readings to probe his global concepts’ (p. 445). Studies looking
specifically at Old Comedy through the lens of Bakhtin’s model include Carriére 1979, Goldhill

1991a: 17688, Edwards 1993, von Mollendorff 1995, Platter 2007.
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into a crudely familiar relationship with common everyday experience.’** Along these lines,
the carnival spurns the intellectual and the metaphysical, focusing rather on the body and its
interactions with the natural world, how solids, liquids, and air pass from the exterior to the
interior, and vice versa: ‘the open mouth, the genital organs, the breasts, the phallus, the
potbelly’ (p. 26). By concentrating on these basic aspects of the human experience, the
carnival transcends barriers of class and wealth. All this is infused with the spirit and
language of the marketplace (ploshchadnoe slovo, lit. the ‘public-square word’): its vulgar
argot, its colourful crowds, its disdain for class society, its entrepreneurship, and its food.
‘The world of the marketplace operates according to what is essentially a comic logic, one
that runs parallel to official, serious, improving culture, laughing at it, and sometimes
violently humiliating it.?

Although Bakhtin mentions Old Comedy only fleetingly, the contours of his carnival
dynamic should appear familiar to readers of Aristophanes. The comic stage is not unlike a
marketplace with its economic concerns and its busy comings and goings. Dicaeopolis goes
so far as to set up his own functioning agora, the Sausage-Seller in Knights is intimately
connected to the market, and vendor-characters appear in Wasps, Peace, and Birds.'® Wine
and food are omnipresent motifs in the plays, while real snacks were distributed to the

audience.!* Verbal etiquette, as we will see in the chapters on insults and threats, is relaxed.

11 Bristol 1985: 22.

12 Stott 2005: 33.

13 For further references to marketplace denizens in Aristophanes’ verses see Wilkins 2000: 164-75.
For depictions of the agora as a ‘sordid location’ in the Greek sources see Halliwell 2008: 231-5.

14 Vesp. 58-9 (kdpua, ‘nuts’), Plut. 796-802 (ioxddia kai TpwydAia, ‘dried figs and sweets’).
Compare also Philochoros FGrH 328 F171 (= Athen. 11.464) who writes that TpaynuaTta (Sweet

or savoury snacks, including fruit, nuts, and cakes; cf. Arnott 1996: 494) were handed out during the
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Aristophanes’ characters employ abundant obscenity and offensive language. Bakhtin’s
concept of the grotesque body that ‘transgresses its own limits’ (p. 26) also finds echoes in
the costumes of Old Comedy. These exaggerate the belly, buttocks, breasts, and phallus of
their wearers, hypersexualising them and giving them a low centre of gravity. Aristophanic
comedy dismantles conventional hierarchies, with humble characters expelling authorities,
establishing utopian societies, and mocking or imitating politicians. Rituals and religious
occasions are distorted for laughs; gods are defeated by humans or appear as buffoonish
characters. Serious democratic institutions (assemblies, law-courts) are discredited or
corrupted, and serious poetic genres (tragedy, epic) are parodied. This is all reminiscent of
Bakhtin’s vision of the carnival as a temporarily inverted world.

The historical carnival is a spontaneous participatory experience for the proletariat.
‘Carnival is not a spectacle seen by the people; they live in it’, Bakhtin says (p. 7); the
carnival ‘does not acknowledge any distinction between actors and spectators’. In this
respect, the carnival—as Bakhtin presents it—has limitations as a model for the comedies
of ancient Athens. To be sure, spectators of Old Comedy were not passive observers: we
hear of audiences making noise (e.g. Eq. 5467, Cratin. fr. 360 K-A), consuming food
(Arist. EN 1175b11-12), or talking during the performances (Pax 43-9). Many spectators
would themselves have participated in the choruses (Xen. Hell. 2.4.20); hundreds of dancers
were required annually, creating a kind of solidarity based on shared experiences.!® The state
festivals of Dionysus, to which theatrical productions belonged, were also large, communal
events that included public processions and a suspension of official business ([Xen.] Ath.

Pol. 3.8, Dem. 21.10, Pickard-Cambridge 1968: 36, 58-68). And yet, for the dramatic

City Dionysia. Philochoros was writing ¢. 300 BCE. For the distribution of food during public
spectacles in Rome see Kyle 1998: 191-4.

15 Revermann 2006b: 108.
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performances at least, the number of places was limited. Recent estimates of the capacity of
the fifth-century Theatre of Dionysus range from about four to eight thousand seats, yet
Thucydides (2.13.6) gives the number of Athenian hoplites as twenty-nine thousand at the
outbreak of the Peloponnesian War.'® Although still a large event by today’s standards, the
figures above suggest it would have been impossible for all citizens to attend the theatre. In
addition, the front-row seats (prohedria) were reserved for officials, imposing a sort of
hierarchy among those citizens who did attend,!’ while the cost of the performances (both
actual and in terms of lost income) may well, as Sommerstein suggests, have discouraged
the poorer classes, precisely the socio-economic group envisaged by Bakhtin as prototypical

carnival-goers.'®

16 That is, thirteen thousand on active duty plus sixteen thousand garrisoned in Attica (cf. Vesp. 709,
mentioning twenty thousand citizens; Eccl. 1132-3 ‘more than thirty thousand citizens’).
Thucydides’ figures are accepted as legitimate by Hansen 1981, Hornblower 1991: 255-7, and
Lapini 1997 (with some reservations), though estimating the population of Athens at any time in the
Classical Period is difficult (Hansen 1982). For the seating capacity of the fifth-century theatre at
Athens see Roselli 2011: 64-9. The numbers given here (4000-8000 seats) do not include the
possibility of free, improvised seating on the slopes behind or to the side of the cavea.

17 Compare Eq. 7034, where the Sausage-Seller says to Paphlagon (Cleon) that he will send him
from the prohedria (where Cleon was sat following his success at Pylos) back to the farthest viewing
place in the theatre (¢k Tfjs Tpoedpias éoxaTov Becopevov). Other seats seem to have been reserved
for the rotating members of the boulé (Av. 794, Pollux 4.122, Roselli 2011: 80).

18 Sommerstein 1997b: 66-8. The cost of entry to the theatre in the fourth century seems to have
been two obols (Dem. 18.28); there is no solid evidence for a fifth-century entrance fee, though
Aristophanes’ lost Phoenician Women mentions a ‘theatre-seller’ (BeatpomcdAns, fr. 575). On the
thorny subject of theorika, cash doles (not securely attested for the fifth century) that allowed poorer

citizens to attend festivals, see Pickard-Cambridge 1968: 265-8, Roselli 2009, 2011: 87-105,
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More importantly, we must acknowledge that the play-worlds inhabited by
Aristophanes’ characters remained sealed off to spectators. While audience members may
have sympathised or even identified with characters like Dicaeopolis or Chremylus, they
could not converse with them on the same ontological plane; could never enjoy the same
spatial and temporal freedoms as these characters; did not cease physically to exist at the
end of the performance. Spectators did not ‘live in’ the comedies. Indeed, because the theatre
is always, to an extent, a controlled environment with a demarcation between performers
and spectators, Bakhtin sees drama (medieval or otherwise) as distinct from carnival and its
attendant freedoms.!® Carnival ‘belongs to the borderline between art and life’ (p. 7),
whereas drama is art alone.?’ The work-around to this participative barrier, as Bakhtin
recognised, is to understand the carnival not only as a historical occasion, but also as a
literary paradigm (referred to generally in Rabelais and His World as ‘grotesque realism’).
Although the exact relationship that Bakhtin envisages between the historical carnival and
its manifestations in literature is not always clear or consistent (cf. von Mdéllendorff 1995:
84-5), he demonstrates the model through his analysis of Rabelais’s novels. These depict
self-enclosed fictional worlds, but much like the participative carnival, they too trade in

popular culture, celebrating and re-affirming the lives of ordinary people. Bodily pleasures

P. Wilson 2011: 38-43. On the prohedria see Maass 1972, Roselli 2011: 78-81, Austin &
Olson 2004: 274. Aristophanes’ Peace (543-55) does suggest that craftsmen and farmers were
present in the audience, as does the countryman Dicaeopolis’ monologue at the start of Acharnians.
19 For Bakhtin’s views on the relationship between carnival and drama see Cunliffe 1993.

20 | ater in Rabelais and His World, however, Bakhtin seems to admit that the two can overlap. This
is most apparent in his discussion of Adam de la Halle’s Jeu de la Feuillée (pp. 257-63), a thirteenth-
century satiric comedy that includes citizens of Arras as characters and takes May Day celebrations

as its connecting thread (the comedy was performed in Arras on the first of May).
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are the most important measures of happiness. Language is coarse and ‘unmediated by
expectations of formality’.?! High culture is degraded. Through the example of Rabelais,
Bakhtin demonstrates how other event-types and other genres become carnivalesque, a
process that occurs even in cultures and times from which the historical carnival is absent.
Although Bakhtin was reluctant to look for grotesque realism in drama, the enacted
worlds of the theatre, itself a public gathering place, seem well-suited to the model. In a
similar mode to the carnival, drama regularly delivers moments where hierarchical
relationships are inverted and social order is relaxed. Much like Bakhtin’s presentation of
the carnival, Bristol (1985)—in his study of Renaissance English drama—sees theatre as
articulating both a negative critique that challenges traditional power structures and also a
positive critique that reaffirms the ‘collective traditions lived out by ordinary people’ (p. 4).
‘The time of the performance is a festive time in which play and mimesis replace productive
labor’ (p. 112).2? Dramatic texts that embrace the carnival spirit, Bristol writes (p. 58),
situate themselves at the ‘frontier between elite and popular culture, the zone where
reciprocal pressure, contamination, and the diversity of speech types and discursive genres
is greatest’. He goes on to define three features typical of such texts, before presenting and

discussing examples from Elizabethan and Jacobean drama:

1) they critique privilege via parody and/or a radical reinterpretation of the political
and social spheres;

2) they acknowledge social dissonance as a positive feature of productive life;

21 Stott 2005: 33.
22 Compare the strand of Athenian ‘abundance’ comedies, which take as their premise the automatic

provision of food without labour (Athen. 6.267e—70a, Wilkins 2000: 110-23).
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3) they embrace a festive mood that reflects a desire for enhanced material

abundance and freedom from expropriation.?®

It is precisely such a dynamic that Aristophanes recreates on the stage and through which he
exploits conflict elements to entertain his audience. His characters resist the status quo and
embrace dissonance, providing ample scope for verbal and physical abuse. And although
spectators could not actually share in the freedoms of Aristophanes’ characters, they could
enjoy watching those characters transgress norms, and do so in a festive and unthreatening
context. As in the medieval carnival, where participants were permitted, temporarily and
without repercussions, to flout the protocols of respectful human interaction, Aristophanes’
audiences were offered a vicarious release from expectations to behave appropriately, to
uphold social hierarchies, and to abide by the confines of the law. This manifests itself,
among other things, in the presence of insults, threats, and slapstick in the comedies,
frequently directed at characters connected to institutions of power or who otherwise attempt

to stifle the fantastic and enviable liberties of the plays’ heroes.

1.2.3. Early comic cinema and Old Comedy. A comparable aesthetic?

In this section, | would like to consider how the aesthetics of early comic cinema from the
United States might inform our understanding of physical aggression in Aristophanes. Under
the influence of contemporary theatre practices and in the absence of synchronised speech

technology, the first three decades of cinema relied primarily on visual story-telling.?* This

23 Bristol 1985: 58.
24 For a concise timeline of silent film comedy see Bilton 2013: 1-10. The first ever screen fiction

was a comedy: L arroseur arrosé (Lumiére brothers, 1895) features a young man who steps on a
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lent itself to comic forms, and in particular to slapstick (that is, inconsequential imitations
of ostensibly harmful physical action). And while there are differences between film and
Aristophanic drama, not least the ability to switch rapidly between scenes or to impose
vantage points thanks to varying camera angles and shot lengths, many of the underlying
humour mechanisms remain comparable. In addition to the exploitation of physical jokes,
one might cite an engagement with political themes, protagonists who succeed against the
odds, authority figures who are tricked or humbled, and parody of melodrama.

Critics have shown how silent comedy borrowed aspects of its performance style
from the vaudeville theatre, travelling shows that included energetic physical skits and
whose conventions were replicated on the screen as live performers made the transition to
film.?> Two of the most emblematic actors of early cinematic comedy, Charlie Chaplin (b.
1889, screen debut 1914) and Joseph ‘Buster’ Keaton (b. 1895, screen debut 1917), both

began their careers performing in vaudeville shows.?® Films that embraced the physical gags

gardener’s hose to stop the flow of water. When the gardener inspects the non-functioning hose, the
boy lifts his foot, sending a burst of water splashing into his victim’s face. The enraged gardener
then chases the trickster, catches him, kicks his backside, and gets revenge by spraying him with the
hose. The first feature-length film to exploit both synchronised music and dialogue was The Jazz
Singer (Warner Bros. Pictures, 1927), although experiments in synchronisation began earlier
(Kerr 1975: 6-8, Gomery 1985).

% The physical action of the vaudeville stage is explored by R. King 2009: 19-26. On the close
relationship between vaudeville and early cinematic productions, particularly overt in e.g. Mack
Sennet’s That Ragtime Band (1913) or Arbuckle and Keaton’s Backstage (1919), see
R. Allen 1980, Jenkins 1992, Gunning 1995 (on Nickelodeon theatres).

26 Both of Chaplin’s parents were vaudeville performers, and Chaplin himself was stage-acting by

the age of ten (Robinson 1985: 1-70). Keaton was involved from a young age in slapstick shows
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of the vaudeville stage were successful because, inter alia, their jokes were familiar and
recognisable, the short sketches of the variety theatre were suited to one-reel productions (a
single reel of 35mm film projected at sixteen frames per second lasts about fifteen minutes,
a similar length to vaudeville skits), and a preference for visual action made such films
accessible to the large working-class population (a significant proportion of which lacked a
formal education and did not have English as a first language). However, pressure from
production companies eager to seduce the middle-class and to capitalise on technological
advances that enabled first longer films then sound, eventually entailed a move away from
episodic, gag-heavy and vaudeville-inspired productions toward those with more structured
stories and developed characters.?” This shift has spurred critical discussions about the
relationship between visual gags and narrative. At one end of the spectrum, gags and
narrative have been understood as complementing each other, a process that I discuss further
below. At the other end of the spectrum, however, gag and narrative have been viewed as
incompatible or competing elements. Gags are ephemeral and self-contained, whereas
narrative develops over time as events bring about changes in characters’ circumstances or
interpersonal relationships. A surplus of gags risks damaging the coherence of a story. Mack
Sennett’s Keystone Cops films, to take an egregious example, although not entirely plot-
free, consist essentially of physical jokes connected only by the presence of their

incompetent policemen characters. Each of the films’ physical jokes (some of which are

with his father and mother (mischievous child plays a trick — father catches and punishes him; see
Kramer 2007), often referring to these formative years in later interviews (Sweeney 2007).

2 We might compare the apparent shift in Old Comedy, in the mid-fifth century and under the
influence of Sicilian forms, toward a more story-based approach (Kp&tns mpcoTos fipEev adpépevos

Tijs tapuPikrs idéas kaBdAou Toieiv Adyous kal pubous, Arist. Poet. 1449b7-9).
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quite violent) has an internal micro-narrative, but there is no overarching story.?® Even when
silent comedy does have an identifiable plot, it is generally modest in scope and subordinated
to the gags rather than vice versa (e.g. Chaplin’s The Cure [1917], Shoulder Arms [1918],
Roscoe Arbuckle’s The Butcher Boy [1917], Keaton’s Neighbors [1920], One Week [1920]).
Jenkins (1992: 106) sums up the effect: ‘once the gags develop in sufficient number and
demand sufficient interest apart from their consequences, these comic details cease to be
servants of the narrative; they instead assume a greater affective charge than the storyline
within which they are embedded’. The physical jokes, in other words, take precedence over
the narrative (in the conventional sense), with the latter serving merely to prompt
further gags.?®

Film producers initially struggled to combine slapstick with a sustained story.

Sennett’s Tillie’s Punctured Romance (1914), the first ever six-reel comedy, has a

28 On violence in the productions of the Keystone studios, which includes burning, biting, and
punching, see Riblet 1995: 172-6.

2 Although we should not underestimate an audience’s competences for extracting narrative from
soundless images, the lack of synchronised voice technology in early film also entailed a literal
cutting away from the actors to explanatory or dialogic intertitles—typically white script against a
black background—reinforcing the separation of the story, in the traditional sense, from the visual
action. Contemporary film critics and film-makers debated the use of intertitles, viewing them on
the one hand as necessary for narrative legibility, especially as films lengthened, but on the other
hand as distractions that ‘threatened to disturb the careful creation of verisimilitude a film was meant
to sustain’ (Keil 2001: 61-4). Keaton himself says that he and his production crew would eliminate
intertitles ‘as fast as we could, if we could possibly tell it [sc. the story] in action’ (Sweeney 2007:
108-9). For evidence that audiences read intertitles aloud, making early film-viewing less of a

passive experience than it is today, see Nagels 2012: 373.
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discernible plot (Chaplin tries to swindle a country girl out of her inheritance), but the gags
prevail. The opening scene shows Tillie being kicked by her father, Chaplin doing tricks
with his cane, then being hit by a flying brick, struck in the face, and stomped on the foot.
The action continues in this manner for over an hour. The film’s debt, as one critic
describes it, is ‘clearly to the [Mack] Sennett tradition, moment-by-moment activity
dominated throughout by violent slapstick routines’.>® Later feature-length comedies were,
however, more successful in their integration of continuous stories. Examples include
Chaplin’s The Kid (the second-highest grossing film of 1921) or Harold Lloyd’s output in
the 1920s. Lloyd made a conscious effort to produce comedy with character development
and plot unity. In his own words: ‘when the last reel has been run off, the audience does not
remember merely a gag here and there . . . but while laughing at the humor, still retains a
clear idea of and a strong sympathy for the character’.®! Similarly: ‘we have noticed . . . that
audiences are drawing closer to an appreciation of comedy wherein gags are mingled with
story than in [sic] just straight gag comedies’.®? Lloyd indeed managed to balance physical
jokes with story-telling and characterisation, most successfully in the films featuring his

recognisable bespectacled character (e.g. Safety Last [1923], For Heaven's Sake [1926], The

% G. King 2002: 24. Compare Bermel 1982: 139: ‘[The film’s] vaudeville origins stick out like
overlong undergarments. The actors stand about in pairs or lined up in threes and fours before the
fixed camera and face it while they trade insults. They kick asses, collapse and rise again in double
time, keep their eyes goggling and their mouths agape’. On the history of this particular film and the
challenges it presented to producers see R. King 2009: 107-39.

31 Jenkins 1992: 57.

82 McCaffrey 1976: 38.
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Kid Brother [1927]).3 In this light, some scholars see the gag/narrative dichotomy as
distracting, or even counterproductive. Carroll (2009: 172), for example, points out that
virtually every gag in Keaton’s The General (1926) contributes to the narrative (‘either by
advancing the action or by emphasizing narratively significant character traits’), even though
most would work also as stand-alone jokes. Karnick, for her part, recognises that humour
frequently arises from incongruous pairings, including the ‘unexpected shifts away from
narrative logic and continuity’ that gags represent.>* Since no story is inherently comic, it is
in fact disruptive and incongruous moments, be these instances of slapstick or puns and other
verbal jokes, that make it so. Gags and narrative complement one another to create a
humorous mode, a ‘comic climate’ as Mast (1973: 9-13) calls it, whereby a fluid cause-and-
effect plot logic is neither desirable nor expected. ‘Humor complicates and frustrates the
spectator’s inferences about narrative’, Karnick sums up, but ‘successful humor involves
our expectations being thwarted’.®®

Ruffell reaches a similar conclusion in his study of the absurd and anti-realist aspects
of Old Comedy, arguing that the genre resists coherence and codification. Aristophanes’
gags ‘displace conventional notions of narrative and structure’, Ruffell (2011: 114) writes,
and comic routines such as repetition or capping (cf. Chapter Three, section 3.2.1 below)
can ‘supersede . . . causal or realistic imperatives’ (p. 119). The mere disruption or distortion
of expected/traditional patterns is itself a frequent source of humour. Old Comedy certainly

tolerates significant ruptures in the narrative (most overtly the parabases, where the chorus

% On Lloyd’s earlier output (1915-21), for the most part gag-dominated one-reelers, see Kerr
1975: 98-107, Bowers 2001.

% Karnick & Jenkins 1995b: 80.

% Karnick 1995: 128-9. Similar observations in Krimer 2003, focussing on Keaton’s

The Blacksmith (1922).
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steps out of character and speaks on behalf of the playwright), and a strictly narrative-
oriented analysis of Old Comedy would, therefore, obscure much of what characterises the
genre. In terms of slapstick, and the risks that it poses to the construction of coherent stories,
we will see in Chapter Four how Aristophanes judiciously incorporates aggressive physical
action into his plays, even if parabatic comments indicate a reticence to employ some jokes
of this kind.

Beyond the relationship between gag and narrative, early comic cinema and
Aristophanic drama have in common the apparent indestructibility of their characters and a
concomitant trivialisation or minimalisation of their pain. In Mack Sennett’s productions,
bullets target only the buttocks and are never deadly. Keaton’s speciality was to endure all
manner of fights and falls, only to recover as if nothing had happened. Death turns out to
be just a dream (The Haunted House [1921]). Chaplin, Keaton, and Lloyd all regularly
escape life-threatening situations at the last moment.*® Victims are immobilised, but seldom
permanently. In Keaton’s My Wife’s Relations (1922), for example, the actor strikes one of
his antagonists with a brick, but then carefully places this under the victim’s head like a
pillow (23:20-25), signalling to the audience that the man’s incapacity is temporary. In
Larry Semon’s Romans and Rascals (1918), characters are hit with an enormous spiked club,
but then tumble away to a soft landing in water (7:40-8:15). Or, in The Waiter s Ball (1916),
Arbuckle and Al St. John energetically beat each other with brooms, yet even when one of
these snaps under the force of a blow, Arbuckle just calmly walks off to fetch a replacement

(3:07-31).%" In a similar vein, Aristophanic comedy eschews any suggestion of serious and

% Cf. Huie 2017 on ‘near-miss’ gags.
3" There are exceptions, of sorts. The Keystone production Barney Oldfield’s Race for a Life (1913),
for example, ends with a (ridiculous) shootout and a suicide; Keaton’s Convict 13 (1920) contains a

prison riot scene (16:15-17:00) in which several characters are shot (but there is no blood); Cops
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permanent physical harm. Old Comic characters are roughed up, burned with torches,
attacked with stones, and one even has a pair of shoes nailed to his forehead (Plut. 942-3).
As in early comic cinema, however, there is never blood nor any indication that this violence
will leave scars, thus avoiding the anxieties that such a spectacle might provoke. Belonging
to the broader comic motif of action that has unintended or unexpected outcomes, comedy’s
physical attacks are playful in their inability to inflict lasting or realistic harm. From this
perspective and on the condition that there are no serious consequences, the more extreme
the violence, the more absurd (and thus usually the funnier) it is. By eliminating the most
fundamental property of violence, namely that it does injury, the comic playwright is free,
moreover, to exploit physical attacks to other dramatic and humorous ends. These include
parody of more serious genres, the upending of traditional power relationships, or the
entertaining misuse of everyday objects as weapons, techniques that | explore further in
Chapter Four.

Finally, in addition to the inconsequentiality of violence in early comic cinema,
technical and aesthetic choices also highlight its artificiality. These include undercranking
to accelerate the frame-rate to unnatural levels, the clearly choreographed nature of
aggressive confrontations (usually set to music), exaggerated acting styles, or the use of a
dead-pan countenance that suggests no pain is felt. These all distance the cinematic genre’s
fights and pratfalls from lived reality, making it easier to appreciate its aggressive physicality
from a critically aesthetic, as opposed to a moral or sympathetic, point of view. Likewise, in
Avristophanes, violence is inflicted upon actors who wear masks with a frozen expression,

and it is probable that at least some violent acts were overtly choreographed. (Chapter Four

(1922) ends with a suggestive image of Keaton’s tombstone, while The General (1926) has soldiers

dying, albeit in bloodlessly histrionic or unexpected ways (1:11:00-1:12:00).
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discusses possible overlaps between martial dances and the aggressive action of
Aristophanes’ choruses.) The use of music and outlandish costumes in Old Comedy further
distances the stage action from reality, bestowing upon it an unnaturalness that promotes
emotional detachment. The more clearly violence belongs to an orchestrated and artificial
spectacle, as it does in Aristophanes, the easier it is for viewers of that violence to treat it as
a work of art and judge it on its creative merits. Slapstick in Aristophanes, as in silent film
comedy, is first and foremost a technique for eliciting laughter. It does so by: a) minimising
the effects of physical violence, and b) placing physical violence in an overtly and

self-consciously fictional setting that regularly also embraces absurd elements.

The idea of detachment links the three models presented above. For Bakhtin, detachment is
born from the distinct setting and characteristics of the carnival whose spirit can be imported
into works of literature. For Aristotle, detachment occurs when spectators struggle to
empathise with characters. This takes place when the suffering of characters is perceived to
be deserved, or in the absence of what Halliwell (1986: 183) has called the ‘intelligible
conjunction of circumstances’ necessary for audiences to connect suffering to a logical (that
is, not arbitrary and thus inexplicable) chain of action. In silent film comedy, detachment
arises both from technical aspects, such as a fast frame-rate, as well as the unnatural ways
that violence is enacted and experienced by screen characters. Funny costumes, unusual
settings, and musical accompaniment—all of which are exploited also in Aristophanes—
contribute to the distancing effect.

The three models help frame the overarching question of this thesis, namely how
aggressive acts perpetrated by one character toward another can be made enjoyable for an
audience. To be sure, the models do not supply all the answers to that question, nor is any

one of the three necessarily more powerful or well-suited than the others (though the
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parallels with silent cinema are most relevant to Chapter Four). Rather, each model
complements the others by highlighting different aspects of comic spectacles, audience
response, and the laughable. Reference to them will be made throughout the thesis as well
as in the conclusion, where I revisit the implications of the analysed data.

My own methodology differs from, and is intended to complement, the approaches
described above. It is grounded in a belief that close analysis of the parts can elucidate
broader aspects of Aristophanes’ dramatic art. Unpacking verbal and visual parody shows
how Aristophanes exploits generic stereotypes for humour; looking at which characters
employ which forms of speech sheds light on characterisation; identifying grammatical
constructions specific to comedy helps define the genre. To this end, my study has affinities
with Henderson (1991, orig. 1975) on comic obscenity, C. Anderson (1995) on epithets,
Sommerstein (1999) on euphemisms, or Silk (2000), Kloss (2001), and Willi (2003) on
comic language in general. We will see, for example, that the vocabulary used in insults and
threats gives comedy a distinct flavour, differentiating it from tragedy and other genres. As
happens with other forms of speech in comedy, such as laments or lists, Aristophanes’
characters regularly exaggerate their insults and threats. This occurs through excessive
repetition and accumulation, or the use of grossly inappropriate language, all of which
lighten the tone. The chapter on Aristophanic threats, which have never been the object of a
sustained study, shows how these speech-acts inject energy into the plays and can generate
suspense. The unusual ways that characters react to threats is also a common source of
humour. Turning to slapstick, my analysis underscores the importance of visual elements in
Aristophanes, furthering the work of Revermann (2006a) on performance issues, or
Stone (1980) and Compton-Engle (2015) on costume. Physical aggression is seldom
unmotivated (that is, unrelated to plot or character), even if Aristophanes suggests that

gratuitous violence was welcomed by audiences (Lys. 1217-22). Slapstick is, rather, linked
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to characterisation (e.g. an oracle-monger struck with a book roll), contributes to or triggers
parody (e.g. Kinsman arrested like the tragic Andromeda), or reflects broader themes of the
play (e.g. the basanos episode in Frogs). Choral violence, for its part, reinforces the
magnitude of the protagonist’s task by opposing him or her to a large group, while the
ingenious ways in which characters avoid altercations with the chorus present several

opportunities for humour.

1.3. Outline of the thesis

This thesis is organised around the three conflict elements under investigation. In Chapter
Two, | examine the role of insults in Aristophanes. | begin with a discussion of how to define
insults and some potential difficulties in the study of these subjective utterances, opting in
the end for a broad definition (‘intentionally hurtful acts of labelling another person’). The
first main section of the chapter looks at the relationship between insults and conflict in
Aristophanes, especially in the case of intruder figures. These characters are frequent
catalysts for insults, which they are either subjected to or direct at others. In the next section,
I discuss four comedies (Acharnians, Frogs, Peace, Clouds), each of which exploits insults
in a slightly different way. Here we will see how insults a) relate to matters of
characterisation, and b) exploit rhetorical tropes such as hyperbole or repetition for humour.
Insults can be employed both to undermine a character, or to give them a strong voice. The
pattern of characters who declare their imperviousness to insults is also discussed. The
chapter concludes with observations on the vocabulary of insults, revealing not only
differences between Aristophanic comedy and other genres, but also aspects of language use

(particularly gendered language use) within the comedies.
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In Chapter Three, | analyse the role of threats in Aristophanic comedy. These speech-
acts both inject immediate energy into the plays and generate suspense by suggesting future
action. Threats are woven into the fabric of Knights, where they highlight similarities
between the play’s two antagonists and allow Aristophanes to showcase his poetic
creativeness in a series of mirrored threat-contests. In Wasps, we will see how Philocleon
brushes off the threats of legal action issued by his innocent victims, and how this invites
questions regarding the effectiveness of his son’s programme to reform the old jury-addict.
The speech of female characters is the focus of the section on Lysistrata and
Thesmophoriazusae. In those plays, threats underscore the women’s solidarity and highlight
their resistance to the plans of their male adversaries. | then turn to how characters in Birds
and Frogs threaten gods to humorous ends. Dionysus, in Frogs, is at the receiving end of
several threats which show him to be an amusingly timorous character. In Birds, conversely,
Peisetairos’ threats directed at Zeus and Iris demonstrate the protagonist’s transformation
into a fantastically powerful ruler whom not even the Olympians can dislodge. The
crudeness of his threats may, however, cast doubt over the legitimacy of his utopian project.
Chapter Three concludes with a formal analysis, in which | present patterns in the
grammatical and linguistic formulation of comic threats. Comparable data for tragedy and
satyr play is included.

In Chapter Four, I turn my attention to slapstick in Aristophanes. The chapter opens
with a summary and discussion of previous approaches to enacted comic violence. | then
analyse Aristophanes’ own parabatic comments concerning the value of slapstick and how
this relates to the gag/narrative dichotomy discussed above. There follows a discussion of
aggressive choral action, a hallmark of Aristophanes’ earlier plays. Although choruses often
move to attack other characters, in only one secure instance do they actually get that far

(Knights). It is, rather, the creative ways in which characters escape or stall the chorus that
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are entertaining. The next section is divided into three parts: hitting and striking, restraining,
and forced stripping and dressing. Here | discuss instances where an individual character
physically aggresses another. The analysis begins with a discussion of how, based on a text,
we can know when such acts occur. | then analyse moments where one character strikes
another, either with their hand or an object. The latter affords Aristophanes opportunities for
puns that accompany the action, while the objects employed sometimes have a symbolic
meaning that ties into the broader themes of the play. The basanos episode from Frogs is a
special case, since there is no clear aggressor/victim configuration. More than any other
scene in Aristophanes, it also relies on pain for its humour. In the sub-section on restraining,
| identify instances where a character is held against his or her will. Two particular instances
are analysed in detail: that of the informer Nikarchos from Acharnians, who is removed
from the stage tied upside-down on a pole, and that of Kinsman from Thesmophoriazusae,
who is bound to a wooden board and left in this position for over two hundred lines. In the
final sub-section, on enforced stripping and dressing, | discuss the importance of costume
manipulation in Old Comedy and how this can be used to dominate another character.
Whereas Wasps gets its humour from the difficulties encountered in trying to dress a
reluctant Philocleon, in Wealth, the forced dressing of the sykophant is more sinister and
culminates in one of Aristophanes’ most outlandish moments.

After the general conclusion, five appendices round off the thesis, on (i) metaphors
for insulting, (ii) short curses in Aristophanes, (iii) the meaning of kompogopricc at
Eq. 295, (iv) the violent ending of the revised Clouds, and (v) a catalogue of all slapstick

action in Aristophanes.
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CHAPTER 2

Insults

2.1. Opening remarks

In his defence speech On the Crown (330 BCE), Demosthenes asserts that it is ‘in the nature
of all people to enjoy listening to insults and invective’.! Demosthenes is making a
preemptive rhetorical point, contrasting pleasant insults with the irksome, though he hopes
excusable, self-praise that he will shortly be speaking. It is not difficult, however, in light of
the plentiful invective that appears in Greek oratory (see e.g. Worman 2008: 213-74,
Kamen 2009), to admit Demosthenes’ assessment, or indeed to envisage the Athenians of
Aristophanes’ time reacting to insults in the fashion described by the later orator. In support
of that last claim, Aristophanes himself supplies us, in a comedy dating to 421, with an
image of the city ‘sweetly consuming’ ({8107 fjobiev) any slander thrown its way (&tta
SiaPdAol Tis avtij, Pax 643). The present chapter aims to understand how Aristophanes
exploits and encourages the enjoyment of insults, such as it is presented by Demosthenes
and appears in the playwright’s own evocative description from Peace. Is listening to insults
intrinsically pleasurable, or must verbal abuse be manipulated to make it so? Do certain
conditions promote, in other words, the enjoyment of insults and if so, how is that reflected

in Aristophanes’ productions?

1 pUoel m&ow avBpcdmols Urdpxel TGV AotBoplddv kal TAW kaTnyopiédv dkovetv 1idécs (Dem.
18.3). Compare the assertion in the Demosthenic funeral oration that ‘even those who themselves
would never utter an insult take pleasure when hearing another do so’ (oi undév &v eimévTes avtol

BA&ogpnuov &AAou ye AéyovTos xaipouotv dkovovTes, 60.26).
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There are approximately one hundred instances of a character directly insulting
another in the extant comedies, suggesting that insults were an important part of
Aristophanes’ playwriting technique. Unlike Old Comedy’s outward-facing mockery of
public personalities, however, the insults spoken within Aristophanes’ play-worlds have not
attracted sustained scholarly attention.? This is unfortunate not merely because of the
ubiquity of intra-dramatic insults in Aristophanes, but also because those insults—as we will
see—are arich source of verbal creativity and a powerful way for characters to communicate
(to the fictional addressee as well as to the audience) their animosity toward others.

Halliwell has suggested that comedy’s insults, as a category of transgressive speech,
allow spectators vicariously to overstep boundaries of propriety, offering relief from
restrictions (be these perceived or real) whose true violation would elicit shame, disapproval,

or punishment.® Reminiscent of the Bakhtinian carnival and silent film comedy discussed in

2 Saetta Cottone 2005, a book-length study of comic loidoria, considers the relative incidence of
insults in the different formal parts of Aristophanic comedy and focusses on how insults spoken by
Aristophanes’ characters relate to, and undergird, extra-dramatic mockery. Dickey 1996: 165-73 and
Dover 2002 have helpful comments on the vocabulary and register of insults (cf. section 2.5 below).
Extra-dramatic mockery (onomasti komadein), for its part, has received plentiful attention; various
approaches to the topic can be found in e.g. Heath 1987h: 21-8, 36-8, Rosen 1988: 59-82,
Henderson 1990: 293-307, Edwards 1991: 168-79, Halliwell 1991a, Carey 1994,
Sommerstein  1996b, Storey 1998, Ercolani 2002, Fisher 2008: 199-208, Csapo 2012,
Rosenbloom 2014: 302—7.

% Halliwell 2008: 218-19, 243-63, focussing on aischrologia (‘shameful speech’) and interpreting
its presence in comedy as a navigation between the enshrinement of free speech in Athenian
democracy and the possibility of causing real offence to others (on which see also Halliwell 2004,

Kidd 2014: 87-117, Rosen 2014a).
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the Introduction, the conventions that distance and demarcate Old Comedy from real life
(masks, costumes, the spatial and temporal confines of the performance, etc.) act as a buffer,
Halliwell argues, that shields spectators from any harmful or corrupting effects of the genre’s
bad language.* Those same distancing conventions remind us that Aristophanes’ characters,
and the worlds that they inhabit, are fictional constructs that have been crafted, and can
therefore be analysed, according to dramatic and aesthetic criteria. Along these lines, we
might ask whether comic insults are associated with specific character or scene types, or
how comedy differs from other genres in its use of insults. Tragedy, to take the most obvious
point of comparison, employs fewer insults than comedy, and mostly of a different register.
We will see, as well, that insults entertain in Aristophanes when they exploit, or are
combined with, literary and rhetorical tropes. Accumulation, hyperbole, repetition, and other
devices are employed in association with insults to impress the audience or serve as jokes in
their own right. We should, it follows, remain attentive not only to the fact that insults create
humour by breaching rules of polite interaction and cultural decorum, but also to the diverse
poetic effects that insults exploit.

In this chapter, an initial section on problems and definitions precedes a discussion
of the relationship between insults and conflict in Aristophanes, with especial focus on
intruder figures. | then turn to the function of insults in four comedies in which insults are
particularly prominent (Acharnians, Clouds, Peace, Frogs). Here we will see the importance
of insults for comic characterisation, as well as some comico-rhetorical tropes employed in

conjunction with verbal abuse. In the final section, I discuss the vocabulary of Aristophanic

# Halliwell 2008: 246-50. Compare Rosen 2007: 24 ‘the poeticization of the event assures that it will
be comic and that the audience’s experience of it will be qualitatively different from how they would

experience real acts of interpersonal aggression’.
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insults and provide data on which character-types typically employ which terms of abuse,

and in which situations.

2.2. Problems and definitions

Comedy distorts language, blends registers, and breaks co-operative principles of
communication to achieve its humorous aims. This makes the study of comic speech
challenging, but also necessary if we want better to understand the mechanics of the genre.
Insults present some particular problems, which I outline in this section.

An analysis of a specific unit or type of speech requires a definition of the object of
study. In the case of insults, several difficulties arise. This is because the perlocutionary act
of insulting depends not only on the presence of certain words, but also on tone of voice, the
context in which the utterance is spoken, and the relationship between the speaker and the
addressee. Neu cites the modern example of a basketball coach fired for addressing his
players with a racial slur, even though—it turned out—the coach had asked them for
permission and used the word not insultingly, but rather ‘to connote a person who is fearless,
mentally strong, and tough’.> As expressive labels (as opposed to object names such as
‘table’ or ‘tree’), insults are particularly susceptible to varying use and interpretation. The
example of the basketball coach shows that terms conventionally employed as insults can
even be used to forge closeness or group cohesion. To take a comparable instance from

Greek, one of the addresses most commonly employed as an insult, ¢ wapé (‘bastard’, vel

5 Neu 2008: 128, citing Dambrot v. Central Michigan University, 55 F.3d 1177 (6" Cir. 1995). For
difficulties encountered in modern attempts to define ‘insult’ in the US-American legal context see

Neu 2008: 143-50, 171-92.
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sim.), is spoken warmly and between friends in Plato’s dialogues.® Addresses that are
insulting in one context can be harmless in another, or even take on a different meaning
altogether. This is the case, for example, for the Greek address ¢ oxétAie (‘wretched’, vel
sim.). Philoctetes insults Neoptolemus with ¢ oxétAie when the young man treacherously
takes his prized bow (S. Phil. 930); the chorus of Acharnians insults Dicaeopolis with the
same address when the protagonist suggests defending the Spartans (Ach. 360). In different
contexts, however, ¢ oxéTtAie appears not as an insult, but rather as a troubled reaction to
announcements of daring action. So Ismene says ¢ oxétAie to her sister Antigone when the
latter reveals her intention to defy Creon’s edict (S. Ant. 47), and Heracles addresses his
half-brother Dionysus with & oxétAie when the wine-god announces that he will be
travelling to the Underworld (Ran. 116). In these last two instances, the address conveys a
mix of empathy and cautioning absent from the identical, abusive outbursts of Philoctetes
and the Acharnian choreuts.

The examples in the previous paragraph show that insults are contextually and
culturally dependent utterances rather than static lexico-semantic units. ‘Verbal abuse
involves evaluative statements grounded in specific cultural systems’, as Irvine writes, and

‘even with a detailed familiarity with [the] cultural context, there can still be no hard-and-

¢ Such as when Socrates addresses his friend Phaedrus (Pl. Phdr. 236e4); see further Halliwell 1995:
113-15. “Jesting mock insults’ (Sommerstein 1995: 74), while not the focus of this study, occur in
Aristophanes as well. Examples where conventional insults are exchanged between friend-characters
include the house slaves in Knights (kpouvoxutpoAripatov ei, 89), Peisetairos and Euelpides in
Birds (¢ 8eiAétaTtov ov Bnpiov, 87), and Chremylus and Blepsidemus in Wealth (386, 391, 439,
442). Cf. the Aristotelian concept of etpaTeAia, that is, banter that reinforces bonds of friendship
among likeminded individuals (Rhet. 1381a33-5; cf. eleg. adesp. fr. 27 West, Cullyer 2006: 191-6,

Halliwell 2008: 312-13).
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fast semantic criterion distinguishing statements that are abusive from statements that are
not’.” The scripted insults of the theatre are yet more complex, for to understand them
requires familiarity not only with socio-cultural, but also literary and dramatic codes.
Spectators interpret words spoken in drama not solely on the basis of their own real-world
experiences, but also their knowledge and expectations of how language functions in drama,
itself divided into different genres each with their own sets of norms (‘chronotopes’, in
Bakhtinian terms). From an audience’s perspective, insults in comedy may carry a force that
is lesser than or different to that of the same utterances in other genres.

With the above caveats in mind, it is possible to identify words that serve in most
cases to provoke, confirm, or accentuate feelings of animosity between a speaker and an
addressee. For the Greeks of the classical period, the vocabulary of such words tends to
gravitate around certain recurring themes, namely submissive sexual acts, religious
pollution, intellectual deficiency, abnormal physical appearance, and criminal deeds. |
present the most common of these insulting words, with their nuances both in comedy and
other genres, in the section below on vocabulary.® On the other hand, no catalogue—as
Dickey (1996: 166) points out—can ever cover all possibilities and permutations. Certainly
hapax legomena, which are not infrequent in Aristophanes, would be missing from any list

of standard insults.® Too weighted a focus on vocabulary also risks obscuring the importance

" Irvine 1992: 109, an anthropological study of verbal abuse in a modern Senegalese village.

8 Given the nature of the evidence, | will be focussing in this chapter on spoken insults. We cannot,
however, exclude the possibility of insulting gestures being employed on the comic stage, such as
showing the middle finger (Nelson 2017) or imitating the ears of a donkey (Plut. 287 with
Sommerstein 2001 ad loc.).

® Compare the arguments in Lysias 10: it would be an enormous task, the plaintiff says, to list all

slanderous expressions (&mavta Ta ovéuaTta, 87; cf. Arist. Rhet. 1374a26-33), hence it is not the
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of delivery and of para-verbal indications, such as body language, even if those aspects of
Aristophanes’ productions are obscure given the lack of authorial stage directions.® It will,
in short, be important to consider context alongside the vocabulary used, as well as how
vocabulary and syntax are distorted to humorous or other dramatic ends.

Since | am interested in the aesthetics and humour of interpersonal conflict in
Aristophanic comedy, the focus of this chapter will be utterances that, as far as we can tell,
are intended within the story-world to offend and aggrieve the addressee and/or demonstrate
the speaker’s contempt for them. As a serviceable definition, therefore, | take an insult to be
an intentionally hurtful act of labelling another person. | concentrate on face-to-face
utterances, that is, instances where one character directly addresses another with an insult
(as opposed to insulting a by-stander in the third person). In Aristophanes, such addresses
manifest themselves either as vocatives (e.g. & wapé, Eq. 1224) or second-person
predicative constructions (e.g. nAiBios kai yd&otpis €, Av. 1604). | refer to both types
throughout as “direct insults’. There is no obvious difference in the forcefulness of the two

constructions.!!

use of a given word that matters, but rather the ‘intention’ (8idvoia) or ‘force’ (S¥vaius) behind
what has been said.

10 On the lack of authentic stage directions for ancient drama see Taplin 1977a,
Revermann 2006a: 320-5.

1 Dickey 2002: 166 reaches the same conclusion for vocative vs. predicative insults in Latin.
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2.3. Insults and conflict in Aristophanes

Comedy cannot be far from Plato’s mind when he cautions against imitations of people
‘insulting and mocking one another and swearing’.*> A good example of such a loidoric
configuration is the fracas in the second half of Ecclesiazusae. Praxagora’s new regime in
that comedy instigates, among other things, a novel form of sexual communism that
destabilises age and marriage conventions by dispensing with monogamy and obliging
Athenian men to sleep with older women before their young girlfriends. This arrangement
gives rise to an insult-rich episode (877-1111) that is detached from the main narrative.

An old woman appears at one of the stage-building windows. She has an unattractive
snub nose (940; cf. 617, 705) and her face is covered in whitening lead (878, 929). This
character has heard about Praxagora’s new arrangement in the city and is impatiently
awaiting her opportunity to mingle with young men. Another woman appears at the second
window. This is a thin girl, probably with attractive (i.e. ‘tender’, &mwaAoiol) thighs and
breasts (901-3). Her opening line terminates with the insult ‘O putrid woman!’, directed at

the elder rival.®® A singing match between these two characters is followed by the anticipated

12 kaknyopoivTds Te kai kwuwdolvtas AAAAAous kai aioxpoloyoivTas (Pl. Resp. 3.395e8-9),
given by Plato as an example of the type of imitations to which the guardians, the ‘craftsmen of the
freedom of the city’ (Snuioupyous ¢Aeubepias s TéAews, 3.395¢1), should not be exposed (cf.
Avrist. Pol. 7.1336b20-35, Rosen 2007: 255-62). Dramatic mimesis’s lowering of ethical standards
in the pursuit of pleasure, and the risk that spectators will adopt the degenerate behaviour of on-stage
characters, governs Plato’s distrust of comedy also in Laws (see Prauscello 2014: 192-222,
Folch 2015: 187-205).

13

o ocampda (Eccl. 884; cf. 926). Aristophanic insults will sometimes refer to a character’s advanced

age, imputed senility, or old-fashioned mentality via reference to tombs, coffins, or putrefaction (e.g.
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arrival of the desirable young man Epigenes and two more hags in succession, each
explicitly more disgusting than the one before. The first is compared to the chthonic monster
Empousa;** the second is likened to an ape (1072) and a toad (1101), and is said to have
risen from the dead (&veotnkuia Tapa TévV mAedveov, 1073). All four women claim the
right to sleep with Epigenes, and they are ready to hurl abuse or resort to violence to get
their way. In the commotion, the first old woman insults the girl with & p6ivuAAa oV (‘you
starveling’, 935) and & mauPdeAupd (‘utterly revolting’, 1043), the girl addresses her with
Aebpe (‘plague’, ‘destruction’, 934), while Epigenes insults the second old woman with
@ kdkioT” amoAoupévn (1052), and both the second and third with & kakds dmoAoUpeval
(1076) as they attempt to drag him off in opposite directions. This hectic scene peppered
with verbal abuse not only reverses the female solidarity of the play’s opening half, but also
reveals the failure of Praxagora’s plan to eliminate insults (loidoria, 567) from the polis.!®
The insults in the above scene are not atypical of Aristophanic confrontations.

Compare, for example, the clash between the chorus and Dicaeopolis in Acharnians. The

Nub. 398, 908, Pax 698 [yépwv cov kai catmpds], Lys. 372, fr. 907a—b, specifically & campd at
Eccl. 884, 926, Plut. 1035). Further instances in Taillardat 88567, Stevens 1976: 12, Biles &
Olson 2015: 95, 477-8.

14 Eccl. 1055-6. Empousa was a monstrous inhabitant of the Underworld and linked to Hecate
(Borthwick 1968, Sommerstein 1996a: 180, Andrisano 2002). Demosthenes claims that she provided
the nickname for Aeschines’ mother (Dem. 18.130).

15 And incidentally offering support for Aristotle’s claim that, in communistic regimes, it is difficult
to avoid ‘fights and insults’ (ud&xas kai Aodopias, Pol. 1262a25-7). Both Said 1979: 58-60 and
McClure 1999: 253-8 (contra Konstan & Dillon 1981: 382) interpret the discussed Ecclesiazusae

scene as a critique of Praxagora’s new regime.
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chorus leader’s first words to Dicaeopolis include the insult & papd kepaAny,t® swiftly
followed by avaioxuvTtos ef kai BSeAupds (‘you are shameless and revolting’, 287) and &
TavoUpye (‘you devious bastard’, 311). Comparable too is the confrontation between
Lysistrata and the Proboulos in Lysistrata. The latter’s first words to the heroine in that play
are: ‘is that right you bitch?” (&Anfes & wap& ou, Lys. 433), the only instance in
Aristophanes of the insult wapds being directed at a female citizen character. The Proboulos
is also the only Aristophanic character to address a woman, again Lysistrata, with the insult
@ katapate (‘accursed’, 530), a reaction to the protagonist’s reversal of gender roles in the
city. Lysistrata later insults the Proboulos with the intensified ¢ maykatdpaTe (588) when
he suggests that women have no share in military matters (her counter-arguments: mothers
lose their children in war and war denies wives the pleasure of their husbands).

For both the chorus in Acharnians and the Proboulos in Lysistrata, insults are bound
up with conflict, as they are in the Epigenes scene from Ecclesiazusae. It is, as one might
expect, the meeting of characters who have competing or incompatible goals that most
consistently dictates the presence of verbal abuse in Aristophanes. Since labelling another
person signifies authority over the addressee, and insults are labels (and, moreover, negative
labels), they are well suited to situations where one character attempts to impose themselves
over another. In what follows, | wish to explore this dynamic further, with a focus on
Aristophanes’ intruding nuisance characters.

Nuisance characters that disrupt the action and challenge or place demands on the

protagonist are a recurring feature of Aristophanic comedy. Such characters are also

16 Ach. 285. Cf. Hdt. 3.29.2 (& kakal kepalai), Dem. 19.313 (& kakr) kepaAn), 21.135 (&S piapa
kepaAr] = 21.195). Elevated poetic k&pa is not used in this way in comedy, but we can compare

S. Tr. 1024 (& xaTtamTuoTov kdpa), E. Hipp. 651 (& kakov ké&pa).
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frequently subjected to verbal abuse. As an example, take the Arms-Dealers in Peace. These
characters arrive after the parabasis and after Trygaeus’ successful rescue of Peace. They
interrupt the protagonist’s wedding preparations and come expecting pity for the loss of their
livelihood (unashamedly, given that they have been profiting from war). The protagonist
addresses the spokesman for the Arms-Dealers with comitpimTe, one of the more offensive
addresses on the scale of Greek insults.!” While it may feel legitimate that the Arms-Dealers
meet with a rude dismissal, foreshadowed as it is by a curse (447-9), it is worth looking
more closely at why they and similar characters are insulted.

The Arms-Dealers belong to a category of characters who have: a) learned of the
protagonist’s project and actively wish to reverse or delay it, b) had their status degraded
and arrive to express dissatisfaction, or ¢) hope to profit from the protagonist’s success
without having contributed to it.*® The real-world concerns of these characters are often
incompatible with the fantastic plans of Aristophanes’ heroes, and not only are their needs
ranked below those of comedy’s main characters, but their participation in the comic plot is

also distanced from the core narrative. Their presence forms part of satellite episodes that

17 Pax 1236. Derived from émtpiPew, ‘to crush’, ‘to destroy’, ‘to wear smooth’ (with sexual
overtones; Henderson 1991: 176), the insult émritpimrTos appears just once in tragedy (crazed Ajax
indirectly of Odysseus, S. Aj. 103) in a phrase mimicked by Andocides: & oukogdvTa Kai
emiTpimTov kivados (Andoc. 1.99). In comedy, Sannyrion’s lost lo (late fifth century) contains the
following affront: @Beipecb’ e¢mitpimrol wwuokdAakes (fr. 11 K—A). In Aristophanes’ Acharnians
the angry chorus insults Dicaeopolis with cmitpimte kai papcdtate (557); in Wealth Poverty is
described as nymitpimTos (619).

18 Compare Storey 2003: 364-5, Hartwig 2009: 68-70. A full-scale study of Aristophanes’ minor

characters, including the sub-category that | identify here, remains a desideratum.
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are normally post-parabatic and whose deletion would not disrupt the flow of the story.°
That is not to say that these episodes are meaningless, or that they and their characters are
thematically disconnected from the rest of the play. Poverty in Wealth is perhaps the clearest
instance of a thematically relevant character in a satellite episode (she is insulted with &
KAkloT  atmoAoupévn and o wapwTdTn), but also the Arms-Dealers are intimately linked
to Trygaeus’ quest and their arrival is anticipated. It simply means that the value of satellite
episodes lies not so much in advancing the plot as in reinforcing the protagonist’s new
position of power and/or casting doubt over the protagonist’s actions by introducing
different perspectives. Above all, they serve to stall the play’s denouement by preventing
the hero from fully achieving his or her goal or enjoying the realisation thereof. In Chapter
Four, we will see how these characters provide opportunities for rough-and-tumble action,
but is there a constant relationship between intruder characters and verbal abuse?

Birds is the comedy with the highest number of satellite nuisance characters and is
thus a good test case. Excluding the messenger goddess Iris, nine such characters appear: a

Priest, a Poet, an Oracle-Monger, Meton the geometer, an Inspector (EmiokoTos), a Decree-

19 On ‘satellites’ and their opposite, ‘kernels’ see Chatman 1978: 53—4: kernels are ‘nodes or hinges
in the structure, branching points which force movement into one of two (or more) possible paths’
and ‘cannot be deleted without destroying the narrative logic’ (cf. Arist. Poet. 1451a30-5). Kernels
advance the plot and satisfy questions. Satellites, on the other hand, ‘can be deleted without
disturbing the logic of the plot, though [their] omission will, of course, impoverish the narrative
aesthetically’; ‘satellites entail no choice, but are solely the workings-out of the choices made at the
kernels’ and ‘they necessarily imply the existence of kernels, but not vice-versa’. Similar reflections

in Barthes 1966 and Landfester 1977: 34-5, the latter focussing on Aristophanes.
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Seller, a Father-Beater, Kinesias the poet,?® and a Sykophant. These are all dismissed, yet
only the climactic Sykophant is addressed with a direct insult (5 kaxioT’ &moAoupevos,
1467). On the one hand, this is consistent with the reason given by Peisetairos for
abandoning Athens, namely to escape the city’s pervasive litigation (40-4), as well as with
dismissals of sykophants from other comedies.?! On the other hand, the singling out of the
Sykophant for verbal abuse in Birds shows that, although a character’s status as a satellite
nuisance figure can lead to them being insulted, this is by no means obligatory. The
symbolism of the Sykophant in Birds may partly explain his bad treatment (he is also
whipped), though the self-important Inspector who precedes him and who also symbolises
Athenian administration (he arrives with two voting urns, 1032), is not verbally insulted.
That being said, the Sykophant in Birds is comparable to the Arms-Dealers from Peace
insofar as the latter’s breastplates and trumpets embody the destructiveness of war that
Trygaeus bemoans, while the Sykophant embodies the suffocating litigious environment that

was exasperating Peisetairos and Euelpides.?? In both cases, the insulted characters are

20 This dithyrambic poet was a perennial butt of Old Comic jokes (Lys. fr. 195 Carey) and gave his
name to a comedy by Strattis (frr. 14-22 K—A with Orth 2009: 100-29); see further Sommerstein
1996a: 170, Kidd 2014: 90-3, Farmer 2017: 202-3.

2L Compare Ach. 924 (& kékioT’ &moAoUpeve), Plut. 909 (& Toixwpuxe), Eup. fr. 99.85 K-A (&
mavoUpye kai kuPBeuta ou). For sykophants in comedy see Christ 1998: 104-17,
Pellegrino 2010, 2017, the last specifically on sykophant intruder figures in Aristophanes.

22 The Arms-Dealers’ wares also contrast explicitly with the drepanon of the warmly welcomed
Sickle-Maker (1187-1209), a tool used for harvesting and, by extension, a synecdoche for cherished
agricultural productivity (551-9, 582-600). The Sickle-Maker is accompanied by a non-speaking
maker of k&8ou (all-purpose receptacles that could be used for wine; see Sparkes 1975: 1267,

Olson 1998: 298) whom Trygaeus also invites to his wedding feast.
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metonyms for the mundane state of affairs that the protagonists have decried and now strive
to transcend.

While we cannot conclude that thematically antagonistic characters like the
Sykophant in Birds or the Arms-Dealers in Peace are always insulted (sometimes they are
not), such figures are often targets of abuse and catalysts for offensive language. Indeed,
although I have concentrated on the insulting of such characters by protagonists, insults do
not flow solely in this direction. The intruding Arms-Dealers also address the protagonist
Trygaeus as ‘extremely ignorant’ (couabéotaTe, Pax 1231), for example, and Poverty calls
Chremylus and Blepsidemus ‘scum’ (¢ kaBdapuate, Plut. 454). Other instances include the
Proboulos insulting Lysistrata, or the Sykophant in Wealth, who calls Karion and the Just
Man ‘utterly foul’ (& mapwtdTe, 893). Disruptive characters are not only victims, but
also perpetrators of verbal abuse, which they use to signal their distaste with, and animosity
toward, the protagonists. The insults that punctuate the collisions of protagonists with these
minor characters, or even minor characters with other minor characters (Ecclesiazusae),
belong to a dramatic dynamic that purposely brings antagonists into contact for the pleasure
and excitement of the audience as well as to reinforce, or less frequently question, the
broader themes and trajectory of the play.

One of the principal aims of this chapter is to consider why comedy’s insults are
enjoyable for spectators. Since insults in Aristophanes are not, as we have just seen, uni-
directional (that is, not aimed solely at intruders, villains, antagonists, and the like), the mere
presence of insults seems more significant than an audience’s affiliation or disaffiliation
with the characters at whom those insults are directed. In line with Bakhtin and Halliwell, |
agree that verbal abuse can be enjoyable when it is sufficiently sectioned off from the real
world—as it is in Old Comedy—and thus from any negative real-world consequences that

such speech might ordinarily entail (breakdown of social relations, legal or physical
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reprisals, etc.).?® From this perspective, comic insults are enjoyable because they afford
spectators a pleasurable, though temporary and vicarious, relaxing of the rules that govern
normal human interactions, and without any of the associated costs.?* This model, because
it is broad, has the advantage of explaining the pleasure not only of insults, but also the
aggressive behaviour discussed in the following two chapters. On the other hand, that same
breadth also obscures the variations of vocabulary and individual dramatic circumstances
that are so important to Aristophanes’ joke-telling technique. | think that it is therefore
possible, indeed desirable, to complement the above interpretation with an analysis of the

specific dramatic situations in which insults occur and, given the attention that Aristophanes

2 The risks and dangers of insults are reflected in Athens’s legislation against defamation
(see Wallace 1994, Phillips 2013: 124-36) and in anecdotes from legal speeches. Demosthenes’
client Ariston explains, in a notable anaphora, that the city’s defamation law acted as a bulwark
against escalations of physical violence (éx pev Aodopias eis TANy &s, éx 8¢ ANy OV eis TpavuaTa,
gk 8¢ TpavpdTwv eis 6&dvaTtov, 54.19; cf. Epicharm. fr. 146 K—A). The legal measure (kaknyopias
dikn) allows for verbal injustices to be resolved in a civilised manner, Ariston says, and stops these
from being ‘decided by the anger or will of just anybody’ (Tfj ToU mpooTuxdvTOs dpyT) Unde
PouArjoel TaUta kpiveoBai, §819-20). Ariston thus detects, or so he claims, an intrinsic danger in
insulting speech—it is not only hurtful, but when left unresolved it can, because of the anger it
engenders in the victim, trigger more serious forms of retaliatory violence. His conclusion finds
support in reported instances of insults preceding blows (Lys. 3.43 [hypothetical], [Dem.] 40.32,
47.36-8), insults leading to a slap in the face leading to serious assault (Hyp. fr. 26 Jensen), insults
leading to kidnapping and a severe beating with a whip (Lys. fr. 279 Carey), or insults leading to
blows and murder (Dem. 21.71, PI. Leg. 9.866e4-8).

24 Comic speech may not have been entirely uninhibited. The arguments for and against restrictions
or informal limits on comic language are presented e.g. in Halliwell 1991a, Ammendola 2001,

Lenfant 2003, Sommerstein 2004a, 2004b, Wallace 2005.
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pays to language and its potential to generate humour, also of the form that those insults
take. Accordingly, in the section that follows, | present four case studies, focussing in each
on how insults influence plot and characterisation and, where relevant, how insults are

combined with rhetorical or poetic tropes for emphasis.

2.4. Four case studies: Acharnians, Frogs, Peace, Clouds

In this section, | look at the role of insults in four comedies (Acharnians, Frogs, Peace,
Clouds). Here, we will see how Aristophanes uses insults to shape his characters’
personalities and how insults contribute to humorous interactions between characters.
Verbal abuse is framed positively in the opening scene of Acharnians. This sees
Dicaeopolis waiting for the start of an assembly, hoping to debate and denounce Athens’s
war with Sparta. Dicaeopolis tells the spectators, in his opening monologue, that he is
prepared to ‘shout at, interrupt, and insult the assembly speakers, should anyone talk about
something other than peace’ (Boav, Umokpoveiv, Aoidopeiv Tous pritopas / é&v Tis &AAo
mARv Tepl eiprjvns Aéyn, 38-9). Evidence suggests that Dicaecopolis’ intended strategy
reflects actions of real Athenians listening to political speeches under the democracy.?®
When Theramenes recommended turning the city over to thirty pro-Spartan oligarchs at the

end of the Peloponnesian War, for example, vociferous assembly participants interrupted

% Even if, by the mid-fourth century, there were sanctions to deter such behaviour. Aeschin. 1.35
mentions a fine of up to fifty drachmas per offence for anyone who, among other things, interrupted
or used insults during public meetings (Tév pnTépcov E&v Tis Aéyn év Ti BouAil] fi &v TR
S . . . 1) AodopiiTal fj kakGds &yopeUn T 1j UTtokpour . . . ol Tpdedpol puéxpl TEVTHKOVTA

Spaxucdv eis ékaoTov adiknua £yypdgeiv Tols TpdkTopaty; cf. Lys. 9.9).
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him by making a loud din.?® Similarly, Lysias records how during the events following the
defeat at Aegospotami in 405, the democrat Kleophon ‘started to insult the council” (trv
RouArv éAo1ddpet), complaining that its members were ‘deliberating in a manner not best
for the city’.?’” When Dicaeopolis follows through with his pledge in Acharnians by
interrupting the process (56-60) and calling the spokesman for the Athenian ambassadors a
‘giant fraud’ (&Aalcov €l péyas, 109) and Kleisthenes ‘you whose hot-tempered arse is
shaved’ (& BepudPoulov TpocokTdY EEupnuéve, 119) or simply a ‘monkey’ (<o Tibnke,
120), the transparent disguises and fraudulent behaviour of the targets work to legitimise the

verbal abuse.?® Not only do the insults underscore Dicaeopolis’ frustration and solidify his

% ¢fopuPeite (Lys. 12.73). Tacon 2001 and R. Thomas 2016 discuss the challenges faced by
speakers in the public arena that included heckling, interruptions, loidoria (Eccl. 243-55, Isocr.
12,13, Dem. 4.44, 24.13, Din. 1.99), jeering, protests, laughter, expulsion, and
noise making/thorubos.

2 oy T&x BéATiIoTa Boulevev T moAer (Lys. 30.10), probably echoing the bouleutic oath
(Andoc. 4.12, Lys. 31.1, [Dem.] 59.4, Sommerstein & Bayliss 2013: 40-2). Interruptions of this sort
could be dangerous—KIleophon was arrested for his intervention and speakers who favoured
unpopular proposals sometimes wound up as scapegoats—but they did give all citizens the chance
to influence policy and were therefore an important part of the democratic debating process both in
practice and ideology (Monoson 2000: 54-63). For the scapegoating of speakers see e.g. [Xen.] Ath.
Pol. 2.17, Xen. Hell. 1.7.35, Dem. 1.16. On the Scythian archers charged with arresting or expelling
disruptive assembly attendees, called upon in Acharnians to expel Amphitheos (54; cf. Eccl. 258
60), see Plassart 1913, Jacob 1928: 53-78, V. Hunter 1994: 145-9, Olson 2002: 87, Couvenhes 2012,
28 The final insult is an apt response to Kleisthenes’ dishonesty since monkeys were associated in
Greek symbolism with treachery and deceit. Thus, in Knights, tricks employed to woo Demos are
labelled ménkiouot (887); in Frogs, Aeschylus compares citizens who mislead the demos to

monkeys (dnuombrikewv / éEamaTtwvTwv Tov dijuov aei, 1085-6); a scholiast on Birds says that
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portrayal as a citizen willing to take risks for peace, but they may also parody lines from
Archilochus (fr. 187 West; cf. Rosen 1988: 17-18) and Euripides (incert. fab. fr. 858 TrGF;
cf. Olson 2002: 110), which would chime with the protagonist’s depiction as a connoisseur
of tragedy and poetry (9-16).

The spotlight in the assembly scene is on the ambassadors’ undeserved material gains
after a decade of lavish Persian hospitality and Athenian state pay with no discernible benefit
to the city.?® The ambassadors’ attempt to fool the assembly into believing that they have
returned from Persia with something of value, namely the King’s Eye and gold, underscores
their duplicitous nature. The protagonist’s opening soliloquy, on the other hand, with its
focus on his experiences at musical and theatrical contests, has aligned and thus likely
ingratiated him with the play’s spectators.®® Against this backdrop, Dicaeopolis’ insults

come across as a pardonable by-product of his agenda (one which also receives divine

the politician Panaetius was mocked in Aristophanes’ Islands [Njco1] as a monkey ‘because of his
knavery’ (Si& 16 mavoUpyov, = Av. 440a/440-441a Holwerda). Demosthenes calls Aeschines an
auToTpayikods midnkos (Dem. 18.242). See further Lilja 1980, Demont 1997, Olson 1998: 272-3.
On legal sanctions against deceiving the demos see Hesk 2000a: 51-64, Kremmydas 2013.

29 A motif that crops up later in the play (Ach. 601-17). For discussion of a real Athenian ambassador
to Persia and Sparta exploiting his post for private financial gain (Epicrates, early fourth century),
and being condemned to death for the crime, see Cecchet 2015: 145-8. Further historical examples
in Taylor 2001a.

%0 As argued, for example, by MacDowell 1983: 145, Dicaeopolis is ‘identified to the audience as
one of themselves, sharing their experiences, before he is given a name or any other characteristics
whatsoever’. Also Olson 2002: xli, ‘the opening scenes of Acharnians thus present Dikaiopolis as
the sole voice of reason in a society dominated by fools and villains, and the war as nothing but an

excuse for a small group of insiders to fatten and enrich themselves at everyone else’s expense’.
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support in the play from Amphitheos), that is, the rejection of the city’s corrupt
representatives in favour of peace and rural/Dionysian values. Dicaecopolis’ loidoria is
justified not so much because it finds echoes in real-life political behaviour, but because it
is deployed, within the story of the play, against characters acting objectionably. As the
chorus would proclaim the following year in Knights, ‘there is nothing wrong with insulting
(Aordopiioat) bad people’. Later in Acharnians, as the personas of Dicaeopolis and
Aristophanes fuse, the value of insults is reaffirmed when comic abuse is equated with
learning (634-5, 649650, 656—8) and with ‘justice’ (t& dikaia, 645, 655), likely an allusion
to the protagonist’s name.*? Through the mouth of his chorus, Aristophanes boasts that his
own mocking and insulting of the city (631) has taught Athenians no longer to be
hoodwinked by the ‘words of foreigners’ (634), recalling and retrospectively lending
support to Dicaeopolis’ tactics in the assembly scene. These included insulting his
antagonists as he exposed their dishonesty and crude disguises.

The verb used by Dicaeopolis for ‘insult’, Aodopeiv, in the middle voice designates
coarse squabbling and/or exchanges of invective. Examples include Strepsiades feuding
with his son at the end of Clouds (1353) or the defeated Paphlagon in Knights who is destined
to spend his remaining days drunken and ‘petulantly bickering’ (AodopriceTai, 1400) with
prostitutes at the city gates. Praxagora lumps AoidopeicBan together with cloak-snatching,
poverty, debt seizure and other undesirable things she wishes to expel from her refashioned
polis (Eccl. 565-7), and in Thesmophoriazusae (650) it describes what Euripides does to the

city’s women with his plays. Evoking a range of hostile speech acts that include insults,

81 Nodopiical Tous Trovnpous oudév éot’ émipbovov (Eq. 1274).
%2 Cf. Dicaeopolis: ¢yco 8¢ Aé€wo Sewa Sikaia 8¢ (501). On the interplay between Dicaeopolis’ name
(revealed to the audience at 405-6) and the play’s themes see Sommerstein 1992: 29-30,

Kanavou 2011: 25-8.
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slander, and threats, Aoidopeicbar (and cognate nouns) is the word that most frequently
describes the short self-contained confrontations that enliven Aristophanes’ plays as well as
the more extended clashes that crescendo into the formal agon.®® A good example of the
latter can be found in Frogs where the contest between Euripides and Aeschylus is
prefigured as ‘a ruckus and shouting and insulting’ (86puPBos kai Born / xo
Aodopnouds, 757-8).

The arbiter of the protracted contest in Frogs, Dionysus, advises Aeschylus on how

to proceed. His instructions reject insulting language as unseemly and unproductive:

ovU 8¢ un mpos Opymv, AloxUA’, GAA& TTpadvws
E\eyx’, EAéyxou AotBopeiobal &’ ou TpéTrel

&vdpas ToinTas chomep apToTdAdas.

And you, Aeschylus, confute and be confuted in turn,
not with recourse to anger, but calmly. It is not proper for
men who are poets to insult each other (Ao13opeicban) like female bread-sellers.3

Ar. Ran. 856-9

8 Building up to the agon: Nub. 934, Ran. 758, 857. Describing heated arguments in general:
Lys. 460, Thesm. 571, Plut. 456.

% Aristophanes’ rival Hermippus composed a comedy entitled Female Bread-Sellers
[ApTtomcoAides, ¢. 420], which included at least one insult spoken to a woman (& campé kai
Taoimépvn kai kdmpawa, fr. 9 K—-A) and may have exploited a stereotypical penchant for abusive
speech current among such retailers (cf. Lys. 458-60, Biles & Olson 2015: 163-4). On the other

hand, insults do not feature in the idiom of the one bread-seller who appears in extant comedy, at

Wasps 1388-1414, despite the confrontational nature of her encounter with Philocleon. On comic
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The advice, which qualifies loidoria as undignified, is directed at Aeschylus because of the
tragedian’s typhoon-like temperament (843-4, 848). This promises to reveal itself in the
form of angry (mpos dpyriv) verbal attacks against his rival.*® Aeschylus’ words are like a
hailstorm that risks striking Euripides on the head (851-5).

Dionysus’ warning seems justified; Aeschylus has already demonstrated an aptitude
for insults when he combines parody of a Euripidean line with allusion to the tragedian’s
mother as a greengrocer (¢ mai Tijs dpoupaias 6eov, 840, cf. E. incert. fab. fr. 885 TrGF)
or draws on Euripides’ penchant for mendicant-characters and contemptuously reduces the
younger poet to a ‘maker of beggars and stitcher-together of rags’.%® ‘The tongue is savage’,
the chorus sings immediately prior to the tragedians’ debate (898), predicting that Aeschylus
will violently ‘fall upon’ (¢umecdvta, 904) his opponent’s arguments during the contest.
The verb associated with Aeschylus’ expected verbal assault, avaoméav (‘to draw up’, 902),
is the same employed by Tecmessa when she describes Ajax’s crazed abuse of the livestock
in Sophocles’ Ajax (301-2). It calls to mind the shooting of arrows, and in Sophocles’

tragedy refers to especially violent and unrestrained speech.” Here, Dionysus promotes

depictions of bread-selling and bread-making in general see Ehrenberg 1951: 96, Wilkins 2000:
167-8. For bread-sellers associated with prostitutes see Anacr. 388.4-5 PMG.

% For insults linked with anger see e.g. Od. 17.394-5, S. Phil. 374-5, PI. Leg. 934d7-¢l.

% mrTeoxoTolt kai pakioouppaTtddn (843, two hapax legomena); cf. Tdv xwAotoidv (846). For
the comic tradition of Euripides’ mother as a vegetable-hawker see Roselli 2005.

87 Ajax is reported to have been ‘abusing [the livestock] with vile words that a divine being and no
man taught him’ (kak& Sevvdlowv pruad’, & Saipcwv / koudeis avdpdov didatev, 243-4). For the
link between avaomév and arrows see Pl. Tht. 180a (avaomévtes amotofevouaot), also
metaphorically of words. For insults or reproofs likened to harmful projectiles compare Nub. 9434

(pnuaTiotow kaivois auTov / kai Siavoials kaTaTtofevow), A. Ag. 1615-6, Supp. 4468 (with Friis
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orderly turn-taking as an alternative. His suggestion is reminiscent of the wine-god’s own
whipping contest with Xanthias from earlier in the play, but now physical blows will be
replaced by alternating, sober interrogations of each tragedian’s craft (éAeyy’, éAéyxov,
857), or so Dionysus hopes.®® Dionysus expects that Aeschylus and Euripides will engage
in rational debate free from verbal attacks, since he esteems this to be proper behaviour for
the poets. Part of the humour lies, however, in the fact that neither tragedian refrains from
insulting the other (909, 936, 1049, 1058, 1160-1), with each also going so far as to direct
abuse at the adjudicating god.® These insults undermine Dionysus’ authority by ignoring
his original instructions to avoid loidoria, and thus prolonging his role from the play’s
opening half as a character comically powerless over the situations in which he

finds himself.

Johansen & Whittle 1980(ii) ad loc.), [PV] 311-12, E. lon 256, or used metaphorically of words
exchanged in heated arguments Hdt. 8.64.1 (¢mreot dxkpoPoAicduevor), S. Ant. 10334 (Teiresias
compared to an archer by Creon), E. Supp. 456 (taUta pév 81 mpds T& o& EnkdvTioa). Pindar
adapts the metaphor, comparing arrows to songs of praise (Ol. 9.5-10).

% For the earlier whipping contest, compare Bacaviels . . . / TAnynv Tap& TANYTv ékd&Tepov
(642-3). The verb BacaviCew is repeatedly used for the whipping scene (616, 618, 625, 629, 642),
and then for the contest between Euripides and Aeschylus (802, 1121, 1123, 1367). For comparable
juxtapositions of AoiBopia and #Aeyxos in forensic oratory see Dem. 22.22, [57].34, Isae. 6.65,
Hesk 2014: 152-8.

% Aeschylus to Dionysus: cuabéotaTte (933). Euripides to Dionysus: & wapcdTat

avBpcotraov (1472), i oxétAie (1476).
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In the first half of the play, Dionysus is addressed with a string of abusive terms when
he arrives at Pluto’s underworld residence and is received by an anonymous servant.*® Here,
humour lies not only in the juxtaposition of a lowly figure with the god Dionysus, but also
in the use of the rude doorkeeper trope (see below), as well as a case of mistaken identity.

The doorkeeper opens the door and immediately cries out:

& PBdeAupt kAvaioxuvTe kai ToAunpt ou

Kal plape kal Tappiape Kal llapwTaTe

O revolting and shameless and brash man you,
and disgusting and totally disgusting and most disgusting!

Ar. Ran. 465-6

The second-person pronoun ov intensifies the verbal abuse, especially given its final

position.*! The next line’s climactic superlative has a similar amplifying effect and rounds

40 On the identity of the speaker, probably a simple house slave rather than ‘Aiakos’ as designated
in some MSS, see Dover 1972: 8-9, 1993: 50-5, Sommerstein 1996a; 198-9.

41 Compare & BdeAupt ou (Plut. 1069), & wiapt kai Ppuvédvda kai movnpt ov (fr. 26), & mip oU
kal Tav deipa kai mavoupyias / Sewris Téxvnu' €xBiotov (S. Phil. 927-8), & «dkioTe ou
(E. Hipp. 959, Theseus to Hippolytus = Andr. 631, part of Peleus’ furious tirade against Menelaus),
& Tmavolpye oV (Hec. 1257, Polymestor to Hecuba, following the murder of his sons and his
blinding). The second-person personal pronoun also reinforces positive addresses, where in
Aristophanes it is consistently paired with a superlative, e.g. & giAtéaTn oU (Ach. 885, Av. 206,

Lys. 145), & yAukUtaTov oU Tekvidiov (Lys. 889).
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off an emphatic rising tricolon.*? Forceful as they thus are, the insults are not out of place in
the mouth of a doorkeeper, dramatic characters that, especially in comedy, are caricatured
as rude and obstructive. Other instances are Nub. 133 (analysed in Revermann 2006a:
183-5), Pax 182-4 (discussed below), E. Hel. 437-40, Pl. Prt. 314d, Men. Dys. 4667
(Knemon himself), and Plaut. Amph. 1021-34. In Frogs, the doorkeeper’s insults are
rendered funny in two ways. First, thanks to a case of mistaken identity: the speaker thinks
that he is addressing a despised Heracles and not Dionysus, whom Xanthias has convinced
to re-take Heracles’ garb and adopt a Heraclean spirit (462—4). With privileged knowledge
of the god’s real identity, the play’s spectators can laugh at the unwelcome consequences of
Dionysus’ pretence and naive following of his slave’s advice. In this sense, the audience is
aligned with Xanthias, who understands the situation better than both his master Dionysus
and the doorkeeper.** Secondly, the insults are amusing because of the maladroit
accumulation of wapds forms. These are linked with polysyndeton, a trope that normally
lends emphasis by associating discrete items, but here amusingly combines three virtual

synonyms: disgusting, totally disgusting, most disgusting. The comic effectiveness of the

42.0On classical rising tricola (increasing syllable length of three successive words or word clusters
within a sentence clause) see West 2007: 117-19, Rutherford 2012: 79, Kwapisz 2014; for use of
the figure in insults, compare Eq. 304, Nub. 102-3, Pax 182 (discussed below), S. Phil. 927-8 (cited
in the previous footnote), E. Med. 1323-4, Shakespeare King Lear 2.2.13: ‘a knave, a rascal, an eater
of broken meats’, The Tempest 1.1.35-6: ‘you bawling, blasphemous, incharitable dog’.

43 Xanthias had already established a rapport with the audience thanks to several asides (51, 87-8,
107, 115, 159-60) and perhaps, as Sommerstein 2009: 146 n. 34 suggests, by being the play’s only
living human being. Xanthias is also the first character to speak in the play which, at least according
to one ancient actor (Theodoros, cited at Arist. Pol. 1336b27-31), was a good tactic for

ingratiating audiences.
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line is suggested by the fact that it has been recycled from Peace, produced seventeen years
earlier, where the same combination of insults appears also in a door-knocking scene. In the
earlier play, the repetition of wapds-based insults is taken still further than in the already
exaggerated accumulation from Frogs and is given additional prominence when it becomes
the focus of Trygaeus’ tongue-in-cheek responses.

In Peace, the doorkeeper is not a nameless servant but rather Hermes, tasked with a
job below his divine station.** When he opens the door, he is astonished to see the mortal
Trygaeus accompanied by a giant dung-beetle. His first reaction is to let fly a barrage of

insults directed at the play’s protagonist:

& Hiape kai TOAUNPE K&dvaioxuvTe oU
Kol plape kol Tapiape Kol apaTATE,

TGOS delp” AviAbes, GO LIAPGIV LIAPOTATE;

You disgusting and brash and shameless
and disgusting and totally disgusting and most disgusting,
how did you get here, you most disgusting of disgustings?

Ar. Pax 1824

4 Hermes is not named until 365, but costuming would likely have made for easy identification. The
Olympian gods could certainly be imagined as living in ‘houses’ (dcouata, e.g. Il. 1.221-2,
11.76-7, Hes. Theog. 40-3, A. Eum. 827-8), though door-keeping was normally reserved for slaves
or lowly figures, thus E. Tro. 491-3, [Arist.] Oec. 1345a33-5 (‘it seems in large estates that someone
who is useless for other work can still be a useful doorman’). Hermes is, on the other hand, frequently
identified as the gods’ servant (S. Inach. fr. 269c.21-2 TrGF, E. lon 4, A. Bowie 1993: 138-9,
Olson 1998: 102, Sommerstein 2001: 213), which would be consistent with his role here and may

have been a comic trope (cf. the punchline at Plut. 1170).
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Here, reliance on the adjective wiapds is taken to an absurd level, appearing six times in the
address. Although morphologically related to piaopa (‘defilement’, ‘impurity’), wapds-
based insults are generic and do not normally signify real pollution.* Hubbard, to be sure,
has argued that Hermes repeats the term because of Trygaeus’ association with dung, which
makes the protagonist ‘impure in the context of intercourse with the gods’.*® This finds
support in the same combination of insults in Frogs, where Dionysus too has had contact
with faeces (his own, Ran. 308). In both instances, the etymology of the insult wapé is
potentially activated by the comic scenario, providing an instance of the common joke-type
that sees a metaphorical expression employed or interpreted literally, or where a suppressed
meaning is awakened (compare the discussion of és kopakas in Appendix I1). On the other
hand, it was the slaves and not Trygaeus who had been handling manure during the prologue
of Peace. If the play’s hero has come into contact with dung, then it is only via his touching
of the scatophagous beetle. (The beetle is described in the opening scene as piapov T
xpfiua, 38.)

However literally we take Hermes’ insults, in the interrogation that follows,

Trygaeus mocks the god’s pleonastic outburst:

[Ep.] Ti ool ToT 0T’ dvol’; ouk EPETS;

[Tp.] HaPWTATOS.

% For wapds-based insults see R. Parker 1983: 3-5, Dover 2002: 95-6, and section 2.5 below. For
other pollution-based insults compare & kab&puaTte (Plut. 454), & k&Bapua (Ar. fr. 686 [with
Bagordo 2017 ad loc.], Dem. 18.128, 19.198), and the more literal wiongpdvos at 1l. 5.31, 455, A.
Eum. 607, E. Med. 1346, Hec. 1173 (indirect).

46 Hubbard 1991: 143. On dung and bad smells in Peace see Tordoff 2011 (endorsing Hubbard’s

argument at pp. 185-6).
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[Ep.]

[Tp.]

[Ep.]

[Tp.]

[Hermes]

[Tryg.]

[Hermes]

[Tryg.]

[Hermes]

[Tryg.]

maTnp & ool Tis éoTiv;

EUol; HapTATOS.

Todatods TO yévos 8’ el; pp&le pot.

HIaPTATOS.

What’s your name then? Speak up!
Most Disgusting.
And who is your father?
Mine? Most Disgusting.
Where is your family from then? Tell me that.
Most Disgusting.

Ar. Pax 185-7

A character in Philemon’s Claimant [Em8walduevos] states that ignoring an insulter is an

elegant and effective defence.*’ Trygaeus goes a step further, hijacking Hermes’ original

Hiapos-based insults by responding to each of the god’s questions with piapcoTaTos (‘most

disgusting’). The hero’s appropriation of the insulting word spotlights the ridiculousness of

47 “There is nothing sweeter nor more elegant than to be able to bear being insulted. Since the insulter,

if the insulted person does not react, is insulted even though he is the one doing the insulting’ (1}8iov

oUdtv oudt pouoikwTepdv / ¢oT’ 1 BUvaocBar AoilBopouuevov @épew. / & Aodopcov ydp, &v 6

Ao8opoupevos / ury mpoomotijtal, Aodopeital Aodopddv, Philemon fr. 23 K-A). Comparable

sentiments at E. Andr. 744-6, Plut. Peric. 5.2.
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Hermes’ tirade, but also generates humour by supplying inappropriate answers to what are
straightforward questions.*®

In addition to flouting normal conversational behaviour and the innate humour of
referring to oneself and one’s origins as ‘most disgusting’, the delay in the revelation of the
hero’s name is engaging given that the audience too is ignorant of it. While it is not unusual
for Aristophanes to withhold the names of his main characters, here the stalling seems
particularly tantalising from the spectators’ perspective and particularly exacerbating from
Hermes’.*® Indeed, the god goes on to threaten Trygaeus with death if he does not correctly
identify himself (187-8). This marked aggression makes Hermes’ subsequent and very
abrupt softening of tone seem all the more ludicrous, an about-face that does not go

unnoticed by the protagonist whose concluding remark looks back to the initial abuse (cos

8 Hermes’ choice of questions is not extraordinary, requesting the three standard tokens by which a
Greek could be identified (Olson 1998: 103—4 and compare e.g. Od. 1.170, Ar. Nub. 134, E. lon
258-61). A scholiast (= Pax 185 Holwerda) claims that the Peace exchange was inspired by
Epicharmus (fr. 123 K-A), from a play in which a character (a basket) responds with Zaxis three
times when asked about the identity of its mother, father, and brother (on which see Kerkhof 2001:
144-5, Willi 2015: 137-8). But it is more likely that these are ‘two independent uses of a single
comic idea’ (Olson 1998: 104). Comparable are Av. 974-80 (3 X AaPe to BuPAiov all in response
to questions), Thesm. 619-22 (3 X Tov 8eiva), Ran. 1208-19 (3 X Ankubiov amcdAecev). For the use
and humour of repeated speech in Aristophanes in general see H. Miller 1944: 31-2, Lopez Eire
1996: 159-64, Kloss 2001: 204-37. For the cheerful acceptance of insults, compare Plaut.
Pseud. 357-69.

9 The roles are reversed when Hermes withholds the location of the gods from Trygaeus (194-9).
For the frustrating withholding of one’s identity cf. Av. 1497-503. On delaying the revelation of

protagonists’ names in Aristophanes see Olson 1992: 306-9.
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oUKkET elvai ool ok mapcdtaTos; 193). The whole exchange exploits the topos of the
unwelcoming doorkeeper, makes light of Hermes by extinguishing his attempts to be
intimidating, and vulgarises the god by having him employ coarse language.

Trygaeus’ reaction to Hermes’ insults ascribes to the play’s hero an Odysseus-like
cunning that will help him deal adequately with later impeding characters, such as the
Arms-Dealers discussed above. His tactic also belongs to a broader schema of declaring or
demonstrating one’s disdain for verbal abuse found elsewhere in Aristophanes, notably in
Clouds, the comedy most explicitly concerned with language and distortions thereof. The
confrontation between the Stronger Argument and the Weaker Argument in that play
contains a nice example of a character refusing to rise to an adversary’s insults.>® The

confrontation in antilabe takes place in the scene leading up to the play’s second agon:

Kp.] KaTaTmUy v el KavaioxuvTos.

[HT.] POda W elpnkas.

[Kp.] kal PcopoAdxos.

[HT.] kpiveol oTepavois.

[Kp.] kal TaTtpaloias.

[HT.] XPUOG TTATTWV U OU Y1YVCIOKEIS.

[Str. Arg.] You’re a shameless pathic!

[Weaker Arg.] You’ve spoken roses of me.
[Str. Arg.] And a buffoon!

[Weaker Arg.] You’re crowning me with lilies.

[Str. Arg.] And a father-beater!

% Disdain for insults is also found in tragedy (always in the mouth of strong-willed females) at

A. Ag. 1401-4, S. El. 605-7 (cf. 794), 1028, E. Med. 451-2, 1358-9, Hcld. 978-80.
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[Weaker Arg.] You’re sprinkling me with gold and you don’t even
realise it.>

Ar. Nub. 909-12

Whereas Trygaeus, in his exchange with Hermes, nullifies his assailant’s insults by
comically absorbing them into his identity (name, patronymic, ethnic), here the Weaker
Argument creatively morphs his rival’s insults into rewards of increasing value (first roses,
then a crown of lilies, then gold). His opponent’s insults are a kosmos, the Weaker Argument
vaunts (914), using a word that denotes both physical adornment as well as a metaphorical
mark of honour.>? In what constitutes an entertaining twist, insults thus no longer do harm;
they have become welcome gifts or prizes, as if the character were winning the contest
before the agon had even begun. Not only does the Weaker Argument disarm his adversary’s
verbal attack with this strategy, but his responses are in line with the upending of traditional
values that he champions, and which culminates in Pheidippides’ justification of physical
abuse of one’s parents (1437-9). Indeed, the Weaker Argument’s welcoming of the insult
‘father-beater’ (TTatpaloias, 911-12), an affront that counted among Athens’s aporrhéta
liable to indictment with a dike kakegorias (Lys. 10.8), foreshadows that justification as well

as an actual staged assault on Strepsiades. The whole exchange is framed by the Stronger

* mr&ooew, translated here as ‘sprinkle’, is used most often for the seasoning of food (see Olson &
Sens 2000: 73, Diggle 2004: 293). Adjectival xpucémaoTtos means ‘gilded’, e.g. xpuodmaoTa
€8eBAa (A. Ag. 776), Tirpn xpuoomdoTtw (Hdt. 8.120), EuoTtiow Tais xpuocomdoTors (Eubul. fr.
132 K-A); the Stronger Argument’s final words might therefore evoke a more long-lasting
adornment, not ‘sprinkling’, but rather ‘adorning’ with gold. Cf. Eccl. 973 & xpuoodaidaAtov éudv
uéAnua (spoken to a lover).

52 Cf. e.g. Pind. Ol. 3.13, Pyth. 2.10, Kerschensteiner 1962: 21 n. 2-3.
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Argument being labelled a ‘puffed-up dotard’ (Tupoyépcov, 908) and ‘ancient’ (&dpxaios,
915). Along these lines, his inability to recognise the futility of his verbal attacks (ou
yryveookets, 912) reveals that, much like Strepsiades, he is out of touch with the modern
trends and innovations incarnated by the Weaker Argument, which include accepting insults
as compliments.

In the lead-up to his defence of parent-beating, Pheidippides too is subjected to
several insults. This does not destabilise the young man, however, since the tactic employed
earlier by the Weaker Argument has, the audience discovers, been a part of the education
received in the phrontisterion. When Pheidippides returns from his schooling, hitting his
father as he comes on stage, he is insulted by the latter with ‘you foul thing’ (¢ piapé, 1325)
and then ‘you foul thing and father-beater and criminal’ (& pape kai Tatpaloia kai

TolxwpUxe, 1327). Pheidippides replies as follows:

a4 ) 1 ~ \ ’ ’
aUBis pe TaUTd TadTa kai TAeico Aéye.

3 b 3 s e ’ ’ s ’ \ ’
&p’ olo6’ &1 xaipw TOAN’ dxkovwv kai KaKd;

Keep on saying the same things to me again, and more!
Don’t you know that I enjoy being repeatedly insulted?

Ar. Nub. 1328-9

The young man’s defiant tone recalls the shouting match between the two Arguments: his

rhetorical question ‘don’t you know ...?" is reminiscent of the Weaker Argument’s ‘you

don’t even realise it’ (912). Both emphasise the knowledge gap between the older and
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younger generation, a comic motif that appears in other comedies from the 420s.%® When
Strepsiades continues his insults with ‘you gaping arse’,>* his son’s retort, ‘keep on
sprinkling me with many roses’ (T&Tte ToAAois Tols pddois, 1331), is a recognisable
amalgamation of the Weaker Argument’s responses from lines 910 and 912, which
employed the same imagery of flowers and sprinkling.>® Pheidippides’ responses to his
father’s insults are just one of several parallels between this and the earlier face-off,
suggesting that he has emerged from his education as a replica of the Weaker Argument.>®
They also confirm that—unlike the less nimble Strepsiades—he has successfully absorbed
the lessons of the Socratic school. Not only do his responses curtail the offensiveness of his

father’s insults, clearing the way for the repudiation of inherited nomoi, but Pheidippides’

53 Notably in Aristophanes’ own Wasps and most likely also his Banqueters [AaitaAfs] as well as
Eupolis” Goats [Afyes], on which see Storey 2003: 67—74, Olson 2017: 91-153.

% “You gaping arse’ = & AakkdmpeokTe (1330), only here in Aristophanes, but appearing also in a
fragment of Cephisodorus (fr. 3.4 K-A, apparently a slave addressing his master), and adjectively
on a fifth-century graffito from the Athenian agora (Lang 1976: 14, C 23). A Adkkos is a vat or a
reservoir (Hdt. 4.195.3), thus by extension any large hole or cavity. The word was one of several
sexual double entendres with which—in an incident recorded by Aeschines—the speaker Autolycus
unintentionally caused assembly attendees to laugh (Aeschin. 1.83-4). On the basis of Eup. fr.
385.3-4 K-A, where AakkompeokTia qualifies wine—drinking in the morning, Henderson 1991: 210
argues that AaxkdétmpeokTos is a general affront and not necessarily a reference to anal penetration.
In the Cephisodorus fragment cited above, the insult is a reaction to unusually effeminate behaviour
(assuming the first speaker is a man).

% pPerhaps evoking the practice of phyllobolia, namely showering victorious athletes with leaves and
flowers, on which see Borthwick 1989, Campagner 2001: 258-9, 331-2.

% Dover 1968: 248.
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cool demeanour in the face of verbal abuse also contrasts with the traditional form of
education that, as some spectators may remember from earlier in the play, instructs boys ‘to
get fired up’ (pAéyeoBai, 992) whenever someone mocks them. Pheidippides’ rejection of
traditional morals means that he is not just impervious to insults, however; he now enjoys
his father’s verbal abuse and demands more. He has mastered a skill that requires one to
make no moral distinction between right and wrong. Cheerful acceptance of insults is
symptomatic of this development and helps signal the divide between young and old,

sophistic and boorish, novel and outmoded that runs through Clouds as a connecting thread.

In this section, we have seen how insults and reactions to insults can help shape impressions
of a character’s personality. Pheidippides’ imperviousness in the face of his father’s verbal
abuse can be attributed to his schooling in the phrontistérion and reflects the degradation of
morals epitomised by Socrates’ teachings. Trygaeus’ deflection of Hermes’ insults serves a
different purpose, characterising the hero as wily and allowing him to overcome the god and
continue on his quest to recover Peace. In Frogs, insults comically undermine Dionysus’
authority, part of that character’s ongoing depiction as a well-intentioned yet laughably
unimposing deity. Conversely, in the assembly scene from Acharnians, insults lend the
frustrated Dicaeopolis a bold political voice and help ingratiate him with the play’s
spectators. In short, these four case studies have shown how insults can be used in ways
other than simply to reflect a hostile relationship. In the following section, 1 will show how
the vocabulary of Aristophanes’ insults differentiates comedy from other genres, what the
nuances of various insults entail, as well as how some insults are spoken exclusively by, and

addressed exclusively to, particular types of characters.
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2.5. The vocabulary of insults in Aristophanes

Catalogues of Aristophanic insults can be found in Muller 1913, Wendel 1929: 22-4,
108-10 (a basic discussion of some special cases), Opelt 1976 (focussing on Lysias, but
listing Aristophanic parallels at pp. 582-4), and Dickey 1996: 165-74 (focussing on
register), 287-92 (a list that includes comparative data from tragedy, Menander, and prose).
Dover 2002 discusses ‘evaluative terms’ in Aristophanes with an eye to social and lexical
distinctions. Dickey 2002: 163-85 and Lateiner 2013 look at Latin insults, the latter
concentrating on gendered insults. My discussion below differs from these predecessors by
drawing on a wider range of comparative material, notably graffiti and ostraka (where
relevant), and by including information on the identity of speakers and addressees.
Although generic insults are the norm, Aristophanes’ characters occasionally tailor
their abuse by concentrating on an aspect of the addressee’s behaviour. For example,
Bdelycleon calls his father a ‘senile pussy rubber’ (Tupedavt kai xopd8Awy, Vesp. 1364)
as a reaction to the latter’s sexual antics following the symposium. Aeschylus calls the
stereotypically sophistic Euripides a ‘mega-babbler’ in Frogs (¢ kateoTcopuAuéve, 1160).
Poverty addresses Chremylus and Blepsidemus with ‘you who are both complete bleary-
brains with Cronus-like bleariness’ in response to their failure to understand her
arguments.>” Similarly, the Greedy Man in Ecclesiazusae addresses the Co-operative

Neighbour with GuBpdvtnTe oU (‘thunder-struck’ =~ ‘lunatic’ vel sim.) for giving up his

¥ & Kpovikais Afuats dvtws AnuddvTes Tas epévas &ueed (Plut. 581, transl. adapted from
Sommerstein 2001). For the association of Cronus with outdated opinions and/or mental deficiency
compare e.g. Nub. 398 (¢ péope oU kai Kpovicov 8Ccwv kal BekkeoéAnve), 929 (ouxi Si84Eels

TouTtov Kpdvos cov), Pl. Euthd. 287b2-3, futher Arnott 1996: 190 (on Alexis fr. 63.2 K-A).
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property without waiting to see how others act.%® In Birds, Poseidon calls Heracles ‘stupid
and a glutton’ for being too easily swayed by the promise of lunch (7Aibios kai y&oTpis €,
Av. 1604; cf. Pax 1120), while Euripides’ Kinsman insults Agathon in Thesmophoriazusae
with & katdmuyov elpumpewkTos € (200), a reference to the tragic poet’s notorious
femininity and enthusiasm for passive homosexual acts.*®

Unlike contemporary English usage, proper names or euphemisms for male and
female genitalia, although abundant as descriptions or jokes in their own right, are not used
as terms of abuse in Aristophanes. The sexual insults katamiycwv, eupimpawkTos, and
AawkaoTns all denote or imply acts, typically of a passive or enthusiastic male homosexual
nature, rather than parts of the body.%® They are spoken exclusively by male characters in
Aristophanes and appear outside of comedy only in graffiti or on ostraka, an indication of
their vulgarity. As Dover points out, we should be wary about interpreting such affronts too
literally; comparable modern terms of abuse (Dover cites ‘wanker’ and ‘motherfucker’) are

in most cases generic insults rather than references to specific acts, even if each term enjoys

% The same insult occurs at Dem. 18.243 (an amusing, imagined anecdote), Philemon
fr. 45 K-A, Men. Dys. 441.

% On comic depictions of Agathon see Austin & Olson 2004: 61, Wright 2016: 64-70.

%0 On evpUmpwkTos (‘wide arse-holed’) see Dover 2002: 94. On katamiycv (‘pathic’,
‘debauchee’, vel sim.) see Henderson 1991: 210, J. N. Davidson 1997: 167-82, Dover 2002: 94-5,
and my comments below. On AakaoTrs/Aaiké&Cew (‘cock-sucker’/‘to give a blow job’) see Jocelyn
1980, Bain 1991: 74-7, Henderson 1991: 153, Olson 2002: 96. The feminine version, AaikdoTpia,
appears at Ach. 529, 537 (equated with mépvn), Pherec. fr. 159.2 K-A, Men. Pk. 485. In the last of
these, the slave Sosias insults the flute-girl Habrotonon with Aaik&oTpia, perhaps a more literal use
of the word since performing flute-girls could be coerced into sexual acts (Biles & Olson 2015: 439,

Goldman 2015).

63



its own nuances of meaning and contextual (un)suitability.®* Racial insults too are largely
missing from Old Comedy. While Aristophanes gets comic mileage out of non-Greek
characters who misspeak, are gullible, behave crudely, or undergo humiliation, neither
ethnonyms nor ethnophaulisms are employed as direct insults. The closest one gets is the
chorus leader in Wasps assailing Bdelycleon with ‘O hater of the people and lover of
monarchy and mate of Brasidas and wearer of tufts of wool and keeping your facial hair
unkempt!’, a colourful slur that draws on anti-Spartan stereotypes.®? The generic adjective
used to denote a foreigner disparagingly, BapPapos, is not employed as a direct insult in
Avristophanes.®?

More common forms of verbal abuse, that is, those appearing also in tragedy and
forensic oratory, can be intensified in comedy by stringing several terms together, by

employing superlative forms (cf. Peppler 1918: 181-3), through the presence of qualifying

61 Dover 1978: 17, 143.

62 &5 moddnue / kai povapyias épactd / kal Euvcov BpaoiBa kai popddv / kpdomeda oTeuud TV
v 6’ Ummvnv &koupov Tpépwv (Vesp. 473-7, cf. Lys. 275-80, Plat. com. fr. 132 K-A). Biles &
Olson 2015: 235-6 unpack the stereotypes embedded within the insult, namely Spartan shaggy
beards and hostility toward imperial Athenian democracy. For accusations of conspiracy with
Brasidas compare Pax 639-40 with Olson 1998 ad loc.

83 Although cf. &vbpcomos &uabrs oUtoot kai BapPBapos (Nub. 492 referring to Strepsiades, who
iS on-stage), meplopds oUtw W UM avdpddv PapPapwv xeipouuevov (Vesp. 439, Philocleon
describing the slaves who hold him captive). The Euripidean Hermione addresses Andromache, who
is a foreigner, with & BapPapov ou Bpéupa (E. Andr. 261). Prior to the Roman period, we find the
vocative B&pBape addressed to a Greek only at Men. Sam. 519, where it ‘implies that [the addressee]

Moschion has ignored fundamental principles of behaviour that any Greek ought to observe’

(Sommerstein 2013: 263).
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superlatives, via alliteration (Ran. 837-9), or with the
prefix av-.%° Other insults stand out by combining multiple elements to coin sesquipedalian
neologisms (e.g. kpouvoxuTtpoAnpaiov, EQ. 89, otcopuAioouAAektddns, Ran. 841), or by
employing attention-grabbing imagery (e.g. Paphlagon/Cleon insulted as a
BopPBopoTtapalis at Eq. 307). These entertain and impress, showcasing the playwright’s
creativity.®

The most common insults in Aristophanes can be divided into three loose groups,
imputing respectively: a) an accursed or polluted state, b) a deviant or distasteful
behaviour/attitude, and c) intellectual deficiency.®” In the following descriptions of these

insults, I attempt to identify their register and offensiveness by placing them in context (what

8 E.g. & BeléTaTe Beddv ou kavBpcdmeov (Ran. 486), & wapdTaTte &udpddv &TAVTwVY
(Plut. 78-9), & deiAétaTte mavTwv Sapdveov (Plut. 123).

% At Pax 183 (wappiape), Lys. 137 (waykatdmuyov, indirect), 588 (waykatdpaTe), 969
(TrapPdeAupa kal mauuvoapd, indirect), Ran. 466 (mauuiape), Eccl. 1043 (mauPdeAupd).
Aristophanes does not, however, use independent mras to intensify insults, which seems to be a
Sophoclean idiosyncrasy (S. El. 301, Phil. 927, Inach. fr. 269a.24 TrGF).

% Degani 1987: 38 notes parallels in iambic poetry (e.g. uesonyudopmoxéotns, Hipponax fr. 114c
West); see also Hawkins 2013: 117-19. Elaborate compounds can be found in other genres too,
however, notably dithyramb (see Ford 2013: 320-5), a hallmark of that genre mocked by
Aristophanes at Nub. 332-8, Pax 828-31, Av. 1372-409. For Aristophanes’ own compound
coinages, both insulting and otherwise, see Silk 2000: 12636, Kidd 2014: 147-51. For elaborate
compound insults in Byzantine Greek see Kaldellis 2017: 141-4.

7 Miiller 1913 proposes a different division: a) physical appearance, b) intellectual deficiency, c) the
general character of the addressee, d) specific character traits of the addressee, €) the addressee’s
way of life, f) words denoting bad fortune, e) other specific insults, f) animal names, g) combinations

of insults.
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is the relationship between the speaker and the addressee? in what situations are the insults
spoken?) as well as by noting their presence or absence in other genres (predominantly epic,
tragedy, oratory, and graffiti). Presence in tragedy is taken as a sign that the insult is high-
register, whereas the appearance of an insult in graffiti or on ostraka is taken as a sign that
it is low-register. Legal oratory often switches between high- and low-register diction for
rhetorical effect and is thus a less sure indicator. The distinction that Dickey (2002: 179-81)
detects for Latin insults between adjective-based terms (predominantly high-register) and
noun-based terms (predominantly low-register) does not seem to apply to the insults found

in Aristophanes.

Curses and pollution

Insults based on impurity or curses are among the strongest and most common in

Aristophanes.

mapds (‘repulsive’, ‘foul’, ‘villainous’) is a ‘vehemently opprobrious adjective’ (Dover
2002: 95) and the most common term of abuse in Aristophanes.®® Cognate with piaopa and
tiaivelv, the adjective denotes in its broadest sense ‘defiled’ or ‘polluted’. Typical sources
of pollution are contact with a corpse or a murderer (R. Parker 1983: 104-43), but wiapds
embraces much more than those specific situations and is often unconnected to any obvious
source of actual pollution. For example, Lysias employs wapds to describe Agoratus who

dared approach men whom he had previously been instrumental in expelling from the city

% This is true even when we exclude the strings of insults in the doorkeepers’ outbursts from Peace

and Frogs. For a list of non-Aristophanic instances see Dickey 1996: 171.
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(TTéds av yévorto &vbpwmos papcdtepos; 13.77), while Demosthenes uses piapds to
describe the mercenary sykophant Euctemon (21.103), or Aristogeiton who bit off another
man’s nose (25.62; cf. @ papTaTte TAVTWY TGV dvTwv avbpwmwy, 25.28). Animals
too can be described as piapds, such as swine (in the eyes of Egyptians, Hdt. 2.47.1), or the
foul-smelling scatophagous beetle from the prologue of Aristophanes’ Peace (38).

Despite its appearance in forensic oratory and its occasionally cheeky tone (Lys. 989,
Kinesias to the Spartan Herald who has been concealing a giant erection), the word wapds
was likely a vulgarism. This is suggested both by its association with the Scythian Archer
in Thesmophoriazusae (1092, 1096, 1133, 1222; Halliwell 1995: 113-14) as well as its
virtual absence from tragedy. In that genre, only the Sophoclean Creon employs the
adjective aggressively to address another character (& wapov ffos kai yuvaikds Gotepov,
Ant. 746 directed at Haimon), which is indicative of the king’s gross fall from dignity. In
Aristophanes, wapds as an insult is spoken exclusively by male characters and is almost
exclusively directed at male characters. The only time it is spoken to a female citizen is the
Proboulos to Lysistrata (Lys. 433), contributing to the characterisation of the former as an
especially unsympathetic opponent. Two minor goddesses are addressed with &
pmapwtaTn: Iris by Peisetairos (Av. 1209) and Poverty by Chremylus (Plut. 472). In
approximately two-thirds of Aristophanic insults employing the adjective uiapds, the word
appears in the superlative. However, this is the case in merely three out of forty-two
instances of the word in Demosthenes (only one of which is a direct address: Dem. 25.28

cited above). The other orators eschew the superlative altogether.

amoAovuevos (‘cursed’, ‘godforsaken’, ‘doomed to perish’) appears almost exclusively
with the modifier kaxiota (the exception, with kakds, is Eccl. 1076). As the future

participle of améAAup, the adjective denotes impending death at the hands of a god or fate,
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but this literal sense is supressed (compare Eng. ‘goddamned’). The vocative marker & is
obligatory when amoAouuevos is used as an insult, as always when a participle replaces a
substantive in the vocative (Scott 1904: 81, Moorhouse 1982: 27). Given that it is absent
from tragedy in direct address, c k&kioT’ &moAouueve should be added to Dickey’s (1996:
171) list of low-register insults.5®

In Aristophanes, the insult is spoken by and directed at both male and female
characters. The tone is generally quite hostile, as in the cases of Dicaeopolis to the informer
Nikarchos (Ach. 924), Epigenes to the second Old Woman (Eccl. 1052), and Chremylus to

Poverty (Plut. 456).

kaTdpaTos (‘subject to a curse [&pd]’, ‘goddamned’) is an intensified form of &patds and
a generic swear word (cf. utroAUou T&s kaTapatous éupddas ‘take off your damn shoes!’,
Vesp. 1157). It is found in tragedy, although normally more (self-)pitying than offensive in
that genre (self-pitying and literal in Aristophanes only at Thesm. 1048, a line of tragic

parody: ¢ kaTtdapaTos £ycw), but is employed offensively in tragedy at E. Med. 162

% The simplex does appear adjectivally at E. Hcld. 874-5 (¢AevUbepor 8¢ ToU kakdds dAoupévou /
Evpucbécos Eoecbe), incert. fab. fr. 915 TrGF (vik& 8¢ xpeia W’ 1) kakdds T OAoupévn / yaoTtnp),
and in satyr play at S. incert. fab. fr. 764 (x — kakéds oU Tpds Becdov dAoupévn, 1) Tas ApuoTels Y’
gxovuo’ tkpaoas), E. Cyc. 474. Two tragic insults absent from Old Comedy are picos/pionua and
kakioTos/Taykdakiotos. For uicos see S. Phil. 991, E. Med. 1323, Hcld. 52, 941, IT 525. For pionua
see S. El. 289 (reported). For k&kiotos see S. Tr. 1137, OT 334 (& kakdov kékiote), Phil. 974, 984
(& kakav kdkiote), OC 866, 1354, 1384 (kakdv kékiote), E. Med. 488, Hipp. 959, 1316, Andr.
590, 631, 719, Hec. 577, 1199, Tro. 943, Or. 718, cf. Men. Sam. 492. For maykdakiotos see S. Ant.
742 (quoted in Plut. De frat. amor. 483b10 as & Taft kakiote), Tr. 1124, E. Med. 465, Supp. 513,

Stheneb. fr. 666 TrGF (qualified as the strongest reproach one could make), Cyc. 689.
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(indirect), Hec. 716 (& katdpat avdpcv), 1065 (& katdpaTot). Demosthenes uses &
katapate three times offensively in On the Crown (18.209, 244, 290) and twice in Against
Timocrates (24.107, 198).

In Aristophanes, the simple form is used twice in the vocative (Pax 1076a, Lys. 530;
cf. Pherecr. fr. 76.3 K—A) and once in a predicative construction (Pax 1272). It also appears
once in the intensified compound & maykatapare (Lysistrata to the Proboulos, Lys. 588),
the sole instance of that form in classical Greek and the only instance of katapaTos Spoken
as an insult by a female character in Aristophanes. Simple katdpaTos is used twice in
bastardised forms by the Scythian Archer at the end of Thesmophoriazusae (1097, 1109),

one of that character’s many vulgarisms.

Deviant or distasteful behaviour/attitude

These insults are frequently employed as reactions to inappropriate behaviour. In this sense,
they come close to descriptions, albeit belligerent ones that highlight the speaker’s anger

and are meant to offend the addressee.

avaioxuvTos (‘shameless’) is the second most frequently occurring insult in Aristophanes
behind wapds and its cognates. Since shame inhibits people from breaking taboos, and
comedy often ignores taboos, the prominence of this insult in Aristophanes is unsurprising.
It evokes boldness of action and is combined with ToAunpds at Peace 362 and Frogs 465
(cf. S. Phil. 82-3, Antiph. 3.3.1, PI. Apol. 38d7). Kinsman is said to be full of anaischuntia’
in Thesmophoriazusae when he snatches Mika’s baby (cos &mavt &p’ ¢0Ti TOAUNS HEOTH
kavaioxuvtias, 702), and is insulted with cvaioxuvte ou for his infiltration of the

women’s festival (638). Similarly, the chorus in Acharnians insults Dicaeopolis with
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dvaioxuvTtos el kal PdeAupds for concluding peace with the Spartans (289), Strepsiades
addresses Pheidippides with cvaioxuvte when the latter suggests he is right to beat his
father (Nub. 1380), and Kinsman says to Kleisthenes avaioxuvtds Tis €l when the latter
prevents the former from urinating (Thesm. 611). Out of the seven instances in Aristophanes,
the insult is spoken by a female character only once (Mika to Kinsman, Thesm. 744) and it
is never directed at a female character even though shamelessness is regularly associated
with women in comic and other sources.”® We do not find the superlative avaioxuvtéTaTos
in Aristophanes, though the form is attested in prose (e.g. Pl. Apol. 17b3, Isocr. 8.38,

Dem. 27.18, 43.56).

mavoupyos (‘scoundrel’, ‘criminal’) denotes a person who will stoop to anything or has no
scruples about committing outrageous acts. Thus, the chorus leader addresses Dicaeopolis
with & mavoupye for concluding his private peace treaty (Ach. 311), or Paphlagon
addresses the Sausage-Seller with & mavoupye for using preposterous stories to turn Demos
against him (Eq. 902). The word also appears as a spontaneous form of abuse (Ran. 35,
Dionysus to Xanthias). The comic characters most often referred to as mavoUpyor are
Paphlagon in Knights and Kinsman in Thesmophoriazusae. When used as a direct insult, the
speaker is normally male, and addressees are consistently male.” Only twice do we find &
TavoUpye in tragedy, once addressed to a woman (Polymestor to Hecuba, E. Hec. 1257)

and once spoken by a woman (Alcmene to Eurystheus, E. Hcld. 947). In oratory,

0 See Austin & Olson 2004: 209-10, citing Ar. Lys. 369, 101415, S. Epigonoi fr. 189.2-3 TrGF,
E. Melanippe/Desmotis fr. 494.1-2, Alexis fr. 291 K-A.

"t Male speaker + male addressee at Ach. 311, Eq. 450, 902, Pax 283, Ran. 35. Female speakers use
TavoUpyos as a direct insult in Aristophanes only at Thesm. 858 (TravoUpyos €i), 899 (oU & &l

TavoUpyos), both times addressed to Kinsman.
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Demosthenes scornfully refers to Aeschines as mavolUpyos oUtos kai 6eols éxbpds (Dem.

19.95), but the term is never used by the orators in direct address.

BSeAupds (‘disgusting’, ‘loathsome’, ‘nauseating’, ‘reprobate’) does not appear in tragedy. 2
The adjective is used in vituperation five times in Aristophanes and is also quite common in
oratory (including one direct address, ¢ BdeAupé at Dem. 22.66), although it is eschewed
by Lysias.” Collocations in forensic oratory include ace\ys kai B8eAupds (Dem. 21.98),
RdeAupds / Tovnpds (Dem. 35.46), and avaioxuvtol kai BSeAupoi ([Dem.] 43.39; cf. Ar.
Ach. 287).

Twice the term is used as a direct insult in Aristophanes by a female character (Eccl.
1043, Plut. 1069), on both occasions an unnamed old woman who is a courtesan or behaving
like one. Only once is it directed at a female character, in the intensified form auP8deAup&
(Eccl. 1043; cf. Lys. 969). In only one of the five Aristophanic instances of the word as a
direct insult does it appear in a predicative construction (avaioxuvTos €l kai PdeAupds, Ach.
288), and never as superlative PdeAupcoTaTos. It is a generic term of abuse used in a variety
of situations, but sometimes linked particularly to brazenness and a lack of shame, as at
Acharnians 287-8, Knights 304-5, and Frogs 465. Aeschines uses PdeAupds to describe
Timarchus (1.31) whose drunken and befouled body caused others to look away in shame
(1.26); for Theophrastus (Char. 11), the PdeAupds man engages in asocial acts (exposing
his genitals to free women, belching in public [cf. Vesp. 914], etc.); Theopompus (FGrH

115 F224) uses the word to describe the behaviour of people attracted to Philip’s debauched

2 Although see Sommerstein 2002: 160-1 on B3eAUktpoTol, Which describes the Erinyes at
A. Eum. 52.

3 For this insult in oratory cf. Konstan 2006: 198-9, Worman 2008: 243-7.
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Macedonian court. In Aristophanes, however, R8eAupds is more generic and not

automatically indicative of some specific unwholesome behaviour.

oxétAios (‘miserable’, ‘wretch’) is an exclusively masculine insult in Aristophanes (speaker
and addressee), abusive at Acharnians 360 (¢ oxétAte, the chorus vituperating Dicaeopolis)
and Frogs 1049 (& oxétAl avdpdov, Euripides to Aeschylus), 1476 (& oxéTtAle, Euripides
to Dionysus). In Homer, oxétAios can be positive, meaning ‘hardy’ or ‘unflinching’ (e.g. Il.
10.164 oxétAibs ool yepaié: ou pgv mévou ol moTe Arjyets, Od. 12.279-80 oxéTAids eis,
‘O8uoel mepi Tol pévos, oude T1 yuia / k&uveis). Yet it can also be abusive, such as when
Aphrodite directs the term at Helen (Il. 3.414), or Odysseus three times at the Cyclops
(Od. 9.351, 478, 494). Similarly, Neoptolemus recalls his reaction when the Atreidae
awarded Achilles’ arms to Odysseus: @ oxéTAU, 7§ "ToAurjoat vt £uol Tt / Solval T&
teuxn taua (S. Phil. 369-70). Also in Sophocles’ Philoctetes, the play’s namesake
protagonist insults Neoptolemus with ¢ oxétAie when the latter takes the bow (930). In
oratory, too, the term is a strong one, twice paired with &vaudns (Dem. 16.6, Isae. 11.6) and
frequently occurring in the superlative (e.g. Andoc. 1.124 6 m&vTtwv OXeTAIOTATOS
avbpcomeov, of Callias who slept with both Ischomachos and her daughter; Lys. 12.26 &
oxeTAloTaTe Tavteov, addressed to Eratosthenes, considered responsible for the death of
the speechwriter Lysias’ own brother). Somewhat different seems to be the case of
Aristophanes’ Heracles, who responds with & oxétAie (Ran. 116) when he learns of
Dionysus’ intention to visit the Underworld in Frogs. This is reminiscent of the word’s
predominantly tragic use as a reaction to announcements of reckless action (e.g. S. Ant. 47,
E. Med. 873 [to self], Bacch. 358) or as an expression of compassion (e.g. E. Alc. 824, Hec.

783, 1A 932).
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ToAunpds (‘barefaced’, ‘daring’, ‘audacious’) is the prose form of ToAurjes (cf. S. Phil. 984
with Schein 2013: 270) and almost exclusively negative. In oratory, Lysias (31.1) attaches
the adjective to Philon, accused of fleeing the city when Athens was most in need, and who
now brazenly wishes to serve on the Council. Demosthenes couples it with rovnpia and
contrasts it with the good morals that allow the city to prosper (25.24; cf. Aeschin. 3.234).
In prose, a man who is ToAunpds is equated with a kakoUpyos (Dem. 40.53), does not
respect written agreements ([Dem.] 56.19-20), or shamelessly claims credit for acts not of
his doing (Dem. 60.21). Aristophanes’ characters provide the only examples of the prosaic
word being employed as a direct insult (Pax 182, 362, Ran. 465—all vocatives), although
compare S. Phil. 984 & kakdéov kédkiote kai ToAurjotaTte (Philoctetes to Odysseus). In all
Aristophanic occurrences, the term is part of a longer string of abusive words, one of which

is consistently a form of wapds. Speakers and addressees are also consistently men.

kaTamiywv (‘a man who allows himself to be anally penetrated’, ‘debauchee’) is a coarse
term, not recorded outside of comedy except in graffiti and on ostraka.” It exploits negative
stereotypes surrounding not homosexual or anal sex per se, but rather being the passive
and/or eager recipient thereof. Dover (1978: 142-3) is right to point out that the word
extends also to general charges of inferiority, licentiousness, or shamelessness, and is rarely
literal. Pollux 2.184 says that the insult could be communicated by showing the middle
finger. Dicaeopolis combines katamiycwv at Acharnians 79 with Aawkaotrs (‘cock-
sucker’) to describe Athens’s politicians. Only twice does it appear as a direct insult: the

Just Argument to the Unjust Argument (katamiywv el kavaioxuvtos, Nub. 909) and in

 Milne & von Bothmer 1953, Fraenkel 1955: 42-5, Lang 1976: 14-15, Bain 1991: 67,

Brenne 2002: 132.
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the vulgar bomolochic interjection & kaTamuyov evpUmpakTos i (Thesm. 200) addressed
to Agathon, who completely ignores the affront. Only twice is katamiycwv spoken by a
female character in Aristophanes, though never as a direct insult. The first instance is the
chorus of Clouds (self-described as mapfévor at Nub. 298), where it is spoken in the
parabasis (thus in the poet’s name, 529), and probably refers to a character from
Aristophanes’ earliest comedy Banqueters [AaitaAeis], produced in 427 (cf. = Nub. 529a
Koster). The second instance is Lysistrata’s emphatic outburst against her own sex (c
Taykatdamnuyov Onuétepov &mav yévos, Lys. 137). The amusing comparative
kKaTamuywvéoTepov appears at Lys. 776 (also spoken by Lysistrata, though not as a direct

insult).

Onpiov (‘beast’, ‘monster’) is used as an insult only by men to other men in Aristophanes. It
is associated with excessive cowardliness, where it is either spoken by characters on good
terms with one another (& deithdéTaTtov ov Bnpiov, Av. 87 = Plut. 439, cf. S. Ichn. fr.
314.147, 153 TrGF), or expresses hostility towards the addressee (¢ k&kiotov Bnpiov,
Vesp. 448). It does not appear as an insult in tragedy, but pseudo-Demosthenes uses it three
times to describe the reviled Aristogeiton ([Dem.] 25.8, 58, 95), and it is found once in direct

address against Theocrines ([Dem.] 58.49 ¢ piapodv oU Bnpiov = Din. 1.50).

uaoTiyfas (‘someone who deserves a whipping’, ‘whip-fodder’) insinuates that the
addressee is servile (cf. Dem 20.131 SoUAot kai paoTtiyian) and is thus appropriate
vocabulary for satyr play (S. Kédalion fr. 329 TrGF). Less common in Aristophanes than in

later Greek comedy, it occurs as a direct insult only at Knights 1228 (nacTiyia, the Sausage-
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Seller to Paphlagon) and Lysistrata 1240 (& paoTtryiat), where both times it is spoken by a

male character to another male character(s).”

Toixwpuxos (lit. ‘someone who digs, breaks, or bores through a wall in order to steal’) is a
legal term also employed as an insult. Convicted burglars of this sort could be punished with
death in Athens, and at Frogs 773, toichoruchoi occupy the Underworld with cutpurses and
father-beaters.”® Only in comedy does the word appear as a term of direct abuse (Nub. 1327,
Plut. 909, 1141, Amips. fr. 23 K-A €pp’ &5 kOpakas povopdye kai Toixwpuxe [with Orth
2013 ad loc.]), always in a vocative construction spoken by one male character to another
(in one instance to a god: Karion to Hermes at Plut. 1141). In Wealth (939), ToixwpUxos is
paired (arguably in hendiadys) with rovnpos &vrip. When discussed in prose texts, the
Totxwpuxos is commonly grouped together with the iepdoulos (‘temple-robber’/‘thief of

sacred property’),”” which itself appears as an insult in Menander (e.g. Dys. 640, Epit. 1064,

> Examples from later comedy include Men. Dys. 140, 473, Epit. 1113, Kol. 125, Pk. 324, Sam. 324,
Philemon fr. 133 K-A, Philippid. fr. 9, Hipparch. fr. 1. Compare Krieter-Spiro 1997: 62 n. 1 for
insults typically directed at slaves in Menander, and Kamen 2009 for ‘servile invective’ (insulting
accusations of slave status or slave ancestry) in fourth-century oratory.

® For the crime of toichoruchia see Xen. Mem. 1.2.62, Apol. 25, Dem. 35.47, D. Cohen
1983: 72-9. For a literal use of Toixwpuxos in Aristophanes see Plut. 203-6.

T Xen. Mem. 1.2.62, Apol. 25, Pl. Resp. 344b3, 575b3, Leg. 831e8. See also D. Cohen 1983:
93-115, R. Parker 1983: 170-1, Sommerstein 2001: 136—7, Dover 2002: 95, Beroutsos 2005: 77 (on
Men. Asp. 227), Sommerstein 2013: 302 (noting that the insult iepdouAe is, in Menander, almost
always directed at slaves). Temple robbery was considered on a par with treason (prodosia, Xen.
Hell. 1.7.22), the only two crimes for which perpetrators, after execution, could not be buried in Attic

soil. The laws governing the two crimes were, however, distinct (Antiph. 5.10).
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Pk. 366, Sam. 677, cf. Lys. 30.21) and for which the real-life punishment was also execution

(Isocr. 20.6), but which is absent from Aristophanes as a direct insult.”

Intellectual deficiency

These insults express the speaker’s frustration at an addressee’s ineptitude and stupidity.

The two characters most often insulted in this way are Strepsiades and Philocleon.

Hwpds (‘stupid’, ‘fool’) is an adjective directed only at male characters in Aristophanes,
where it generally expresses dismay at the target failing to appreciate or understand a
message or situation. Chremylus addresses Wealth with & uéope (Plut. 120) for failing to
recognise he is being duped by Zeus. Similar accusations of stupidity occur at Knights 350
(& uddpe Tis avoias, Paphlagon to the Sausage-Seller) and Clouds 398 (b péope ov,
Socrates to Strepsiades). The address appears in a passage mimicking tragic idiom at Birds
1238 (o pdope ucdps, Iris to Peisetairos) and indeed the insult is found several times in
tragedy. In Euripides’ Alcestis, it is directed at Admetus when he invites Heracles into his
house, despite his wife having just died (ti uéopos ei; 552); Theseus upbraids Oedipus with
& peope for acting stubbornly (S. OC 592); Orestes calls the Phrygian slave a ‘fool” (uépos,
E. Or. 1527); Antigone implies that Creon is moros (coi & ei doké viv pddpa Spddoa
TUyXavew / oxeddv Ti nwpw pwpiav 0pAickavew, S. Ant. 469-70); and a speaker from

Euripides’ Thyestes offers the following nugget of wisdom: &l & &tep mévwov / Bokels

"8 It appears once in a descriptive passage, however: iepdoulor priTopes / kai oukopdvTal kal

Trovnpoi (Plut. 30-1).
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goeoBal, ucdpos ef, Buntos yeycds (“if you think that, as a mortal, you will live without

suffering, you are a moros’, fr. 392 TrGF).

apabns (‘ignorant’, ‘boorish’) imputes a lack of education or manners. The four occurrences
of this word as an insult in Aristophanes are exclusively masculine (speaker and addressee).
The two instances in the vocative (Pax 1231, Ran. 933) are also the only two superlatives.
The term is directly linked to a lack of education at Birds 471 and Clouds 842 (combined in
the latter with maxus, ‘thick’), but elsewhere merely to general ignorance of social
conventions (Pax 1231; cf. Vesp. 1319-21). At Eccl. 201 (not a direct insult), &uabrs is
contrasted with cogds.

In tragedy, &uabns is used of Zeus, albeit tentatively, by Amphitryon (E. Her. 347).
Itis rare in oratory, although Lysias qualifies Andocides as rovnpdTtepos kai duabéotepos
BaTpdxou (6.45, where Batrachos himself is 6 mé&vtwv movnpdTaTos). In Euripides’
Andromache, Hermione charges Andromache with auabia for sleeping with Neoptolemus
(the son of her husband’s murderer). In Plato, auabia is linked to an absence of grace and
harmony in life (Resp. 411e) and equated with okaidtns (‘stupidity’), while at Dem. 40.49

the noun is associated with slandering one’s own dead father.

okaids (‘stupid’, ‘simpleminded’, ‘gauche’) is thrice employed as an insult in Aristophanes:
aypeios € kai okaids (Socrates to Strepsiades, Nub. 655, cf. 790), & okait kamaideute
(Vesp. 1183, Bdelycleon to his father), & okaidtaTe (Plut. 46, Karion to his master

Chremylus). The adjective is related to intellectual and/or social ignorance, as generally in
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classical literature.”® The instance from Wealth is the only occurrence of the superlative form

used in a direct address in classical Greek.

Buouabns (‘slow to learn’, ‘dim’) is the opposite of eupabris (Pl. Resp. 486¢3) and appears

in Aristophanes only at Nub. 646 (cos &ypoikos € kai duouabris, Socrates to Strepsiades).

amaideutos (‘uneducated’) also appears just once in an Aristophanic insult (¢ okaig
kamaideute, Vesp. 1183), spoken in frustration by Bdelycleon to his father (although the
address is then hastily explained as quoting what Theogenes said to a dung-collector, thus
lessening its offensiveness). Elsewhere, amaideutos denotes the sort of boorishness or
brutishness of the rustic Cyclops (E. Cyc. 493; cf. Pl. Grg. 510b7-8, Tht. 174d-e), and is
associated by the Xenophontic Socrates with auabrs to describe children who grow up to

become ‘most evil and destructive’ (Xen. Mem. 4.1.4).

avonjTos (‘senseless’) appears twice in a vocative addressed by one character to another. In
Clouds, it is addressed by Pheidippides to Strepsiades, who has lost his slippers and is
generally acting in a bizarre manner (covénTe oU, Nub. 858). In Wasps, the leader of the
chorus chides his son with cvénTe (252) for ineptly manipulating the lamp wick. The chorus
of initiates in Frogs also addresses the audience as cvénTor in the parabasis (734). Aristotle

uses the adjective to describe the nature of sheep (To Tév poPdaTwv fbos . . . elnbes kai

" Cf. E. HF 282-3 (& 8’ dvaykaic TpdTe / 85 avTiTeivel okaidv fyoluat BpoTtdv), Temenidai
fr. 736 TrGF (cos okaids avnp kai Eévotov &Eevos kai pvnuovelwv oudiv dv éxpiiv pidov), incert.
fab. fr. 1033 (16 okaidv elval Tp&T dpouciav £xel), Lys. 10.15 (toUTtov 8¢ oUTw okaidv elval
cboTe oU SVYvacHal pabeiv T& Aeydueva), Dem. 18.120 (okauds paired with avaicbnrtos), further

Bond 1981: 134-5, Wilkins 1993: 109-10, Wirth 2010: 16-18.
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avontov, Arist. HA 610b23). Elsewhere it describes people who have unrealistic
expectations about what they can achieve (Ar. Lys. 572, Hdt. 8.24, Xen. Anab. 2.1.13, Cyr.
2.2.15), childishness (PIl. Grg. 464d6-7), or ill-informed behaviour (S. Aj. 162-3, Lys. 3.9,
13.18, Dem. 4.49; cf. Athen. 7.103.5-7 of octopuses who swim into the hands of people

trying to catch them).

2.6. Chapter conclusions

Common to all insults in Aristophanes is the fact that they have been scripted for an
audience. The sustained presence of inter-character verbal abuse in the plays suggests that
spectators both enjoyed and expected such language. The glossary (section 2.5) has shown
how some insulting vocabulary, especially that of a sexual nature, is rarely found outside of
comedy. Insults are part of comedy’s exploitation of language that might, in other contexts,
incur censure or be considered inappropriate, a conclusion that finds echoes in contemporary
sources.®? The glossary has also suggested gender distinctions in the use of insults in
Avristophanes: some forms of abuse are exclusively or almost exclusively employed by, and
directed at, male characters. That being said, the low incidence of certain terms of abuse

coupled with fact that, overall, female characters speak significantly fewer lines than male

8 Thus a fragment of Lysias reinforces the idea that comedy exposed spectators to language not
normally tolerated in other contexts: & Tols pév &AAois aioxpdv éoTi kai Aéyew, TV
KoouSodiBaokdAwy (8’) dkoveTe kab ékacTov éviautdv (‘the things that for other people are

disgraceful to say, you hear every year from the producers of comedy’, fr. 195.10-12 Carey;

cf. Isocr. 8.14).
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characters, makes drawing firm conclusions on gendered insults difficult.®* Regarding the
form that insults take, creative neologisms (kpouvoxutpoArpaiov, etc.) serve to show off
Aristophanes’ linguistic inventiveness, and find parallels in dithyrambic and iambic poetry.
Repetition and hyperbole, effective comico-poetic tropes in all circumstances, are also
employed in several insulting addresses. The piling up of insults by the doorkeepers in Peace
and Frogs, which is a stock joke, are particularly conspicuous examples of these techniques.

The scenarios discussed in sections 2.3 and 2.4 show how insults can convey
information about a character’s constructed personality and about hierarchical relationships
between characters. Conflict is the strongest motivator of insults in Aristophanes and occurs
regularly, though not mandatorily, in clashes with intruder figures. Insults reflect and
punctuate the struggles of comic characters to impose their will upon or assert dominance
over others, contributing to comedy’s turbulent atmosphere. The conflict elements discussed
in the following two chapters, namely threats and physical slapstick, are a further part

of this.

8 Lines in the extant corpus that contain at least some female speech equate to about 17.5 per cent
of the total. For a brief survey of female characters in Aristophanes’ lost comedies see Taaffe 1993:

1634 n. 5.
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CHAPTER 3

Threats

3.1. Opening remarks

In the preceding chapter, we saw how Aristophanes uses insults to generate humour, and
how insults are linked to characterisation. Here, | turn my attention to threats, that is, where
a character communicates their intent to perform, or set in motion, an act that will harm the
addressee or someone/something cherished by the addressee.?

‘One of the most fundamental requirements in all drama’, Duckworth writes in his
classic study of Roman comedy, ‘is that of arousing and maintaining the interest of the
audience’.? To that end, having a character threaten another is effective since threats produce
both immediate energy and, if left unresolved, suspense. Consider the assembly scene from

Acharnians, where Pseudartabas’ garbled speech has exasperated Dicaeopolis. The

! Modern discussions of threats tend to focus on their classification as speech acts
(e.g. Nicoloff 1989, Fraser 1998, Walton & Macagno 2007) and observe that threats: a) differentiate
themselves from warnings by serving the interests of the speaker rather than those of the addressee,
and b) that the ability of a threat to influence an addressee’s behaviour depends on the perceived
level of future harm (the more harmful a threatened action, the more effective the threat will be),
as well as on the credibility of the threat (the less likely it seems the threatening person will carry out
the threatened action or is able to carry out the threatened action, the less effective the threat will be).
These criteria can, as we will see in this chapter, be distorted to humorous ends.

2 Duckworth 1952: 209.
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protagonist resolves to question the foreign visitor himself and his interrogation takes the
form of a threat: ‘Come on now, tell me clearly on this, or I’ll dip you like dyed material
from Sardis!” (111-12). Dicaeopolis’ words mimic the ambassador’s earlier ‘Come on now,
say what the King has sent you to tell the Athenians’ (98-9), but the protagonist adds a
promise of physical harm if Pseudartabas does not reply intelligibly. Sardis’ reputation for
the manufacture of crimson dye inspires the image of ‘dipping’, that is, of turning
Pseudartabas a reddish-purple colour reminiscent of blood and bruising, and Dicacopolis’
‘on this’ (Tpds TouTovi), although obscure in print, most likely refers to his fist.> With his
fist looming, therefore, the threatened beating is credible, emphasising the protagonist’s
frustration and heightening the scene’s tension, albeit briefly (Dicaeopolis’ attention quickly
shifts to the disguised ambassadors).

Compare the above interaction with Dicaeopolis’ lengthier and more elaborate
strategy for overcoming the chorus. Having organised his private peace treaty, the
protagonist finds himself confronted by a group of resentful and aggressive Acharnians.
They will not listen to his motives for concluding peace, so Dicaeopolis announces he has
‘hostages’ (327) that he is going to ‘Kill in return’ (&vtamokTevdd, 326) and ‘slaughter’

(ammoopdatw, 327). He steps into the stage building, leaving the choreuts momentarily alone

¥ So Sommerstein 1988: 163, Olson 2002: 107-8, and compare Pax 256 (oUtooi col kévBulos).
Dover 1987: 290-1 suggests that Dicaeopolis’ deictic pronoun refers to a stick (e.g. a oximeov; cf.
Vesp. 727). Athenian assembly-attendees did typically carry walking sticks (Vesp. 33, Eccl. 74, 148—
50, 276, Biles & Olson 2015: 92), but these are normally referred to either as a (feminine) Baktnpia
or a (neuter) Paktprov. On the association of crimson dye production with Sardis, inland capital of
the Persian Empire’s western-most satrapy, see Greenewalt & Majewski 1980, Olson 1998: 291-2.
On the imagery of dye ~ blood compare A. Pers. 317, Ag. 239, Plaut. Rud. 1000 (fiet tibi puniceum

corium, postea atrum denuo), Garvie 1986: 332-3.
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and confused. They recognise that a threat has been made (ti ToUt’ &melAel ToUTos; 328),
but fail to grasp the situation, asking three questions in succession (328-30). Their ignorance
is shared by the play’s spectators, who are also unaware of the identity of Dicaeopolis’
hostages. When the hero surprisingly emerges with a basket of coals and a sword, he repeats
his threat in clearer terms: ‘I’ll destroy this one!’, he says, indicating the basket.* The
Acharnians now understand and plead with Dicaecopolis to desist: ‘Don’t do what you are
about to do, don’t do it, oh don’t!” (&AA& ur) Spdons & uéAAels, UNdapdds, ¢ uNdaudds,
334; cf. Eq. 19, Pax 385). But the implacable protagonist merely restates his threat, for the
third time (335), prolonging the suspense as the threatened ‘slaughter’ becomes more
imminent. Distortion of the scene’s tragic model, namely Euripides’ Telephus, dictates much
of the humour.® Unlike in the source version, the unexpected target is not a human baby, but
rather a basket of charred wood, yet the Acharnian demesmen panic as they place
disproportionately high value on this humble target. Combining paratragedy with rustic
stereotypes and surprise, Aristophanes harnesses Dicacopolis’ threats here to produce a
multi-layered and humorously absurd scenario that continues for over twenty lines of text.
The scene provokes an important pivot in the story since Dicaeopolis’ strategy allows him
to disarm the chorus; the tragic parody, for its part, foreshadows the protagonist’s visit to

Euripides’ house and eventual defence speech in the guise of Telephus.

4 ¢y o yap TouTtovi Biapbepdd (331). The objects that Dicaeopolis holds are a A&pkos (333), a basket
for carrying dry goods (Olson 2002: 164), and a Eipos (342), a short double-edged sword.

® For the multiple references to the Telephus myth throughout Acharnians, of which the hostage
scene is a prominent instance, see Olson 2002: Ivii-Ixi. Reconstructions of Euripides’ original

Telephus tragedy (438 BCE) on the basis of the extant fragments and Aristophanes’ various parodies

can be found in Rau 1967: 19-26, Heath 1987a, Collard, Cropp, & Lee 1995: 17-25, Preiser 2000.
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The threats in these two Acharnians episodes, the assembly scene and the hostage
parody, are part of a matrix of jokes and dramatic techniques that include suspense,
characterisation, the interplay of genres, visual humour, foiled expectations, and word
games. This chapter sets out to analyse such elements as they appear in encounters featuring
threats, as well as how threats are transformed into vehicles for humour. The latter occurs
particularly, as we will see, when characters make exaggerated, inappropriate, or unrealistic
threats (like the countryman Dicaeopolis threatening the Persian envoy), or when a
character’s reaction (like that of the Acharnian demesmen) comes across as incommensurate
with the tenor or seriousness of a threat to which they have been subjected. It will become
apparent too that threats in the comedies are almost never actualised, part of Aristophanes’
avoidance of consequential violence that is explored further in the following chapter. Finally,
the verbal and rhetorical effects encountered in the previous chapter, such as repetition or
hyperbole, are also exploited in exchanges of threats. The study of threats thus complements
that of insults and of Aristophanic style in general. Following a contextual analysis of threats
in six select comedies, a formal grammatical analysis concludes this chapter, with

comparative data from tragedy and satyr play.

3.2. Aristophanic threats in context

In this main section, | consider the role of threats in six comedies: Knights, Wasps,
Lysistrata, Thesmophoriazusae, Frogs, and Birds. | have selected these plays because they
contain threats that inform our understanding of Aristophanic humour and dramaturgy also
beyond the immediate concerns of the scenarios in which the threats occur. Knights contains
a series of amoebean threat contests that not only underscore similarities between the play’s

two rivals (‘Paphlagon is an abusive and unctuous villain; his opponent is an abusive and
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unctuous villain’, Silk 2000: 336), but also allow Aristophanes to flaunt his poetic skill.
Philocleon’s disdain for threats of legal action in the final scenes of Wasps is one of several
undesirable consequences of his transformation from jury-addict into misbehaving socialite.
Threats in the mouths of female characters in Lysistrata and Thesmophoriazusae help
emphasise the women’s solidarity as well as their resistance to male antagonists. Lastly,
threats are directed at gods in Frogs and Birds, though the dramatic effect and outcome

within the narrative are not the same.

3.2.1. Threat contests in Knights

Knights contains the most threats of any surviving Aristophanic comedy. Most appear in
stylised threat contests between the play’s two protagonists. These parallel exchanges are
important for the characterisation of Paphlagon and the Sausage-Seller, with the latter
consistently having the last word and thus emerging victorious.

Not only is the Sausage-Seller able to trump his opponent’s threats, as we will see
further below, but he also insists upon his imperviousness to them. Thus, when Paphlagon
rushes on to the scene like a ‘tidal wave’ (koAdkuua, 692) after his defeat in front of the
Council, loudly threatening to ‘destroy’ the Sausage-Seller with lies, the latter responds as

follows:

fobnv ameldals, éyéAaoa wolokopiais,

amemuddploa udbuwva, TeplekdkKkUoa

I am delighted at threats, laugh at fuming boasts,
kick up a mothon, cry ‘cock-a-doodle-doo’ all around.

Ar. Eq. 6967
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Asyndeton compresses the Sausage-Seller’s catalogue of surprising reactions and, together
with the unusual repetition of instantaneous aorists, accentuates his elation and thus
contempt for his rival.® Like Pheidippides in Clouds who enjoys being insulted, the Sausage-
Seller first explains how he is ‘delighted’ (fo8nv) by Paphlagon’s threats.” He then goes on
to ‘laugh’ (¢yéAaoa) in the face of his rival’s ‘fuming blusters’ (yoAokoumiais) before
breaking out into an animated dance called a mothon. The dance is obscure, but Pollux claims
it was vulgar and associated with seafarers; the verb employed by the Sausage-Seller to
describe his movements suggests the raising of one’s legs, a gesture that could be associated

with excessive shamelessness when the kicks were high and revealing.2 Halliwell

® Verbal accumulation can communicate a speaker’s joy, €.g. cos fidopai kai xaipopat
keuppaivouat, (Pax 291, during masturbation), cos fjdopat kai Tépmopat kai PovAopal xopevoat
(Plut. 288, the chorus upon learning Wealth’s identity), ¢yco 8 avnAdAaga kavwpxnodunv
k&kpouoa xeipas (E. Supp. 719-20, upon military victory). For multiple aorist indicatives in
asyndeton, which is rare, compare Ach. 274-5 (participles), S. El. 1234-5 ¢udAet &pTicos, /
epnUpeT’, HABeT’, €188 oUs éxprilete (a line that may be corrupt, however; see Finglass 2007:
472-3), PI. Cri. 51¢8-9 (participles).

"In his study of the ‘tragic aorist’, LIoyd 1999: 29-30 emphasises the performative aspect of #cbnv,
suggesting that it is the ‘verbal equivalent of laughter rather than a report of it” (cf. Pax 1066). The
aorist, Lloyd continues, has a distancing effect and thus converts ‘amusement pure and simple into
derision’. Cf. Halliwell 2008: 446 n. 35, invoking the hendiadys tiofn ... kai émeyéAaoev
at [Pl.] Amat. 134b3.

8 Pollux 4.101.2 6 8¢ udbeov popTikdy dpxnua kai vauTikéy. We also hear that the mothon was
accompanied by an aulos player (Athen. 618c). For leg lifting see LSJ mudapilw A, citing App.
Prov. 4.25 &vov ¢mdpavta Tt& okéAn mudapilew, and for more details on the dance’s possible
movements see Lawler 1964: 75-7. For overly revealing leg thrusts compare Hdt. 6.129.3—4 (with

Olson 2018), Ar. Vesp. 1492-3, Lys. 799-800, 823—4, Xen. Symp. 2.22-3. On the centrality (and
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(2008: 261) accordingly translates the half-line as ‘I jiggle my bum with contempt’.
Whatever form the mothon took, dancing is a conspicuous expression of joy and, like
spontaneous delight and laughter, is a further perverse reaction to Paphlagon’s threats and
boasts.® The Sausage-Seller does not linger on this, however, as the imagery swiftly
progresses to the crowning and more aggressive act of imitating a rooster.'® Doing this in
front of one’s adversary, the apex of the Sausage-Seller’s reactions, is provocative and
suggests domination (perhaps with sexual overtones) by exploiting the rooster’s reputation

for being a proud, pugnacious, and promiscuous bird.** We might compare the Aeschylean

ambiguities) of dance in classical Athenian society and the sensitivity of Athenian citizens to
different dance forms see Kowalzig 2004, Wohl 2004, Folch 2015: 215-19, Peponi 2015.

® On dancing for joy see e.g. A. Ag. 31, E. Supp. 719, El. 859-61, Ar. Pax 324-5, Plut. 288-9,
LSJ xopevw A 2, Shisler 1942: 287. For supposed historical instances of dancing in mockery of
one’s opponent see Hdt. 3.151, Plut. Sull. 13.1.

10 wokkuCew, the simplex of the verb used by the Sausage-Seller, represents the call either of the
cuckoo (6 kékku€g; cf. Hes. WD 486, Ar. Av. 505) or more commonly (although confusingly for later
interpreters; see Dunbar 1995: 345, K-A on Cratin. fr. 344), that of the rooster (e.g. Eccl. 31, Cratin.
fr. 344 K-A, Plat. com. fr. 231, Diph. fr. 66, Arist. Hist. an. 631b2-3, 9-10). | reprint the paradosis
mrepiexdkkuoa (although cf. Ravennas 429: —kkauoa). On the basis of Photius, Dindorf emended to
Trepiexdkkaoa (adopted by Wilson in his OCT edition), though koxkd&Cew, unlike kokxUCew, is not
an otherwise attested verb.

1 For the cock’s associations with hyper-masculine virility in classical Greek art and literature see
Csapo 1993a: 14-18, Arnott 2007: 10, Popkin 2012: 216-21. Perhaps reflecting popular belief,
Aristotle (Hist. an. 631b8-11) records how hens who defeat roosters will ‘crow [kokkuCouaot] in
imitation of the male bird and try to copulate with their opponent and puff out their feathers and
rumps’—we might like to imagine the Sausage-Seller moving in this way (cf. Lawler 1951). On the

late fifth-century ‘Getty Birds’ krater (J. P. Getty Museum [Malibu] 82.AE.83) showing two
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Aegisthus who is likened to a bragging cockerel upon his ascension to the throne as
Clytemnestra’s new husband (&Aéktcop, A. Ag. 1671), or the mockery endured by
Demosthenes’ client Ariston who accuses his assailant of gloatingly ‘singing in imitation of
a cock’ over his badly beaten body (7)8¢ y&p ToUs aAektpudvas pipoupevos, Dem. 54.9).
In Knights, the reference to ‘cock-crowing around’ may give the Sausage-Seller’s reaction a
more belligerent closing touch, setting the tone for the rest of the exchange.

The Sausage-Seller’s elaborate series of responses infuriates Paphlagon who resorts
to more threats, each also rejected by his rival. In accordance with the play’s recurrent motif
of corrupt eating and drinking, Paphlagon first responds to his opponent’s mockery by
making the threatening imprecation (upon himself) that he ‘live no longer’ should he fail to
‘devour [the Sausage-Seller] out of this land’.1? The Sausage-Seller reciprocates, wishing
upon himself to ‘burst at the seams’ if he fails to ‘drink [Paphlagon] out of this land’.™ In

this contest, big mouths and rapacious appetites will carry the day.

opposing figures disguised as roosters and which is tentatively linked to comedy, see Taplin 1993:
1034, Revermann 2006a: 217-19. For the iconography of ancient cock-fighting in general see
Bruneau 1965. Note that cock-fighting had already been evoked in Knights at 495-7, where Demos
advises the Sausage-Seller to ‘bite, hurl slander, devour his [sc. Paphlagon’s] crests and return once
you have gnawed off his wattles’ (uéuvnod vuv / 8dkvew SiaBaAAev, Tous Adpous kaTteobiew /
XS T& KEAAaL’ ammopaycov fiEes TaAW).

12 ¢&v un o ékpdyw / ¢k Thode This yiis (698-9). On the important motif of corrupt eating and
drinking in Knights see Whitman 1964: 92-6, Hubbard 1991: 68-9, Wilkins 2000: 187-92,
Worman 2008: 88-92.

B v un o ékico / kamekpogrioas avtds émdlappaydd (700-1). On this sort of voluntary self-
cursing, which is more frequent in comedy than in tragedy, see Konstantinidou ap. Sommerstein &

Torrance 2014: 30-7. Konstantinidou notes (p. 35) that these sorts of curses can underlie threatening
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The imagery of (out-)consuming one’s rival is succeeded by two more pairs of

explicit threats, which also echo one another:

[Ma.] eEapTmdoopai oou Tols dvuEl T&vTepa.

[AN] ATTOVUXIE) OOV TAV TIPUTAVEic olTia.

[Ma.] EAEw oe Tpds TOV Bijuov, iva 865 pot Siknv.
[AAN] Kayco 8¢ o’ EAEw kai BiaPaAdd mAeiova.

[Paph.] I’ll snatch out your guts with my claws.

[Saus.] I’ll claw away the meals you get in the Prytaneum.
[Paph.] I’ll drag you before Demos to have you punished.
[Saus.] I’ll drag you there too and slander you more.

Ar. Eq. 708-11

Competitive eating and drinking gives way here to threats of snatching and clawing, before
subsiding into less animalistic menaces of legal justice and calumny. The image of
‘snatching’—that is, shameless theft (Pl. Leg. 941b2 kAo pév xpnudTwv dveAelbepov,
apmayr) 8¢ davaioxuvtov)—probably alludes to Cleon’s alleged, self-interested
exploitation of Athens’s allies (205, 438-9, 802, 1034) and is not isolated. Earlier, the chorus
had labelled Paphlagon a ‘Charybdis of snatching’ (X&puPBdwv apmayiis, 248), and in the
oracle predicting Paphlagon’s succession he is described as ‘a snatcher screecher’ (Gpmag
kekpakTns, 137). This suggests that snatching formed part of Cleon’s contemporary popular

image, or at least one that Aristophanes wished to promote. We should read this in

statements, citing E. Or. 11467, Ar. Eq. 832-5, Nub. 1255. Funny variants, whereby the harm is

wished upon others, occur at Ran. 586-8, E. Cyc. 266-72.
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conjunction with the accusations of peculation (kAoTm) that Aristophanes repeatedly levels
against Cleon, both in this play and others (Eq. 444, 1226, Nub. 591, Vesp. 759, 1224-7).
Paphlagon’s reliance on his ‘claws’ to grab the Sausage-Seller’s guts (a reference to the
latter’s trade) again recalls the oracle where Paphlagon was described, adapting the Homeric
epithet ‘crooked-beaked’ (&ykuAoxeiAns, Il. 16.428, Od. 19.538), as a ‘crooked-clawed
leather-eagle’ (Bupoaietos &ykuloxniAns, EQ. 197) who ‘snatches with his crooked
hands’.** The Sausage-Seller, for his part, responds to Paphlagon’s gut-snatching threat in
kind, coining the prepositional verb amovuxiCewv to imply that he will ‘claw away’ the meals
that Paphlagon (i.e. Cleon) enjoys in the prytaneion.™ Here, the echo of Paphlagon’s &vu€
(‘claws’) is embedded in the Sausage-Seller’s verb; in the following threat pair, which
exploits vocabulary from the legal sphere, the echo is more explicit, with the Sausage-Seller
repeating Paphlagon’s ‘I’ll drag’ (§AEco) verbatim. The final word of the entire exchange,
‘more’ (mAeiova), encapsulates the dynamic between the two characters: whatever
Paphlagon threatens, the Sausage-Seller will reciprocate, but to a greater degree.

This line-for-line shouting match, where each threat directly counters and attempts
to outdo the one preceding it, is the third such confrontation in the play. These contests are

a key component of Knights whose plot centres on the protagonists’ attempts to eclipse each

1 &ykUAais Tals xepoiv adpmdéleov (205; cf. Av. 1111). The eagle comparison is apposite since, like
Paphlagon (¢pop& y&p oUtos mavta, 75), this high-flying bird sees everything (Il. 17.674-5
[TavTooe mamTaiveov s T aieTds, dv p& Té gaocwv / SEUTaTov Sépkeobal Utoupaviwv
meTenvcov], Hom. Hymn Herm. 359-60, Arist. Hist. an. 620a2, Ael. NA 1.42).

15 It appears that Cleon was rewarded with sitesis (meals at public expense; see Schmitt Pantel
1992: 147-68, Blok & van ‘t Wout 2018) in the prytaneion, most likely after his success at Pylos
in 425, although Knights provides the only evidence of this (Eq. 575-6, 1404-5). For sitesis being

awarded to generals compare Aeschin. 2.80, 3.196, Dem. 23.130, 136.
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other in terms of ponéria, transforming disgusting and antisocial impulses into badges of
political merit. The stylised flyting of these exchanges not only exploits an established poetic
motif, but also (and perhaps more importantly) reflects the perceived decline in political
etiquette that the comedy takes as its premise. Although exaggerated to comic effect, this
may well have a grounding in the contemporary climate: Thucydides (2.65.10-12) describes
how, following the death of Pericles in 429, multiple successors of more or less equal
standing ({oo1 naAAov avtoti) vied for supremacy in the city, creating the impetus for the
catastrophic Sicilian expedition with their ‘private disputes’.*® At any rate, despite, or rather
in addition to, their poetic richness, the use of parallelism in the threat-exchanges from
Knights reinforces the idea that, although rivals, Paphlagon and the Sausage-Seller are in
fact similar figures (as the play repeatedly and explicitly reminds us). This envisions a grim
future for Athens that is only rescued—perhaps—with Demos’ miraculous rejuvenation and
apparent rediscovered political acumen at the end of the performance. I say ‘perhaps’,
because the conclusion of Knights, with its lack of a conventional joyous exodos, is not
without ambiguity. Demos, although now nominally wise to the flattery of greedy
politicians, simply ends up replacing one scoundrel with another. The switch is explicit:
Paphlagon will henceforth be selling sausages (1397-8) while the shameless Sausage-Seller

will take Paphlagon’s place in the prytaneion.” From this perspective, the threat exchanges

16 kata Tas dlas SiaPolas mept Tiis ToU drjuou mpootactas (Thuc. 2.65.11). See Balot

2001: 159-72, Harris 2013: 305-44 for analyses of the political situation in Athens at this time, and
Rosenbloom 2002 for echoes of it in drama.

17.0On the ending of Knights, which is perhaps corrupt or truncated, see Brock 1986, Welsh 1990,
1992, Harder 1997, Hesk 2000a: 255-58, 289-91, Rosenbloom 2002: 327-9, Di Bari 2013: 33-61,

Pirrotta 2016: 36-45.
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in Knights are part of the gloomy political picture offered up by what is one of Aristophanes’
most cynical plays.

With their fast pace, creative use of responsion, and element of surprise, the threat
exchanges from Knights are entertaining and enjoyable. They belong to the broader comic
trope of imitating and/or corrupting the speech of one’s interlocutor, examples of which
include Dicaeopolis mimicking Lamachus’ war preparations at the end of Acharnians
(1118-38), Echo and the Scythian Archer in Thesmophoriazusae (1083-9), the discussion
between the co-operative neighbour and the greedy man in Ecclesiazusae (799-804), or the
mocking of the Old Woman in Wealth (1031-7).18 However, the technique is sustained
longest in, and is most integral to, the plot of Knights. One reason might be that Aristophanes
was drawing on Cleon’s reputation for threatening his political opponents, although the
evidence for this comes primarily from comedy itself.!® Other possible sources of inspiration

for the mirrored exchanges are sympotic games (Collins 2004) or, as Hesk suggests in his

18 The motif is by no means confined to Aristophanes. The technique of par pari respondere is well
attested for Plautine comedy (see Thamm 1972: 564, Wallochny 1992: 166-72, Germany 2016:
141-5, Richlin 2017: 151-71); flyting formed the basis of several humorous medieval compositions
(e.g. The Flyting of Dumbar and Kennedie, Rutebeuf’s La disputaison de Charlot et du Barbier de
Melun); Shakespeare too employs flyting as well as asteismus to comic effect (e.g. Ben.: ‘God keep
your ladyship still in that mind [sc. not to marry]! So some gentleman or other shall ’scape a
predestinate scratched face’ / Beatr.: ‘Scratching could not make it worse, an ’twere such a face as
yours’ / Ben.: ‘“Well, you are a rare parrot-teacher’ / Beatr.: ‘A bird of my tongue is better than a
beast of yours’, Much Ado About Nothing 1.1.98-103), on which see Galway 1935, Joseph 1947:
167-8.

YE.g. Eq. 922,927, Vesp. 1229-30, Pax 753 (ameid&s BopPopobupous), but see also Tsakmakis &

Kostopoulos 2011 who detect a threatening tone in Cleon’s speeches as recorded by Thucydides.
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study of ‘combative capping’ in Aristophanes, banter from the Athenian agora.?® The latter
would certainly fit with the Sausage-Seller’s close association with the market (the
character’s true name, revealed at 1257, is Agorakritos) and all that place’s perceived vices.?!
The first threat-contest in the play occurs already in Paphlagon’s initial encounter with the

Sausage-Seller, after the prophesied usurper has been coached and convinced of his political

potential:
[Mal] amobaveicbov avTika pdAa.
[AAN] TpiTAdoiov kekpdEouai cou. 285
[Ma.] kaTaporjcoual Boddv ce.
[AAN] KaTakekpaEopai oe kpaleov.
[Ma.] SiaPaldd o', tav oTpaTtnyfs.
[AA] KUVOKOTIT)OG OOV TO vETOV.
[Ma] TepleA& o’ dAaloveials. 290
[AA] UTroTepoUpal Tas 68ous cou.
[Ma] Srapopriow o', € T1 ypUEets.
[AA.] KoTIpopopriow o, el AaArioEls. 295
[Paph.] [to the Sausage-Seller and the slave] You’re both going to die, right here,

right now!

20 Hesk 2007: 130-50. The parallels that Hesk offers are, however, later than Knights, namely fourth-
or third-century comic poets and sayings attributed to the lyre-player Stratonicus, whom Hesk
situates in the fifth century, but who Gilula 2000: 424-5 has argued was active in the first half of
the fourth.

21 Cf. Ch. 1 n. 13 above.

93



[Saus.] I’ll screech three times as much as you.

[Paph.] I’11 shout you down with my shouting.

[Saus.] I’ll screech you down with my screeching.

[Paph.] I’ll slander you if you serve as general.

[Saus.] I’1l bitch-slap your back.??

[Paph.] I’ll harass you with fake boasts.

[Saus.] I’ll cut you off.

[Paph.] I’ll rip you to pieces if you mumble a word.

[Saus.] I’11 haul you away like a pile of shit if you blabber.2

Ar. Eq 284-91, 294-5

A powerful and abrasive voice had earlier been identified as essential for demagogic success
(137, 218) and the ability to outshout one’s opponent given as a decisive factor in judging
the contest between the play’s two rivals (274-7). Here, Paphlagon’s tautology (‘I’ll shout
you down shouting’) performatively draws attention to this and is immediately matched by

the Sausage-Seller’s own duplicated use of the verb kpd&Cew, which denotes shrill or

22 kUVOKOTITIOwW ocou TS védTov is interpreted in the scholia either as ‘I’ll beat you like a dog’

(TumrTnow oe kabBdaTep kUva, = Eq. 289a Jones/Wilson) or a reference to the culinary preparation of
a fish called xucov (= Eq. 289a-b; for the fish see LSJ kdcov IV, Olson & Sens 2000: 106). Both
seem plausible, but I translate along the lines of the former since Cleon is elsewhere likened to a dog
(e.g. Eg. 1015-20 [Paphlagon, of himself], Vesp. 902-30, Pax 313-15).

23 On the compound kompogopriow, translated here as ‘I’ll haul you away like a pile of shit’, see

Appendix I11.
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unrestrained screaming.?* Again, this may be drawing on a real-life trait of Cleon’s. In
Wasps, Cleon is referred to as ‘the king of screeching’ (6 kekpa€i®d&uas, 596), and elsewhere
he is characterised as possessing a loud and shrill voice.?® The audience is reminded of this
at the end of Knights, when it is announced that the defeated Paphlagon will be reduced to
‘screeching’ (Siakekpayévat) with prostitutes and bathmen.?

Paphlagon’s follow-up threat to ‘slander’ his opponent is merely an extension, or
rather a confirmation, of his characterisation as a sykophantic arch-slanderer
(BiaBoAcdTaTov, 45; cf. 63-4), enshrined in his nickname among the other household slaves
(6 Bdokavos, 103; cf. Dem. 18.242, 21.209). The threat pair in lines 290-1 draws on
terminology from the cavalry, perhaps a nod to the chorus of Knights that stands by; the verb

mepieAavvely, as Hesk points out, can describe a literal encircling by horsemen.?” In other

24 Compare S. Eurypylus fr. 208.4-6 TrGF (the sound of a crow), Ar. Plut. 722 (a reaction to having
vinegar smeared in one’s eyes), Xen. Cyr. 1.3.10 (a side-effect of extreme drunkenness; cf.
Vesp. 1311), and further Rosenbloom 2002: 306, Beta 2004: 62—72, Finglass 2011: 483, LSJ kA&Cco.
For the repeated verb, compare the intensifying inner accusative kp&yov kekpa&etan at Eq. 487
(further comic examples of this figure in Willi 2003: 252 n. 104).

25 Eq. 274-5, 311, Vesp. 36 (Cleon’s voice compared to that of a squealing pig that has been set on
fire), 1228, [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 28.3, Halliwell 1990: 76, Sommerstein 2009: 165. The name Paphlagon
itself puns on agAd&lew (lit. ‘to boil”), a verb used elsewhere metaphorically for ‘blustering styles
of oratory’ (Olson 1998: 134 with exx.).

% mépvatot kai Bahavelor Biakekpayévan (1404). Bathmen are elsewhere associated with bad
behaviour (Ran. 710, Plut. 955-6), and are linked to prostitutes in a drinking song recorded by
Athenaeus (répvn kal BaAaveus TwUTov Exouo’ eumedécos €0os kTA., Athen. 15.695e = PMG 905).
21 Hesk 2007: 143 n. 57, citing e.g. Hdt. 1.106.1 (marauding Scythians), Xen. Hell. 6.5.14,

Cyr. 4.2.32,5.2.4,7.5.1.
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contexts it refers figuratively to political harassment, however (e.g. Dem. 42.32), which is
perhaps the more dominant sense here (so Eq. 887 ofuol TdAas ofois mbnkiopols ue
mepieAavveis). At any rate, the Sausage-Seller caps this with another military metaphor (‘I’11
cut you off”; cf. LSJ umoTtéuve I1), again signalling that whatever Paphlagon threatens, he
can go one better. The final pair of threats promises cruder violence (ripping to pieces,
hauling away like manure) as both speakers attempt to bully the other into silence, a frequent
means of dominating one’s opponent in Old Comedy.?® Speech again becomes the focus
here, with the rivals’ respective attempts at intimidation reduced to mere ‘mumbling’ or
‘blabbering’.?° This ties in not only with the threats of shouting and screeching from a few
lines earlier, but also with the play’s overarching engagement with the political potency of
the voice. The Sausage-Seller’s ‘smooth talking’ (evyAcotTia) will, the chorus proclaims,
transform him into the ‘greatest of Greeks’.%® This topos of the influential voice culminates
in the (reported) Council scene where the Sausage-Seller, who had prayed for a ‘wily tongue
and a shameless voice’ (637-8), defeats Paphlagon in front of the city’s councillors and

reduces his rival’s formerly persuasive speech to ‘babbling” (pAnvagav, 664).

28 Discussed by Sfyroeras 2001: 52-9.

2 For the real-life Cleon as a AdAos (‘blabberer’) see Pax 653, Beta 2004: 156-7.

%0 yéyiotos EAMveov Eoet (836-7). Euglossia may have been distrusted in democratic Athens and
associated with dishonesty, so e.g. Nub. 443-51, E. incert. fab. fr. 928b TrGF (‘O Zeus, why do you
give this faculty to all base men, that of euglossia, but to those who are good men [you give] an

inability to speak?’). See further Ober 1989: 165-70, Rosenbloom 2009: 198-201.
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Alongside references to the voice, conspicuous in Knights are also the frequent,
interwoven allusions to the antagonists’ occupations of sausage retailer and tanner.3! These
come to a head when Paphlagon wishes upon himself to be sawn through, cut up
(xataTunbeinv), and made into leather straps (767—8) should he be found to hate Demos.
The Sausage-Seller surpasses this by wishing upon himself to be cut up (kaTatunbeis) into
little pieces and cooked, then grated into a cheese dish and dragged to the Kerameikos by a
hook drawn through his testicles should his love for Demos prove false (769—-72). Nods to
the respective occupations clearly emerge in one of the mirrored threat exchanges too, even

if the arrangement of the lines presents some difficulties:

[AA] €y cd 8¢ Buvnow Yé oou TOV TTPLKTOV AVTi PUOKNS.

[Ma] gy 8¢ ¥’ EEEAEw o€ Tijs TuyTis BUpale kURda. 365
[Oik. a] vr) Tov TTooeld kaut Tép’, fjvirep ye ToUTov EAkngs.

[Ma.] oldv ot drjow <v> TG EVA.

[AN] BichxEouai ot dethias.

[Ma.] N Bupoa cou BpavevoeTat.

[AA] Bepcd oe BUAakov kAoTriis. 370
[MMal] SiamaTtTaAeubriosl xauai.

[AA] TePIKOUMAT €K OOV OKEUAOW.

[MTa.] Tas BAepapidas cou TapaTIAd.

[AN] TOV TIPNYOPEVA OOV "KTEUGD.

81 Paphlagon is introduced as ‘Paphlagon, a hideworker’ (Bupco®éynv TTapAaydva, 44 = Nub.
581), a clear reference to Cleon’s connections to the business of tanning. The Paphlagon/Cleon

analogy is explored in detail by Lind 1990.
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[Saus.] I’11 stuff your arse like a sausage skin.*

[Paph.] I’ll drag you out the door by the buttocks, doggy-style.*
[1%tslave] Drag me too, by Poseidon, if you do drag him out.
[Paph.] I look forward to putting you in the stocks!3*

[Saus.] I’1l have you indicted for cowardice.®

[Paph.] Your hide will be stretched out on a bench.®

[Saus.] I’1l skin you into a sack for theft.*

%2 The quUokn, translated here as ‘sausage skin’, is the large intestine (Hsch. ¢ 1060

Hansen/Cunningham, X Eq. 364a Jones/Wilson). I print Jackson’s conjecture Puvrioco (‘1 will stuff’;
cf. fr. 733 mu]yn BePBuouévn) instead of the MSS Rwnocw/kiviow (‘1 will fuck”), which is more
explicit, but eliminates the reference to the Sausage-Seller’s product.

%3 kURBa, translated here as ‘doggy-style’ (cf. Pax 896a, Austin & Olson 2004: 201), means literally
‘bent forward’, but with sexual overtones that suit the vulgar tone of this threat pair.

% This line is probably directed at the slave, although citizens too could be placed in ‘wood’ (EUAov)
as a punishment for various crimes (e.g. Nub. 592 [of Cleon for embezzlement], Lys. 680-1,
Andoc. 1.45, Dem. 24.105). Lysias 10.16 demonstrates that the ‘wood’ euphemism was current; it
denoted a variety of devices used to restrict movement of the neck and/or limbs (V. Hunter 1994:
176-81, Halm-Tisserant 2013: 85-91 with illustrations). Paphlagon is later threatened with the
same treatment (1048-9).

% Athenians found guilty of ‘cowardice’ (Se1Aia) could be punished with the loss of citizen rights
(Andoc. 1.74, Aeschin. 3.175-6, Olson 2002: 344, Christ 2006: 118-24).

% The verb 6pavevewv appears only here but, according to = Eq. 369a Jones/Wilson, it denotes
stretching (éxtabroeTan) over a footstool (Bpévos = Uromddiov). See further Zacher 1898: 70-2.
87 A BUAakos, translated here as ‘sack’, is a bag for dry goods (predominantly barley: Eccl. 821,
Plut. 763, Hdt. 3.46.2, Theophr. Char. 16.6, Zacher 1898: 68). Comparable threats of turning

someone into an everyday object are found at Ach. 300-1 (the chorus threatens Cleon, foreshadowing
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[Paph.] You’ll be pegged on the ground.

[Saus.] I’ll make chunks of meat out of you.®
[Paph.] I’1l pluck your eyelashes.
[Saus.] I’1l cut out your crop.

Ar. Eq. 364-74%

This threat exchange opens with a reference to stuffing sausages, whereby Paphlagon’s
‘arse’ (proktos) takes the place of to-be-stuffed sausage skins. Paphlagon echoes this with
his reference to ‘buttocks’ (pugé) in the following line, whose climactic word kipda (‘bent
over’) is sexually obscene. The threat of having one’s ‘hide’ (Bupoa, 369) stretched out on

abench recalls Cleon’s leather trade. The next threat, with its reference to ‘skinning’ (8¢pewv)

Knights), Eq. 768, Plat. com. fr. 180 K-A (ot pév, & poxBnpé, maiwwdopiav maicas avtol
katabrjow), and see also Nub. 440-2 (touTi ToUudv ok’ avtoiow / Tapéxw ... / ... AokdY
Beipew). For human skin used to make hand towels see Hdt. 4.64.2, or a seat-cover Hdt. 5.25.1.

%8 mepikdupaTta are ‘chopped up scraps of meat which were often cooked with the main joint or
whole animal’ (Arnott 1996: 398).

% The order of these lines has been a matter of contention among modern editors (Zacher 1898:
65-73, N. Wilson 2007: 47). | reprint Wilson’s OCT arrangement with no strong conviction that it
represents the original line configuration. The confusion may originate from a time when two cola
were written to a line (an example of this can be seen on the recto frontispiece of Jones & Wilson’s
edition of the Knights scholia, with the verso frontispiece showing lines 364-71 in single-cola

format), thus:

1 BYpoa cou BpavevoeTal. TEPIKOUUAT EK OOU OKEUAO .
Bepdd oe BUAakov kAoTriis. T&s PAspapidas cou TapaTiAG.
SiataTtraleubrioe xapal. TOV PN YOPEVE GOV 'KTEUGD.

The right-hand column could erroneously have been transcribed under the left-hand, rather than as

alternating lines, while it is also possible that lines have fallen out (so Sommerstein 2001: 239).
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might also appear suited to leatherwork; in another play, Aristophanes uses a prepositional
compound of the verb to describe, metaphorically, his treatment at Cleon’s hands
(&mredeipdunv, Vesp. 1286 with Biles & Olson 2015 ad loc.). However, the counter-threat
makes good sense in the mouth of the Sausage-Seller given the reference to ‘embezzlement’
(xAomn) at the end of the line, a charge that, as we saw above, is repeatedly levelled against
Cleon in Knights and other Aristophanic comedies.*® Paphlagon’s subsequent threat evokes
the spreading of animal hides, which would be pegged down as they dried in the sun.*! Next
comes the violent threat of making mincemeat out of the addressee, which belongs to the
Sausage-Seller (cf. 770). The counter-threat of plucking eyelashes is probably meant to
recall the removal of hairs from animal skins in preparation for their transformation into
leather (= Eq. 373a Jones/Wilson; cf. Ar. fr. 708 K-A with Bagordo 2017 ad loc.), though
hair-plucking was also a generic punishment (Nub. 1083, Lys. 1222, Thesm. 543, Anacr.
388.8-9 PMG). That leaves the final, gruesome proposition of excising Paphlagon’s crop
(the pouch located above the gizzard of some birds) to the Sausage-Seller, likely a reference
to a culinary technique (= Eqg. 374a Jones/Wilson), as well as an effective way of stopping
Paphlagon’s voice.

This slanging match is the centrepiece for the repeated references to sausage-making
and leatherwork that permeate Knights and which here include the grisly threats of skinning,

mincing, and slicing. The Sausage-Seller’s final threat to cut out his rival’s crop is

40'We should probably read the genitive (kAoTris) as a genitive of charge (cf. Sico€opai oe Sethias,
368), rather than in the sense of ‘a bag (used) for theft’ (cf. the parallels in Poultney 1934: 44). The
original audience may, however, have heard both.

4 Hsch. 3 1204 Latte, = Eq. 371a Jones/Wilson. More crudely, the threat may allude to anal
penetration since pattalos (‘peg’) can denote the penis (Eccl. 1020, Henderson 1991: 123,

Halliwell 2008: 261).
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wholeheartedly endorsed by Demos’ house slave, who supplies the contest’s coda. There,
the suggestion, another allusion to food preparation (uayelpikds), is to peg Paphlagon’s
mouth open, pull out his tongue, and inspect it for sores.* It is no coincidence that mouth
and tongue are the focus of this projected treatment, since pegging open the former and
grabbing the latter would again curtail Paphlagon’s power of speech.*® The whole exchange,
with its grotesque violations of the integrity of the human body (stuffing its orifices,
chopping it into pieces, inspecting it from the inside out), is enthusiastically received by the
observing chorus of Knights, which goads the Sausage-Seller on to further attacks (384-90).

The recurring threats in Knights, surveyed in this section, are an essential if unsettling
aspect of the hegemonic struggle between the Sausage-Seller and Paphlagon. By mimicking
each other’s words and syntax in the lurid threat duels, the two characters demonstrate their

virtual equivalence. This is both intriguing and alienating as the audience is encouraged to

2 kai viy AU guBaldvTes auTéd / TETTaAov payelplkeds / & TO oTdW, eita 8 Evdobev / T
YA TTaV E€eipavTes auTolU / okewdueod el KAVSPIKES / KEXNVETOS / TOV TTPWKTOV &l XaAald
(Ar. Eq. 375-81). Alternatively, one could take tov mpeoktédv as the direct object of okeywodpeoba
(‘having pulled out his tongue, we will see if the arse of this gaping man has sores’, so e.g. Halliwell
2008: 260), rather than ‘having pulled out the tongue of this gaping-arse man [lit. ‘gaping with respect
to his arse’; cf. Eq. 78], we will see if it [sc. the tongue] has sores’. While the former reading is
suitably vulgar, the latter is more realistic since tongues (rather than arses) were a convenient place
to check for measles (Neil 1909: 60, citing medical treatises).

“3 For putting a peg in someone’s mouth to stop them talking compare Thesm. 223-4 (¢uBaAéd col
matTalov / fiv un owomnds), and cf. Ach. 926 (EuAA&uPBav’ auTtol T6 otdua), Plut. 377-9 (an
image of bribery), 1110 (cutting out the speaker’s tongue), Cratin. fr. 198 K-A (¢mBvuoel Tis avtou
TO oTdua). Aeschylus” Agamemnon (235-6) provides a darker variant (reported), with Agamemnon

ordering his daughter Iphigeneia’s mouth to be shut as she is about to be sacrificed.
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root for a decidedly vulgar hero who, it has been announced, is destined to become their
‘leader’ (163-4). Via the allegory of marketplace vendors as politicians, whereby every
amoral aspect of political life finds an equivalent in the unscrupulous dealings and vulgar
language of the agora (180-93, 213-19, etc.), Aristophanes paints a picture of the city led
by increasingly unrestrained leaders and markedly unlike the ‘violet-crowned Athens of long
ago’ (1323). If the threat exchanges in Knights are ambivalent from this perspective,
however, they also constitute an especially entertaining spectacle for the play’s audience.
The promises of elaborate and pun-laden punishments, coupled with the use of repetition
and stichomythia, produce an exciting dynamic and show off Aristophanes’ poetic dexterity.
The loud and violently competitive language-scape of Knights lends itself to the
representation of political decay, but also results in a linguistically colourful and

indulgent comedy.

3.2.2. Brushing off threats in Wasps

A trope identified in the previous chapter was the resistance of certain characters to their
opponents’ insults. Similar reactions occur in the face of threats. While at times, these can
be brushed off with a curt ‘nonsense!’ (Afipos, Plut. 23) or ‘stop with your blabbering!’
(Tale TV TapAaoudTtwv, Av. 1243), other reactions are more deeply embedded in their
respective plots and more significant in terms of characterisation. This is the case for Wasps
where, in anticipation of the motif’s popularity in later Greek and Latin comedy, Philocleon

is repeatedly threatened with arrest and legal proceedings.**

“ For threats of litigation and legal redress in Greek and (especially) Latin New Comedy see Scafuro
1997: 97-114, 430-9. As in Aristophanes, characters in later comedy often react disdainfully towards

such threats (e.g. Plaut. Curc. 579-80 ego tua magnufica uerba neque istas tuas magnas minas / non
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Toward the end of Wasps, Philocleon emerges from the symposium, staggeringly
drunk (opaAAduevos, 1324) and reportedly ‘punching everyone as he makes his way home’
(1322-3). He is pursued by a group of angry men whom he insults and threatens to ‘turn into
fried fish’ with the torch he is holding (1330-1). In kind, they threaten that he will be brought
to justice ‘tomorrow’ (1] urv ou 8cdoels avplov ToUTwv diknv, 1332) when they return to
summons him officially (fifouév oe TpookaAouuevor, 1334). Philocleon mocks the speaker

and his friends:

iU inU «kaAoUuevory. 1335
ApXaid& Yy’ Upddv. dpd vy’ (o6’

s oUd’ dkovcov avéxouat

Bikédv; iaPol aifoi.

TABe W dpéoker: PAAAe knuovs.

oUk &Tel — TToU ‘0T HAIaoTTs; — EKTTOS OV, 1340

Ew ew, ‘summonsing’.
You’re so old-fashioned! You do know
that I can’t stand even hearing about

trials? Ha ha ha.*

pluris facio quam ancillam meam quae latrinam lauat, Rud. 795 minacias ego flocci non
faciam tuas).

4 The initial interjection in¥ inU (‘ew ew’, 1335) represents derisive laughter (Ach. 1207, Pax 195
with Olson 1998 ad loc.). The interjection aifof, translated here as ‘ha ha ha’, can signify disgust,
dismay, or laughter (Labiano Ilundain 2000: 80-4, 212-14, Biles & Olson 2015: 94, 470,

Levine 2016).
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| prefer this stuff;* screw voting urns!*’
Won’t you — do you see a juror? — get out of here?

Ar. Vesp. 1335-40

By repeating the spokesman’s final word, mpookaAoupevot, Philocleon makes clear that he
is addressing the threatened action.*® His interjections and rhetorical questions lend the
speech a belligerent and dismissive tone, perhaps symptomatic of his inebriation (oAU
mapowikeTatos, 1300). Philocleon’s assertion that hauling him before the courts would
be ‘old-fashioned’ (&pxaia) is ironic, given that his own decision to distance himself from
the city’s legal machinery has been very recent. Indeed, whereas earlier, Philocleon had
scribbled amatory graffiti addressed to voting urns (knuos kaAds, 99), he now rudely
dimisses these (B&AAe knuovs, 1339).* Philocleon also underestimates the repercussions of
his delinquency, having slipped into a solipsism of wine and antics. In comic fashion,
‘tomorrow’ (1332) is of little consequence to the old man. While he may be enjoying a
rediscovered youthful vigour, this is frustrating for his innocent and incidental victims, a
side-effect that is reinforced by the arrival of two more (see below). Far from swapping his

lawcourt zeal for a more cultivated and less harmful lifestyle, as his son Bdelycleon had

46 I.e. ‘the joys and opportunities he is currently enjoying’ (Biles & Olson 2015: 471), which include
the naked flute-girl currently at his side.

4" The knuds, which was a funnel placed into the mouth of the voting urn (= Vesp. 99a Koster, > Eq.
11504, e Jones/Wilson), serves pars pro toto for the latter.

8 For examples of ‘the contemptuous repetition of another speaker’s words’ see Biles & Olson 2015:
470-1 (commenting on this passage), who also give examples of a simplex standing in for a
compound when a word is repeated by another speaker (as here, and on which see more fully Renehan
1976: 11-22, Diggle 1994: 84).

49 0On the symbolic dismissal of voting urns cf. Av. 1053.
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hoped, Philocleon proves just as intractable as in the play’s opening scenes.® The father’s
response to threats contributes to this on-going characterisation, while both here and in the
following encounters, the threats themselves maintain a level of excitement as the comedy
moves toward its close.

After the interlude involving a Flute-Girl, a Bread-Seller arrives whose wares have
been knocked to the ground and spoiled by Philocleon’s drunken gesticulations (1389-91).
She has brought a witness (Chaerephon, an associate of Socrates’ and regular butt of comic
jokes; cf. Biles & Olson 2015: 487-8) and threatens to summon Philocleon before the
agoranomoi (mpookaAoUuai oe . . . TPds Tous Ayopavduous, 1408-9), the officials
responsible for maintaining order in the marketplace.®® Philocleon is indifferent: ‘I couldn’t

care less’ (6Aiyov pot uéAet, 1411), he retorts, allegedly using a line from the poet Lasos.>2

%0 Cf. Biles 2016: 134 Philocleon’s interactions with seemingly innocent citizens suggest that
indiscriminate violence in the city at large is his new modus operandi, in place of violence through
the voting pebble’.

%1 The agoranomoi were officials (chosen by lot) charged with collecting market taxes, monitoring
the quality of goods, and generally maintaining order in the marketplace (IG 1121362). They likely
had the power to impose fines or initiate court proceedings for serious offences, and may have carried
whips for punishing non-citizen offenders (cf. Ach. 723-4, Pollux 10.177). See further
MacDowell 1971: 313, Rhodes 1981: 575-6 (on [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 51.1), Biles & Olson 2015: 487,
Bresson 2016: 246-50.

52.0n the 6"-century Lasos of Hermione, an innovative lyric poet linked to Peisistratus’ son
Hipparchus (Hdt. 7.6.3), see Biles & Olson 2015: 488. In later anthologies, memorable sayings were
ascribed to Lasos (Aoaociopata), and Philocleon’s quip may be an early reflection of this.
Alternatively, the humour may lie in the fact that dAiyov pot uéAer is precisely the sort of lapidary
and pedestrian phrase that one would not have associated with Lasos. For the suggestion that the

comparable oUd’ 6TioUv éuoi péAer was a ‘rather uncouth’ (&ypoikdTepov) expression see Pl. Apol.
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This complements the Aesopic tale via which Philocleon had just compared the Bread-Seller
to a dog (1401-5), inappropriately and ineffectively heeding his son’s earlier advice about
how to defuse tense situations (1257-61). The brief exchange underscores the shortcomings
of Bdelycleon’s programme to reform his father, who deploys the knowledge imparted by
his son in clumsy and unexpected ways.

Including the failure to implement new knowledge appropriately, there are several
parallels between Wasps and Clouds, staged the previous year. These range from the plays’
shared motifs of intergenerational conflict and failed transformation to the reworking of
specific jokes (compare the ‘wick’ episode at Nub. 56-9 with Vesp. 249-53, or the ironic
dismissal of another’s beliefs as ‘old-fashioned’ at Nub. 821 with Vesp. 1336). The post-
parabatic scene in Clouds (1213-302) with the two intruding creditors is, in particular,
reminiscent of Philocleon’s heated encounters at the end of Wasps. Like Philocleon,
Strepsiades pays no heed to his creditors’ threats of legal action (1242—4, 1254-5, 1277-8).
He responds to these with deriding comments (1237, 1276), distorted knowledge learned
from Socrates (1249-51, 1279-81), and violence (1297-1302). We cannot know if these
similarities represent a conscious decision to rehash elements from the failed Clouds, as
opposed to the mere shared use of a popular comic trope, although elsewhere Wasps does
contain passages that explicitly attempt to salvage or justify the earlier third-placed play
(Vesp. 1016-17, 1043-50).

Returning to Wasps, a third and final character arrives after the abrupt departure of
the Bread-Seller. This anonymous man (he too accompanied by a witness) threatens

Philocleon with a lawsuit for hybris (1417; cf. Av. 1046-52). Philocleon, it transpires, had

32d, although comparable sentiments appear in tragedy (E. Hec. 1274, HF 595, Bell. fr. 287.2 TrGF,
further Collard 2005: 376). For oAiyov pot péAer in comedy cf. Eq. 1195, Av. 1636, Lys. 248, 895,

Ran. 655, Men. Asp. 89.
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struck and been throwing stones at him (1422). The serious criminal charge of hybris is lent
additional emphasis here via enjambment and is the pinnacle of the ever more severe legal
action faced by the out-of-control Philocleon. While Bdelycleon’s concern and offer of
compensation are therefore understandable, his anxious reaction serves chiefly as a foil to
his father’s indifference.®® Indeed, while Philocleon initially seems to show remorse
(1422-5), this is quickly traded for more incendiary quips based on misplaced lines from
aphorisms and fables, demonstrating his contempt for the Plaintiff who angrily departs in
search of a magistrate (1441). Bdelycleon must remove his father from the scene to avoid
further confrontations (‘soon there won’t be enough summons-witnesses for all the people
suing you’, 1444-5), carrying the old man into the house as he reels off yet another Aesopic
parable.®* The stage is left momentarily empty, and we are invited to reflect upon
Philocleon’s transformation. He has been cured of his addiction to jury-serving, but his son’s
attempt to introduce him to high society must surely be judged a failure. That being said,
none of his victims’ threats is realised and, for the play’s ending, their grievances are cast
aside as a choral praise-song (1450-73) segues into a manic dance competition and meta-
theatrical references that supply closure. Philocleon’s insouciance in these final scenes is

enviable, even if it may also awaken anxieties surrounding self-interested behaviour and, in

53 Bdelycleon begs the potential plaintiff: un un kaAéon Tpds TGV Becdv (1418). On repeated ur in
emotional pleas compare S. OC 210 (ur) ur urj 1* &vépn Tis iy, Finglass 2011: 198 (on S. Aj. 191/2).
Aristophanic parallels include Ach. 334, Eqg. 19, Pax 385. For mpos Becov in negative entreaties
compare e.g. S. Aj. 1332, OT, 1165, El. 1206, E. EIl. 1165, Hcld. 271, Aiolos fr. 22.1 TrGF, and in
general see Barrett 1964: 202 (on E. Hipp. 219), Finglass 2018: 2767 (on S. OT 326-7). Note, in
addition, that the definite article never appears in tragic instances of mpds 8ecov; Aristophanes,
however, includes it in twenty-eight instances of the expression (versus only five times without).

% On the implications of which see Hall 2013: 2923, Biles & Olson 2015: 494-5.
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particular, the dangers posed by excessive sympotic drinking (foretold by Philocleon at
1253-5 and thus Si&x Tov odv ofvov, 1393).%° At any rate, the threats made against Philocleon
in his encounters with various citizens help to establish an agonistic mood, one which carries
over into the final scene that sees the old man competing in an energetic dance-off against

the sons of the tragic poet Carcinus.

3.2.3. Women and threats in Lysistrata and Thesmophoriazusae

In Lysistrata, the play’s protagonist asserts her immunity to threats, but for quite different
reasons to those of the drunken Philocleon in Wasps. Once Lysistrata’s plan for ending the
war between Athens and Sparta has been defined, Kalonike asks the female protagonist if
she thinks the city’s men will attack them for occupying the Acropolis (247-8). Lysistrata

responds:
OAlyov aUTv pot péhet.
oU y&p TooauTas oUt’ &tmelhas oUte Tlp
fiEouc’ ExovTes ot dvoial Tas TUAas

TauTas, Eav un "¢’ olotv Muels eiTTopey

I couldn’t care less about them.

There are no threats, no fire

that they can bring against us strong enough
to open these gates, except on our terms.

Ar. Lys. 248-51%

% On the dangers of excessive sympotic drinking see further Piitz 2003: 213-14, Halliwell 2008:
109 n. 22, Biles & Olson 2015: 110-11, Rosen 2016 (specifically on Wasps).

% Translation adapted from Sommerstein 1990.
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The repeated sibilants in line 250 may give the impression that Lysistrata is angrily hissing
her words, while the triple negative (o . . . oUT’ . . . oUte) underscores her resolve.”’
Lysistrata’s anticipated immunity to both threats and fire not only generates tension by
suggesting that the eventual confrontation between the sexes will be a violent one—as indeed
it is—but it also solidifies her status as a resolute comic hero comparable with those from
Aristophanes’ earlier peace plays.

As the action progresses, Lysistrata indeed refuses to be intimidated and does not
surrender despite the male semi-chorus directing ‘most formidable threats’ at her and her
allies.>® When the members of the female semi-chorus confront their male counterparts, the
latter decide to use the kindling they carry as batons (357). The women, in response, put
down their pitchers in anticipation of a physical contest (358-9). In the ensuing argument,
they counter and outdo the men’s threats. The women happily receive the suggestion that
their jaws will be at the receiving end of their opponent’s blows, but warn testicles will be
their preferred target (362—3). As the dialogue switches from two- to one-line stichomythia,
the men threaten a beating with their fists (364/366). This is capped, however, by the threat

of devouring the men’s lungs and scraping out their entrails (367), reminiscent of the gory

5" Cf. Eup. fr. 175 K-A (oU mip oUd¢ oidnpos oudt xaAkds &meipyel un portév émi Setmvov). For
the alliteration of sibilants in angry or vituperative utterances, compare S. OT 425 & o’ é€1ochoel ool
Te Kal Tols ools Tékvols (a troublesome passage; see Finglass 2018 ad loc.), E. Med. 476-7 éococ&
o’, cs ioaocw EAAjveov oot / Tautodv ouveloéBnoav Apydov okdeos, lon 386 &5 oUT’ éowoas
TOV ooV Sv oddoai o’ éxpriv. Rutherford 2012: 117 rightly points out, however, that sibilant-heavy
lines (in tragedy) are not restricted to angry speakers.

%8 Bewdtat ametholvtas émédv (338). For the construction compare S. Aj. 312 t& 8etv’ émmmeiAne’

g, E. Supp. 542 8eiv’ ameiAriocov €.

109



menaces from Knights. The tension rises a notch as the women retake their pitchers (370),
vocabulary and syntax are echoed (371-5), there is an acceleration to hemi-stichomythia
(378-81), and finally the men threaten to torch the women’s hair (381). The face-off ends
with the women dousing their aggressors, leaving these shivering (385) and drenched ‘as if
having pissed themselves’ (402). The men’s threats come to nothing, which underscores
their impotence and sets them up for eventual capitulation.

No sooner have the old men been neutralised than the Proboulos enters accompanied
by two archers and two slaves.®® He had wished to extract money from the Acropolis to
purchase oars for the fleet, but the women have shut him out (423); he therefore returns with
reinforcements. The Proboulos ignores the female semi-chorus and, together with his slaves,
attempts to jimmy open the central door that represents the Propylaia. His efforts prove

unnecessary, however, when Lysistrata emerges of her own volition (aUtoudTn), which

% The Proboulos identifies himself (¢bv éyco mpdBoulos, 421). After the failed Sicilian Expedition,
at the end of the summer of 413, probouloi were established as elected advisors on state affairs (Thuc.
8.1.3 dpxrv Twa TpeoPuTépwov audpdov EAéobal, oiTives Tepl TV TaPSVTWY s &v Kalpds )
mpoPouledooucw). They were (at least partly, it seems) responsible for drafting the constitution
that restricted political power to five thousand of Athens’s wealthiest citizens (Thuc. 8.67.1-3,
[Arist.] Ath. Pol. 29.2-5 with Rhodes 1981 ad loc.). As such, probouloi may have been associated
with citizen disenfranchisement, although this is not mentioned in Lysistrata. Indeed, the Proboulos
in Lysistrata may simply stand as a generic authority figure (cf. Ach. 755-6, Thesm. 929-52)
interested in prolonging the war. Either way, Henderson (1987a: 117-18) is right to say that the
Proboulos’ behaviour can have elicited little sympathy from the audience. (On the Theban probouloi
who seem to enter with the Herald at the probably interpolated end of Aeschylus’ Seven Against
Thebes, who would be the only other proboulos characters to appear in extant Greek drama, see

Taplin 1977b: 186-7.)
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demonstrates her control over the situation.®® This is the heroine’s first public appearance in

the play. The Proboulos immediately insults her (& wapa ou, 433), and his order for

Lysistrata to be arrested (434) leads to a series of retaliatory threats made by the protagonist’s

supporters who stand up for their leader and each other:

[Au.]

[TTp.]

[Mu. a]

[TTp.]

[Mu. B]

[TTp.]

[Au.]

[Lys.]

[Prob.]

el T&pa v TNV ApTeUY TNV XeEip& pot 435
&xpav Tpoooioel, dnudoios cov kKAavoeTat.

gdeloas, oUTOS; OU EUVaPTIAOEL Héonv

Kal OU HET& TOUTOU XAvuoavTe SrjoeTov;

el T&pa v Thv TTavdpooov TayTr pévov

TV Xelp’ emPBalels, ETIXECET TATOUUEVOS. 440
1BoU y’ mixeoEl. TToU "OTIv ETEPOS TOESTNS;

TaUTNY TpoTépav EYvdnoov, 6T kai AaAsl.

el T&pa vi TNy Puwopdpov Thv Xelp’ Gxpav

TaUTT Tpoooioels, kuabov aitroeis Taxa.

TouT! Ti fv; Tol ToEdTNs; TauTns €xou. 445
TaUow T YUV THod Eycd Tijs EEGBovu.

el Tépa vi) Ty Taupotmdlov TavTtn mpdoe,

€Y CO 'KTTOKIG) OOV TAS OTEVOKWKYUTOUS TPIXAS.

By Artemis, public servant or not, if he lays
even the tip of his hand on me, he’ll be sorry.

[to first archer] Hey, are you scared? Grab her around the waist and

8 Thus Sommerstein 1990: 176, who notes that Lysistrata’s three subsequent entrances from the

stage building are all also unsummoned (706, 1106, 1273). See Taplin 1977b: 299-300 for a similar

effect with Clytemnestra in Aeschylus” Agamemnon.
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[to second archer] you help him, and both of you hurry, put her in binds.
[1% woman] By Pandrosos, if you so much as lay a
hand on her, you’ll crap yourself as | beat you.
[Prob.] Ha! Crap yourself you say. Where’s the second archer?
Tie this one up first, because she’s talking trash as well.
[2"woman] By Phosphoros, if you lay even the tip of your hand on
her, you’ll soon be asking for a cupping glass.
[Prob.] What was that? Archer! Hold onto this woman!
1l stop one of you from getting away.
[Lys.] By Tauropolos, if you approach her
I’ll pluck out the hairs that make you shriek.

Ar. Lys. 435-48

The identity and number of participants in this exchange has elicited debate.®! | have adopted
MacDowell’s (1994: 331-2) configuration, which gives the last lines to Lysistrata and thus
limits the number of speaking parts to four. It is, however, conceivable that a third woman
speaks the two final lines (bringing the number of speakers to five) or, less likely, that the
lines are spoken by the leader of the women’s chorus (who would not count toward a quota
of four actors). At any rate, the archers seem never to get as far as touching the women
(hence the conditional phrases), or at least cannot hold more than one of the women for
longer than a moment. The Proboulos is confounded by the successive appearance and

intervention of Lysistrata’s allies, whose threats effectively stay the aggressors.

61 Compare Dover 1972: 155-6, Henderson 1987a: xlii—xliii, MacDowell 1994: 331-2, Marshall
1997: 834, all discussing this passage in relation to the contested number of speaking parts permitted

in comedy.
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The Proboulos’ commands are comparable to tragic episodes where an authority
figure relies on subordinates to carry out violent action. Thus, Aegisthus sets his armed guard
upon the chorus in Agamemnon (A. Ag. 1650), Creon orders Antigone to be dragged from
her father (S. OC 826-7) or arrested by guards (E. Phoen. 1660), Theseus tells his house-
slaves to arrest Hippolytus who, like the women in Lysistrata, responds with a threat of his
own (kAaicov Tis avtéov &p’ éuol ye bi€etar, E. Hipp. 1086), and Agamemnon has his
servants violently remove Polymestor in the final scene of Euripides’ Hecuba.®
Aristophanes’ take on this episode-type draws its humour from repetition, vulgarity
(‘crapping oneself’, 440-1), as well as the Proboulos’ amusing shortage of archers—he
possesses only two archers to control the three (or four) women who arrive successively out
of the stage building.

The echoed phrasing of the threats in Lysistrata (ei T&pa vr) kTA.), which all invoke
a typically feminine deity, underscores the women’s unanimity. By using the same formula
for each threat, Aristophanes shows that in action as in speech, the women operate as a
harmonious body. They are also ready to employ violence: the first woman promises to ‘beat
the shit’ out of one of the archers (cf. Eq. 69—70), the second woman’s mention of cupping

glasses recalls a remedy for heavy bruising or black eyes,® and references to howling in pain

62 oux EAEET’ auTdv, duddes, ékodcov Pia; (Hec. 1282). Further examples at S. OT 1429-31,
E. Hcld. 1050-1, Andr. 425, lon 1403, Phoen. 1660, Bacch. 503, Cretans fr. 472e.46 TrGF. Similar
too is the face-off between the Herald and the Egyptian Wives in Aeschylus’ Suppliant Women,
although there, the Herald takes a more active role. Taplin 1977b: 216-18 discusses whether the
Herald, who threatens to drag the women off by their hair (884, 909-10) and rip their garments
(902-3), appears alone or is accompanied by henchmen.

6 E. Eurysth. satyr. fr. 374 TrGF (f§ kUabov fj xaAkriAaTov / 11Budv Tpocioxwv Toicde Tols

utreoTriors), Arist. Prob. 890b7-18 (6 k¥abos ta& Umcoma maver), Olson 1998: 188. Henderson
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(kAavoeTal, 436; oTevokwkUTtous, 448) frame the face-off. These threats all look forward
to the physical tussle that eventually erupts, in which Lysistrata is aided by several further
allies (imposingly described as ‘four companies of fully-armed fighting women’, 453-4),
whom she summons from the stage building (¢ EUupaxor yuvaikes ékbeit évdobev, 456).
These nameless characters fight and rapidly overcome the archers. The Proboulos, left with
no further options, is forced to abandon his menacing tone and, grudgingly encouraged by
the male semi-chorus, interrogates Lysistrata about her motives for the occupation.

The male semi-chorus in Lysistrata had hoped to force surrender by setting the
Acropolis and its female occupiers ablaze (266-70, 310-11), a plan that comically miscarries
when the aggressors end up with painful smoke in their eyes (295, 305, 312). Although
assaults with fire and torches could be classified as vulgar gags by Aristophanes, burning
appears in several comic threats.®* These are particularly prominent in the extended
confrontation between Euripides’ Kinsman and the female chorus in Thesmophoriazusae,
produced just a few months after Lysistrata. Having already undergone painful singeing of

his pubic hair in preparation for his cross-dressing mission (236-46), once exposed,

1987a: 125 suggests that the second woman’s oath by Phosphoros (i.e. Hekate; cf. Ar. fr. 608, Austin
& Olson 2004: 281) ‘may have been chosen as a humorous allusion to pwopdpos = eye [cf. E. Cyc.
611, PI. Tim. 45b3] . . . to set up the following threat’ that refers to a cupping glass. There is an
additional threat of giving a black eye at Lys. 472.

% For burning as a vulgar gag see Nub. 543, Lys. 121618, and Chapter Four, section 4.2. For threats
of burning see Vesp. 1330-1, Lys. 376, Thesm. 729, 748, 916-17, tragic parallels at E. Andr. 257—
60, HF 240-4. Menander’s Perinthia contained a more extensive fire threat episode, in which a slave
Daos (who has sought sanctuary at an altar) has firewood heaped around him while his master Laches
brings a lit torch on stage with the intention of setting the altar alight (3&8’ aUTds rjuuévnv

éxoov, 9).
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Kinsman finds himself confronted not only with the possibility of further singeing or
plucking (537-40, 567-8), but also with the more serious prospect of being burned alive.
With Euripides’ Kinsman in their custody, the women set off with torches to search
for other infiltrators (656). Their departure allows the detainee to snatch Mika’s baby (688—
91), thus initiating Aristophanes’ second extended parody of Euripides’ Telephus. Like
Dicaeopolis in Acharnians, Kinsman wields a blade (udaxaipa, 694) and issues threats
directed at his hostage, here luridly suggesting that the infant’s ‘bleeding veins’ (powias
pAéPas) will ‘bloody the altar’ over which he is standing (694-5). After some confusion and
discussion about what to do, the riled chorus-leader announces that she and her fellow
choreuts should have burned Kinsman when they had the opportunity (726-7), a regret that
inspires Mika to threaten: ‘I’ll turn you into charcoal this very day!” (k&ycw o’ amodei€co
BuudAwTa THuepov, 729). As with the insults he receives, however, Kinsman is defiant.®
He flatly orders Mika to proceed: ‘light the fire and burn [me]’.®® And when Mika’s helper
Mania is ordered to heap up ‘much brushwood’ around him (739), Kinsman stubbornly
restates his order (740). Finally, when Mika indicates that the women are ready to set him
on fire (éumprioopev Toivuv ce, 748), Kinsman replies with ‘burn away!’ (mé&vu y’
eutmipmpaTte, 749) before adding his own threat in retaliation: ‘this one [sc. the

baby/wineskin] will be slaughtered right here on the spot’.%” That last proposition induces

65 Kinsman is impervious to Kritylla’s insults, responding to these with ‘keep on barking at me and
pelting me with invective!” (Baule Toupdv odua PdAlovoa wbyw, 895) and ‘keep on saying
whatever you want!” (6méoa Tot BoUAer Aéye, 900).

% JparTe kal k&Taibe (730). For a similar response, in tragedy, compare Andromache’s reply when
Hermione threatens to set her on fire: ou & oUv k&taibe (E. Andr. 258).

" atn & amoopayroeTal udA’ autika (750). For p&\’ autika in threats see Austin & Olson

2004: 255, citing Eq. 284, 475, Pax 237, 367, Plat. com. fr. 136.2 K-A.
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Mika to yield, though this does not prevent Kinsman from playing a cruel joke on her: he
proposes pouring the wine into Mika’s cup as a ‘favour’ (xaproUual yap €v ye TouTd ool,
756), but her response shows that he does not carry through with the offer, probably
‘allowing most of the wine to spill over the altar and on to the ground or by avidly drinking
some of it himself>.%8

In Thesmophoriazusae, Aristophanes adapts elements from his tragic model to
construct an entertaining and humorous scenario, much like he had done in Acharnians
fourteen years prior. This is no carbon-copy of the earlier parody, however, and key
differences lend the scene a freshness that ensures its success.®® Aristophanes hints at a
renewed engagement with Telephus already in the prologue of Thesmophoriazusae (76-7 =
E. Tel. fr. 144 Austin). When the parody finally arrives, it is overt: Kinsman’s disguised
infiltration of an antagonistic camp mirrors the original tragic scenario, Mika’s wine-skin is
several times referred to as a baby and is snatched directly from its mother’s arms (like
Orestes), red wine stands in for blood (cf. Lys. 205), while paratragic diction is abundant.”
Kinsman’s delayed discovery that the hostage is not an infant, but in fact a wineskin (forty-
five lines after the original snatching) is funny if this had been obvious to the audience all
along, or surprising if it had not. Whereas the Acharnian demesmen are excessively devoted

to charcoal, Mika’s strong attachment to an alcoholic drink exploits the reputation that—in

88 Austin & Olson 2004: 256. Mika responds: kakés améAor’, cas pBovepds el kai duopevris (‘damn
and blast you, what a spiteful and malicious man you are’, 757, transl. Sommerstein 1994).
8 Farmer 2017: 167-72 discusses the main differences between the two Telephus parodies.

0 On the latter see Rau 1967: 48-50.
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comedy, at least—women had for drinking.”* Her insatiable desire for wine has led her to
smuggle a goatskin of the drink into the all-female festival, ironically confirming Euripides’
alleged portrayal of all women as dipsomaniacs (393). Mika’s distress at the threats directed
toward this domestic and inanimate target are laughable, while the relatively long duration
of the stand-off generates suspense. The whole parody seems to have enjoyed enduring and
widespread success, as attested by its depiction on a well-known Apulian krater produced
several decades after the original performance.’? In this rare instance of a comic threat being
carried through to fruition, the action is trivialised by replacing the baby with a wineskin. As
we will see in the following chapter and as paralleled in the silent film comedy discussed in
the Introduction, serious and lasting physical harm is normally avoided in comedy, and
killings are eschewed altogether. The hostage scene from Thesmophoriazusae is a good
example of how extreme violence, in this case infanticide, is distorted to suit the comic

setting.

" For examples of this stereotype see E. Bowie 1995: 117-19, Arnott 1996: 504 (on Alexis
fr. 172.1-2 K-A), Austin & Olson 2004: 231 (on Ar. Thesm. 630), Sommerstein 2013: 195 (on
Men. Sam. 302-3).

2 For the South Italian red-figure krater showing the Kinsman atop an altar holding the wineskin and
a sword (Wirzburg H5697), probably dating to the 370s, see Csapo 1986, Austin & Olson 2004:

Ixxv—Ixxvii (with a gloss, colour reproduction of the vase as frontispiece).
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3.2.4. Threatening the gods in Frogs and Birds

Frogs has often been understood as exploring themes of identity and the construction of
selfhood, albeit in a humorous and playful manner.” This revolves around the developing
identity of the character Dionysus, whose on-stage presence bridges the play’s disparate pre-
and post-parabatic action. In the first half of the play, Aristophanes brings the identity theme
to the fore in two interconnected ways: by blurring the slave/free distinction, and through a
series of costume changes that invites the audience to think about authentic versus
affected personalities.

Dionysus first appears wearing a Heraclean lionskin and carrying a club, a costume
that he will swap no fewer than three times with his bag-carrier Xanthias as he alternates
between the adopted personas of hero and slave, neither of which represents his true self.
Change of appearance is a stock feature of Aristophanic comedy and forms the core of

several longer episodes.” Unique to Frogs, however, is the number of costume switches and

3 C. Segal 1961, followed by e.g. Whitman 1964: 23658, Moorton Jr. 1989 (on van Gennep’s rites
of passage and Frogs), Konstan 1995: 61-74, Lada-Richards 1999: 45-122 (on liminality and
initiation rites), 159-76 (on role-playing and costume changes), Jay-Robert 2000, Habash 2002. For
some criticisms of this approach see Edmonds 2003. More broadly, Dionysus’ character in Frogs is
consistent with other comic depictions of the god, in which he is amusingly taken out of his element
or embarks on outrageous missions (as in Cratinus’ Dionysalexandros or Eupolis’ Taxiarchoi; see
further Sommerstein 1996a: 11, Storey 2003: 251-2).

7 Stone 1980: 398438 catalogues all Aristophanic costume changes. The motif is not exclusively
comic: Euripides’ Telephus, Helen, Bacchae, as well as the pseudo-Euripidean Rhesus all contain

extended disguise scenes. It is the amusing motives for, and the unexpected yet ultimately harmless
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the subsequent jokes reliant on mistaken identity, prefiguring that motif’s popularity in later

comedy.”™ We saw in the previous chapter how Dionysus is greeted with insults when

received by Pluto’s cantankerous doorkeeper. These segue into a web of threats depicting

horrible punishments to which Dionysus, believed to be Heracles, will be subjected:

Tola ZTuyds ot pehavok&pdios TéTpa
AxepdvTids Te okdmeAos aipaTooTAYT|S
ppoupolotl, KeokuTol Te Tepidpopol kUves,
Ex18vd 6’ tkaToyképalos, ) T& omA&yxva cou
Sraomapdger TAsupdvwy T avbayeTal
Taptnooia pipava, T veppco B¢ cou
aUTOIOWY EVTEPOICIV THATWHEVCD

diaomacovTal [[opydves TeilbBpaoianl.

How the black-hearted rock of the river Styx
and the headland of Acheron dripping with blood
can guard you, and the circling dogs of Cocytus,

and hundred-headed Echnida, who will

470

475

consequences of, comedy’s costume changes that make these funny. Enforced costume change is

discussed in the following chapter.

> For mistaken identity in Menander see Traill 2008. For threats addressed at a god mistaken for a

slave, compare Plaut. Amph. 1029-34 (Amphitruo threatening Mercury believed to be the

slave Sosias).
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dissect your entrails, and the Tartesian eel®

will latch on to your lungs, while your bloodied kidneys,
together with your entrails,

will be ripped apart by Gorgons from Teithras.”’

Ar. Ran. 470-7

In the prologue, the real Heracles had warned Dionysus that he would meet ‘countless
terrible snakes and beasts’ in the Underworld (142-3, cf. 278). The doorkeeper’s menacing
predictions reinforce that earlier warning. Dionysus will be set upon by an assortment of
chthonic monsters whose primary objective is the destruction of his internal organs. Two
virtual synonyms, Siaomapdooeiv and Siaoméav (‘to tear apart’, ‘to tear asunder’), reinforce

the promised violence.”® The humour of these gruesome threats (&meih&s, 493) lies in the

6 Tartessus lay on the southern coast of the lberian peninsula, beyond the Pillars of Heracles, and
thus at the edge of the known world for the Athenians (Hdt. 1.163.1, 4.152.2). The salt-water
Mediterranean moray (Muraena helena) is sometimes confused with the fresh-water lamprey eel
(Lampetra fluviatilis) in Roman sources (Thompson 1947: 162-5). Both have painful bites. Vedius
Pollio (1 cent. BCE) infamously cultivated the latter, to which he would supposedly feed his slaves
alive (Sen. Clem. 1.18, Plin. HN 9.39, Cass. Dio 54.23).

" 1¢o veppcd (475), here translated literally as ‘kidneys’, is also a euphemism for the testicles (Athen.
9.384e, K—-A on Philippides fr. 5). Either option is a frightening prospect. Teithras was a deme that
lay to the east of Athens (SEG XXI 520, 524; XXVI 151-3) and was perhaps known for fig
production (Theopomp. fr. 12 K—A); it is unclear why the Gorgons should be called Teithrasian here,
but since the adjective is the last word in the description of the monsters, we are likely dealing with
a para prosdokian joke (compare Vesp. 1137 ¢yco 8¢ oioUpav déunv Ouuaitida).

"8 For the first verb cf. E. Bacch. 1220 (3iacmrapaktdv, of Pentheus), but also the comic scene at the

end of Ecclesiazusae where the Young Man fears being ‘torn apart’ by the three old hags (1076); for
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mistaken identity of the addressee as well as in the divergent reactions of Dionysus and his
slave companion. Dionysus had earlier bragged of his boldness (uaxipov évra, 281) and
has been encouraged here to adopt ‘the appearance and the spirit’ of Heracles when knocking
at the door, announcing himself as ‘Heracles the strong’ (464). But the threats of monstrous
violence rapidly cause any strength that he might possess to fade, highlighting the mismatch
between appearance (masculine, fearless) and spirit (effeminate, cowardly) that the wine-
god had hoped to overcome. Whereas Dionysus soils himself in fright (¢ykéxoda, 479),
Xanthias claims not to have been anxious at all (o u& AP’ oUd’ éppdvTioa, 493), a boast
that leads to the two characters’ first costume swap and Xanthias’ transformation into the
comic HpaxAsiofavBias.”® The doorkeeper’s threats have been the catalyst for this.

A second costume switch is soon effectuated when it transpires that Xanthias (now
disguised as Heracles) will be welcomed with loaves of freshly-baked bread, roast ox meat,
sweet wine, cakes, and dancing girls (503—-21). Hearing this seductive proposition, Dionysus
convinces Xanthias that he had merely been ‘playing’ (raiCeov, 523) when he relinquished
Heracles’ lionskin. Moreover, no one would believe that a slave like Xanthias was the son
of Alcmene, Dionysus contends.®® The costume is reluctantly returned. This switch
backfires, however, when the pair are met not by dancing girls or a hostess bearing
delicacies, but rather two particularly unreceptive women (innkeepers, foreshadowed at 114)

who violently threaten Dionysus, once again believed to be Heracles:

the second verb cf. Hdt. 3.13.2 (toUs &vdpas kpeoupyndov diaomdoavTes), E. Hec. 1126 (what
Polymestor wishes to do to Hecuba after she has had him blinded), Bacch. 339 (of Acteon).

" Ran. 499. Sommerstein 1996a: 201 notes titles of comedies with similar amusing compounds:
Aristophanes’ Aeolosicon, Timocles’ Orestautocleides, Cratinus’ Dionysalexandros.

8 Ran. 5301, cf. 582-3. The claim is ironic given that the Heraclean tradition includes the story of

his enslavement (e.g. A. Ag. 1040-1, S. Tr. 248-53, 267).
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[Mu. ] o5 118¢éwas &v oou Aifw ToUs youpious

koTTOIW &V, Of5 HOU KATEPAYES T POPTIQ.
[Tv. B] gy 8¢y els 1O Bapabpov éuBaAowi oe.
[[u. a] gy co 8¢ TOv Adpuyy’ &v éktépoipi cou

Spémavov AaPouo’, & Tas xSAikas kaTéoTaoas.

[1*t woman] How I’d love to smash your jaws with a rock,

the jaws with which you ate up all my supplies.
[2"woman]  And I to throw you into the pit.5
[1%t woman] And | to take a scythe and cut out your

throat, the throat with which you scoffed down my tripe.

Ar. Ran. 572-6

The encounter is linked to the preceding one via the motif of eating and guest friendship.
The earlier invitation evoked a generous offer of sumptuous goods; here we learn that
Heracles had raided the innkeepers’ stocks uninvited during his visit to the Underworld. The
violence of that raid is underscored by the repeated kata-prefixed verbs, which emphasise
Heracles’ lack of restraint.%? The women’s threats, a reaction to the earlier episode (a rare

example of an external analepsis in Aristophanes), exploit the stereotypes of the feisty and

81 On the capital punishment of throwing people into a pit (the barathron) see Halm-Tisserant
2013: 154-8. The barathron is alluded to in other Aristophanic threats at Eq. 1362, Nub. 1447-51,
Plut. 1107-9.

8 katépaye (551), katrobiev (560), katépayes (573), katéomacas (576), as noted by Lada-

Richards 1999: 195 n. 114.
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vulgar innkeeper (cf. Lys. 458, Plut. 426-8), as well as that of the hungry Heracles.®® The
extremity of the punishments in relation to comparatively mild offences is amusing, and the
more horrendous the proposed violence, the more we can assume Dionysus regrets having
changed back into the Heraclean garb. Again, threats are crucial to the humour. The
innkeepers eventually depart in search of Cleon and Hyperbolus. Dionysus capitalises on
this moment to switch costumes with Xanthias one last time, setting the pair up for the
basanos episode, which | analyse in the following chapter.

The threats aimed at a god are made funny in Frogs thanks to Dionysus’ timorous
reactions and his mistaken identity. The dynamic is different in Birds, where the protagonist
Peisetairos issues more or less direct threats against both Zeus and his divine messenger, the
goddess Iris.8* With the aid of Tereus/Hoopoe, Peisetairos has convinced the birds to
construct a city in the sky. It does not take long for news to arrive that the walls of this
miraculous settlement have been breached. The gravity of the situation is underscored as the
intrusion is decried as a ‘terrible and heinous act’ (8ewodv €pyov kai oxéTAlov eipyaopévos,
1175). Thousands of raptorial birds have been sent to find the intruder (1178-83), initially
assumed to be male (aUtdév, 1178; Tou 6eol, 1183). The long build-up to Iris’ arrival serves

both a dramatic and a practical purpose. On the one hand, it creates suspense (as well as

8 For the hungry Heracles stereotype, rejected as a comic cliché at Pax 741 and Cratin. fr.
346 K-A, see Galinsky 1972: 81-100, Olson 1998: 219, Lada-Richards 1999: 195-9, Wilkins
2000: 90-7, Biles & Olson 2015: 104.

8 1Iris is the goddess of rainbows (1. 11.27-8, 17.547-8) and one of Zeus’s or Hera’s messengers
(11. 8.397-424, 11.121-40, Hom. Hymn Dem. 314-23; further references and iconography in Gantz
1993: 17-18, LIMC s.v. Iris). Iris is a disagreeable character in Euripides’ Hercules (822—73), where
she probably arrives via the stage crane (medaipovoa, 872), and which may well have inspired her

appearance in Birds. (Cropp & Fick 1985: 23 date Hercules to between 420 and 416.)
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surprise, when the intruder is revealed to be female; cf. Thesm. 571-3, Kleisthenes
announced as a woman). On the other hand, it was likely necessary for organising the
goddess’s entry via the stage-crane.®

In the initial conversation with Iris, it becomes apparent that the Olympians are
ignorant of Peisetairos’ plans, despite the hero having sent a herald (843). The protagonist
therefore announces that birds are the new rulers and, in place of the traditional gods, will
henceforth receive all sacrifices made by humans. This elicits the following angry reaction

from Iris:

@ HEPE HAIPE, UT) Beddv Kivel ppévasg
Bewds, 8Trws urj oou yévos mavwAebpov
A16s pakéAAT Tav dvaotpéyet Alkn,
Atyvis 8¢ odopa kai 3éuwv TepITTUX &S

kataiBaAcdon oou Aikupviais BoAats.

O fool, fool, do not stir up the terrible mind
of gods lest Dikg, armed with Zeus’s pick-axe,®

overturn the entirety of your utterly wretched race,

and a smoky flame would burn both your body to a crisp and the folding

embraces of your house with Likymnian bolts.

Ar. Av, 1238-42

8 Dunbar 1995: 612 presents the strong arguments in favour of Iris’ arrival from the air, not least the
numerous references to the goddess as ‘flying” (1173, 1197-8, 1217-19, 1230, 1260). For divine
entrances in tragedy that probably used the stage crane see Taplin 1977b: 4437, Mastronarde
1990: 272-80, 286-7.

8 Zeus’s proverbial pick-axe appears also at A. Ag. 525-6 and S. Chryses fr. 727 TrGF.
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With this ‘cento of consistently bombastic tragic phrases’ (Dunbar 1995: 624), the exchange
shifts from one of miscommunication to one of confrontation.®’ In addition to the seriousness
of the threatened action (burning Peisetairos’ body and house to a crisp), the menacing tone
is underscored by Iris’ physical elevation vis-a-vis the protagonist as well as the extension
of the threat to the entire human race, thus including the play’s audience. Iris’ outburst may
end on a bathetic note however if, as Sommerstein has suggested, Likymnian bolts were
proverbial for something that missed its intended mark.®® Either way, Peisetairos—now
armed with a sling (opevd6vnv, 1187)—asserts his unwillingness to be intimidated

(1243-5) and counters with threats of his own:

&p’ oo’ &1 ZeUs el ue Autrrjoel mépa,

péAabpa pev autol kai Séuous Apgiovos

KaTalBaAcdow TuppodpoIoty aieTols,

TéUYw B¢ TTopupicovas is TOV oupavov

Bpvis £ aUTdY TapdaAds évnuuévous 1250
A&l eEakooious TOV &p1Budv; kai 8rj oTe

els TToppupicov aUTd Tapéoxe TPAYyHATA.

87 Aristophanes pokes fun at tragic anadiplosis (setting the tone for the rest of the address here with
@ ucdpe pcdpe) at Ran. 1352a-5, where it is presented as typical of Euripides’ style. Examples
include éotai T&® otat (Alc. 328), oikTipov oiktipov (Med. 711), & Tékva Tékva (Med. 1020),
co@r co@r| ou (Andr. 245), and see further Denniston 1952: 90, Mastronarde 2002: 96, Austin &
Olson 2004: 104-5 (on Agathon’s & TpéoPu mpéoPu, Thesm. 146).

8 Sommerstein 1987: 281. Cf. Nub. 398-402. Likymnios was Heracles’ maternal uncle (Il. 2.661-3,
Pind. Ol. 7.20-31). Euripides (fr. 473-9 TrGF) and Xenocles (33 F 2 TrGF) both wrote tragedies
entitled Likymnios, but the plots of those plays and any possible connection to the reference in Birds

are unknowable. See further Dunbar 1995: 625-6.
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oU & el ue Autmoeis T1, This Siakdvou
TPWTNS QvaTeivas T okéAel Blaunpidd
Y “lpwv avtriv, ddote Baupdle Smaos 1255

oUTw Yépwv v otvoual TpiéuBoAov.

Don’t you know that if Zeus gives me any more grief

I shall, together with my fire-bearing [Truppdpoiowv] eagles, burn to a crisp
his halls as well as the house of Amphion,

and against him | shall send to the sky

swamp-hens [TTopgupiwvas] fitted with leopard skins,

more than six hundred in number. Earlier,

just one Porphyrion [TTopgupicov] gave him trouble.®

As for you, if you give me any grief,

first raising both the servant’s legs, I’ll penetrate the thighs of
Iris herself, such that one is astounded at how,

although so old, | get erections good enough for a triple ramming.

Ar. Av. 1246-56

8 Porphyrion was one of the giants who participated in the Gigantomachy, perhaps as their leader
(Pind. Pyth. 8.12-19, Apollod. Bibl. 1.6.1-2, LIMC s.v. Porphyrion, Dunbar 1995: 375). There is a
pun on Tmop@upiwvas (‘swamp-hens’, 1249; Arnott 2007: 197-9), which itself may recall
Tuppdpototv (‘fire-bearing’) from the previous line.

% The word Si&dkovos—the same term used for Tereus/Hoopoe’s doorkeeper in the play’s prologue,
a character who introduces himself as a 8oUAos (70-4)—seems disparaging in the context, though it
can mean simply ‘messenger’ (e.g. S. Phil. 497). For 8iakovos used as an affront compare [A.] PV
941-2, as well as its use in the context of slavish satyrs in satyr play (S. Ichn. fr. 314.149-50 TrGF

&veupa kakopoTa kayeAeuBpa SiakovoivTes, E. Cyc. 32).
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The original suggestion of burning the ‘folding embraces’ of Peisetairos’ house is echoed
here in the threat to incinerate Zeus’s halls, and capped with the addition of Amphion’s
house.”! By recycling Iris’ verb kataibalotv (‘to incinerate’, 1242/1248), Peisetairos
continues the paratragic diction (note also the weighty three-word trimeter) and makes clear
that he wishes to outdo the original threat.®> The sombre tone abruptly recedes at the end of
the address, however, when Peisetairos turns his attention away from Zeus and toward Iris
herself, issuing a surprising and for comedy unparalleled threat of raping the goddess. The
explicit acts of ‘raising legs’ and ‘penetrating thighs’ culminate with the image of a ‘triple
ramming’ (TpiéuBoAov), which is equally crude and finds echoes in the vocabulary of naval
warfare: Athenian triremes were fitted with bronze-covered rams (éuPoAot) for smashing
into enemy ships.® This is the last of several references to ships in the exchange with Iris,
whose arrival with beating wings and a flowing dress may have recalled the beating of oars

and the flowing of sails (tco wépuye ol vavoTolAeis; 1229; cf. A. Ag. 52, E. Med. 1-2,

% A parody of A. Niobe fr. 160 TrGF (x — péAaBpa kai 8duous Augiovos / kaTaibaAcdow
Tuppopolotv aietols). Amphion was the son of Zeus and Antiope. He is said to have constructed
the walls of Thebes (E. Phoen. 824), and accordingly, in Sophocles’ Antigone, the messenger
addresses the Thebans as Kadpou mépoikol kai 8duwv Augiovos (1155). Since Thebes was ranged
against Athens during the Peloponnesian War, the joke in Birds may have a political slant.

%2 Aside from A. Niobe fr. 160 TrGF, which is being parodied here (see previous footnote), the verb
kataiBaAolv appears at E. Supp. 640, lon 215, but nowhere else in comedy. Compare Austin &
Olson 2004: 251 on predominantly tragic kataibew.

% Casson 1994: 85, Dunbar 1995: 629-30. The use of naval rams was perhaps remembered as
instrumental in Athens’s victory at the Battle of Salamis (A. Pers. 395-432). At Ar. fr. 334 K-A,
EuPoAos (‘battering ram”) almost certainly denotes an erect penis. For other instances of nautical

terminology denoting sexual acts see Henderson 1991: 161-6.
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Hel. 147-8). Peisetairos had accordingly begun by asking Iris if she is a ship (évoua 8¢ oot
Ti ¢oTi; TAoTov §j kuvfj; 1203) and continues with references to two of Athens’s state
triremes, the Paralos and the Salaminia.®* Iris is thus reminiscent of the busy imperial city
that Peisetairos had been fleeing (cf. 109, 145-7 [explicitly mentioning the Salaminia]),
perhaps providing additional motivation for his strong threat. While the fantasy of an older
man reborn as a sexually potent misfit is found in Aristophanes (e.g. Dicaeopolis, Trygaeus,
Philocleon), there is no hint that Peisetairos’ threat is motivated here by sexual desire.*® His
intentions are hostile and assert his power by suggesting a reversal of the gods’ sexual
adventures with human women (Alcmene, Alope, Semele, mentioned earlier in the play,
556-9). It is difficult to gauge how the original audience might have reacted to Peisetairos’
threat of rape.”® We can only note that it goes unpunished. Far from the disoriented and
frustrated figure of the play’s prologue, Peisetairos now exudes self-confidence to the point
where he feels able to threaten a goddess. The lack of punishment for this, then later the
fantastic rewards that the protagonist enjoys at the end of the comedy, would seem to

legitimise his behaviour.

% Av. 1204. For the ships see B. Jordan 1975: 166-76. The Salaminia had been used to recall
Alcibiades from Sicily the year before Birds (Thuc. 6.52, 61). “Iris’, for its part, is attested as a trireme
name in the fourth century (1G 1121611.123).

% Contrast Euelpides’ excited reaction to Procne where the same, rare verb denoting thigh-
penetration appears (¢yco Siaunpifon’ &v auTrv 118éws, 669).

% For a discussion of other moral ambiguities and contradictions in Peisetairos’ plan, of which the
rape threat may be one, see Konstan 1997. For attidudes toward (human) rape in contemporary

Athens see Cole 1984, Harris 1990, Carey 1995, Harris 2004a.
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3.3. A formal analysis of Aristophanic threats

Having looked at how threats are incorporated into Aristophanes’ plots and inform

interpersonal relationships between his characters, | analyse in this section the grammar of

Aristophanic threats and discuss how various constructions inform threat exchanges in the

comedies. Comparable data from tragedy and satyr play are presented at the end of the

section, revealing differences between the dramatic genres.

Threats without a condition: these are the most common types of threats in Aristophanes.

In their basic form, a harmful action is promised either as a first-person singular/plural future

indicative (e.g. &moAc oe), or as a second-person singular/plural (or dual) future indicative

(e.g. oipdEel pakpda). Whereas the former emphasise what is to be undertaken, the latter

focus on the addressee(s) and on how (s)he is, or they are, about to suffer.

First-person threats without a condition:

Ach.

Eq.

Nub.

Vesp.

KaTd ot Xcoouev Tols Aibois (295)
Tinwpnoouat (304)
dnEoudp’ Uuas yw (325)

gy 8¢ ¥’ EEEAEw ot Tijs TuyTis Bupale kiBSa (365)
oldv ot drjow <’v> T EVAw (367)

BicxEopai ot derthias (368)

Bepcd oe BUAaxov kAoTriis (370)

TEPIKOUUaT €k oou okeudow (372)

gy oe v TOV HpakAéa TapaocTtopdd (481)

amoAc oe (702)

€v TG EVAw Brjow ot vi) TOV ovpavdv (705)
eEeAG O’ &5 kOpakas éx Tijs oikias (121-3; cf. 801-2)
TOAU Yap n&AASv o’ / ¢v Tols ToAAoiol Aéycwv amoAd (891-2)

ATToAG o€ kakads (899)

kal o¢ Y’ auTols éEoAolpev (422)
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Av. TMKPOUS £y cd Gol TAHUEPOV Beifw vopous (1045)%7
A&ToAG ot Kal ypdyew ot pupias Spaxudas (1052)

Lys. oxnow o’ ey Tis viv Bors (380)

Thesm. TOV onoapoivh’ dv kaTépayes, ToUTov Xeoeiv Torfow (570)%
K&y 0" amodeife BupdAwma Trhuepov (729)%°
guTpTioouEY Toivuv ot (749)
HaoTIY® o &pa (1126)
16 KemaAr) 6 &pa / TO immoudkaipav &TokeKOWL TOUTOl

(1126-7)
Eccl. AAN £y oe Tinprioopat (1044)
Plut. A&AAG ool TapéEw mpdyuaTa (20)

ATS 0° OAGD KakdV kKakads (65)
£y Yap Upds eE0AG kakoUs kakads (418)
opcd Troirow Triuepov dolvat Siknv (433)

Table 3.1: First-person threats without a condition

%7 Peisetairos is responding to the Decree-Seller, who has come with new laws for Nephelokokkugia.
For threat formulas with initial prediative mxpds see Dunbar 1995: 572 (citing Od. 17.448,
Ar. Av. 1468, Thesm. 853, E. Med. 399400 [x 2], Bacch. 357).

% For mo()riow + infinitive in comic threats see K—-A on Hermipp. fr. 74, Biles & Olson 2015: 286
(citing Nub. 1491-2, Av. 1465, Lys. 684-5, Plut. 433, 947). See also Vesp. 643 (1} unv ¢y ot
Trjuepov okuTn BAémew Tojow). Comparable are threats with kaBinwu + participle: Cratin. fr. 309
K-A (v xeipa ur) "miRaAAe, ur) kAdwv kadij), Eup. fr. 99.110 (vai p& Aia kAdovta kabéow o).
% For trjuepov used to intensify threats see Hermipp. fr. 74 K-A (¢ycd cou Thuepov TUTITwY TO
mpdowTov { vy Al’ ) aipoppuyxi&v Toirow), Austin & Olson 2004: 251 (citing Eq. 68 [reported],
Nub. 1307, Vesp. 643, Pax 243, Av. 1045, Lys. 684-5), Biles & Olson 2015: 286 (adding Ar. fr. 614,
Cratin. fr. 129 K—A). The only tragic instance is [E.] Rhes. 683. Comparable is Latin iam in threats
(e.g. Plaut. Cas. 643—4 hoc / iam tibi istuc cerebrum dispercutiam, Curc. 576 iam ego te faciam ut
hinc formicae frustillatim different, Rud. 763 iam hercle tibi fiet in ore messis mergis pugneis,

1007 iam in cerebro colaphos apstrudam tuo).
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Second-person threats without a condition, frequently employing a verb of howling or

wailing (sc. in pain):

Ach.

Eq.

Nub.

Vesp.

Pax

Av.

Lys.

Plut.

Thesm.

amoAei (295)
kA&oov peyapiets (822)

amoAeioBov amobaveiohov & mapwTdTe (239)
amobaveicbov avTika pdAa (284)

v Al oipcd€ecd’ &pa (217)
7 MMV OU TOUTWV TG Xpovew dwoels diknv (1242)

ToUTV Hév Tax Nuiv ScdoeTov kaAnv Siknv (453)1%
T UV oU Bcdoels atpilov TouTtwv diknv (1332)

kAavoel pakpd (255)
TANYas Afjyecd’ copyeion (493)
kAavoel v TOV Atdvuoov / oipwyas &dwv, kal TavTtas

dupaloéooas (1277-8)

atoAeicBov (64)
oipdEel pakpd (1207; cf. Eup. fr. 328 K-A, Men. Epit. 160, 1068)
mKp&v Tay Syel oTpeyodikoTavoupyiav (1468)

kAavoel Toivuv ToAU pdAAov (505)
Afyel Bt kakdv (713)101

kAavoeT” &pa vr) TG Beco / S0Tis 0° ATTGEEL TUTTTOUEVOS TTj
Aautéd (916-17)

kAauo’ &pa (1087 = 1088)

amoAcdAaTtov (421)
ATap oUX HTTOV Y’ oudtv kAavoe (572)
oindE&pa ov (876)

Table 3.2: Second-person threats without a condition

100 For téxa (‘soon’, ‘forthwith’) in threats cf. Od. 12.387-8, 18.10, 389-91, Ar. Ach. 564-5,

Av. 1042, 1468, Lys. 443-4, Thesm. 718-20, S. OC 820, E. IA 311. Similar is the expression ouk eis

nakpdav (e.9. A. Supp. 925 kAd&ois v, el wavoeias, oU udA’ &g pakpdv, Men. Sam. 718 118n ot &nocw,

MEIPAKIOV, OUK Eis HaKpEv).

101 Parallels for this primarily prosaic expression in Austin & Olson 2004: 248.
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Further variations on threats without a condition include those directed at a beloved
secondary target,%? or at part of an opponent’s body, including threats of plucking hairs,
ripping/slicing out internal organs, and kicking shins.%

The idea of ‘you won’t get away with this’ is expressed in two different ways. First
with o xaipew (lit. “you will not rejoice [doing this]’), either alone or, less often, followed

by a verb in the future:

Ach. AAN ol Xaipeov Taita ToAurost Aéyew (563)

Eq. oUTol pu& Tous Scddeka Beovus xaiprioeTov (235)
ou xaiprioels (828)

Vesp. H& TOV A’ ol xaupriowv ye oV (186)
Thesm. AAN ol u& T Beco Tax ov / xaipwov {ocws evuPpiels / Adyous
Te Aé€eis avooious (718-20)

ou kaipnoeis’? (1094)

Ran. AAN o¥ T xaipeov alT’ épeis (843, a warning)

102 QuTaToKTEVE Y&p YUV TGV pidcov Tous pihtédTous (Ach. 326-7, referring to the coals), &y co

yap TtouTovi Siagpbepcd (Ach. 331, referring to the basket of coals), éyco 8¢ coU ye T k&dw
Siaokedd (Av. 1053), kabawpatwoer Pooudv (Thesm. 694, referring to the kidnapped
baby/wineskin).

108 kuvokoT o cou TO védyTov (EQ. 289), yco 8¢ kv ow Yé cou ToV TpwkTdY &vTi uockns (EQ.
364), tas BAepapidas cou mapaTiAéd (EQ. 373), Tov mpnyopecdva cou ‘kteucd (Eq. 374),
eEapmaoopai cou tois dvull T&vtepa (EQ. 708), Ppukouod cou Tous mAevpovas kai T&vTep’
eEaurjow (Lys. 367), kwkUoeobe Tas Tpixas pakpd (Lys. 1222), éxmokicd cou Tas TOKAdAs
(Thesm. 577). And compare kat&Ew v kepaAnv . . . cou (Men. Sam. 388, Epit. 1062).

104 The Scythian Archer’s attempt at o xaiprioets. One of this character’s speech idiosyncrasies is

that he does not use aspirates (Willi 2003: 2034, Austin & Olson 2004: 308, Hall 2006: 230).
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Plut. oUTol u& v Afjuntpa xaiprioets €11 (64)

Table 3.3: “You won’t get away with this’ with oU xaipeiv!05

The second is formed with oUto1 + invocation (u&) + katampoifecbal + participle. This
construction is typically employed at a change of speaker.% It is found neither in tragedy
nor fourth-century prose.’%” Absence from other genres suggests that it is a low-register or

colloquial formulation.

Eq. oUTol pu& Ty AfunTtpa katatmpoifel TdAavta ToAA& / kKAéyas
Abnvaicov (435-6)

Nub. oUTol u& tov Afa Tév puéyav kai Tous Beous / Euol kaTatpoietl

(123940, no participle)

Vesp. oUTol kaTaTpoifel ua TOv ATTdAAw ToUTo Spcdov (1366)
oUTol u& T Beco katampoifel MupTias / Tijs AykuAicovos
BuyaTépos kai ZwoTpdTns / ot Siagbeipas éuot T popTial®

(1396-8)

105 Cf. Eup. fr. 106 K-A: o y&p u& thv Mapabdvt Thv éunv pudxnv / xaipawv Tis aitddv Toupudv
aAyvvel (= E. Med. 395/8), S. Ant. 758-9, OT 363 (with Finglass 2018 ad loc.), Phil. 1299, E. Or.
1593, Hdt. 3.29.2, PI. Grg. 510d, further Barrett 1964: 411-12 (on E. Hipp. 1416-22), Moorhouse
1982: 255, Collard 2005: 366—7. Schein 2013: 317 (on S. Phil. 1299) notes that for the oU xaipew
construction, ‘the threat is stronger when the verb must be understood . . . from the previous speaker’s
words [e.g. Eg. 828] . . . than when the verb is expressed by the one making the threat [e.g. Ach.
563]’. For the comparable construction using kAaiewv and a future verb, implying ‘the imminence of
a blow’, see Wilkins 1993: 85 (on E. Hcld. 270).

106 The exception is Vesp. 1366, which Rusten 1977: 159 adduces as an argument for attributing the
two preceding lines to Philocleon.

07 Although it is found, without an invocation, at Hdt. 3.156.3, 5.105.1, 7.17.2.

108 Printing the MSS BuyaTépos for Richards’s conjecture yevouévns adopted in Wilson’s OCT

(cf. Biles & Olson 2015: 485).
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Thesm. oUTol u& T Beco oU katampoifel Aéyouoa tauTi (566)

Table 3.4: “You won’t get away with . . . > with oUtol + invocation (u&) + katampoifeoban + participle

Relatively rare are threats formulated with io6: (vel sim., although unstated in most

instances) + (exclamatory) cos + future:1%°

Ach. 325 cos TeBvurEcov 1081 vuvi (‘know that you will now die!”)
Ach. 335 035 ATTOKTEVE)

Ach. 564-5 @6 €l Bevels / TOV Gudpa ToUTov, auTods apbroel Taxa
Ach. 590 ofy’ cos Teburigers

The forceful, double-negative construction ouk éotiv é1reos ou + future indicative appears

twice in a threat:11°

Vesp. 654 oUK €o0TIv 8Treas ouxi TeBunEets (‘there is no way that you will not die!”,
Philocleon to his own son; ‘a ridiculously theatrical threat’ so Biles &
Olson 2015: 289)

Pax 188 oUTol ua v Mv €06’ dmeos oUk amobavel

Threats can also be strengthened with the particle combination 7 urv, consistently in the

front position and generally paired with a future indicative.'!! The combination may lend the

109 For further examples of this construction in drama see Diggle 1981: 88, Lo6pez Eire
1994: 138-40. Its repeated use by Polemos in Peace (236-7, 243, 246-7, 250) suggests that it was
appropriate in the mouth of hyperbolically angry speakers.

110 This double negative construction is not restricted to threats, nor is it exclusively comic (compare
e.g. Ach. 116, Eq. 238, 426, Nub. 802, 1307-8, Vesp. 260-1, Av. 52, Lys. 1092, Thesm. 404, 847,
882, Ran. 640, Plut. 871, S. El. 1479, OT 1058-9, OC 97-8, E. IT 684, Erechth. fr. 360.52 TrGF).
111 For 7 unv being explicitly connected to threatening speech see Thuc. 8.33.1 (ToAA& &meidfioas

ToTls Xioig fj v ur) empPBonbricew, fjv T1 Sécovtat). The combination 7 urv is also used in predictions
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threat something of the aura of an oath since the two particles are regularly used to introduce
acts of swearing, particularly in oratio obliqua.'*?> From this perspective, possible

translations would be ‘I swear’ or ‘by god’:

Vesp. 643 T UNV £y o€ Trinepov okyTn PAémev oirjow (‘By god, I’1l make sure you
see the whip immediately’)
Vesp. 1332-3 1) unv o 8choets avpiov TouTtwv Siknv / fuiv &mactv

Av. 1259 1 urjv og Tavoel 15 UBpecds olpds Tatrp

There are a few examples of threats formed with a verb in the imperative + un + subjunctive,

or an imperative + fva (un) + subjunctive:

Ach. 111-12  &ye 81 oU pp&oov Euol capads mpods Toutovi / (va urj ot Bayw Bauua
Sapdiavikd

Nub. 58 Belp’ €AO’ tva kAdms (‘Come here so that you might weep!”)

Vesp. 1386 TnpoU un A&Pns U ma

Lys. 503 Aéye 81 Taxéws va ur) kKAAns

of a negative outcome for the addressee (which often come across as veiled threats, where the
distinction between these and outright threats can be slight) at Nub. 1242, Plut. 608, and for tragedy
compare [A.] PV 907-10, S. OC 815-16, E. Alc. 64, and further Wakker 1997.

U2E g.S. Tr. 255-6, 1185-7, E. IA 475, Thuc. 4.88.1, 5.38.1, 5.50.1, Lys. 4.12, Andoc. 1.127, Dem.
19.292, 32.31, 39.3, 54.41, Xen. Anab. 2.3.26, Hell. 2.4.43, 3.4.6.

1131 find only one threat in tragedy that employs a comparable construction: kai cot Tpopwv6
TOVSE uny B&mTew, STreos / ur) TOvde B&TTTwY auTos &5 Tagas méons (S. Aj. 1089-90, ‘a buffoonish

jibe’: Finglass 2011 ad loc.).
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Threats can also be uttered in the form of a (rhetorical) question, either direct or indirect,

which may add a sense of desperation or frustration to the utterance. This occurs at:

Av. 1121-3 dpd& y’ oloBa Tolb’ dTi / Bikadtat &v Angbeioa maocdv lpidwv /
améBaves, ei Tijs abias éTUyxaves; (Cf. Av. 1246-8)

Av. 1627 6 TpiPaAAds, oiucolev Sokel oot;

Lys. 3567 & Gadpia, Tautas AaAeiv édoouev TooauTi; / oU mepikaT&Eal TO EYAov

TUTTTOVT éXPTiv TV auTals;

Lys. 366 Ti & fjv omodcd Tois kovdUAols; Ti W’ épydoel TO dewdv;
Lys. 376 oUK old& o el TR®’ cas Exw Tij Aaumddi otabelow

Lys. 821 v yv&Bov BouAel Béveo;

Lys. 823 AAA& KpoUow TG okéAel;

Thesm. 1135  &11y&p oU 1) p&oTryav emTupels AaBeiv;

Plut. 271-2 MGV aglols pevakioas et amaAAaytjval / alripors;
Threats with a condition: these are less common in Aristophanes than threats without a
condition. The most common construction is &t (ury) + future indicative in the protasis with
future indicative in the apodosis. This formulation is by no means restricted to minatory
utterances, but the indicative conveys a logical and immutable consequence, and when

employed in threats the tone is thus forceful and assured.!!4

Ach. [sc. 1o61] cos ei Bevels / TOV &udpa TolUTov, autds apbrioet
Tdxa (564-5)
kA&oov ye oV / €l ur) "Tépuooe oukopavTrioels Tpéxwv (827-8)

Eq. el uj W dvaTeioeT’, dmmobaveicbe triuepov (68, reported)
Srapopriow o, €l T1 ypUEeis (294)
KoTpopopnow o’ el Aakrjoel (295)
€l un W €A0ElS EMTPOTIEVELY, ETEPOS aU / éuoU TTavoupydtepds
Tis avagavrjoeTat (949-50)

Vesp. gl U W e&oed’ fjlouxov, paxouueba (190)

114 Or ‘stern, minatory, [and] prophetic’, as Gildersleeve 1876: 9 put it. See also Goodwin 1889:

88 444, 447, Moorhouse 1982: 277, Wakker 1994: 16776, 188.
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Av.

Lys.

Plut.

gl vi) Al albis kovBUAols voubeTrioed nuas / dmooPéoavTes
Tous AUxvous &mipev oikad’ auToi (254-5)

el 8¢ ) ToUTov pebrioels, év Ti ool Tayroetat (437)

gl un ‘pprjoed’, tuas, / & mwévnpot, Tautni T / dadi ppukTous
okevdow (1329-31)

&p’ oloB’ 8T ZeUs e pe Autrjoet épa / péAabpa ptv autol kai
Bbpous Augiovos / katailBaAcow (1246-8)

oU 8 &l pe Autjoeis T1, Ths dtakdvou / TpcdTNS AvaTeivas T
okéAel draunpiéd / thv Tlpv avutrv (1253-5)

€l Ur) olwTmoel, Bevcdv cou "KKOKKIG TO Yiipas (364)

gl T&pa v TN ApTepv TNy Xeip& pot / &kpav mpoooioel,
Snudolios v kAavoeTtal (435-6)

el Tépa v v TTdvdpooov Tautn pdvov / Thv xeip’ emPalels,
gmixeoel TaToUpevos (439-40)

gl T&pa vn TV Qwogdpov Ty xeip &kpav / TauTn
Tpoooioels, kUabov aitrioels Taxa (443-4)

el Tépa vr) v TaupomdAov TauTr Tpdoel / £yco *KTTOKIG cou
T&S oTEVOKWKUTOUS Tpixas (447-8)

el 8¢ Autrioeis Ti pe / TE®E 0° AyrkTe TaTdEw TG Kobdpve
TV yv&bov (656-7)

€l vn) Tco Becd e Ceomruprioetls AYow / Thv uauTiis Uv £yco 3,
kal momow [/ Trhnepov Tous dnuétas PwoTpeiv o’ £y
TekToUuevov (682-5)

€l U ppaoels ydp, amd o’ OAG kakdv Kakdds (65)

Table 3.5: Conditional threats with ei (ur}) + future indicative + future indicative

Conditional threats formed with ¢&v/tjv + subjunctive in the protasis with a future indicative

in the apodosis are less common than threats with i (ury) + future indicative:

Ach.
Eq.
Nub.

Vesp.

Lys.

Thesm.

fiv 8’ amoAryaivn, Tous dyopavopous kaAsd (968)
SiaPaldd o', tav oTpaTtnyis (288)
kAavoet, THv xeip’ v emPB4aAAns (933)

s £y ToUTéY ¥, Eav ypuEn / T1, Toiow dakeiv v / kapdiav
kai TOv Tepl Wuxiis / dpduov Spaueiv (374-7)

gav 8¢ ToUTo Bpds, kuAodiav avaykn (472)

¢uPBaAc ool TatTadov / v ur) oomds (222-3)
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ToUTo 8’ oUdémoTe oU Weopels / fijv urj W agfit’ (692-3)

Plut. €Yo HEv oUv oUk €08’ 8Treas oryrjoouat / fiv un ppaons 8 Tt Tédd’
akoAouBoupév Trote (19-20)
& A" GAN apelcov TOV oTépavov, v AuTrijs Ti pe /
[sc. Tumrthiow o’] va uaAAov aiyijs (22-3)

Table 3.6: Conditional threats with fjv/é&v + subjunctive + future indicative

A variant of conditional threats are constructions employing an imperative followed by ei 5¢

un kTA. (‘Do this! Otherwise . . ."):

Nub. 1433 TPOs TaUTa Wi TUTT . €l 8¢ ur|, cautdv ot aiTtidoel (‘And stop hitting
me! Otherwise, you’ll only have yourself to blame [sc. for my reaction]’)

Vesp. 428-9 &l agiel TOv &Gudp’ €l 8¢ urj, priu’ Eycd / Tas XeAcOvas Hakaplelv oe ToU
dépuaTos

Vesp. 434-5  A&Becbe touToui kal ur) uebrjoBe undevi- / et 8¢ ur, v médais Taxeials

oUdtv aploTrioeTe

Threats both with and without a condition receive added strength and are bestowed with
divine authority when accompanied by an invocation. The reasons determining which god
is invoked are not always discernible and are dictated to a certain extent by the metre. At
times, however, the invoked god is connected to the speaker’s character (e.g. the Megarian
trader swearing by Diocles in Acharnians, Trygaeus swearing by Dionysus) or conforms to

more general curse patterns.tt®

115 E.g. oaths with ' are always negative (Olson 1988: 104-5) and spoken exclusively by male
characters; swearing by Artemis is reserved for female characters or cross-dressing men (Austin &
Olson 2004: 207-8) as is swearing by the ‘two goddesses’ Demeter and Kore (Eccl. 156-9,
Austin & Olson 2004: 176), though male characters do swear by Demeter alone. For ‘informal oaths’
in general see Dover 1985: 328-32 (with comparanda from Greek oratory), Dillon 1995,

Sommerstein & Torrance 2014: 315-26 (with fuller information on gender differences as well as
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The following threats include invocations:

Ach. TA&AW TU &Tro1o6 vai tov Epudv oikadis (779)

Eq. oUTol pu& Tous dcddeka Beovus xaiprioeTov (235)
oUTol pu& v AfjunTtpa katatpoifel TdAavta ToAA& / kKAéyas
Abnvaicov (435-6)
gy oe vn 1OV HpakAéa TapacTtopdd (481)
A&ToAG ot vi T Tpoedpiav Thv éx TTUAou (702)
v TAd EVAw Brjow oe v} 1OV ovpavdv (705)
kai o’ ¢émdeifeo / vry Thv ArjunTp’ (832-3)

Nub. oUk &pa ua thv Arjuntpa . . . (121)
vn Al” oind€eod’ &pa (217)
oUTol p& Tov Ala Tév péyav kai Tous Beous / ¢pol kaTatpoifel

(1239-40)

Vesp. u& TOV Af’ ol xaupriowv ye ou (186)
el vi) Al aUbis kovdUAols voubetrioed’ Muds / dmooPécavTes
Tous AUxvous &mipev oikad’ avToli (254-5)
oUTol kaTaTpoifel & TOv ATTéAAw TouTo Spddov (1366)

oUTol u& T Beco katampoiter . . . (1396)
Av. vr) OV A’ 1) 'y d oou kaTamavow Tas mvods (1397)
Pax oUTtol pu& v My €06’ 8Treos ouk amobavel (188)

kAavoel vi) TOv Atdvuoov / oipwyas &dcov (1277-8)

Lys. el T&pa vr) TN ApTepv . . . (435)
el T&pa vr) T TT&vdpooov . . . (439)
el Tépa vr) THY Pwoedpov . . . (443)
el T&pa vr) thv Taupomdiov . . . (447)
€l v1) T Becd . . . (682)

Thesm. oUTol u& T Beco oU katampoifel Aéyouoa TauTi (566)
KAYcd ot vi) THv ApTepw . . . / TOV onoapoivl’ &v kaTépayes,
ToUToV Xeoelv Toirjow (569-70)
AAN ol p& T Beco Tax ov / xaipov Tows evuBpieis / Adyous
Te Aé€els avooious (718-20)
kAavoeT” &pa vr) TG Beco (916)

diachronic changes). Such informal oaths are rare in tragedy. Sommerstein & Torrance 2014: 82-3
count just thirteen instances versus 589 for Aristophanes (eid. p. 316). For informal oaths in Latin

comedy see J. Adams 1984: 47-54.
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Plut. oU Tol u& Thv Arjuntpa xaiprjoeis €11 (64)

Table 3.7: Aristophanic threats with invocations

Finally, we can identify some differences between comic and tragic forms. The construction
oU xaipew in direct threats is rare in tragedy (S. Ant. 758-9, OT 363, Phil. 1299, E. Or.
1593), while oUtol + kaTampoifeoban + participle is not found at all. The intensifying
particle combination 7 urv occurs just once in an unambiguous threat (S. OC 815-16), but
compare its use in the ‘veiled threats’ listed in footnote 111 above. Threats with {o61 cos vel
sim. are also infrequent: I note only A. Ag. 1670, S. Ant. 758-9, and [E.] Rhes. 816-18.

Conditional threats are relatively uncommon in tragedy (e.g. A. Supp. 903-4, 925, S.
Aj. 1314-15, Ant. 934, 306-09, OT 1166, Phil. 1299, E. 1A 306), but tragedy has a threat
construction not found in Aristophanes, namely an imperatival expression + 1 (‘do this . . .
orelse...’, S. Phil. 983, E. Phoen. 593, Or. 1567-9). Threats formed with an imperatival
construction followed by, or supplemented with, ei 8¢ ur) kTA. occur only at S. Tr. 1200-2,
1204-5, and E. Or. 1516 (8pocov—ei 8¢ urj, KTevéd oe—ur) Aéyew eunv xaptv).

Direct threats in tragedy are evenly distributed between first-person and second-
person forms (see below). Overall, they are less numerous than in Aristophanes, which may
contribute to the impression of comedy as the more spontaneous genre.

First-person threats without a condition in tragedy and satyr play:

S.0C THY & &Eco Taxa (320)

E. Andr. TUp ool Tpocoicw (257)
ot 8¢ kTevdd (440)

E. Phoen. Kal KaTakTevE [SC. og] (611)

E. Or. HEAA O kTeveTv oou BuyaTépa (1578)
Tupi 8" dvdyouev Sduous (1594)

E. 1A oKATITPW TaX &pa odv kabaiudEe k&pa (311; cf. Andr. 588)
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E. Cyc. TAXA TIs VUGV TG EUA / ddkpua pebrioer (210-11)
gTrel o Tiod” Amopprifas METpas / auTolol cuvVaUTaIOol
ouvTpiyw BaAcv (704-5)

Table 3.8: First-person threats without a condition in tragedy (and satyr play)

Second-person threats without a condition in tragedy and satyr play:

A. Ag. kal TaUta T&Tn kKAaupdtwy dpxnyevr (1628)

A. Theoroi/lsthm.  TaUt’ olv SakpUoels o katvé (78¢.41 TrGF)

S. Ant. KAaicv pPevdoEels, Cov PPevddv auTds kevds (754)

S.OT oU TTpos XAPLv UiV oUk Epels, kKAaiwv 8 gpels (1152)

S. Ichn. kAaiovTtes auTi) SetAia woeri[c]eTe (168; cf. Antonopoulos 2014)
E. Hcld. kAaicwv &p’ &yn TAVSE Kouk &5 auPoAds (270)

E. HF ULETs B¢, Tpéofets, Tals euals évavTiol / yvwualow SvTes, ou

ubévov oTevdgete / Tous HpakAeious maidas, dAA& kai 8dpou /
TUxas, dTav Téoxn Ti, uepvrioeobe 8¢ / SoTAot yeyddTes Tijs
gufis Tupavvidos (247-51)

[E.] Rhes. Bavi] yap orjuepov Spdoas kakas (683)

Table 3.9: Second-person threats without a condition in tragedy (and satyr play)

3.4. Chapter conclusions

Threats in Aristophanes exploit the vocabulary of pain and destruction, but never imply a
real risk of death. That being said, a character issuing a threat does demonstrate that he or
she is ready to transform hostility into action (or, at least, wants to give that impression). As

such, threats contribute to, and indeed often raise, the tension of Aristophanic face-offs. The
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formal survey in section 3.3 has revealed that threats are also more prominent in comedy
than in tragedy, contributing to the liveliness of the former genre.

Threats can elicit laughter thanks to their disgusting or unabashedly sexual nature,
paratragic elements, mixed registers, or the perceived inappropriateness of the utterance
given the relationship between speaker and addressee. In certain configurations, threats
aggravate addressees, who respond with threats of their own (Knights, Lysistrata). In other
cases, we are encouraged to laugh at characters who issue ridiculous threats or, conversely,
overreact in the face of minor ones (Acharnians, Thesmophoriazusae). Female characters
hold their own in Lysistrata, Thesmophoriazusae, and Frogs (the innkeepers), directing
violent threats at male addressees. The threats in the Telephus parodies from Acharnians and
Thesmophoriazusae force spectators to wait for an outcome and are thus suspenseful, but the
conclusion in both cases is surprising and bathetic, which deflates any tension. Frogs
exploits Dionysus’ attempts to pass himself off as Heracles by having various characters,
firm in the belief that the protagonist is the son of Alcmene, threaten and mistreat him. The
mirrored threats in Knights highlight arguably uncomfortable similarities between the play’s
rivals, but also allow Aristophanes to display his poetic craftsmanship. Resistance to threats
demonstrates a character’s resilience, self-confidence, or comic foolhardiness. Kinsman’s
disdain for the women’s threats of burning in Thesmophoriazusae is funny given the
precarious situation in which he finds himself. This combined with his quick thinking in the
face of danger is, however, typical of the audacity exhibited by many of Aristophanes’
characters. Philocleon’s reactions to threats in Wasps, on the other hand, invite questions
about the success of his son’s plan to reform the old man. Finally, and unlike tragedy where
threats are primarily aimed at vulnerable or marginalised figures, part of comedy’s allure is

that it empowers low-status characters to challenge conventional authorities and, in the case
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of Birds, even gods. Aristophanes gives his spectators the opportunity to experience such

gratifying power reversals, of which threats are an important constituent.
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CHAPTER 4

The comic body under attack.
Slapstick in Aristophanes

4.1. Opening remarks and previous approaches to Aristophanic slapstick

In addition to words and music, theatre conveys meaning via the arrangement of bodies,
props, costume, scenic decoration, lighting, and space. The optic and physical properties of
the theatre present playwrights with opportunities as well as challenges that have been
discussed in a number of studies of Greek comedy, although rarely with a focus on the
aesthetics of conflict.

An exception is Kaimio’s article ‘Comic violence in Aristophanes’ (1990), which
takes a formalistic approach to staged physical aggression. Although Kaimio admits the
heterogeneity of violent acts in Aristophanic comedy, she identifies two main categories of
comic violence: a) that which belongs ‘organically to certain parts of comedy’ (p. 53), by
which she means violence in the build-up to the agon and in post-parabatic scenes, and b)
violence that is a function of the victim’s status. The first type revolves around either
intruders or the chorus. The expulsion of intruders represents a ‘culmination of [the] deep
conflicts . . . presented in the first part of the comedy’ (p. 60) and occurs after the poet has
secured sympathy for the protagonist; choral violence, for its part, leads to battle scenes
either between two opposing semi-choruses or in which individual characters face off

against a group. Belonging to Kaimio’s second category are hostile encounters that ‘can
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occur in different phases of the dramatic structure’ (p. 62), such as the father-beating episode
toward the end of Clouds or various interventions by Scythian archers. Here, Kaimio does
not construct an overarching account, but suggests that these clashes are symptomatic of the
comic upending of orthodox hierarchies. Victims are typically authority figures who are
mocked or treated in ways scarcely imaginable in the real world. This leads Kaimio to
conclude that, whereas in tragedy violence is inflicted on oppressed or vulnerable characters,
in comedy, violence primarily involves ‘pulling down the authorities of real life’ (p. 72).
Kaimio focusses on the agents and victims of violence in Aristophanes, rather than
the acts themselves. It therefore falls outside of her scope to discuss problems of staging and
spectacle (one of the central aims of this chapter) or questions concerning morality and
limits. The latter seem essential when we consider that Aristophanes does not allow
unadulterated violence, such as the rape of citizen women or murder (cf. Arist. Poet.

1453a35-9), to inform his plays.! Unlike in tragedy, where such crimes spur characters into

1 One might see Tereus in Birds as an exception, but his violent background is not long dwelt upon
(though cf. Av. 209-14) nor does it influence the comic plot beyond explaining how he comes to be
an intermediary between humans and birds. On the possible tensions generated by this comic
suppression of Tereus’ past see Dobrov 1993. On rape in Aristophanes, which does appear in threats
and fantasies, see Sommerstein 1998, Riess 2012: 279-85, Robson 2015. See Henderson 2000 and
Péhlmann 2011 on the comedy Cheiron by Pherecrates (authorship disputed), which apparently
showed a personified Music having been raped and appearing on stage ‘thoroughly mistreated with
respect to her body’ (8Anv katnkiopévny T6 odua, [Plut.] De mus. 1141c), a metaphor for the
musical innovations of the late fifth century (on which see Csapo 2004). On rape in Menander see

Lape 2001, Omitowoju 2002, James 2014, Glazebrook 2015.
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action, they are absent from Aristophanes as plot devices.? | suggest two reasons for this.
First, Old Comedy’s tendency to exploit unintended outcomes and jumps in logic for humour
means that characters can hardly be held accountable for their actions. A crime as violent
and irreversible as, for example, murder compels one to think about motives, consequences,
and indeed retribution, however, and thus fits poorly into a framework where logical
causation bears little scrutiny. Secondly, the more isolated a behaviour is from the ethically
tolerable, the more difficult it is to make it serve joyous ends. Were Trygaeus to Kill the

Arms-Dealers to stop them selling their wares, we could reasonably ask if the means had

2 There is a difference between tragedy’s exploitation of rape and murder for its plots and showing
these on stage. Tragedy never shows rape, in the modern sense of the word, but focusses rather on
its aftermath (e.g. Phaedra, Procne, lole, Canace, and on which see further Sommerstein 2006,
Rabinowitz 2011, Finglass (forthcoming)). Tragedy also relegates killing and sacrifice—though not
the bloody outcomes of these—to spoken reports or off-stage cries (Hamilton 1987, Henrichs 2000,
Seidensticker 2006, Sommerstein 2004d, Zeppezauer 2011); Sophocles seems to play with this
convention at El. 1493-4 when Aegisthus taunts Orestes for not killing him in the open. In two
instances, tragic characters tantalisingly reach for their swords, but do not draw them (S. Phil.
1254-5, E. Phoen. 596), though in one extreme case, Orestes places his blade (p&oyavov) at the
neck of the Phrygian slave and threatens to kill him (E. Or. 1516-26). Similarly, Philoctetes moves
to shoot his bow at Odysseus, but Neoptolemus prevents this (S. Phil. 1299-300). For violence
enacted in tragedy, typically arrests or forced removals, see Kaimio 1988: 62—78, Sommerstein
2004d: 44 n. 8. For possible iconographic representations of tragic violence see Cassimatis 2005.
Pollux 4.141 claims that Sophocles’ Tyro Keiromene had the female protagonist emerge wearing a
special mask showing ‘bruised cheeks’ after her beating by her stepmother (reAidvr) Tas Tapeids),
discussed by Clark 2003. The Suda is the only source for the fifth-century tragedian Neophron having
introduced ‘the torture of teacher- and house-slaves’ to the Athenian stage (TpdTos eionyaye

Tadaywyous kai oikeTdv B&oavov, Suda v 218).
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been justified by the joyous end (i.e. a more peaceful world). To make an abhorrent act such
as murder funny or pleasant (as opposed to frightening or unsettling, which are different
aesthetic aims), one needs either to place the deed in an outlandish context (thus cartoon
violence or the wacky worlds of silent film comedy), or so fundamentally to distort the act
itself that it can no longer be considered a true and consequential occurrence of violence.®

Along these lines, Ando (2013) notes that while skirmishes occur frequently in
comedy, gruesome violence such as that threatened in Knights or Lysistrata, although talked
about, is never actualised (p. 88-90). By having characters promise luridly violent attacks,
but not having these eventuate, Aristophanes lets his spectators experience a world at one
remove from substantial pain and suffering (p. 108). The distortion of tragic violence in
comedy’s parodic scenes spotlights distinctions between comedy and tragedy; more
ambitiously, the transformation or ‘restructuring’ (destrutturazione, p. 109) of violence into
trivial forms is an attempt, Ando proposes, to demonstrate the futility of violence in the
real world.

Extreme violence is indeed rare in Old Comedy, though not altogether absent. In a
play by Aristophanes’ rival Hermippus (fr. 51 K—A), a character has his ear bitten off, for
example, while the final scene of the rewritten (although never performed) Clouds sees the
phrontisterion torched with its inhabitants still inside (see Appendix IV). Mostly, however,
comic characters are indeed subjected to less consequential forms of violence. Characters
are dressed and stripped against their will, choruses briefly confront individuals (or, in the
case of semi-choruses, each other), and hitting or restraining appear as non-fatal tactics for

asserting one’s superiority. Observing the regularity of such acts in Aristophanes,

¥ Compare Halliwell 1986: 272 ‘comedy must stay within the bounds of the morally and emotionally
unthreatening in order to elicit our laughter, and laughter is incompatible with serious ethical or other

failings, and with their consequences’.
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Revermann (2006a) argues that they constitute a distinct marker of Old Comedy, and
compares this to tragedy ‘where physical contact is the significant exception’ (p. 132).
Unlike tragedy, comedy is a genre in which antagonisms unfold ‘before the spectators’
eyes’, Revermann writes, in an atmosphere of ‘open dispute and hostility’” (p. 211). For
Revermann, the ubiquity of aggressive physical contact in Aristophanes is one aspect of
comedy’s busyness, that is, the genre’s tendency to crowd the stage with objects, people,
and movement.* So whereas Ando focusses on how comedy relegates extreme violence to
the margins of the audience’s experience, Revermann emphasises comedy’s profusion of
violence, albeit in non-serious forms.

This chapter sets out to expand upon the observations of Kaimio, Ando, and
Revermann. I begin with a discussion of Aristophanes’ parabatic comments on slapstick
humour before turning to the role of aggressive choruses, then some common tropes of
physical contact in the plays (striking, restraining, forced dressing and stripping). The
chapter is supplemented by a catalogue of physically aggressive acts in Aristophanes

(Appendix V).

4.2. Aristophanes on slapstick

Aristophanes’ assertions about the merits of his own comedy must be situated within the
competitive context for which he was writing. Self-aggrandisement and the denigration of
rivals belong to a half-serious, half-playful dynamic of one-upmanship that characterised the

relationship between competing comic playwrights.®> Aristophanes’ classification of certain

4 On which see also Poe 2000.

% Sommerstein 2009: 116-35, Biles 2011, Wright 2012.
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jokes as stale or vulgar is an element of this, although it can (and should) be read also as a
genuine response to the aesthetic tastes and expectations of the audience, as well as an
attempt to shape these in the playwright’s favour. The fact that rejected or criticised forms
of humour appear in the comedies, sometimes repeatedly, suggests that Aristophanes was
navigating a narrow path between satisfying his audience’s fondness for such humour and
the need to project himself as—and indeed be—a clever and innovative playwright (Vesp.
55-66, Ran. 12-16, Eccl. 1155-7). With this in mind, let us turn to Aristophanes’ comments
on how boisterous physical contact between actors can increase or detract from the quality
and appeal of his comedy. Alongside other allegedly unsuitable or unoriginal jokes,

Avristophanes rejects forms of knockabout humour in two parabatic passages. First:

€5 BE CLOPPOV EOTI PUOEL OKEYa OB ) TIs TTPAOTA HEV

oudtv NABe payauévn okuTtivov kabeipévov

) \ 3 37 ’ ~ ’ e s 3 ’

gpubpodv £E Gkpou, Taxy, Tois Taidiols v’ 7 yéAws:

oud’ Eokcowyev Tous paAakpous oudt kOpdax’ elAkuoEv, 540
oudt mpeoPuTns 6 Aéywv TE&TM TH BakTnpia

TUTITEL TOV TapdvT’, dpavifwov Tovnpa OKWUHUOTA,

oUd’ eiofjEe Badas &xouo’ oud’ iov iol Pod,

AAN’ aUTi kal Tols émeotv moTevouo’ EAAubev.

Consider how, by nature, she [sc. my comedy] is modest. Firstly, she
hasn’t come with a stitched piece of leather, hanging,

red-tipped and thick, to be funny for the children.

Nor has she mocked bald men or danced a kordax.

Nor does the old man who speaks the lines strike

whoever is present with a staff, concealing poor jokes,
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nor has she darted in with torches, nor does she shout ‘iou iou’,
but she has arrived trusting in herself and her verses.

Ar. Nub. 537-44

This excerpt comes from the rewritten parabasis of Clouds and may refer partly, if not
wholly, to jokes added during the play’s revision.® The rejected gags—which include old
men striking others—are said to be incompatible with comedy that is sophron, a word that
evokes modesty, introspection, soundness of mind, and wisdom. It suggests a level of
maturity not evident in jokes that make ‘children’ laugh (Tois maudiois v’ ) yéAcos). For
Avristophanes, the rejected slapstick is a way of concealing inferior humour, which is why
he has no need for it (he disingenuously implies, since the rejected jokes do in fact appear
in the revised version of Clouds). In place of such uninspired gags, Aristophanes’ comedy

relies on its ‘verses’ to impress and entertain.” The visual joke of characters hitting others

® For the arguments see Hubbard 1991: 96-101. On the revision itself see Dover 1968: Ixxx—xcuviii,
Biles 2011: 167-210, Appendix IV below.

" For #mos (translated here as ‘verse’) as a semi-technical word see Dover 1993: 240, Hollmann
2000: 209 n. 9, Willi 2003: 58. Aristophanes uses the word of his own comic playwrighting also at
Eqg. 39, 508, Vesp. 1047 (cf. Cratin. fr. 198 K—-A), and repeatedly in Frogs for the verses of Euripides
and Aeschylus (802, 1198, 1395, 1407, 1410; cf. Av. 938 of Pindar, Thesm. 52—7 of Agathon [6
kaAAieTns Ayaboov, 49] with multiple crafting metaphors). While #mos can simply distinguish
between words spoken in metre as opposed to prosaic speech (Nub. 638), it is likely that, in
Aristophanes’ time, #mos also had an archaic and/or grandiose ring to it (Dunbar 1995: 190). It is
ubiquitous in tragedy and is the standard term for ‘spoken word’ in Homer, where it appears
over 150 times (Adyos appears just twice: 1. 15.393, Od. 1.56). Yet in Thucydides, for example,

¢mos appears only in reference to Homer’s compositions (1.3.3, 2.41.4, 3.104.4), ominous words
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with sticks might get laughs, but Aristophanes prefers to rely on crafted words, his chorus
asserts. The slapstick and other jokes listed in the passage are unworthy because they are not
sophron, because they are unoriginal, and because they require little intellectual effort on
the playwright’s behalf.

Compare the following parabatic passage from Peace:

€l 8’ oUv eikds Tva Tipfjoat, BUyaTtep Aids, doTis &PloTos
KwUwdodi8dokalos dvBpcoTaov kai kAewdTaTtos yeyévnTal,
&Elos elvai pno’ evhoyias peydAns 6 Bid8&okalos Mucdv.

TPATOV HEV Yap ToUs AuTITTAAOUS HSVos GvBpcdTTIoV KATETAUOEY

g5 T& pakia ok TOVTAs &el Kal Tols Pheipoiv ToAepoivTas, 740
ToUs 6 HpakAéas Tous uaTTOVTAS Kai TOUS TEQVTAS EKelvous 741
¢ENAac’ TN OAS TTPAITOS, Kal Tous SouAous TTapéAucev 743
TOUS PEUYOVTAs KAEATTATAVTAS KAl TUTTTOUEVOUS ETTITNOES 742

oUs ¢Efyov kAdovTas &ei, kal TouTous olveka Toudi,

(v’ 6 oUuvdoulos okdyas auTol Tas TANY&s 1T AvépolTo, 745
3 ’ ’ \ ’ s ~ € \ 3 ’ ’

«d kakdBatpov Ti TO dépy’” Emabes; pdv UoTpixis eioéBaiév ool

g5 Tas TMAeupas TOAAT] OTPATI& KASEVEPOTOUNOE TO VAITOV;»

TolaUT” apelcov kakd kai popTov Kai BeopoAoxepat’ ayevvi]

g¢troinoe Téxvny pey &Anv fuiv k&mipywo’ oikodourjoas

gmeov ueydAois kai diavoiails kal okcoupactv ok ayopaiols. 750

And if in fact it is reasonable to honour, O daughter of Zeus, whoever has been the best

spoken long ago (rdAat, 2.54.2; cf. S. OT 290 kwoe& kai maAai’ €1, though conversely A. Ag. 750
TaAaipaTos 8 év PpoTois yépwv Adyos, S. Tr. 1 Adyos pév ¢ot’ dpxaios kTA.), Or, in one

instance, deceptively ornate speech (3.76.6).
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comic producer of them all and the most famous,

our producer says that he is worthy of great praise.

For firstly, he alone stopped his rivals from

constantly mocking rags and waging war against lice,

and as for those kneading and starving Heracleses,?

he was the first to drive them away, treating them as unworthy, and he dismissed the slaves
who run away and deceive and get hit deliberately [cf. Ran. 747-8],

whom they [sc. Aristophanes’ rivals] always brought on crying for the following reason,
so that a fellow slave might joke about the other’s blows and then ask:

‘O wretch, what has happened to your skin? Has a bristle-whip attacked

your ribs and ravaged your back with its army?’.

Having removed such bad things and burdensome vulgarity and ignoble buffooneries

he has created a great art for us and, having constructed this, raised it to a towering height
with great verses and ideas and jokes that are not commonplace.®

Ar. Pax 736-50%

8 For Heracles as a cook and bread-maker in comedy see Degani 1995.

® “Not commonplace’ (oUx &yopaiors) is literally ‘not of the marketplace’, an area of the city
associated with vulgarity (see Wilkins 2000: 156—75). Here Aristophanes distances himself from the
marketplace ethos discussed in the Introduction with regard to Bakhtin (Chapter 1, section 1.2.2).

10 Lines 7424, preserved on a second/third-century CE papyrus (PSI VI 720), have provoked
discussion for their unusual syntax (Sommerstein 1985: 167-8, Olson 1998: 219). | reproduce
Wilson’s OCT line order, which (following Bergk) transposes 742 and 743. The paradosis has the
‘kneading and starving Heracleses’ as those who ‘run away and deceive and get hit’, but
TutrTopévous most likely looks forward to Tas wAnyds (745), which concerns slaves (6 cuvdouAos
kTA.). To what does the adverb ‘deliberately’/with the ulterior motive that’ (¢mitndes, 742) refer?
Accepting the line arrangement printed above, there are several possibilities: a) slaves who

deliberately run away, deceive, and get hit; b) slaves who run away, deceive, and deliberately get
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In this passage, slaves being struck (tumtouévous) is given as an example of a poor and
vulgar stage trick, unsuited to Aristophanes’ ‘great art’ and his towered house of ‘great
verses and ideas’.!! Aristophanes’ comedy is a honed skill (Téxvn). His plays are buildings
constructed not of bricks or stone, but rather the playwright’s ‘designs’ (Siavoiais) and
original jokes. Reminiscent of Pindar’s ‘skilled craftsmen’ (Téktoves cogoi, Pyth.
3.113-15) whom few can emulate, or Aeschylus who ‘raised revered words like towers’
(Tupywoas prjuata oeuva, Ran. 1004; cf. Pherecr. fr. 100 K-A, Bond 1981: 125-6),
Aristophanes aggrandises his comedy with ideas and speech. Tiresome or ‘ignoble’
(&yevvr)) jokes relying on physical violence against slaves do not fit into this schema.

The rejection of routine jokes dependent on slave violence differentiates
Avristophanes, the playwright says, from his rivals. By disowning gags staged by others,

Aristophanes pleads the novelty and uniqueness of his own productions and elevates these

hit; ¢) Aristophanes, who dismissed such slaves deliberately; d) such slaves, whom Aristophanes’
rivals deliberately brought on stage (although émitn8es occupying first position in a relative clause
is unattested; Hamaker thus proposed deleting line 744); e) slaves who deliberately get hit so that
(tva, 745) another slave can ask them about their wound (for émitndes as an ‘anticipatory
reinforcement of a purpose clause’, which would support this last reading, see Biles & Olson 2015:
213 citing inter alia Eq. 893, 896, Pax 932, Hdt. 7.168.3, Lys. 1.11, Xen. Cyr. 1.6.2). Whichever
interpretation one prefers, it is clear that Aristophanes is criticising a commonplace gag that involved
slaves being struck on-stage.

11 Aristophanes has at least one instance of a human slave being struck on stage by his master,
although it is for being slow and clumsy rather than dishonest (Av. 1325-36; cf. the gratuitous beating
of Kudoimos at Pax 255-6). At Wasps 1292, Xanthias appears on stage crying ico and complaining
of having been beaten by Philocleon with a stick (Baxtnpia), but the physical abuse is reported

there, not shown.
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above the allegedly trite routines of his competitors.? Aristophanes does not want to be
another Phrynichus, Lycis or Ameipsias (three contemporary comic playwrights), as he
jokingly says elsewhere, but rather the ‘best and most famous comic playwright of them
all’.®® He will not ‘deceive’ (é€amaTtéav) his spectators by presenting the same thing two or
three times over,* but ‘consistently’ (&ef) introduces ‘new ideas’ (Nub. 546-7).
Aristophanes frames his novel creations as a source of pride as well as a mark of
respect for his audience. On the other hand, the repetition of jokes or of joke types establishes
these as stock elements, more easily digested as belonging to the aesthetic framework of the
genre (as opposed to something radical and potentially repugnant). In effect, the negative
reception of Clouds suggests that spectators could be repelled by excessive subtlety or
innovation. Aristophanes blames the last-place finish of Clouds on his audience’s failure to
appreciate its ‘most novel concepts’.’®> Conversely, Aristophanes must admit that burning
characters with a torch is clichéd but still ‘pleases’ (xapiCecbai, Lys. 1220) spectators;
distributing nuts is hackneyed, but gets laughs (Plut. 799; cf. Vesp. 58-9), as do large

hanging phalluses (Nub. 538-9) and the “usual’ (Tcv eicwbSTeov) one-liners occasioned by

12 On the importance placed on novelty in Aristophanes’ productions see Konstantakos 2003/4:
13-21, Wright 2012: 70-8, Biles 2016: 120-1. For rivals boasting of novelty compare
Pherecr. fr. 84 K-A, Lysippos fr. 4, Metagenes fr. 15. For novelty as a self-conscious hallmark of
both Aristophanes’ and Euripides’ productions see Torrance 2013: 292—4.

13 Ran. 12-14. One of the poets mentioned, Phrynichus, was competing against Aristophanes’ Frogs.
14 Precisely what he would, ironically, have been doing if Clouds Il had ever been staged
(Sommerstein 2009: 120). Murray 1987 and Dobrov 1988: 17-26 discuss further instances of
Avristophanes ironically using rejected jokes, especially prominent in the prologue of Frogs.

15

kawoTdTals Siavoiais (Vesp. 1044). On Aristophanes’ authorial remarks about the third-place

finish of Clouds see Hubbard 1991: 94-102, Platter 2007: 84-107, Biles 2016: 118-21.
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porters laden with luggage (Ran. 1-14). These gags are valuable because spectators like
them, but if exploited repeatedly by different dramatists, they reduce distinctions between
the competing playwrights. Moreover, since such gags typically rely on their own internal
joke logic, they risk disturbing a play’s unity and dissuading audiences from experiencing
the narrative as a coherent whole, a dynamic discussed in the Introduction (section 1.2.3).
Although it would be mistaken to think of Aristophanes’ plots as dependably tight and logic-
bound stories, the extant plays do all have an underlying narrative with a causal beginning,
an intricate and not wholly random middle, as well as a final, if at times abrupt
denouement.'® Aristophanes seems to recognise that gratuitous slapstick can disrupt the
narrative when, in Lysistrata, he includes a slave-burning episode expressly to gratify his

spectators, but relegates it to the fringes of the story:

[AB.5] Upels Ti k&BNOBE; uddV Eyco Th Aautédd

UHES KATOKAUOW; POPTIKOV TO Xwpiov.

oUK &v Totrjoaiy’. i 8¢ v St ToUTo Spdv,

Uuiv xapiCeobal, TpooTaAaITTCLPT|OOMEY. 1220
[AB.8] xnuels ye ueT& 00U EUVTAAQITICLOPTIOOMEY.

OUK ATIITE; KLKUOEoHE TaS Tpixas pakpd.

[Ath.«] Why are you sitting? Should |
burn you with this torch? It’s a vulgar trope.
I couldn’t; but if we absolutely must do it
to please you [sc. the spectators], I’ll persist.

[Ath.F] And I’ll persist along with you.

16 See further Silk 2000: 256-300 on ‘causal sequences’ and narrative patterns, Ruffell

2011: 114-20 on causation, time, and characterisation in comic plots.
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[To the slaves] Be gone! You’ll be screeching about your hair!

Ar. Lys. 1217-22

Here, the abused slaves play no role in the development of the story, and the slapstick is thus
separated from the rest of the narrative, included merely to gratify the audience, as one of
the perpetrators explicitly says. In most other instances, however, Aristophanes circumvents
the potentially disruptive nature of slapstick gags as well as any hint of staleness (as his
rivals likely did too) not by isolating the gags from the main plot, as in the Lysistrata episode,
but rather by employing them economically, integrating them into his stories, and marrying
them to his characters’ constructed personalities. In this way, as we will see, Aristophanes
is rewarded with the laughs that knockabout humour elicits without neglecting the lyric or

intellectual aspects of his art.

4.3. Hostile choruses

This section explores how hostile choruses interact physically with other characters, a
hallmark of Aristophanes’ earlier plays. The hostility of comic choruses sets them apart from
their more passive tragic counterparts, yet despite their intentions, we will see that choreuts
in Aristophanes rarely, if ever, touch another character aggressively. The ingenious ways
that Aristophanes has his characters avoid fights with the chorus are amusing, however, and
often connected to the chorus members’ characterisation.

Especially in the early plays, the comic chorus opposes the protagonist, though it can
also support them against a common adversary (Knights) or adopt a more neutral stance
(Clouds). Clashes with choruses are always fleeting, but by no means uniform in execution.

Sometimes the chorus will attack shortly after entry, but more often, violence is the climax

156



of developing tension or is triggered by a revelation. Thus, in Wasps, the jurymen are
initially ignorant and violence erupts only when they discover Philocleon’s plight, while in
Acharnians, the chorus’s assault is stalled by Dicacopolis’ celebration of the Rural Dionysia
and the audience must wait for the expected confrontation. Unusually, Knights has a chorus
that attacks immediately and supports the play’s hero. Lysistrata is unique in extant
Aristophanes for its prolonged exploitation of opposing semi-choruses, part of a trend
toward more diverse choral roles.

One of Aristophanes’ most memorable creations is the stubborn chorus of Acharnian
demesmen. Amphitheos primes the audience for the entrance of these ‘old Marathon
fighters, hard-as-oak, hard-as-maple’ (180-1; cf. Vesp. 383) by reporting that they are in
pursuit and have gathered stones (184-5; cf. Men. Dys. 81-5). When they arrive, the acting
space is empty—Dicaeopolis has departed to prepare for his celebration. The chorus
members therefore monopolise the audience’s attention as they spread into the orchestra.
The metre suggests haste and excitement;!’ the hunting motif generates suspense.*® At one
point, the chorus leader turns to the auditorium and asks the spectators where the peace-
maker has gone.® The determination of this angry mob is offset, however, by its diminishing
vigour; the men’s limbs are stiff (219), they complain, as they curse old age. There is thus a

funny incongruence between the lively metre of the choreuts’ recitatives and their slow or

17 Initial trochaic tetrameters (the ‘running metre’, Arist. Rhet. 1409al), then accelerated to paeano-
cretics (a ‘most energetic’ [ouvtovcotaTtos] rhythm, Ephorus FGrH 70 F 149.18-20). See further
Zimmermann 1984/85(i): 36-8, Olson 2002: 134.

18 On hunting, searching, and eavesdropping in Greek drama see Fraenkel 1962: 22-6,
Pohlmann 1995: 117-31, Zagagi 1999: 190-200, Bierl 2001: 201-13, Austin & Olson 2004: 64.

19 Ach. 206-9. For the suggestion of a similar appeal in Sophocles’ satyr play Ichneutae (Silenus

asking if anyone has seen or heard the stolen cattle, fr. 314.79-98 TrGF) see Zagagi 1999: 187-8.
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slowing movements. Old men behaving in ways beyond what their frail bodies allow is a
humorous trope.?® In Acharnians, it casts doubt over the chorus’s ability to launch an
effective attack.

Although it is difficult for a group of twenty-four dancers to hide, the Acharnians
retreat out of sight (ékmodcsv, 240) as Dicaeopolis emerges from the stage building.?!
Characters hide out of sight to spy on others in both comedy and tragedy (see Fraenkel
1962: 226 [to which add Eccl. 28-9], Taplin 1977b: 334-6), but Acharnians provides the
only surviving example of a chorus doing so. The protagonist, for his part, is jubilant. His
procession and hymn to Phales (247—79), with its references to wine, food, sex, and rural
life, represent the rewards of his newly concluded, private peace treaty.?? But Dicaeopolis
cannot see what the audience can, namely the stone-wielding chorus members waiting to the
side. Their sudden re-entry disrupts not only the happy atmosphere of Dicaeopolis’

celebration, but also its orderliness. The protagonist had orchestrated his procession with an

20 Compare Vesp. 23048, Plut. 257-83, E. Hcld. 680-739, Bacch. 187-90.

21 The number of twenty-four choreuts derives from counting the different birds in Birds (= Av. 297
Holwerda; cf. Pollux 4.109) and is assumed to apply to all productions of Old Comedy (see further
Sansone 2016: 237-8). The number works well if we accept that Callias’ comedy Alphabet Tragedy
[MpauuaTikn Tpaywdia] had a chorus representing the twenty-four characters of the lonic alphabet
(see P6hlmann 1971, Rosen 1999, Ruijgh 2001, Gagné 2013), though if one accepts that satyr plays
had the same size choruses as tragedies (Seidensticker 2003: 104-5, M. Griffith 2010: 49-50), then
Sophocles’ Amphiaraus demonstrates that an alphabet could be imitated also with fewer choreuts
(S. fr. 121 TrGF).

22 On historical phallic processions, exemplified here by Dicaeopolis and from which Aristotle
suggests the genre of comedy sprung (Poet. 1449a9-13), see Pickard-Cambridge 1962: 133-47,

Csapo 1997: 265-79, Bierl 2001: 300-61, Halliwell 2008: 181-3, Csapo 2013, 2016: 124-37.
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eye to detail: he carefully dictates the sequence of the participants (2414, 261), his daughter
should carry the basket ‘elegantly’ (kaAdds, 253-4), slaves must hold the giant phallus
‘upright’ (0pBds éxtéos, 259), and there is concern for the ritual equipment (284). The

chorus’s furious re-entry is visually juxtaposed with this orderly, single-file parade:

oUTos auTds 0TIV, OUTOS.
RBa&AAe BAAAe BaAAe B&AAe,
Tale Taie TOV papov.

ovU BaAels; oU BaAeis;

It’s him—that’s the one!
Attack, attack, attack, attack,
hit, hit the bastard!

Attack, attack!

Ar. Ach. 280-3%

The chorus rushes in and showers Dicaeopolis with stones, imperilling the protagonist as
well as the ritual cooking pot that has been carried in the procession. The choice of stones

as a weapon is unusual for Old Comedy.?* On the other hand, various sources associate

23 The closest dramatic parallel is [E.] Rhes. 675 B&Ae BdAe BdAe 6éve Béve < Béve > where the
chorus rushes in via one of the eisodoi and attacks Odysseus. Liapis 2012: 256 entertains the
possibility of a comic influence on the pseudo-Euripidean scene. In a historical example, Xenophon
records numerous men ambushing his camp with stones and yelling maie maie, B&AAe B&AAe
(An. 5.7.21).

24 Appearing elsewhere at Wasps 221-2, where Xanthias suggests throwing stones at the approaching

chorus. (The suggestion is not taken up.) Peisetairos also asks for a sling when Iris arrives (Av. 1187),
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lapidation with angry mobs (E. Andr. 1127-9, IA 1350, Thuc. 5.60.6, Xen. An. 5.7.19-23)
and with punishing traitors (Dicaeopolis is a ‘betrayer of the fatherland’, 290), making it a
not unsuitable mode of attack here.?® The primitiveness of the weapon also contributes to
the choreuts’ characterisation as rustic and poor Athenians. I have suggested elsewhere that
when the chorus emerges, Dicaeopolis’ phallic procession has led him to the edge of the
orchestra, near the audience.?® As the Acharnians begin launching their ‘stones’, perhaps
bundles of soft cloth or leather, the spectators thus find themselves in the firing line.?” This
would add an element of interaction to the scene. The processionists admittedly need
unobstructed access to the house (except for Dicaeopolis, all disappear when the chorus re-

enters from its hiding position), but since the chorus approaches from the side, there should

but never uses it. Threats of stoning appear regularly in tragedy (A. Sept. 198-9, Ag. 1616, Myrmid.
fr. 132¢.1-2 TrGF, S. Aj. 727-8, Ant. 35-6, E. Hcld. 59-60, Tro. 1039-41, lon 1111-12, Or. 49-50,
442, 536, 564-5, 625, 914, Bacch. 355-7), but with the exception of E. Andr. 1127-9 (a reported
attack) these are not carried out, let alone staged.

25 For stoning and treason see Rosivach 1987. Stone-throwers were deployed in formal battles (e.g.
Thuc. 6.69.2, Xen. Hell. 2.4.12, further Pritchett 1991: 1-67), but stones were also simply free and
abundant weapons, hence their appearance in spontaneous, apolitical street fights (Onesimos red-
figure cup showing brawling komasts, State Hermitage Museum St. Petersburg 651 [reprinted in
Sutton 2000: 195], Ar. Vesp. 1253-5, 1422, Lys. 3.8, 18, Dem. 54.18, Eub. fr. 93.10 K-A,
Olson 2002: 352).

26 Donelan 2015: 521-3. The procession passes ‘in the crowd’ (ké&v TédxAcd, Ach. 257), which could
be the audience or an imagined throng. Compare Olson 1998: 295-6, who suggests that the mass of
wedding guests in Peace (1192) refers to the audience.

27 For the suggestion that the stones are represented by bundles of cloth see Olson 2002: 153.
Xenophon mentions mock battles that replaced swords with sticks, and missiles with clods of earth

(Cyr. 2.3.17-18).
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be time for the processionists to return from the edge of the orchestra to the skéné. (The hero
too must eventually get close to the stage building, whence he fetches the basket of coals.)
Whatever stage configuration we envisage, the chorus’s attack is disruptive and energetic.
Strong insults (285, 287), tmesis (295), and the graphic exhortation to ‘tear this man into a
red cloak’ reinforce the assault’s virulence.?® This is only halted when Dicaeopolis produces
his surprise hostages, which forces the Acharnians to drop their remaining stones and thus
ends the lively interaction (341-2).

Unlike the old Acharnian demesmen, the choreuts in Knights are young (731) and
sympathetic toward their play’s hero. In his contest with Paphlagon for control of the city,
‘a thousand noble men of the cavalry class’ (225) will be the Sausage-Seller’s allies, together
with all good citizens and ‘any smart member of the audience’.?® The Knights’ loathing for
Paphlagon will bind them in an improbable alliance with the grubby newcomer. The reason
for the Knights’ enmity toward Paphlagon—they ‘hate him’ (226)—is left unstated, but

should be seen against the backdrop of the historically taut relationship between the cavalry

28 H ’ ’ 8; 6 ~. A:e . 8 ’ / \ > ’ \ 13 8 ~ 3
EITTE MOl T1 PEIOOHEOCUA TWV AWV w OnpoTal / dn ov KGTG(‘;GI\)EIV TOV Avopa TOUTOV &G

powikida; (319-20). The imagery is that of ripping or combing (Eaiveiv) wool into strips for
spinning; the verb kata&aivew is used elsewhere of lapidation (A. Myrmid. fr. 132c.2 TrGF, S. Aj.
728 [with Finglass 2011 ad loc.], E. Phoen. 1145, Supp. 503) or whipping (Dem. 19.197), and refers
to a metaphorical wasting of the body (E. Hipp. 274 [with Barrett 1964 ad loc.]: the effects of not
eating for three days, HF 285: the effect of fire on the body). A powikis is a reddish-purple garment
(Olson 1998: 291). For imagery that combines lapidation and clothing, compare 1. 3.57 (‘you would
have donned a stone cloak [A&ivov xitéova]’, Hector to Paris), Lycoph. Alex. 333.

2 1V Beatddv SoTis éoTi Be€ids (228). Thuc. 2.13.8 and Andoc. 3.7 both give the number of
Athenian knights at the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War, including mounted bowmen, as 1,200.

For various other figures see Bugh 1988: 39-40.
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class and the populist politician Cleon, which likely saw representatives of the former
defeating the latter in court.®® At any rate, barely does Paphlagon appear on stage than one
of the house-slaves summons the Knights who make up the chorus.3! The same slave directs
the stage action as the choreuts make their way into the orchestra. He orders the Sausage-
Seller, who is fleeing (240), to turn back and defend himself. He orders the Knights to ‘drive
toward the right wing’ (ouk éAaTe TTpds TO de€iov képas; 243, cf. Av. 353), which suggests
that they enter in military formation.

We can only guess at the choreuts’ appearance in Knights. Arrival on real horses
should probably be discounted for reasons of space, though one character in extant Greek
drama does arrive on horseback (Ismene, at S. OC 311-13). For the Knights chorus, Stone
(1980: 378-9) prefers twelve actors ‘riding’ atop twelve more crudely disguised as horses,
though this would doubtless be tiring for the latter. Sommerstein (1981: 4) suspects that the
choreuts were not mounted in any fashion, noting that where a chorus’s appearance or
appurtenances are unusual, this is normally remarked upon (not the case in Knights).
Compton-Engle (2015: 125-6) finds it ‘difficult to fathom that the playwright-producer
would not take full advantage of the opportunity to include animal costumes’, but concedes
that the text of Knights has left us few clues. Even the evidence for the accoutrements of real

Greek hippeis is obscure, though it seems that they could be equipped with a cuirass (Dem.

%0 Alluded to at Ach. 6-8. See further Connor 1968: 50-9, Bugh 1988: 107-14, Carawan 1990.

81 &uBpes imTriis Tapayéveohe viv & kaipds (242). Two of the choreuts are named (Simon and
Panaitios, 242-3). Individual choreuts have names elsewhere (Vesp. 2304, Lys. 254, 259, 266, 304,
356, Eccl. 2934 [adopting fake masculine names]), though it is rare for a non-chorus member to
address choreuts by name. The only instance other than Knights is Praxagora welcoming the chorus

of women in Ecclesiazusae (41-53, following Wilson’s line attributions).
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21.133, Xen. PH 12.1-2), helmets (Xen. Hell. 7.5.20, PH 12.3), arm- and thigh-guards,
boots, javelins, spears, and/or short swords.?

If Aristophanes’ chorus of Knights had armour or weaponry, its entry and subsequent
confrontation with Paphlagon (see below) might have recalled the Greek mimetic combat
tradition. Although comparisons between warfare and dance go back to Homer (Il. 16.617),
the richest source for actual dances that imitated combat is Xenophon’s Anabasis, in a
passage where the historian recalls a meeting with Paphlagonian ambassadors. These had
approached his camp offering peace, which the Greeks accept and celebrate with sacrifices
(6.1.4). That evening, the ambassadors are invited to an improvised dinner at which armed
dances are performed (6.1.5-13). Xenophon presents these as a Greek custom that impresses
and surprises the Eastern dignitaries. One of the dances features a fully-armed dancer
‘striking’ (madier) his performance partner, who falls to the ground and feigns death. A
Mysian man performs an acrobatic dance with light shields (éAtaat), in which he confronts
two opponents (6.1.9). Another, more elaborate, dance interprets the story of a man
‘fighting” (ndxetan) with a cattle-rustler (6.1.8-9). The culmination of the spectacle is a
pyrrhikhe, an energetic war-dance familiar to Athenians from the Panathenaia (Nub. 988-9,
Lys. 21.1). According to Plato, the pyrrhikhe imitated armed fighting, with shield-bearing
dancers avoiding each other’s blows by ‘ducking and retreating’ (éxvevoeol kai Umeiget; Cf.
Eq. 272 fjv & UmekxAivn), and pretending to shoot arrows, throw javelins, and land punches
(Leg. 7.815a; cf. E. Andr. 1129-36 with Borthwick 1967). The pyrrhikhé and the mimetic

performances of Xenophon’s Greeks choreographically imitate physical struggles.®® If such

82 Xen. PH 12.11-12. Further references in Spence 1993: 49-65, with iconography.
% More generally, Aristotle says that dancers could imitate ‘character traits and emotions and deeds’
via rhythmic movements (i tédv oxnuaTtilouéveov pubudov pipodvtal kai 16n kai médn kai

TpaEeis, Poet. 1447a27-8), on which see Peponi 2017. Athenaeus 14.629c—31e lists numerous
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routines influenced comic choral movements, then those of Aristophanes’ chorus of Knights
would be a good candidate.

Returning to the comedy, the chorus leader exhorts his fellow choreuts to attack
(Taie mate TOV TavoUpyov, 247), and then encourages the Sausage-Seller to join in with a
series of imperatives (aie kai icoke kal TapaTTe Kai kUka / kai PdeAUTTou, 251-2).
Paphlagon is struck (tUmtouai, 257). The Knights then block him on either side, threatening
that if he turns one way he will be hit again (memAnetan, 271), the other way he will be
kicked (T6 okéhos kupnBdoel, 272). He is then hit in the belly.3* This animated
confrontation confirms the support that the hitherto sceptical Sausage-Seller will enjoy.
Accordingly, when the Knights step back, the emboldened newcomer takes centre stage
(after fifty lines of silence) to begin his first threat-contest with Paphlagon. The choreuts,

for their part, continue intermittently to intervene with commentary, insults directed at

mimetic dances, including those that imitated the movements of drunks and lunatics. For general
discussions on Greek mimetic dance with further references see Lawler 1964, Borthwick 1967 (on
the pyrrhikhe), Poursat 1968 (iconography of the pyrrhikhé), Henrichs 1994/5, Ceccarelli, 1998,
2004 (on the pyrrhikhé), Steinhart 2004 (on iconography), 2007, Gianvittorio 2017b. An ancient
commentary on Eupolis” Goats [ATyes] suggests that dancing the pyrrhikhé could also be directly
integrated into a comic narrative and performed on-stage (Eup. fr. 18 K-A), and cf. O. Thomas
(forthcoming), arguing that Aeschylus’ satyr play Theoroi/lsthmiastai included a pyrrhikhe.

% 4’ ofcov Bnpicwov yaoTtpilouat, (EQ. 273). The rare verb ‘to strike in the belly’ later appears as
an active imperative (y&otpile, 454), when either the chorus or one of the house slaves encourages
the Sausage-Seller to whack Paphlagon with his sausages (kai Tofls évTépols kai Tols kdAols).
Aristophanes seems to refer to this memorable act of slapstick in the parabasis of Clouds (KAécov’
Emauo’ &5 Tnv yaoTépa, 549). Slapping one’s own belly is an attested dance move (Vesp. 1528-9,

Roos 1951: 101-5).
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Paphlagon, or support for the Sausage-Seller, but they are essentially absent from the
remaining action. To conclude, Knights is the only comedy in which the chorus aggressively
touches one of the play’s main characters, though this is not incommensurate with what is
Aristophanes’ most verbally violent production, as we saw in the chapter on threats. There
can be little sympathy for the victim Paphlagon, whose depiction in the prologue has been
wholly negative.

After the experiment of Clouds (423 BCE), Aristophanes returns to a more
conservative (i.e. antagonistic) chorus in Wasps.®® Before they are seen by the audience,
Bdelycleon warns his slave that, if stirred to anger, the jurymen choreuts resemble a wasps’
nest (224) and ‘attack like sparks from a fire’ (B&AAovow cdotep péyador, 227). Any
expectation of an immediate clash is disappointed, however, as the emerging chorus falls far
short of Philocleon’s sinister description. The men move slowly. Some lag (234-5). The
chorus’s first line contains the highest number of long syllables permitted by the metre,
underscoring their heavy movements.®® Exhortations to be quick (éykovéduev 240,
omevowuev 245) ironically draw attention to the men’s sluggish movements. They almost
certainly have walking sticks (Biles & Olson 2015: 314) and, like their counterpart from
Acharnians, are old (223-4). Their dependence on lamp-bearing boys (their sons) reflects
this fragility, even if a punch threatened (and possibly delivered) to one of the lads provides

a first glimpse of their famed anger (254).

% The mysterious (and non-violent) chorus in Clouds has provoked scholarly discussion: see e.g.
Dover 1968: Ixvi-Ixx, C. Segal 1969, Ko&hnken 1980, Ambrosino 1983, Revermann
2006a: 197-203, Donelan 2015: 526-8.

% MacDowell 1971: 162. Zimmermann 1996: 188-93 discusses further metrical aspects that seem

to characterise the jurymen as both slow-moving and old-fashioned.
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Only when Bdelycleon moves to thwart his father’s new escape plan (climbing out
the window and down the face of the house) do the choreuts become enraged. This occurs
some 170 lines after their entry and has been preceded by dialogue and song. The jurymen
remove their himatia (large, woollen outer garments, 408), a gesture elsewhere associated
with readying oneself to fight.3” This reveals their stingers (kévtpa, 420), which are attached
to their rumps (1075) and which they brandish menacingly and threaten to ‘stick into’
Bdelycleon (¢v Ti ool mayroetal, 437). The metre switches to trochaic, and the chorus
leader exhorts the jurymen to sting Bdelycleon ‘in the arse, around the eyes, and the fingers’
(431-2) as they perhaps split into two groups (oi pév ... oi 8€). Repetition (viv ékeivo viv
géxelvo, 405) and multiple mentions of the chorus’s ‘anger’ (403, 404, 406, 424) contribute
to the excitement. Xanthias’ reaction when he sees the stingers is the same as Dicaeopolis’
to the angry Acharnians: ‘By Heracles!’, he cries, using an expression of shock.*® He
predicts that the upcoming fight will be ‘terrible’ (8swwdv, 426). The chorus moves into
formation as its language becomes militaristic (¢mioTpepe, EuoTtaleis, elTakTos).
Meanwhile, Bdelycleon has ordered slaves to restrain his father, who has been escorted out
of the house (433-5). When the choreuts finally move to attack, Bdelycleon directs Xanthias
(wielding a stick) and another house-slave (wielding a smoking device) into the orchestra to
confront them. These two characters battle with the Jurymen, quickly and ‘easily’ routing
them (padicws, 460-2). The tension of the long build-up is thus deflated after just a few
seconds of frenzied action and Bdelycleon is spared any physical contact with the chorus.

The Jurymen’s anger is not placated, however, until Philocleon is released (522) and they

" Hippon. fr. 121 West, Ar. Thesm. 568, Lys. 615, 6623, 686-7. Cf. also Lys. 1023, where the man
says he took off his shirt ‘in anger’ (U’ dpyris).

% Biles & Olson 2015: 221 cite as parallels Ach. 284, Nub. 184, Xen. Mem. 1.3.12, PI. Symp. 213b8.
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are enlisted as the judges of the father-son debate. Like the choreuts from Knights, they then
withdraw and, apart from snippets of commentary and the parabasis, play no major role in
the subsequent action.

Birds (414 BCE) was produced at a time when Athens’s imperial ambitions had
turned toward Sicily and the Peace of Nicias was no longer in tangible effect. The comedy
sees the return of a hostile chorus that must be won over by the protagonist. The entrance of
the chorus is preceded by the appearance of four non-speaking extras in avian costumes.*
Peisetairos and Euelpides comment on the magnificent (272) and atypical (276) appearance
of these figures. The attention of the Athenian travellers quickly turns, however, to the
‘cloud’ (vépous, 295) of Birds gathering by one of the eisodoi. Peisetairos ominously
interprets this as something ‘bad’ (oUx 6p&s Soov ocuveilekTal kakdv opvéwv; 294). The
Birds ‘peep’ (mmmiCouot) and screech as they ‘run’ (tpéxouot) into the acting space,
behaviour which Peisetairos finds threatening (307). At first, the chorus does not see
Peisetairos and Euelpides (326), though it apparently looks in their direction (308-9).
However, upon learning from Tereus-Hoopoe that two humans are present, the chorus

indeed prepares to attack:

Emay’, ¢mb’, émipepe ToAéuIOV
Opuav poviay, TTEPUYd TE TAVTY
emiPale mepi Te kUkAwoar

€5 Oel Tedd’ oipcalev &upw

kai dolvat puyxel popPav.

% Mastronarde 1990: 284 and Dunbar 1995: 241 tentatively suggest that these appeared on the roof
of the skéné, which would distract the characters (and the audience) as the chorus gathered at one of

the wings.
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Lead on, charge, bring on a bloody
warlike assault and attack everywhere with
your wings and surround them;

this pair must wail

and provide fodder for my beak.

Ar. Av. 344-8

The martial vocabulary of the Birds’ call to attack is more pronounced than that of the
jurymen from Wasps, and suits the chorus’s arrival in military formation (after the skirmish
discussed below, the Birds are told to ‘return to formation’ [&vay’ é&s T&Ew m&Aw], 400).
The triple alliteration of ¢m- compounds, all of which have military overtones, combines
with reference to a ‘squadron commander’ (ta&iapxos) and advancing the ‘right wing’,
amusingly transposing human behaviour on to the Birds.*° Later in the play, this sort of
military organisation will aid Peisetairos in his struggle against the gods, with the chorus as
his allies. For now, the Birds position themselves to block the two human characters who
desperately search for an escape route.

Peisetairos convinces Euelpides that defence is better than flight. To that end, the
equipment originally brought for a sacrifice (43) will serve as armour and weapons. Since
there is probably only one of each item, Dunbar (1995: 270-2) suggests that Euelpides acts

as a stooge, taking orders from Peisetairos who stands behind his companion in relative

“0 For ¢mdyew in a military context cf. e.g. Hdt. 1.63.1 (mfiye v otpaTijv), Thuc. 6.69.1 (¢mfiye
T6 otpaTomedov), Aeschin. 1.83 (émayovtes Apna, from the base of a herm in the Stoa of the
Hermae); for émévan cf. e.g. Thuc. 1.86.5 (émicopev €mi Tous adikouvTas), 4.129.4 (otpaTtoméde
gmcov), Lys. 2.21 (tous émdvtas auvvaocbai, of the Persians); for emgeépewv cf. e.g. Hdt. 5.81.2

(TréAepov axrjpukTov Abnvaioiot emépepov), Thuc. 1.141.3 (¢ aAARAous . . . empépew).
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safety (hence Peisetairos’ second-person singular imperatives at 359-61). Euelpides will use
the earthenware cooking pot (xUtpa) as a helmet or shield, a roasting spit (6BeAiokos) as a
spear, and a cup or a bowl (d£UBagov/TpuRAiov, 360-1) as protection for his eyes.*!
Although we can only speculate, the cup or bowl would have been especially funny if, while
offering protection from the Birds’ beaks, they also obscured Euelpides’ vision so that he
defends himself fully or partially blinded.*? Humour also lies in the semantic shift of the
stage properties, an enduring comic trope. Compare, for example, Dicaeopolis using
Lamachus’ helmet-feather to induce vomiting (Ach. 584-7), Philocleon using his chamber-
pot as a judicial water-clock (Vesp. 858), or Trygaeus’ repurposing of the Arms-Dealers’

wares as utensils for his upcoming feast.** In addition to the humour of such object

1 An &EUBagov is a drinking cup (Athen. 11.494b—e); a tpuRAwov is a small shallow bowl for
serving and consuming liquid or semi-liquid dishes/medicines (Arnott 1996: 432-3, Olson 2002:
152). For Peisetairos’ idea, compare Aen. Tact. 40.4: when Sinope was under siege, the city’s women
were given jars and other bronze utensils in place of weapons and helmets (&vti émwAcov kai
TepikapaAaicov Tous Te k&Bous kai Té& oudtpota ToUuTols 8dévTes XxaAkwuaTa), then stationed
on the walls to look like men.

42 The humour of not being able to see is nowhere else exploited in Aristophanes, but cf. Euripides’
Cyclops where the blinded Polyphemus is steered by the chorus toward an overhanging rock upon
which he cracks his head (To kpaviov / Taicas kaTéaya, 683-4).

43 Cf. Bakhtin 1968: 411 on the logic of carnival objects: ‘they are, so to speak, turned inside out,
utilized in the wrong way . . . household objects are turned into arms, kitchen utensils and dishes
become musical instruments’. Antiphanes’ Knights (fourth century) has cavalrymen discussing how
they will use their saddle-cloths as blankets, helmets as wine-coolers, and javelins as lampstands (frr.
108-9 K-A). The commedia dell’arte of the 17" and 18" centuries included gags based on the
repurposing of common tools, such as combing hair with a garden rake, using a ladder as stilts, or

urinating into hats (Gordon 1983). Carroll 1991:. 30-3, 36-7 and Bilton 2013: 80-2 discuss
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repurposing, Euelpides’ get-up in Birds is also reminiscent of scenes where one character
dresses another in preparation for an ordeal. Examples include Philocleon being prepared
for the symposium in Wasps, or Kinsman being prepared for infiltration of the Thesmophoria
in Thesmophoriazusae. Here, the sacrificial accessories seem particularly ill-suited to a
battle against twenty-four enraged birds, however, and we can laugh at Euelpides’
enthusiasm for this inadequate strategy (UmepakovTilels oU ¥y’ 1181 Nikiav Tals unxavais,
362-3).

The text indicates a lively choral advance as the Birds let out a war-cry (¢AeAeAed)
and lower their beaks to attack.** With a succession of imperatives, the chorus leader cries
out ‘grab, pluck, hit, flay, break the pot first!” (€Ake, TiAAe, ale, Seipe, KOTTE TP TNV TV
xutpav, 365, cf. 352) as he and the other Birds move toward the human protagonists. It
has been suggested that the Birds imitate here a children’s game called xuTtpivda, in which
a child who is designated ‘the pot’ (xUtpa) would run in circles around a real vase while
other children, also running around, scratched, pinched, and struck him.*® Whether or not
we see an echo of this game here (the sources are all late), it is unlikely that the choreuts get
as far as touching Euelpides. Tereus-Hoopoe intervenes just in time, taking advantage of his

sway among the Birds and pointing out that the visiting humans have done no wrong. He

comparable jokes in the films of Chaplin. Keaton’s The Scarecrow (1920) is an extreme variant
(virtually every item in the house from the opening scene serves a surprise double purpose).

4 ENeNeheT xcopet k&Bes TO pUyxos (‘Eleleleu! Lower your beaks and advance!’, Av. 364). Cf. Xen.
An. 6.5.27 HA&Aalov kai dua T& ddépaTa kabiecav (‘they were crying alala as they lowered
their spears’).

“ Cf. Cratin. fr. 341 K-A opdTTe daipe kOTrTE.

% oi 8¢ TiAouow 1§ TepikviCouow f kai Taiovcw autodv mepiBéovtes (Poll. 9.113). See further

Dunbar 1995: 277.
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halts the choreuts and deflates any expectation of actual physical contact (366—8). Euelpides
eventually puts down the equipment that he had been holding as weapons and armour
(386-92), and the Birds retreat. There will be a provisional truce (461) while Peisetairos
outlines his plan to establish a city in the sky, which the chorus then concedes is worthy of
implementation (539-49).

Although in Acharnians, the chorus temporarily splits following Dicaeopolis’
speech, with one half threatening to hit (Beivewv) the protagonist and the other moving to
defend him (563-5), Lysistrata is the only surviving comedy with semi-choruses that remain

divided and opposed for a significant portion of the play.*” The choruses consist of twelve

47 Cratinus’ Archilochoi (c. 435-422 BCE) may have had a chorus of Archilochus-supporters and a
chorus of Homer/Hesiod-supporters (Bakola 2010: 70-9). Eupolis” Marikas seems to have featured
opposing choruses of rich and poor men, although we cannot say how long this arrangement lasted
in the play nor how the two groups interacted. The main evidence for the split in Marikas comes
from a 2"9/3™ cent. CE commentary on the play (P. Oxy. 2741) that twice mentions a fjuxéptov (fr.
192.121, 1867 K-A). Other papyri identifications of njuxépia are not, however, motivated by
discernible choral divisions (Renner 1981: 6-7), a trend that continues in the MSS (White 1906: 106
n. 6, Dunbar 1995: 750-1). Divided choruses are rare in tragedy, occurring at A. Sept. 105478 (the
sole instance of antagonistic tragic semi-choruses, but a scene whose authenticity has been debated;
see e.g. Lloyd-Jones 1959, Fraenkel 1964b, Dawe 1967), S. Aj. 814/866 where the choreuts exit and
then re-enter half via one eisodos and half via the other (the division is thus almost entirely off-
stage), E. Tro. 153/76 where the chorus enters in two parts (by 197, however, the two groups are
whole), and E. Or. 1258-95 where the chorus splits to guard both eisodoi (but cf. Willink 1986 ad
loc. who is sceptical). See further Kaimio 1970: 103-12, Taplin 1977b: 189-91. The chorus of satyrs
in Euripides’ Cyclops may also divide briefly into two or even three groups as they try to avoid
entering Polyphemus’ cave (635-42, with Seaford 1984 ad loc.). On supplementary choruses that

sing brief and simple songs see Barrett 1964: 167-8, 368, McCall 1976, Bednarowski 2011,
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old Athenian men and twelve Athenian women. The latter are friends of the old women
tasked by Lysistrata with seizing the Acropolis (Lys. 176-9). Success in that matter is
signalled by an off-stage cry of jubilation (240), upon which Lysistrata and the other Greek
wives exit through the stage door (except Lampito, who departs for Sparta via one of the
eisodoi). This leaves the stage momentarily empty for the entrance of the male semi-chorus
and a change of scene to the Acropolis.

Like the jurymen from Wasps and the demesmen from Acharnians, the men in
Lysistrata are exaggeratedly, indeed impossibly old. They refer to events from the Persian
Wars, Kleomenes’ intervention of 508 BCE (273-80; Hdt. 5.72), and the defence of Attica
at Leipsydrion that took place a century before the production of Lysistrata (664—71; cf. Hdt.
5.62-5). On their shoulders, the men carry logs, torches, and charcoal for smoking the
women out of the Acropolis, and they struggle on the steep path, under the weight of the
equipment, and due to smoke stinging their eyes (254-5, 286-90, 296-305). Whatever
difficulties they encounter, their intentions are hostile (esp. 266-70, where the idea is to
incinerate the women occupying the Acropolis). However, the men are interrupted in their
mission by the female semi-chorus, which has heard of their plans (335-40) and hurriedly
arrives (omevoTéov ¢oTi BaTTov, 320) not out of the stage building, but via one of the side

entrances.*® The women are returning from a spring; they carry jugs of water which they

Sommerstein (forthcoming) on A. Supp. 825-910, 1034-51 (the last three specifically on the
question of multiple choruses in Aeschylus’ Suppliants).

48 Arrival of the chorus via the stage door was probably avoided for practical reasons, especially
when haste was required, but there is one sure instance: at E. Hel. 385 the chorus exits via the door
with Helen and later returns from the same place (515). Further, less secure instances (all tragic and
thus involving a smaller chorus) are A. Cho. 22 (iaATds éx 8éucwv éBav), Eum. 140 (the Furies

exiting the Temple of Apollo), and E. IT 123 (the chorus of maidens leaves the house). These are
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intend to use for extinguishing the men’s fire. They exchange insults and threats with the
male semi-chorus. Repeated references to the water (358-9, 370-1, 374-5, 378-9) build
tension in the lead-up to the dousing. There is a period of added suspense as the women put
down the pitchers in order to fight with their hands (358), although it never actually comes
to this. (No female character, choreut or otherwise, is ever struck in Aristophanes.) When
the dousing finally takes place, it leaves the old men shrivelled and shivering, and concludes
the confrontation.*® After this, the two groups separate and retreat (but remain on-stage),
making way for the unannounced entrance of the Proboulos with his archers, discussed in
the previous chapter. The two choruses ultimately unite at 1042 (kowij cuotaAévTes), where
they perform a collective song and dance.

The semi-chorus in Lysistrata reflects a move for Aristophanes away from earlier
choral forms. Lysistrata is the first extant Aristophanic comedy not to include a proper
parabasis (though already Birds has a parabasis where the chorus remains in character), a

trend that continues in the subsequent plays that also see their choruses adopting more varied

discussed by Taplin 1977b: 336-7, 369—74, Scullion 1994: 71-4, L. Parker 2016: 82-3. In Peace,
some individual choreuts may briefly enter and then exit again the stage building (giciévTes cos
TaxloTa Tous Aibous apéAkete, 427). For cancelled choral exits via the stage door see P6hlmann
1995: 63-71; the locus classicus is A. Ag. 1348-71 where the chorus debates entering the house to
confirm Agamemnon’s death, but ends up not doing so.

49 Water appears rarely on the comic stage, but is almost certainly splashed over Philocleon who
faints when Labes is acquitted in the mock-trial (Vesp. 994-6; cf. Men. Sik. 364) and is perhaps
sprinkled on the chorus (and the audience?) at Peace 968-9 as part of Trygaeus’ preparation for
sacrifice. On the sort of ritual cleansing with water enacted in Peace see Moulinier 1952: 71-3, R.

Parker 1983: 19-20, Henderson 1987a: 198.
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roles, including perhaps the use of two distinct, full choruses in Frogs.>® Although Wealth,
the last extant comedy by Aristophanes, hints at a return to the older formula with a short-
tempered chorus of old men, the choreuts in that play are ‘allies’ of Chremylus (EUpuaxort,
218) who profit from, rather than oppose, the new state of affairs.>!

Aggressive choruses are a prominent, though not indispensable (cf. Clouds, Peace)
feature of Aristophanes’ earlier comedies. They allow for exciting choreographed
interaction between dancers and actors. Yet despite their violent aims, it is rare for a chorus
to lay hands on another character. In Acharnians, the choreuts throw stones at Dicaeopolis,
but from a distance; in Birds, the chorus’s assault is stayed at the last minute by Tereus-
Hoopoe; in Lysistrata, the women throw water over the men and thus avoid fisticuffs; in
Wasps, the ferocious jurymen are held at bay with sticks and smoke. Only in Knights—the

sole comedy in which the chorus unwaveringly supports the protagonist—do the chorus

% That is, one chorus of frogs and another of initiates, although doubts surround whether the former
appeared on-stage. See Allison 1983, Zimmermann 1984/85(i): 234, Dover 1993: 55-69, Marshall
1996. The absence of a proper parabasis in Lysistrata allows the semi-choruses to remain divided
until their unification at 1042 (a parabasis would unite them too early in the narrative). Sommerstein
2000a: 9-10 notes that, in the absence of a true parabasis, Lys. 614-705 nonetheless exhibits features
associated with that formal comic element, especially an epirrhematic structure. The parabasis of
Thesmophoriazusae, performed just a few months after Lysistrata, displays its own oddities (lack of
lyric sections, stage not emptied of other characters; cf. Austin & Olson 2004: 262-3).

51 Plut. 221-6, 262-3. On the chorus in Wealth see further Revermann 2006a: 271-4. On the comic
chorus in the fourth century in general see R. Hunter 1979 and Rothwell Jr. 1992. Lape 2006
discusses Menander’s boisterous (and anonymous) komos choruses that disrupt the action, but do
not influence the plot beyond provoking an intermission (Asp. 246-9, Dys. 2302, Epitr. 169-71,

Pk. 261-6; cf. Alexis fr. 112 K-A with Arnott 1996 ad loc., Orth 2013: 249-51).
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members seem to strike a character (Paphlagon at 247 and 273). Usually the violent
intentions of choruses are frustrated; the resourceful ways in which this occurs (producing a
basket of coals, dousing with cold water, employing a smoking device, etc.) are often

amusing and surprising, however, and relate to the characterisation of the choreuts.

4.4. Three types of comic violence

Having looked at choral aggression, | turn now to physical violence between individual
characters. The analysis covers three types of violence: hitting, restraining, and forced

costume manipulation.

4.4.1.1. Inferring instances of striking from the text

Comic characters use their hands or objects to strike others. Before looking at why this is
humorous and how it is incorporated into Aristophanes’ plots, we should ask how one
identifies when hitting occurs, in the absence of explicit stage directions.> The modern
reader, working from a text, is alerted in several ways:

a) The presence of verbs that denote hitting, striking, beating. For example,
Paphlagon says ‘I’'m being hit’ (TUmtoual, 257, 266) and ‘I’m being struck in the belly’

(y&oTpilouat, 273); Strepsiades runs on stage as his son ‘hits’ him (tumTtouévep, Nub.

52 For the relationship between text and stage action see Taplin 1977b: 28-39 (on tragedy) and
Revermann 2006a: 46-65 (on comedy). | accept, with Revermann (p. 48), that in the absence of
evidence to the contrary, when a character says that he or she is doing something or having something

done to them, this accurately reflects what is happening on stage.
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1322-5); Peisetairos ‘hits’ the pesky Decree-Seller (tumtduevos, Av. 1031), and later
demonstrates to the chorus how to ‘hit’ the slave Manes (TUmTwv ye ToUTov codi,
Av. 1327); Xanthias ‘hits’ the men who are arresting him (Tdmrtewv, Ran. 610).

b) The interjections iou iou and oimoi that can denote, among other things, bodily
pain.>® Strepsiades not only says that he is being hit by his son, but also cries iov iov (Nub.
1321); Paphlagon uses the same interjection when struck ‘vigorously’ (&avdpikcds) by the
Sausage-Seller (Eq. 451). Meton cries ofuot kakodaiuwv (Av. 1019) when he receives
anticipated blows (cf. mAnyai, 1014); the Sykophant in Wealth cries oiuot (930, 934, 935)
as he is assaulted and stripped by Karion; and Kudoimos exclaims oiuol pot TdAas when

his master Polemos strikes him (Pax 256), specifying that the punch was ‘piercing’ (cos

Spiuvs).

%3 These interjections alone do not, however, suffice to show that a character has been struck, or even
that they are experiencing physical pain. ioU ioU expresses a range of emotions, including joy,
surprise, enthusiasm (mocked at Dem. 19.209), and physical pain/discomfort (the last at Eq. 451,
Nub. 1321, Lys. 295, Ran. 653, Plut. 275-6), and can also be a call for attention or assistance (e.g.
Pax 110, Lys. 829-32, E. Hipp. 776); see further Dunbar 1995: 199, Labiano llundain 2000:
215-27, Biraud 2010: 657, 137-8, Finglass 2011: 355-6. Aristophanes gets comic mileage out of
the interjection’s multiple connotations when Dionysus passes off a pained cry of iou iou for
excitement at seeing horsemen (Ran. 653). The interjection oiuot can indicate physical pain (Av.
1019, Pax 256, Plut. 935, E. Hipp. 1350), but also fear, shock, or self-pity; see Stevens 1976: 17,
Labiano llundain 2000: 25170, Biles & Olson 2015: 89. Already a second- or third-century CE
commentary (CLGP 1.1.4 28.18-19 frr. C+D+E, col.1 = Ar. fr. 591.66-7 K—A) recognises the
significance of ofuot for identifying moments of slapstick («ofuol ToU xeiAous» oV yép[ovTt]a ¢’

&AnBeias TUTTTOUGCIY).
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¢) Characters appeal for witnesses.>* Strepsiades outlines the process in Clouds when

he describes his usual reaction if assaulted (ti 8p&s v Tis og TUTTTY):

gmelt’ émoycov OAiyov émpuapTUpouat,

elT aubis akapri StaAimcov Sik&Couat

I hold off a moment before calling for witnesses;
then, after waiting a smidgen longer, | initiate court proceedings.

Ar. Nub. 495-6

A call for witnesses implies legal retribution, as Strepsiades makes clear.>® Incidences of
witness-calling in Aristophanes have been catalogued by Spatharas (2008), who shows that

not only hitting (with or without a weapon), but also stripping (Ran. 528, Plut. 932) and

% This finds parallels in tragedy (e.g. S. Ant. 940-2, E. Hec. 1091-3), although unlike in comedy,
the vocabulary employed is non-legalistic. See further Taplin 1977b: 218-21 (drawing on Schulze
1918), Scafuro 1997: 102 n. 106 (examples from Menander).

% For a real instance of bystanders being called to witness a violent crime see Lys. 3.15 (oUtot 8¢
OUVEIOTIEOOVTES TiYov auTov PBig, BodvTta kai kekpaydTa kai papTtupduevov). [Dem.] 46.6 cites
a law regarding eyewitness testimony, while [Dem.] 47.36-8 attests the importance of eyewitnesses
when pursuing charges for assault. Victims of assault had recourse to several types of legal
retribution: a diké aikeidas for assault (Eccl. 663, Dem. 54, Isocr. 20), a graphé traumatos ek pronoids
for intentional wounding (Lys. 3, Aeschin. 2.93, further Phillips 2007, Canevaro 2013: 40-3), a
graphé hybreas for wanton violence ([Dem.] 53.16, further MacDowell 1990a: 263-5, Fisher 1992:
36-82, Harris ap. Canevaro 2013: 224-31), or having the perpetrator arrested and imprisoned for
cloak-snatching (Awmoducia), a crime punishable by death (Xen. Mem. 1.2.62, Arist. Ath. Pol. 52.1,

D. Cohen 1983: 79-83, Austin & Olson 2004: 270-1).
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restraining (Ach. 926) can provoke these. The comic effect lies partly, as Spatharas observes,
in the ‘victim’s legal consciousness, even in the midst of receiving blows, and their
quickness to shout papTUpouat . . . rather than attempting to defend themselves’.%® Witness-
calling is most often employed by intruder figures as they are beaten away by protagonists.
Examples include the Second Creditor as he is poked with a goad by Strepsiades (tadt’
gy paptupopat, Nub. 1297), Hierocles as he is struck by Trygaeus’ slave (napTtUpouat,
Pax 1119), and the Inspector in Birds when hit by Peisetairos (uaptUpoual TUTTTOUEVOS oV
¢miokomos, 1031). The pattern suits Philocleon’s dismissal of the Plaintiff in Wasps too
(Ta¥T éydd napTtUpoua, 1436), though it is uncertain if physical contact occurs there.*’
Characters who cry uapTUpouat typically have no on-stage supporters.>® Their appeals for
witnesses are directed to the world at large: not only the gods (cf. Men. Sam. 474), but also
the play’s spectators who are thus drawn into the action and, by not assisting, tacitly side
with the aggressor.

Before turning to instances where a character is struck with an object, it is worth
noting that the reasons for hitting another character are quite varied. These include self-

defence (Xanthias lashing out in Frogs), punishment (Polemos striking Kudoimos in Peace),

% Spatharas 2008: 188-9. A cry for witnesses is, however, very much in character for sykophants
(thus Ach. 926, Eup. fr. 99.103 K-A; cf. Pellegrino 2010: 208-9).

5 Philocleon does tell a story involving the verb katayvivai (‘to shatter’, 1435-6), which refers
elsewhere, as it did in Philocleon’s earlier tale (1427-8), to head injuries (e.g. Ach. 1180,
fr. 605, Lys. 3.14, Dem. 54.35); it is possible that Philocleon re-enacts his story, hitting the Plaintiff
on the head.

%8 Spatharas 2008: 185. The exception is the Plaintiff in Wasps, who is accompanied by a summons-
witness. The Sykophant in Wealth also brings a witness, but the character runs away before he can

be of any use (933-4).
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incentivisation (Peisetairos hitting Manes in Birds), or a lack of moral compass
(Pheidippides assaulting his father in Clouds). What is consistent is the absence of lasting
harm caused by such attacks. No character is ever knocked unconscious or seriously injured.
In addition, female characters are never victims of hitting, though they are probably
aggressors if punches are thrown during the brawl between the women and the archers in
Lysistrata (456-61). Much like the violence of early silent cinema discussed in the
Introduction, physical attacks in Aristophanes can immobilise or scare away an adversary,

but are never fatal.

4.4.1.2. Hitting and striking with objects

We have already encountered the Acharnian demesmen pelting Dicaeopolis with stones, the
choreuts in Wasps brandishing their stingers, and the female semi-chorus from Lysistrata
dousing its male equivalent with water. Individual characters too employ weapons. These
are particularly funny when, as often the case, they are non-conventional.>® Consider the
Sausage-Seller in Knights beating Paphlagon with his sausages, literally with ‘guts and
intestines’.®% As well as its sheer visual humour, this attack also sets up a pun on kéAots
(‘intestines’) and koA& (‘punish’, 455). In Wasps, Bdelycleon orders a slave to ‘strike’
(Tade, 398) Philocleon with laurel branches as the old man climbs out the window and down

the stage-building.®* The weapons are eipecicovan (399), ‘branches of olive or laurel trees

% For weapons in screen comedy see Carpenter 2001: 223-40.

0 kai Tols évTépols / kai Tols kdAois, 454-5. On intestines used to make sausages see Frost
1999: 246-9, Biles & Olson 2015: 420.

®1 Thus breaking the same taboo of parent-beating as Pheidippides in Clouds. For the enshrinement

of respect for one’s parents in the Athenian moral and legal code see Lys. 13.91, Xen. Mem. 4.4.20
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... decorated with figs, bread, small vessels full of oil or honey, and the like; carried in a
procession in honour of Apollo during the Pyanopsia festival [in October/November] ...
then hung beside the house door’.%? Again, the weapon sets up a pun, this time taken from
the vocabulary of naval warfare: Bdelycleon hopes that his father will ‘turn his ship astern’
(TpYnvnv dvakpovonTat, i.e. retreat back into the house) under the ‘blows of the branches’
(mAnyeis Tais eipecicovais), as if the last word were derived from eipecia (‘rowing’).%® The
spontaneous choice of the weapon, a sacred ritual object, contributes to the scene’s chaos,
which has seen Philocleon make multiple attempts to escape via various apertures of
the house.

In Clouds, Strepsiades asks for a ‘goad’ (xévtpov) and uses this to expel the Second
Creditor by prodding him in the ‘arse’ (mwpwkTtds, 1301). Targeting the man’s backside
accentuates the phallic associations of the kentron (any pointed rod for jabbing), made most
explicit in Wasps the following year. Generally, a kentron can be employed for punishment
or torture, often in association with whipping (Hdt. 3.130.2, Xen. Hell. 3.3.11, PI. Leg.
777a4-6). More commonly, it refers to an object used to control equids or beasts of burden
(e.g. A. Eum. 156-9, S. El. 716, E. Hipp. 1194, HF 880-2, 949, PI. Phdr. 254a3). The two
functions—punishment and controlling animals—merge in Sophocles’ Oedipus the King,

where Laius (travelling in a mule-drawn wagon) is reported to have struck Oedipus with

(oUkolv kai yovéas Tiu&v Tavtaxol vouiletat), Aeschin. 1.28 (parent beaters debarred from
speaking in the assembly), Arist. Ath. Pol. 56.6 with Rhodes 1981 ad loc., Dunbar 1995: 46970,
Liddel 2007: 215-18 (on burial and funerary rites).

62 Biles & Olson 2015: 215, drawing on MacDowell 1971: 187, both with further references.

8 Biles & Olson 2015: 216.
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‘double goads’ (SimAois kévTpolol, 809) at the three-way road.®* Similarly in Clouds,
Strepsiades treats the Creditor like a horse when he pokes the intruder with the kentron. As
he does this, he addresses the man with & cauedpa (1298), the name given to horses
branded with the letter san.®® This is a fitting expulsion for a man obsessed with chariots
(1303), as well as a form of surrogate revenge against Strepsiades’ own, horse-addicted son
(cf. 122). In this way, the prodding is not just a fun piece of slapstick, but also ties in with
the characterisation of the Creditor, as well as with the underlying story of the play.®

In Peace, Trygaeus orders his slave to restrain the bothersome Oracle-Monger and
hit him with a piece of wood.®” In Birds too, an Oracle-Monger (XpnopoAdyos)

presumptuously hopes to partake in the protagonist’s sacrifice. Oracle-mongers may have

% Finglass 2018: 417 translates dimAois kévtpolot as ‘double whip’, pointing to a sixth-century
amphora that shows the driver of a mule-wagon holding a whip with one handle and two lashes
(= M. Griffith 2006a: 217, fig. 11b). Compare S. Aj. 242, where Ajax’s SiA7j udoTiy: refers to a
horse rein (irmodétnv putiipa, 241; also 1. 23.362-3 mastix = himas, Dem. 19.197 rhyter = himas).
6 Cf. Eq. 603. For the depiction on a fifth-century Attic vase of a horse branded with a letter, see
J. Anderson 1961: plate 24.

% Comparable is the scene from Chaplin’s Shoulder Arms (1918) in which the protagonist’s helper
(an unnamed girl played by Edna Purviance) is captured and handed over to an enemy general. The
general’s defining characteristic is his cigarette smoking, and Chaplin ends up prodding him in the
backside with a smoking poker.

" o’ aUTov Eméxcv TA EUA (Pax 1121). Xulon is generic for ‘wood’, and by extension any
object fashioned from wood. It denotes weapons at Hdt. 2.63.1-2 (EUAa = kopuvai EUAwv; cf. E.
Supp. 715-17), Ar. Vesp. 458, Lys. 3567 (firewood as a potential weapon), fr. 620 ({va un katayis
TO okdglov TANYels EUAw), Lys. 1.27, Men. Sam. 440. In the Peace instance, it may refer to

Trygaeus’ walking stick (Henderson 1987a: 113).
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been conspicuous in Athens at this historical time of uncertainty and almost certainly in the
build-up to the Sicilian Expedition (anger at the failure of which was initially directed at
them, Thuc. 8.1.1). At any rate, the intruder in Birds carries a ‘book roll” (BuBAiov) that
purportedly contains auspicious prophecies and instructs Peisetairos to give him food and
clothing.%® After four such dubious revelations, Peisetairos loses patience and produces a
book roll of his own, which contains an Apolline oracle (981-2). The object would have
been a rolled-up piece of papyrus. To judge by iconographic representations, these measured
approximately forty centimetres from top to bottom, though the one in Birds may have been
longer for audience visibility and/or comic exaggeration.®® Peisetairos reads his oracle

aloud:

aUTap MY &KANTOS icov &vbpaotros dAalcov
AuTrij BYovTas kai oAy xvelelv EmBupt,

81 TSTE Xpr) TUTITEW aUTOV TTAEUPGOY TO HETAEV.

But should a fraudulent man arrive uninvited and

annoy those who preside over a sacrifice, and wish to share the innards,

% For a similar joke, cf. Eccl. 1011-20, where the Old Woman produces the ‘decree’ (yripioua)
ordaining that the city’s young men must now sleep with old women before young ones.

% For actual papyrus rolls see Glazebrook 2005 (with visual representations). For outsized props in
comedy see the discussion in Revermann 2006a: 244-6, who concludes, however, that these were
‘the exception rather than the rule’ (p. 245). Revermann proposes the sacrificial wine bowl in
Lysistrata as an example (kUAika pey&Anv, 195; 6 kepapecov doos, 200), though a large bowl may
well have been appropriate for such a situation (cf. Hdt. 4.70 é&s kUAika pey&Anv kepauivnv oivov
gy xéavTes). One almost certain instance of an oversize comic prop is the giant mortar carried by

Polemos in Peace (cva€ "AtroAAov Tiijs Bueias ToT A& TOUS, 238).
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then verily you must hit him between the ribs!

Ar. Av. 983-5

Unlike the earlier oracles, Peisetairos heeds these words and twice hits the intruder’s flank
(ofuot, 990), each time exclaiming ‘take the book!” (AaPe t6 BuPAiov, 986, 989). The
exclamation indicates that he uses the byblion and mockingly echoes the Oracle-Monger’s
offer to show Peisetairos his prophecies (Aaft t6 PuBAiov, 974, 976, 980). Hitting the man
with a byblion chimes with the spirit of the Apolline instructions too, which ironically turn
the Oracle-Monger’s own trade against him.”® The nature of the object ensures, however,
that no lasting injury is caused.

If hitting the Oracle-Monger with his own papyrus roll is an ironic, albeit innocuous
act of slapstick, Peisetairos is more audacious when he whips the intruding Sykophant. This
character falls into a trap of his own laying. He demands wings to speed from island to island
like a ‘spinning top” (PéuPig). But Greek tops could be spun with whips, as depicted on a
mid-fifth-century lekythos.” Peisetairos accordingly produces a pair of ‘Corcyrean wings’,
that is a large, double-thonged whip (ofuot TdAas pdotiy’ €xeis, 1464) associated with the
island of Corcyra (Phryn. com. fr. 47 K-A, Arist. fr. 513 Rose, > Av. 1463a Holwerda) and

uses this to make the Sykophant ‘spin like a top” (BeuPiki&v, 1465). The man cries oimoi

© Note especially the postponed, emphatic position of To uetagy at 985 that echoes the Oracle-
Monger’s t6 petagu from 967. For the joke of an oracle pronounced to one’s own advantage
compare Eq. 121-4.

™ On whips and spinning tops in general see Richter 1907: 420-2 (with an image of the mid-fifth-
century, red-figure squat lekythos, New York MMA 75.2.9; colour reproduction in Neils & Oakley
2003: 270), Levaniouk 2007: 176-9, Biles & Olson 2015: 510, and cf. Callim. Epigr. 1.9-10: Umo

TAnYyfiol Bods RéuPikas ExovTes EoTPEPOV.
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talas as Peisetairos insults him and lashes him off the stage.’? In Athenian society, whipping
a citizen could be expected to attract public opprobrium, since it signified treating the victim
as a slave.” In Birds, however, nothing suggests that Peisetairos’ behaviour was intended to
provoke a negative reaction from the audience. On the contrary, the comic hero asserts his
authority and shames the intruder, and the play’s spectators are encouraged to cheer this on.

Like Birds, Frogs too features whipping, though the dynamic is different, drawing
inspiration from the historical process of judicial slave torture. After the angry innkeepers
depart, Xanthias re-takes the Heracles costume (Ran. 589). This sartorial switch backfires,
however, when a Servant appears out of the stage door and orders three henchmen to arrest
‘the dog thief” (605), namely Xanthias wearing Heracles’ lion-skin.”* Xanthias resists, then
denies the charge and, pointing at Dionysus who now carries the luggage (502), invites the
Servant to ‘take my slave here and torture him’ (Bacdwile yap Tov maida toutovi AaPcov,
616). The assumption is that the ‘slave’ Dionysus will, even under the pressure of torture,

testify that Xanthias is no thief.”> The humour lies, once again, in the unintended

2 Compare Eup. fr. 83 K-A, where a character calls someone who has whipped him (or her) a
‘spinning-top’ (& pUuPe paoTias EuE).

3 Compare Lys. fr. 279.24-35 Carey, Aeschin. 1.59, Dem. 19.196-8, 21.180 (Ctesicles sentenced
to death for whipping a citizen during a festival), Finglass 2018: 417. For legal distinctions between
punishments meted out to slaves vs. citizens (= corporal punishment vs. monetary fines) see e.g.
Dem. 24.167 and the 375/4 BCE coinage law discussed by Stroud 1974.

™ The speaker’s servile status is confirmed by reference to his ‘master’ (8eomédTns, 670), though he
clearly enjoys some authority in the house since he commands the henchmen and carries out the
basanos. See further Dover 1993: 50-1.

> Thor 1977 is the fundamental study of judicial slave torture (basanos). See also Harrison

1968/71(ii): 147-50, V. Hunter 1994: 89-94, Gagarin 1996, Mirhady 1996, Thir 1996,
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consequences of Dionysus pretending to be Heracles, as well as Xanthias’ artful handling of
the situation.

Xanthias proposes tying Dionysus to the rack, flagellating him with a bristle-whip
(Uotpixid paoTiydov), pouring vinegar up his nostrils, skinning him alive, or crushing him
under a pile of bricks (618-21). He also declines financial sureties, should Dionysus be
injured during the ordeal: ‘unnecessary as far as I’'m concerned; just take him away and
perform a basanos’, he says, confidently adopting the role of master (un &7t éuoty’. oUTtw
8¢ Baocdawl amayaycv, 625). If these words imply that the torture will take place off-
stage, the anonymous Servant confirms that it will in fact occur before the spectators’ eyes
(kaT dpbaApous, 626). At this moment, and with the torture imminent, Dionysus interjects
to protest that not he, but rather Xanthias is the true slave. This creates an impasse and the
judicial basanos consequently morphs into a question of mortal versus immortal status,
which will be resolved by whipping both characters to determine who feels pain (gods are
supposedly insensitive to pain, 634-9). Throughout the following thirty lines, Xanthias and

Dionysus are thus alternately whipped. There are six blows in total. The prop used is not

Sternberg 2006: 14673, Wohl 2010: 82-9. The rationale for the torture of slaves was a belief that
it ensured truth (Dem. 30.37, Isae. 8.12), though the weakness of that premise was apparent even to
contemporary orators: slaves will say anything to stop the pain, the counter-argument runs, or they
will lie either to protect their master or through fear of punishment for having incriminated him
(Antiph. 1.31-2, Lys. 4.16, Isocr. 17.55). As forms of torture employed in judicial interrogations of
slaves, the primary sources mention whipping (Isocr. 17.15) and racking on the wheel (Antiph. 5.40,

Dem. 29.40; cf. Ar. Pax 452 with Olson 1998 ad loc., Plut. 875).
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specified, unless the Servant takes up Xanthias’ suggestion of a ‘bristle-whip’.”® Slaves
could, however, be lashed with a simple leather strap (e.g. Anacr. 388.8 PMG, Ar. Vesp.
643, Dem. 21.180), which would be an economical solution for the stage and easily
manipulated (i.e. by tempering the force of the blows) to give the impression of whipping
without causing injury to the actors.

The basanos episode in Frogs is an unusual instance of Aristophanic slapstick in two
respects. First, there is no aggressor who clearly enjoys the spectators’ support and no victim
clearly denied their sympathy. The character who performs the violence is anonymous, while
the episode itself does little to advance the plot. The violence therefore appears gratuitous,
‘stuck on for its own sake’ as Gould puts it.”” Secondly, and more than any other
Avristophanic scene, the Frogs episode foregrounds pain.’® Pain and bodily suffering belong
to the tragic aesthetic, as Budelmann (2006) has shown. Prominent examples are Heracles
in the poisoned garb at the end of Trachiniae (971-1111), or Philoctetes in his eponymous
Sophoclean play (730-826). How does Aristophanes turn physical pain into a comic
spectacle? The jokes in Frogs all rely on the same mechanism: the characters are hurt, but
pretend not to have felt anything, transforming their cries of pain into exclamations of joy,

an inexplicable desire to quote lyric poetry, or reactions to ridiculous trifles (tears caused by

6 Ran. 619 (cf. Pax 746). = Ran. 619 Chantry: ‘a hustrikhis is a whip with hairs from a pig’s hide’
(«UoTpixis» E0TIv 1) €K BépUATOS UEiou UET’ aUTAV TAV TPIXV udoTig); 2 Pax 746a Holwerda:
‘the whip made from hairs of pigs’ (1) ¢€ Ueicov Tpixcdv n&oTiE).

"T. Gould 1991: 1.

8 The only other scene to get as much mileage from pain is the end of Acharnians, where Dicaeopolis
mocks the injured Lamachus (who has twisted his ankle on a stake and broken his head on a stone,
1178-80). There, the pain is self-caused, however, and should be seen as come-uppance for

Lamachus’ earlier braggadocio.
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‘onions’, an 0imoi provoked by a chance thorn in the foot). There is comic repetition as the
Servant moves between the two whipped characters and speaks essentially the same line
(3eUpo maAw PadioTéov Vel sim. at 652, 656, 658). Timing too informs the jokes when
Xanthias pretends to be awaiting the first blow, after already having been struck (644-5), or
when Dionysus’ cry of ‘Poseidon!’ (664) seems to decide the contest, only for it to become
the first word in a line from Sophocles’ Laocoon (fr. 371 TrGF). These jokes help convert
the scene’s pain into a vehicle for laughter. Instead of focussing on the characters’ suffering,
the audience can enjoy the creative, if laughably unpersuasive, ways in which Dionysus and
Xanthias conceal the pain that they experience.” The frivolity, as well as the gratuitousness,
of the whole episode is underscored by its conclusion: the Servant finds the exercise to have
been fruitless since he still cannot discern which of the characters is a god (668-9). His
solution is to consult with Pluto and Pherrephatta (= Persephone) who, as gods themselves,
are sure to recognise Dionysus. As the characters consequently move toward the stage
building, Dionysus adds an ironic closing remark: ‘if only you had thought of that earlier’,
he quips, ‘before I took the beating!” (¢BouAéunv & &v ToUTd oe / TTpdTEPOV VoTjoal, TTpiv
EuE T&s ATy &s AaPeiv, 672-3).

The examples discussed in this section suggest that striking characters, either with
parts of one’s own body or with objects, was part of the Old Comic aesthetic, but to what
end? In general, watching a character hit another necessitates little interpretive effort from
the audience. This is the anti-intellectual, childish appeal of physical gags criticised by
Avristophanes (Nub. 539, discussed above in section 4.2). Such action may be gratifying

when the victims are authority figures, thus allowing the audience to experience a vicarious

™ For examples of this type of joke in silent film comedy see Carpenter 2001: 85-7, who presents

the Frogs episode as a model (the ‘Xanthias Routine”).
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victory over those who, in real life, would be protected by their status. Physical attacks also
serve to humble characters who profess undue authority. As for the anti-intellectual aspect
of hitting, Aristophanes counters this, in part, when he has his characters employ objects;
these can add a semantic layer to the action by creating visual/verbal puns (e.g. the ‘guts and
intestines’ in Knights, the ‘Corcyrean wings’ in Birds) or irony (the horse-goad in Knights,
the book roll in Birds). The basanos episode in Frogs is a special case since there is no
obvious aggressor/victim configuration, but it is a successful and funny set piece for the
reasons outlined above. Common to all instances of hitting in Aristophanes is the fact that
there are never any serious consequences. Like the cinematic slapstick discussed in the
Introduction, characters that are struck, though they may cry out in pain, are always allowed

to exit alive and uninjured.

4.4.2. Restraining

Like hitting, restraining can be used to establish, confirm, or reverse hierarchical
relationships between characters. A character shows their dominance by restricting another’s
ability to move. The locus classicus for this on the Greek stage is the tragic Prometheus
Bound, in which Zeus has Prometheus pinned to a rock. While nothing quite so violent
occurs in comedy, several characters are nonetheless arrested in Aristophanes, in four
instances by slaves (adding indignity to the bad treatment), and on two occasions with an
interesting twist. The difficulty in holding a character captive for an extended period of time
can inspire sub-narratives to develop around the act of restraining, which in turn have an
effect on plot and characterisation.

Characters are forcibly albeit briefly restrained in Peace, when Trygaeus orders his

slave to hold Hierocles and hit him with a piece of wood (1121), and Wealth, when
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Chremylus and Karion grab Wealth and lift him off the ground (63-71). These acts of
restraining last just a few seconds. Philocleon in Wasps, on the other hand, must be held for
over one hundred lines (415-522), contributing to his characterisation as an unruly figure.
Following Philocleon’s failed attempts to escape the house, Bdelycleon escorts his father
outside and orders three mute slaves not to surrender him to the chorus (A&ReoBe TouTtoui
kai ) pediobe undevi, 434). Two of the slaves seize Philocleon (457, 459) close to the stage
door where he is already being detained by his son.®° The third will help fight the chorus
alongside Bdelycleon and Xanthias, who momentarily re-enter the house (436). Philocleon’s
arrest by slaves of his own household not only underscores the father’s loss of authority
(442), but it also leads to a surprising, if ultimately unsuccessful, tactic for getting the slaves
to free him: whereas the chorus begs the slaves to release Philocleon by invoking his past
acts of generosity toward them (442-7), the old man prefers insults and threats. He addresses
one of the slaves as ‘a horrific beast’ (& kdkioTov bnpiov, 448), then recalls how he tied
him to a tree and ‘vigorously flayed’ him (¢€¢8eip’ el k&vSpikéds, 450), suggesting that a
similar punishment awaits. The slaves remain unpersuaded, however, holding on to
Philocleon for a further sixty-five lines until he is finally released in anticipation of the
mock-trial (&@eté vuv Gmavtes avutdv, 522). This prolonged arrest, the last of several
measures taken to prevent Philocleon leaving the house, provides the impetus for the
chorus’s attack and generates suspense about what the man will do once freed. As the play
progresses, Bdelycleon’s efforts to convert his father begin to backfire, eventually

culminating in him picking up Philocleon (&p&uevos, 1443-4) and transporting him back to

8 Biles & Olson 2015: 223 discuss whether both Bdelycleon and Xanthias hold Philocleon prior to

the handover.
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the house that had been the focus of the play’s opening, and the location of the
original arrest.

More elaborate than the arrest of Philocleon is the restraining of the informer
Nikarchos in Acharnians. After Dicaeopolis’ exchange with the impoverished Megarian
(729-817), the chorus sings a song of mockery (836-59) before a second visitor, a Boeotian
man, arrives with a selection of wares. The most coveted of these are his Copaic eels, which
Dicaeopolis enthusiastically praises. In exchange for an eel, the Boeotian wants not
anchovies or ceramics (901-2), but rather something that is missing in Thebes and plentiful
in Athens (& Tt Tap auiv urj ‘o1, T&de 8 avt oAy, 903). Dicaeopolis suggests a sykophant,
‘tied up like ceramic ware’ (coomep képapov évdnoduevos, 904). As if on cue, the informer
Nikarchos arrives to denounce the Boeotian trader. His short stature (uikkds ya pékos
oUTos, 909) will facilitate the special manner of his upcoming treatment. From the text, we

can deduce that:

1) Dicaeopolis orders Nikarchos’ mouth to be closed (EuAA&GuBav’ auTtol TO
otdéua, 926). Material is perhaps stuffed into the aperture of the mask. After this
point, the informer no longer speaks, though he may emit muffled cries (942);

2) Dicaeopolis asks for packing material (poputdv, 927) to avoid breakage ‘like
ceramic ware’ (cdoTep képapov, 928);

3) Dicaeopolis suggests hanging the informer ‘from his feet, head downwards’ (éx
TOdV KaTwkapa kpéuaito, 945);

4) Dicaeopolis complains that tying up the informer has been difficult (uéAis y’
gvédnoa, 951);

5) Dicaeopolis invites the Boeotian man to ‘lift’ the informer (aipou AaBcov, 952);
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6) the Boeotian man orders his slave Ismenios to ‘lower his shoulder’ (UmdkutTe
T&v TUAQv, 954);

7) the Boeotian man and Ismenios transport the informer off-stage, probably tied
upside down to a pole balanced on their shoulders (compare 860-1, where the two

characters share the task of carrying).

Olson identifies in this scene a visual allusion to the mythical Kerkopes, dwarfish
malefactors whom Heracles captured and suspended from a pole carried on his shoulder.8
Certainly the Boeotian man is connected to Heracles by birthplace, and he invokes the
mythical hero in his opening words;® the sykophant is also explicitly short, like the
Kerkopes and is probably carried away on a pole (hence the two mentions of ‘shoulder’,
860, 954), which is one of the distinctive elements of this Heracles episode. If we accept that
the encounter with Nikarchos draws on the Heracles story, then the parody is primarily
visual, a technique familiar from scenes of paratragedy, though more rarely inspired by non-
dramatic episodes.® The comic scene draws humour from the juxtaposition of Dicaeopolis’

efforts to ‘avoid breakage’ (step 2 above) with the doubtless rough treatment of the victim,

81 Olson 2002: Ixii-Ixiii, 304. Sources for the myth in Gantz 1993: 4412, iconography in Mitchell
2009: 123-4, LIMC s.v. Kerkopes. For further representations of the Kerkopes story in comedy see
Fitzpatrick & Dunn 2002: 36 (overlooking the Acharnians episode), Rosen 2007: 57—-66. The story
seems to have been a popular motif, with plays entitled Kerkopes recorded for Hermippus, Plato
comicus, and Eubulus.

8 {1rtw HpapkAfis (860); cf. vel Tov 1dAaov (867). For Heracles born in Thebes see e.g.
I1.14.323-4, 19.98-9, Hes. Theog. 526-31.

8 Another example of the technique that draws on a non-dramatic source is the Odysseus escape

episode in Wasps (179-85).
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as well as the ironic transformation of the informer into a vendible object. Nikarchos
becomes ‘merchandise’ (tryv éumoAnv, 929) and a ‘vessel” (&yyos, 936), and is handled
accordingly. With the Kerkopes story as a likely backdrop, the humour lies primarily in
witnessing a human treated like an object.®* Like Buster Keaton’s father who, on the
vaudeville stage, would hold his son’s ankles and sweep the floor as if the boy were a mop
(Mast 1973: 125), or Charlie Chaplin who flips a man upside down in Those Love Pangs
(9:10-28) and sits on the man as if he were a chair, the humour of a human-to-object
transformation finds one of its first recorded manifestations here in Acharnians. Nikarchos
had wanted to denounce the Boeotian man’s wares (909-23), only to be packed up and
turned into one himself. This is not merely a funny spectacle for the sake of it; rather, the
treatment of Nikarchos responds to his attempts to control commerce via bullying and
threats. Yet instead of hindering international trade, as he had wanted, he now unintendedly
facilitates it. The ambiguity of whether the Boeotian visitor, for his part, has been treated
fairly (he seems content with the exchange) or rather has been tricked by Dicaeopolis (into
accepting an informer) is consistent with the protagonist’s earlier, equivocal dealings with
the Megarian.

Unlike Nikarchos in Acharnians, who is swiftly packed up and transported off-stage,
Kinsman in Thesmophoriazusae is arrested, bound to a plank, and left in this position—in
full view of the audience—for two hundred lines. This treatment, as we will see, collapses

the multiple roles that Kinsman adopts over the course of the comedy.

8 Compare LIMC s.v. Herakles 81324, a red-figure pelike (Fogg 1925.30.34) that depicts Herakles
in an identical position to images of him carrying the Kerkopes, but with two amphorae in the place
of the dwarves. For carrying-poles (&avapopa) on the Aristophanic stage cf. Ran. 8, Eccl. 833,

fr. 571 (kai oV ipdvTta pou €xouct kai Tavapopov).
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Thesmophoriazusae is one of Aristophanes’ most lively productions. The play’s
physicality gravitates around the character of Kinsman whose pubic hair is aggressively
singed by Euripides (236-46), who almost gets into a fight with Mika (566—70), is forcibly
stripped (636), snatches Mika’s baby (688), and is finally arrested by a Prytanis and a
Scythian Archer. The arrival of the Prytanis is foreshadowed at 654 (cf. also 753-4), when
Kleisthenes departs in search of one. This magistrate does not enter until 923, however,
while the Archer who accompanies him, and who is armed with a whip and sword
(1125-6), is unexpected. The latter is instructed to lead Kinsman inside and ‘bind him on
the sanis’ (8fjoov auTov eiodywv / & ToEST év i) oavidi, 930-1). These two characters
then enter the stage building (946), re-emerging several lines later (1001) with Kinsman
appropriately shackled.® A sanis is a flat wooden board; the word can designate a door (E.
Or. 1221), a ship’s gang-plank (E. Hel. 1556), panels on which public notices were written
(Vesp. 349, Andoc. 1.83, Lys. 26.10) or, as here in Thesmophoriazusae (and probably

euphemistically), a restraining device for criminals. Kinsman is attached to the plank around

& This allows the part of the (hitherto silent) Archer to be taken over by the tritagonist, who presently
plays Kritylla and exits around 944 (Austin & Olson 2004: Ixix, 295). Binding a character to a sanis
may have been staged earlier by Cratinus (X Thesm. 940 Regtuit = Cratin. fr. 366 K-A). Both
N. Wilson 2007: 160 and Hartwig 2009: 73 suggest that, once bound, Kinsman is wheeled out on
the ekkykiema; Sommerstein 1994: 221 (implicitly supported by Austin & Olson 2004: 309) is
sceptical, however, arguing that the ekkyklema would have blocked the stage door through which the
Archer must repeatedly pass. The fact that the ekkyklema typically signals indoor space (caveats in
Rehm 1988: 295-6) also speaks against its use here because the audience is meant to think of the
bound Kinsman as being outside: there is mention of passers-by (Tots mapiotoi, 932-3; cf. Dem.
24.114), Kinsman thinks he will become fodder for crows (1027/8/9), and the episode parodies an

outdoor scene from Euripides” Andromeda.
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the neck (1054) and likely also his wrists and ankles.®® The upright sanis supposedly lifts
his feet off the ground so that he is ‘hanging’ (1027/8/9, 1053, 1110). At least one ‘pin’
(AAos, 1003) holds Kinsman’s head in place; the Archer painfully tightens it (1004).
Kinsman remains locked in the sanis for over two hundred lines, forty of which have him
singing a monody from this precarious position (1015-55). Eventually he is freed by
Euripides (who has distracted the Archer with a dancing-girl),®” and promptly exits via one
of the eisodoi (1205-9).

In her essay ‘Travesties of gender and genre’ (1981), Zeitlin discusses how, more
than any other Aristophanic comedy, Thesmophoriazusae blends multiple levels of fiction.®
This is particularly apparent in the restraining episode. Kinsman’s arrest and implied death-
sentence are consequences of his infiltration of the Thesmophoria.® They also reflect a real-
life judicial procedure, the ephégesis, whereby an Athenian magistrate could perform an
arrest on a citizen’s behalf.® Conversely, the stereotyped Archer with his over-the-top

idiolect belongs firmly to the world of comedy,® while parody of Euripidean tragedy

8 See Sommerstein 2001: 170, Austin & Olson 2004: 294-5. V. Hunter 1994: 242 n. 47 cites, as
historical examples of the punishment, Hdt. 7.33 (the Persian governor Artayctes executed by the
Athenian general Xanthippus for defiling the Temple of Protesilaus at Elaeus), 9.120.4 (the same
story of Artayctes, but with the citizens of Elaeus executing the Persian governor), Lys. 13.56
(Menestratus executed for murder), 65-6 (Phaenippides executed for cloak-snatching).

8 0On such erotic dancing girls in Greek culture see Olsen 2017.

8 Zeitlin 1996: 375-416. See also Bobrick 1997, Bierl 2001: 251-76.

8 Kinsman believes that he is going to die (1051-5).

% The details of this process are shadowy, but its existence is confirmed by Dem. 22.26. See further
Hansen 1976: 24-6, V. Hunter 1994: 1367, Austin & Olson 2004: 294.

%1 Zeitlin 1996: 396. Cf. Hall 2006: 225-54.
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imports a further layer of meaning. Staged the year before Thesmophoriazusae, Euripides’
Andromeda told the story of Andromeda’s rescue by Perseus, after she had been bound atop
a cliff.%? By adopting the persona of Andromeda (‘Perseus ran out and gave me a sign that I
must become Andromeda’, 1010-12), Kinsman undergoes not so much a physical
transformation—nhe is already half-disguised as a woman—as a change in personality. He no
longer endorses, as he did in his earlier speech (466-519), the lecherous and deceitful
women embodied by Euripides’ Phaedras or Stheneboeas (tragic characters linked also at
Ran. 1043), but has become, or at least pretended to become, a virginal and sympathetic
victim.*® His fastening to the sanis, which as well as being a real judicial punishment now
also replays Andromeda’s binding on the cliff-face, converges Kinsman’s many roles: the
cross-dressing spy, Euripides’ stooge and failed saviour, the criminal condemned to death,
a citizen with a wife and children, and the parodied tragic maiden. All these ‘scattered
identities’ are connected, in different ways, to Kinsman’s current fate attached to the board.*
His song, in particular (1015-55), blends the multiple roles: switching between masculine
and feminine forms to describe himself, Kinsman asks how he might escape the Scythian
Archer (1015-17), despairs of seeing his own wife (1020-1), refers to himself as the unwed
maiden Andromeda (1029-32), and appeals to Euripides (‘the one who shaved my arse’) as
he remembers the original cross-dressing mission (1043-6). Euripides’ subsequent re-entry
and freeing of Kinsman concludes the play’s intrigue by reuniting the two characters with
which it had begun (the characters exit together at 1209), as well as prompting reconciliation

with the city’s women (1160-3). In this sense, the binding of Kinsman is, even more so than

% For synopses of the tragedy see Austin & Olson 2004: Ixii-Ixiii, 311, Collard, Cropp, & Gibert
2004: 133-43. For the fragments and testimonia see Klimek-Winter 1993: 55-310.
93 Zeitlin 1996: 395.

% 1 borrow the phrase ‘scattered identities’ from Stehle 2002: 393.
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the packing up of Nikarchos before him, no mere spectacle for its sake, but rather very much
integrated into the plot and the characterisation of the victim.

To conclude, restraining implies immobility and does not, therefore, lend itself to the
creation of exciting of spectacles. It is perhaps for this reason that Aristophanes seldom has
his characters restrain others. When he does so, the restraining is either short-lived (Peace,
Wealth), enlivened via parody of well-known myths (Acharnians, Thesmophoriazusae), or

linked to some aspect of the victim’s characterisation (\Wasps).

4.4.3. Forced stripping and dressing

Stone (1980) and Compton-Engle (2015) have demonstrated the importance of costume and
costume manipulation in Aristophanes. The costumes of Old Comedy not only reflect
‘cultural assumptions about power, the body, status, and mimesis’ (Compton-Engle
2015: 1), but also generate humour when they distort or debase such assumptions. Disguise,
which is used in both tragedy and comedy, allows a character to adopt two identities at
once—Dicaeopolis dons the Telephus costume to ‘be who I am, but appear not so’
(Ach. 441). Aristophanes exploits such dualities for irony and humour. We saw above how
Kinsman, bound to the sanis, fluctuates between being himself and Andromeda; Bdelycleon
tries to civilise his father by dressing him in expensive new clothes (Vesp. 1122-64), but
these cannot suppress the old man’s boorish nature; Dionysus adopts the ‘appearance’
(oxfua) of Heracles but, much to the amusement of Xanthias, fails to appropriate the hero’s
‘spirit’ (Afjua, Ran. 460-3). There is potential for humour when characters are oblivious to
incongruities between their outer appearance and inner identity, or when those incongruities
arise unintentionally. Thus, Heracles cannot contain his laughter (3 x yeA&v) when he sees

Dionysus with a masculine lion-skin draped over a feminine krokaotos (saffron robe) and
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delicate kothornoi boots alongside a sturdy club (Ran. 42-7); Peisetairos and Euelpides
mock Tereus whom the gods have transformed into a hybrid man-bird with a beak and
moulting plumage (Av. 93-106); the naked husbands in Lysistrata appear ‘ridiculous’
(xaTayéhaoTos, 1020); Blepyrus, through no design of his own, is ludicrously forced to
wear his wife’s blouse and slippers (Eccl. 311-16).

If appearance can be funny, then manipulating someone’s appearance can make them
into an object of laughter. To take an example from tragedy, Dionysus dresses Pentheus as
a woman in Euripides’ Bacchae so that he will appear ‘ridiculous’ in front of the Thebans
(xp1iCw 8¢ viv yéhwTa OnPaiots d6@Aeiv / yuvaikduopov, 854-5; cf. Thesm. 939-44,
Eccl. 121-7). In this section, | focus on Aristophanic instances where a character is forcibly
dressed or undressed by another. Compton-Engle rightly concludes that controlling
another’s clothing is a sign of dominance and that ‘when one comic character strips another,
by either physical force or verbal commands, the stripped character is marked as having
lower social status’.®® Thus, when Strepsiades is told to remove his cloak in Clouds (497),
he assumes, wrongly it turns out, that this is a punishment. The motif stretches back at least
as far as Homer, where Odysseus threatens to strip Thersites and ‘reveal his genitals’ as
punishment for upbraiding Agamemnon (t& t° aidé augiaAumTe, Il. 2.262). There are
three instances of unceremonious, hostile stripping in Aristophanes (versus none in tragedy).
The victims are men in all cases. In Peace, Trygaeus’ slave strips Hierocles of his animal
fleeces (kwdicov, 1122-4); in Thesmophoriazusae, the women force Kinsman to remove his

breastband (otpdgiov, 638); and in Wealth, Karion strips the Sykophant of his himation

% Compton-Engle 2015: 10. Aeschines 1.183 cites a Solonian law according to which women who
committed adultery could be stripped (and beaten), the aim being to ‘dishonour such a woman’
(&Tiucdov v TolavTnw yuvaika). For an instance of stripping as a prelude to a hubristic beating see

Dem. 54.8-9.
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(926-30). The first of these stripped characters is an alazon, someone who lays claim to
more authority than they legitimately should.®® The Slave says that he will strip Hierocles
(whom Trygaeus calls an alazon, 1121) of the animal skins ‘that he has been obtaining
through deceit’ (&A&puPav’ avtos é€amatdov, 1123). The imperfect of (¢)AduPav(e)
implies that Hierocles has adopted profit-by-trickery as a regular occupation (cf. &pa
pevakiCwv moT Abnvaious éTi maveoe; 1087). Stripping him, as Olson (1998: 282)
observes, puts a symbolic end to that behaviour. Removing Kinsman’s breastband in
Thesmophoriazusae serves a different purpose: it confirms his identity as a man. Although
his stripping does not, as Austin & Olson (2004: 232) point out, advance the story, since
Kinsman has already been outed as an impostor, it does allow for the funny action of
Kinsman trying to conceal his now exposed phallos by swinging it back and forward
between his legs.®” Finally, the Sykophant in Wealth has his cloak replaced by an inferior
one, a live enactment of the redistribution of resources triggered by the return of Wealth’s
sight, discussed in more detail below.

With regard to forced dressing, Compton-Engle observes that ‘to have a new

costume forced on one is [also] degrading’.®® The motif can again be traced back to Homer,

% Arist. EN 1127a20-2 Bokel 37 O ... &Aalcov TpoomonTikds TAV éwddEwov elval kal um
UTrapxovTev kal pelléveov 1) umapxet. See further MacDowell 1990b, who concludes that ‘an
dAalcov in Old Comedy is a man who holds an official position or professes expertise which, he
claims, makes him superior to other men; he exploits it, normally in speech, to obtain profit, power,
or reputation; but what he says is actually false or useless’ (p. 289).

7 Cf. fr. 664, where an unidentifiable, male character has his ctpégiov loosened, exposing his
genitals (Ta k&pud pou “EEMITITEY).

% Compton-Engle 2015: 12. Not all comic instances of dressing another character are hostile. The

Sausage-Seller places a celebratory green coat on the rejuvenated Demos at the end of Knights
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where Odysseus drags the defeated Irus outdoors and dresses him with a staff and shabby
wallet (Od. 18.104-112). There are two clear instances of a character being degraded in
Avristophanes via a forced costume change (the Proboulos in Lysistrata and the Sykophant
in Wealth), though the dressing of Philocleon in Wasps also provides several opportunities
for humour. In Wasps, humour stems from Philocleon’s reluctance to be dressed by his son
and the disproportionate energy expended on what should be a simple task. Philocleon is
unenthusiastic about removing his #ibon (a modest outer garment), which he claims to have
worn when stationed against the Persians, and which is therefore an important part of his
identity.*® His first words (the first spoken by any character) after the second parabasis are:
‘I will never take this [tribon] off as long as I am alive’ (1122), priming the audience for the
ensuing struggle. Bdelycleon wants his father to swap the item for a chlaina, a costly
(YpaiveTal moAAais Samévais, 1146) and exotic woollen mantle.®° The implication is that
the old man, by changing his appearance, will trade his old ways for a more sophisticated

lifestyle. It takes over thirty lines for Bdelycleon to get the chlaina on his father, who shifts

(1406), for example, while the female chorus leader in Lysistrata dresses her male counterpart as a
gesture of reconciliation (1021) before giving him a kiss (1036).

% Vesp. 1123-4. Compare 2369, where the chorus reminisces over Philocleon’s exploits during the
Persian Wars, as well as the choral song extolling Athenian accomplishments against Persians
(1071-101), which comes just before the dressing scene. For the TpiBcwov associated with poverty or
asceticism (worn by Socrates at Pl. Prt. 335d1, Symp. 219b6-7) see Lys. 278, Plut. 714-15, Lys.
32.16, Dem. 54.34, Isae. 5.11, Stone 1980: 162-3.

10 On the xAaiva, a predominantly male garment (Thesm. 142), see Stone 1980: 160-2,
Davies 1991: 152, Dunbar 1995:; 337-8, M. Miller 1997: 152-5. The warmth of the garment is
several times remarked upon (Vesp. 1134, 1150-1, 1155-6; cf. Hippon. fr. 34 West), as is its Persian

origin (1137, 1143).
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about to avoid this (‘keep still!’, 1149). Once the mantle is finally on, Bdelycleon turns his
attention to the man’s shoes (‘Now, take off your damned shoes and quickly put on these
Laconian ones’, 1157-8). Like the #ibon (115-17), the father’s shoes (¢up&des) are linked
to his jury-service habit (103, 275). And again, the idea seems to be to swap a pedestrian
item of clothing with something more luxurious.'%! Repetition of the word ‘quickly’ (1158,
1162, 1168) ironically underscores how laborious the shoeing is, while Philocleon’s focus
on the new shoes as being ‘of the enemy’ (i.e. Spartan, 1160-3) provides a funny excuse for
not co-operating.%? It takes a dozen more lines to get both shoes on, bringing the total
number of lines for the dressing episode to almost fifty.1% Although he had seemingly

convinced his father to abandon jury service in favour of dining, symposia, and festivals

101 This is inferred, since neither here nor elsewhere are Aakcwvikai explicitly said to be fine or
especially fancy shoes (cf. Stone 1980: 226-7), although they are supposed to help Philocleon walk
‘like a wealthy person’ (TrAoucicos, 1168). In Ecclesiazusae (73-5, 268-9), Aakcwvikai are part of
the women’s simple disguise for imitating assembly-going men, which suggests the footwear was
not especially unusual. In Thesmophoriazusae (142), xAaiva and Aakcovikai appear together as
typically masculine apparel. For shoes named after a region, compare &uukAaides, named after
Amyklai near Sparta (fr. 769 with Bagordo 2017 ad loc.), and further Pollux 7.85-96.

102 The agreement of a one-year truce between Athens and Sparta in 423 (Thuc. 4.117.1) had
coincided with the revolt, incited by Brasidas, of tribute-paying Scione (cf. Vesp. 210 with Biles &
Olson 2015 ad loc., Hornblower 1996: 375-90). Conflict between Athens and Sparta therefore re-
ignited almost immediately and was ongoing at the time of Wasps.

103 Compare Keaton’s Steamboat Bill, Jr. (1928), where Keaton’s father tries to find an appropriate
hat for his son, hoping that that this will transform the young man from an awkward, beret-sporting

academic into a hard-working seaman (15:30-18:30).
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(1003-8), this scene demonstrates that Bdelycleon’s struggle to reform Philocleon is not
yet over.

Unlike Bdelycleon, who at least has good intentions, the dressing of the Proboulos
in Lysistrata, and the stripping and dressing of the Sykophant in Wealth are hostile. Mid-
way through the agon between Lysistrata and the Proboulos, the former dresses the latter as
a woman, covering his head with a veil. Lysistrata’s helper also gives him a wool basket
(kaAabiokos, 535).194 This is a visual manifestation of the wider gender reversal initiated
by Lysistrata: the veils worn by women (530-1) will now be worn by the Proboulos, who
will ‘weave’ and ‘munch on beans’ (536-7), while the city’s women will henceforth be
responsible for war and the Athenian treasury (538). At the end of the agon, the Proboulos
is given further accoutrements, this time two garlands to make him resemble a corpse (599—
604; cf. fr. 508, Blech 1982: 81-9, Kovacs 2018: 308). The action again reflects gender
distinctions. Marriageable girls presently grow old alone, Lysistrata explains (594-7),
because the eligible men are away at war. Now the Proboulos too will grow old (to the point
of death), garlanded and hurried off toward the boat of Charon (607; cf. Plut. 278).

The dressing of the Proboulos reflects Lysistrata’s challenging of traditional gender
roles. The altercation with the Sykophant in Wealth also ties into its play’s main theme, and
provides us with one of Aristophanes’ most cartoon-like moments, namely the nailing of a
pair of shoes to a character’s face. The Sykophant arrives wearing a thin coat (TpiBcoviov,
897). The slave Karion quickly tires of the visitor’s complaints and claim to be a “patriotic
and useful’ citizen (piAdTOAIS Kai xpnoTtds, 901). ‘Drop your cloak’, Karion orders, ‘then

untie [your shoes]’ (¥rei6’ UrdéAuvoat, 927). The pugnacious Sykophant responds by goading

104 Eor wool-working as a female activity see Eccl. 88-94, Brock 1994: 338, Lewis 2002: 62-5 (with

iconography), Austin & Olson 2004: 272.
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his two adversaries, Karion and the Honest Man, into stepping closer. Accordingly, Karion
approaches, then grabs and starts stripping the man (‘Help! I’'m being stripped in broad
daylight!’, 930). Karion’s actions fit the definition of the crime of lopodusia, that is, the
violent theft of a citizen’s clothing, but his aim is not to get the Sykophant’s cloak for
himself. Rather, with the Sykophant subdued, Karion takes the Honest Man’s exceptionally
shabby, thirteen-year old coat (846) and places it on the intruder, enacting the
impoverishment of dishonest citizens set in motion by the restoration of Wealth’s sight. The
surprise climax of the episode occurs when the Honest Man’s old shoes (¢éuPdadia, 847)
which, like the thirteen-year old coat, he has also brought as a dedication to Wealth, are
nailed to the Sykophant’s forehead ‘as if to a wild olive tree’ (Talta TPOs TO HETCOTTOV
auTika 31 udAa / domep koTivey TpooTaTTaleyow TouTei, 942-3).2% The theatrical
mask would have allowed this to be done with no harm to the actor, though as Sommerstein
(2001: 197) notes, ‘this is the only place in surviving Greek drama [other than the transfixing
of Prometheus] where a character is subjected to treatment that in real life would (almost)
certainly kill him’. The Sykophant, by his own admission defeated (944-5), exits wearing
the Honest Man’s threadbare coat and with the shoes still attached to his face. Victory is
signalled as the Honest Man refers to the attached clothing as a ‘panoply’ (951), recalling
the dedication of defeated enemies’ arms.'® That the whole ordeal has been inflicted upon
the Sykophant by a slave only adds to the indignity. Finally, if we accept, with Sommerstein,

that the Sykophant has also been stripped of his shoes, then he departs barefoot, ‘a mark of

105 perhaps echoing a now obscure dedicatory ritual; cf. Verg. Aen. 12.766-9, Ov. Met. 746-8,
De Cazanove 1989, Sommerstein 2001: 197. For the ¢uBd&s as the shoe of poor men see
Plut. 757-9, Isae. 5.11, Biles & Olson 2015: 120.

106 On which see A. Jackson 1991.
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extreme deprivation’ that suits the play’s reversal-of-fortunes theme.%” In sum, the stripping
and re-dressing of the Sykophant in Wealth is more than just slapstick for laughs; it
demonstrates and justifies the new order established thanks to Chremylus and
Karion’s efforts.

To conclude this section, we can note that, much like instances of hitting and
restraining, Aristophanes incorporates stripping and forced dressing into his narratives.
Stripping is not just an excuse for a visual spectacle, but typically serves other purposes too
(e.g. exposing Kinsman as a man, removing the items that Hierocles has fraudulently
acquired). Forcibly dressing another character is more elaborate than stripping and also
reflects wider themes of plot and characterisation (Bdelycleon’s struggle to reform his
father, impoverishing dishonest citizens in Wealth). Both acts are a means of degrading an

adversary and are particularly suited to the visual medium of performed drama.

4.5. Chapter conclusions

The analysis of slapstick in this chapter has confirmed several features of Aristophanes’
stagecraft and humour. First, physical aggression is inconsequential in the plays. Lasting
and significant harm is never the outcome of attacks which are often (though not exclusively)
directed at minor characters. Victims emerge unscathed even from potentially life-
threatening punishments, such as repeat whippings or having shoes nailed to one’s forehead.
Humiliation is privileged over harm. Secondly, violence is rarely allowed to ‘overpower the

context in which it is seen’, as one scholar puts it.1% For the most part, physical abuse is

107 Sommerstein 2001: 197. For going barefoot as a sign of deprivation cf. Lys. 31.16.

108 Cusack ap. Nevitt 2013: 10.
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carefully woven into the narrative of the play, not as mere reactions to affronts and misdeeds,
but often also linked to some aspect of the victim’s personality. In the one instance where
the violence is wholly gratuitous, it is clearly detached from the plot (Lys. 1217-22). Thirdly,
comic choruses are often aggressive, especially in the earlier plays, but their hostile designs,
when directed at likeable heroes, are always thwarted in amusing and creative ways. Only
the choreuts from Knights are allowed to strike another character, although in that case, there
can be little sympathy for the victim Paphlagon. Lastly, parabatic comments on slapstick
reveal a reluctance to exploit physical humour indiscriminately, since that would risk
undermining Aristophanes’ desire to be seen as an innovative playwright. On the other hand,
the popular appeal of physical and visual gags compels him to include these in his

productions, hence the large assortment of slapstick moments surveyed here.
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CHAPTER 5

Thesis conclusion

This thesis began with a quotation from Shaw regarding the indispensability of conflict for
drama (‘no conflict, no drama’). Shaw was thinking about characters’ confrontations with
abstract or political forces rather than the type of conflict elements studied here.!
Nevertheless, the focus on three discrete elements of interpersonal conflict, namely insults,
threats, and physical slapstick, has shown how conflict in comedy engages and entertains
also in ways that extend beyond ideological struggles.

If we accept that comedy ‘trades upon the surprising, the improper, the unlikely, and
the transgressive in order to make us laugh’, as Neale and Krutnik (1990: 3) put it in their
study of screen comedy, then insults and threats—as violations of proper and polite verbal
behaviour—are well-suited to that purpose. This is especially the case when the speaker and
addressee are separated by a substantial status or power gap, though can also exploit negative
stereotypes about the speech habits of lowly figures (market retailers, innkeepers, etc.). We
have seen, furthermore, that Aristophanes frequently combines insults with puns and
exaggerated rhetorical-poetic tropes (particularly repetition), while his characters’ unnatural
reactions to verbal abuse, such as those of Pheidippides in Clouds or Trygaeus in Peace,

offer extra scope for humour. Similar effects are observable for threats which, in addition,

! After the quotation, Shaw gives the example of ‘Christian Socialism’ versus ‘vulgar Unsocialism’,
a theme in his Widowers’ Houses (1892). He goes on to say that ‘obvious conflicts’, such as that of

unmistakable good with unmistakable evil, are simplistic and should be avoided in drama.
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draw appeal from tragic parody and stichomythia, the former notably in Acharnians and
Thesmophoriazusae, the latter in Knights and Lysistrata. Physical violence, for its part, plays
an important role in Aristophanes, though one markedly different to that of the violence
found in Greek tragedy. Unlike in tragedy, comic violence never results in lasting harm and
is distorted through the use of unusual props or outlandish contexts. Following the
Aristotelian approach outlined in the Introduction (section 1.2.1), this down-playing in
comedy of the consequences of physical violence may help discourage pity for its victims,
since pity depends on witnessing harm that is considered to be significant.

The spontaneous and often anti-authoritarian nature of verbal and physical
aggression in comedy arguably satisfies a desire for radical individual action without adverse
repercussions. To be sure, the ambitious projects of Aristophanes’ protagonists, which
inevitably meet with resistance, do not represent a ‘coherently articulated alternative to the
status quo’, let alone a viable one, but they are entertaining, perhaps for this very reason.?
Any damage or disruption (either intended or collateral) is contained within the fictional
setting, which itself is part of a temporary Dionysian festival. Eco therefore labels the
antisocial acts of comic characters ‘authorized transgressions’, explicitly comparing comedy
to the license of the Bakhtinian carnival.> Comedy allows audiences temporarily to
experience a world where the social costs of living in a rule-bound democracy can be
bypassed (obedience to the law, respect for others and their property, rejection of tyrannical
tendencies, etc.).* And yet, while comedy glorifies and celebrates the freedoms of the

individual, including the selfish freedom to offend or assault others, it also champions the

2 Jenkins 1992: 217, on ‘anarchistic’ comedy.
$ Eco 1984: 6.
4 For arguments in the Attic orators that excessive personal freedom jeopardised the democracy see

Liddel 2007: 22-4.
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community by attacking those who actually do place private profit over the well-being of
the group, such as corrupt politicians, sykophants, parasites and so forth, who regularly
show up as intruders. Characters of that mould appear on stage and are subjected to verbal
and physical abuse, with the result that Old Comedy, with its fantastic and utopian plots,
strives against the establishment at the same time as it upholds traditional civic values.
Conflict elements risk interrupting the progression of goal-oriented narratives.
Physical gags in particular, but also repetition and capping routines (such as those studied
in Chapter Three), can sit uneasily with the construction of a coherent story since they
typically rely on a joke-logic that is external to the cause-and-effect relationships that drive
plots. Comparison in the Introduction (section 1.2.3) with the gags of early silent cinema
has helped to extricate such issues. That being said, illogicality and frame violations are part
of what defines comedy. Conflict in Aristophanes, as Ruffell (2011: 119) remarks, is not
always realistically, logically, or indeed narratively motivated, nor does Aristophanes
necessarily strive for narrative wholeness. Aristophanes’ insistence on novelty also means
that he searches for ways to surprise his spectators, doing things that have not been done
before (Vesp. 1536-7, Eccl. 578-9), and thereby purposefully thwarting expectations.
Although the Nikarchos/Kerkopes scene in Acharnians could be excised without altering
the play’s main story-line, for example, the episode’s clever adaptation of an established
myth and the resultant visual humour compensate amply for any disruption of the narrative.
Aristophanes also recognises that certain recurring, physically aggressive jokes are
popular with spectators (Chapter Four, section 4.2), though he rarely succumbs to scripting
gratuitous or excessive slapstick. Physical violence is, rather, inevitably tied to some aspect
of the victim’s characterisation or to broader motifs of the play. The prodding of the Creditor
in Clouds reflects the character’s association with horse debts, to take one example, while

the extended whipping episode in Frogs belongs to a wider exploration of slave status in
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that comedy. Physical gags are, for the most part, integrated into the stories and/or married
to the thematic issues of their respective plays. Finally, the lack of serious consequences of
the violence in Aristophanes gives it a playful and childish feel, but by combining it with
themes such as sexual identity, status and power, societal change, politics, or resistance to
conformity, Aristophanes ensures its appeal to mature audiences.®

Comparisons with tragedy, satyr play, and prose texts have revealed several comic
idiosyncrasies with regard to vocabulary. The glossary of insults at the end of Chapter Two
demonstrates how comic characters employ words and speech registers not typically found
in other genres, while the analysis of threat forms (Chapter Three, section 3.3) has revealed
further linguistic differences between comedy and tragedy. Comedy employs threats more
frequently and more casually than tragedy, and also exhibits constructions not found in the
sister genre (e.g. oUtol + katampoifecbar + participle). These observations complement
findings of other scholars on the language of Aristophanes, not only confirming the
abundance of verbal conflict elements in Aristophanes, but also showing how comedy
employs a unique range of vocabulary that helps to define the genre.

Although it has lain outside the scope of this thesis, extending the study of insults
and threats to Menander and other poets of Greek New Comedy could help bolster
arguments about continuity or change in fourth-century dramatic tastes. Are the clearly
discernible differences with later Greek comedy (absence of an integrated chorus, preference
for domestic plot-lines, etc.) accompanied also by the presence of more or fewer conflict
elements in the plays? Moving forward in time, Plautine drama represents an especially

promising corpus for the study of verbal and physical conflict in comedy, and indeed some

® Compare the comments of Tex Avery, co-creator of the Looney Tunes series, on how he attempted

to make his cartoons appeal also to adult viewers (Wells 1998: 140).
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scholarship already points in that direction.® A study of Plautus dedicated to that aspect of
his work would help shed light on the universality (or not) of conflict as a source of humour.
Finally, and to return to the fifth century, even if the fragments of Old Comedy pose
substantial interpretive difficulties, a more focussed analysis of conflict elements in what
remains of the plays of Aristophanes’ rivals might corroborate his claims to originality or,
conversely, more clearly situate his use of insults, threats, and slapstick in an established
literary and performative tradition.

By opening this study with three different approaches to comic conflict (Aristotle,
Bakhtin, silent film comedy), | have suggested first, that there is no single way of looking at
the topic, and secondly that shifting the viewpoint can reveal new issues as well as new ways
of understanding how conflict is received by audiences. My own methodology, which relies
on a close analysis of the texts and staging of Aristophanes, adds a further perspective,
showing how Aristophanes weaves conflict elements into his comedies, not only as moments
of excitement, but also as examples of his poetic and dramatic craftsmanship worthy of
critical attention. Interpersonal conflict, which manifests itself as insults, threats, and
physical abuse, is not only an enduring aspect of Aristophanic comedy but also, as we have

seen, a particularly fruitful source of jokes and entertainment.

® E.g. Miniconi 1958, Lilja 1965, Candiard 2018 on insults, H. Parker 1989 on threats of torture,

Beacham 1991 on threats and slapstick in Casina, Konstan & Raval 2018 on slapstick.
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Appendix |

Washing and besmirching (metaphors for insults)

In this section, | outline the most common metaphors employed for insulting, which
Avristophanes shares with other contemporary and near-contemporary writers. The two most
conspicuous images are that of besmirching/mudslinging and, conversely, that of washing.
Properly used for the washing of clothing (Il. 22.155, PI. Chrm. 161e11-12, Theophr.
Char. 22.8) or sheepskins (Ar. Plut. 166), metaphorical rAUveiv compares the target to dirty
laundry. Hesychius (5"—6" cent. CE) identifies the figure of speech as Attic (ATTikoi émi
Tév Aodopiddv Aéyouot, m 2631 Hansen), perhaps having found it in a collection of
Atticisms. The second-century CE grammarian Phrynichus has the following entry that

explains the metaphor:

TAUvov TTAUvecBar: onuaivel ygv thv UPpv, HeTevrjvekTal <8&> &ATO TAV TAUVOUEVWY
inaTicov kail TaToupéveov. kal yap oUpols kai Tols &AAois TaUTa PUTTETAL, Kai

TAuvSpeva TepuBpileTar kai TaTovpeva.

washing, to be washed: signifies outrageous treatment [hybris] and is a metaphor from
clothing being washed and trampled. Because clothing is cleaned with urine and other

materials, and insulted egregiously as it is washed and trampled on.!

Phrynichus Praep. Soph. s.v. mAuvov de Borries p. 101

L In this light, Sommerstein 2001: 206 compares TAUvew to the image of ‘trampling’ (TTaTeiv), used
elsewhere as a metaphor for treating something or someone without due regard (e.g. A. Ag. 372,

S. Aj. 1335, Ant. 745, Ar. Vesp. 376-8; further Taillardat 8632).
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In the autobiographical excursus from Acharnians, Aristophanes—speaking through his
character Dicaeopolis—employs the metaphor of washing (rAUvewv, 381) to describe how
Cleon had ‘slandered’ (8i1¢PaAAe, 380) him the previous year. Similarly, the Old Woman in
Wealth uses ‘treating me like washing’ (TTAUvov pe Troicov, 1060-1) to describe the pitiless
mocking of her wrinkles and lack of teeth. In the latter example, Aristophanes draws
attention to the image by having Chremylus and the Young Man then use the word in its
literal sense, suggesting that the Old Woman ‘wash off” her excessive make-up. A pun on
the double meaning of AUvewv appears also in Aristophanes’ earliest comedy Banqueters,
where a speaker combines the image of cleaning a fish with that of verbal abuse (ouk
aioxuvoupal Tov Tdpixov TouTtovi / TAUvwv dmacty doa ovvold’ autd kakd, fr. 207;

cf. Diocl. fr. 2 K-A). Menander has a character make the following threat:

&v yap Kakas TNy yuvaix’ oUtw AéyTs,

TOV TTaTépa kai ot ToUs Te 0OUs £y Cd TTAUVE.

For if you continue to speak badly about my wife in this way,
I will abuse (rAuvcd) your father and you and your family.

Men. fr. 433 K-A

Outside of comedy, the speaker (probably Dionysus) in the satyr play Theoroi/lsthmiastai
uses mAUvewv to describe how he was insulted as an ‘impotent girl” (yUvvis 8 &valkis, A.
fr. 78a.68 TrGF). Demosthenes employs mAuvewv for aggressive denunciations in the courts
where it is associated with ‘animosities and insults’ (¢x8pas kai PAaognuias, 39.11). And
in another context, ‘washing’ is linked to exchanges of unspeakable affronts

(Ao1Bopoupévous kai TAUvovTas auTous TamdppnTa, [Dem.] 58.40).
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Moving on from the metaphor of washing, the idea of mudslinging or besmirching
is common in the fifth- and fourth-century sources. Like its English equivalent, the Greek
metaphor implies insults or remarks that have a lasting, negative effect on a person’s
reputation. So in Aristophanes, the character Mika from Thesmophoriazusae uses the image
of covering someone with mud (mpomnAakilopévas, 386) to describe the effect of
Euripides’ tragedies on women, or Aristophanes himself, ventriloquising through
Dicaeopolis, coins a verb (uoAuvvompayuovoupevos, Ach. 382) based on poAuvew (‘to
befoul’, ‘to defile’; cf. éauTous T TTNAGD, Arist. HA 571b18) to depict Cleon’s public attack
on him after Babylonians. This accords with Cleon’s depiction elsewhere as someone who
stirs up muck and filth.2 The verb poAuvvew is directly linked to loidoria in Isocrates’ Letter
to Philip (uoAUvecBan kai Aodopeiobal, 5.81), while the figurative use of muddying and
befouling to describe insulting was a favourite of Demosthenes (18.12 [Aoidopiav kai
mpommAakiopdv], 18.256, 21.7, 72, 24.124, etc.). The metaphor is found in a range of other
authors too, across a variety of genres.® For a comic instance (reported) of a character

actually throwing mud at someone while verbally insulting him, see Men. Dys. 365-6.

2 Olson 2002: 174, citing Eq. 308-10, 8647, Pax 753.

$E.g. Thuc. 6.54.4, S. OT 427 (the only tragic instance), Lys. 9.4, 15.6, Pl. Grg. 527¢7, Leg. 866e4,
Aeschin. 2.44, Arist. EN 1131a9, and the fourth-century lead letter from the Athenian agora
discussed by D. Jordan 2000, Harris 2004b (uaoTiydpevos améAAuu 8édepal mpotmnAakilouat,
Agora inv. IL 1702). Compare the image of insults as projectiles (Ch. 2 n. 37 above), and that of
‘throwing’ or ‘hurling’ abuse at e.g. Il. 2.275 (Thersites as ¢émecPBoAos), S. Aj. 1244, 1323, E. Alc.
679-80, El. 902, Tro. 734, Ar. Thesm. 895, Ran. 824-5. Sophocles alone among the fifth-century

dramatists employs the metaphor of ‘smiting’ someone with insults (&pd&ooew, Aj. 725, Phil. 374).
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Appendix Il

Short curses in Aristophanes

By ‘short curses’ I mean compressed and spontaneous imprecations of the sort ¢é£éAolo,
@beipov, or &5 kopakas. There is overlap with insults and threats, both in terms of
vocabulary (e.g. amoAouuevos / amdAoio) and the intent to injure verbally. Like insults,
short curses also reflect and/or express a speaker’s angry frustration. While there is generally
an addressee, they rarely provoke a response; indeed, they are as much attempts to injure an
adversary as they are expressions of discontent with the situation in which the speaker finds
himself. Fewer variants means that short curses are more limited in their use when compared
with insults, but Aristophanes nevertheless finds opportunities to play creatively with such
utterances and employs them in several punning jokes.

I noted in the chapter on insults the forcefulness of the insult émitpimTos
(Ch. 2n. 17 above). Compare the short curse émtpiBeins (‘may you be crushed!”), occurring
in Aristophanes only once, when it is addressed by Mika to Euripides’ Kinsman in
Thesmophoriazusae.! This strong execration is uttered in response to Kinsman’s
suggestion—part of his ongoing catalogue of female misdeeds—that women covertly siphon

their husbands’ wine. Similarly, when Kinsman implies that all women plot against their

! Thesm. 557. The one-word curse appears only here in Aristophanes, although Av. 1530 (an absurd
etymology for ToumTpiBeins) suggests that it was commonplace. Cf. adesp. com. fr. 1112.51 K-A
emTpiP[eins. For (¢m)TpiBew in longer curses compare kai pnv emrétpupai ye (Pax 369), 6 Zeus
ot y’ emtpiyeev (Eccl. 776), Zels ot yevviitwp €uos / mpdppilov ekTpiyeiev outdoas mupi (E.

Hipp. 6834, Phaedra to her nurse).
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husbands, Mika rebuffs him with the short curse é£6Aoio (‘may you be utterly wiped out!”,
562). Long-form curses using the verb ¢E6AAuoBat are not uncommon in prose, where they
frequently extend to a malefactor’s house and family,? yet like émTpiBeing, the condensed
short curse éEéAoto is confined to comic dialogue.® In the case of Thesmophoriazusae, both
emTpiPeins and éEdAolo are hostile utterances, underscoring the speaker’s anger (and
perhaps her vulgarity), but drawing humour from the fact that Kinsman had been persuaded
to infiltrate the women’s festival and now comes under heavy abuse.

The more frequently attested &mwéAoio appears six times in Aristophanes. As with
the affiliated insult &roAouuevos, the short curse is almost always modified by kaxcas or a
similar adverb. So, for example, Trygaeus curses Hierocles with ¢éEcoAns amdAolo in Peace
(1072; cf. Men. Sam. 367), Mika curses Euripides’ Kinsman with kakcs &amdAoio after he
has sliced open her wineskin (Thesm. 757), and in Birds, Peisetairos yells kaxcs oU y’

amodhoto to Tereus’ uncooperative doorkeeper.* With the exception of Mika, both speakers

2 Austin & Olson 2004: 166-7, citing Andoc. 1.126, Antiph. 5.11, Dem. 23.67, [47].70,
Aeschin. 3.111.

% Instances at Thesm. 562, 887 (kd&kioT” &p’ éEdAolo), Ran. 226 (Dionysus to the bothersome chorus
of frogs), and compare also the extended form &AA& o ¥y’ 6 Zeus eEoAéoeiev (Plut. 592) spoken by
Chremylus to Poverty. The prepositional verb does appear in tragedy, but it is never used in that
genre to swear at another; its use in tragedy is restricted rather to comments on how one’s own life
has been, or will be, ‘destroyed’ (S. Tr. 84, E. Hipp. 725, 1341, HF 1392). The only non-comic
instance of the short curse is directed at Odysseus by Silenus in Euripides’ Cyclops (kaxcds y’ &p’
¢EdAol’, 261).

4 Ar. Av. 85. Further instances: Nub. 1236 (&méAoiwo), Pax 1288 (kéxioT &mdhoio), Av. 64
(&moAeiobov), Thesm. 1006 (kakcds amdAoio). The construction is also used in self-curses of the

sort k&kiot amoloiunv (e.g. Ach. 151, 476, Vesp. 630, Ran. 579, Men. Epit. 1063, Olson 2002:
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and addressees of amdAolo are always male characters. Much like ¢éE6AAucBay, the verb
améAAuoBat is not used to curse others in tragedy, either as a short curse or in longer
formulations. The simplex &Aoio, on the other hand, appears several times in tragedy but,
conversely, not in Aristophanes.®

The short curse Biappayeins (< diappnyvucbai, ‘to burst’) IS common in
Avristophanes but absent from tragedy and all other contemporary genres, suggesting that it
is low register. As with &méAoio, addressees are always male. Among other instances,
Siappayeins is Iris’ reaction to Peisetairos’ rape threat (Av. 1257), is spoken by the
cooperative Neighbour to the Selfish Man in Ecclesiazusae (803), and is addressed to the
Sykophant in Wealth.® It is not unusual for Aristophanes to exploit a curse’s more literal
meaning for humour (see below on ¢s képakas). In the case of Siappayeins, we might
compare Peace 31-2, where Trygaeus’ slave encourages the repulsive and greedy dung-

beetle to overeat until it ‘bursts’ (Siappayeis), and Wealth 891-2, where the Sykophant is

119). See Renehan 1976: 114-16, Finglass 2018: 253 on the collocation kakos kakdds + &TTdAAULL
(e.g. Eqg. 2-3, Plut. 65 with tmesis), a popular combination in Menandrean curses: Dys. 138-40
(kakov 8¢ ot / kakds &mavTes amoAéceiav oi Beol / paotiyia), 220-1 (GAA& o’, & Kvrjucwv,
Kakodv / Kakads dmavtes amoAéoeiav ol Beoi), 442 (kakoi kakdds amdAoiobe), 9267 (kakov 8¢ /
Kak@s <o’> dmavtes dmoAéosiav ol Beof); Menander ensures that the addressee is off-stage
whenever this is a citizen (Dys. 220-1, 442).

5 For the simplex in tragic short curses see e.g. A. Supp. 867, fr. 78c col | TrGF (from the satyr play
Theoroi/lsthmiastai), S. EI. 291 (reported), Phil. 961, 1019, 1035 (kakcs dAoicb’: dAetobe kTA.),
1285, E. Med. 1329, Hcld. 52, Hipp. 693, Andr. 453.

® Plut. 892. Further instances at Av. 2 (Peisetairos to the uncooperative bird he is holding), Plut. 279

(the chorus to Karion).
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told to ‘burst’ (Siappayeins) even though—Karion adds—he is ‘full of nothing” (undevds
Y’ EUTTAT|UEVOS).

The verb oiuchZewv (lit. ‘to cry ofuor’) appears a few times in threats in the future
tense (see Table 3.2 above). The present imperative short curse ofucCe is less literal and
exclusively comic.” It might best be translated as ‘damn you!” vel sim., and is often employed
in situations of exasperation. It is spoken only by and to male characters: Paphlagon to the
Sausage-Seller (Eq. 891), Peisetairos to the Oracle-Monger upon learning the man’s identity
(Av. 960), Peisetairos to Prometheus (Av. 1503), Poseidon to Triballos (Av. 1572), Dionysus
to the chorus of frogs (Ran. 257), or the cooperative Neighbour to the Selfish Man (Eccl.
809). At times, ofucoCe is jocular in tone (Av. 846, Thesm. 1081), and there is a more literal
instance at Ach. 1035 where Dicaeopolis says to Dercetes amicov ofucoCé ot (‘go cry
somewhere else!”)—not only had Dercetes’ first words been ofuor TdAas (1018), but he
also responds to Dicacopolis’ curse with ofpot kako8aiucov (1036).

In drama, @Beipou expresses a strong desire for the addressee to depart, and is
perhaps best translated as ‘get the hell out of here!”, ‘get lost!’, or a similar expression.® It
appears three times in Aristophanes: Euripides to Dicaeopolis (Ach. 460) and, twice,
Chremylus to Poverty (Plut. 598, 610). In tragedy, this short curse is found only in Euripides

(Andr. 715, Hcld. 284, Peliades fr. 610 TrGF), which perhaps explains why the character

" Found outside Aristophanes only at Alcaeus com. fr. 28 K-A (&AN’ ofucole cautdv mepibécov),
Men. Epit. 376, Sam. 294, Sicyon. 167.

8 Prepositional amogBeipou appears first in Menander (Sam. 373), although compare what Heracles
imagines people will say if he returns to Argos having killed his own children: oU yfis Tfod'
amogBapnoetan (E. HF 1290). And cf. E. Andr. 708: &i ur) @Bepij Tijod’ cos T&xIoT &Td OTEYTS

(Peleus to Menelaus). Dover 2002: 86 discusses other variants.

216



Euripides uses it in Acharnians. The paucity of attestations makes it difficult, however, to
draw firm conclusions.

Almost exclusively comic is the expression és képakas (lit. ‘to the ravens!” = ‘screw
you’, ‘go to hell’, vel sim.). This short curse belongs to a wider group of elliptic utterances
that employ the preposition ¢s/¢is followed by a noun implying death and, in the case of &g
képakas, specifically a dishonourable one.® We might compare the euphemistic &may’ &
nakapiav, addressed to the Sausage-Seller in Knights (1151), or the imprecation s kepaArv
ooi, which implies the intervention of a god/fate.X° Non-Aristophanic examples include
amay’ & tov eBdpov (Epicharm. fr. 154 K—A), a short curse which, in tragedy, always

accentuates a speaker’s anger,!

and &may’ els 16 B&pabpov, which occurs first in
Menander (Dys. 394, 575). Biles and Olson 2015: 99-100 give the following description of

the most common of these types of curses, namely és képakas:

® Regarding orthography, eis was originally the pre-vocalic preposition, while és was pre-
consonantal. Although eis was the variant adopted into classical Attic for both pre-vocalic and pre-
consonantal use, és persevered as a high-poetic form (see Threatte 1980: 178, Willi 2003: 234-5,
Finglass 2009: 212-15). In general, Aristophanes thus privileges eis (excepting paratragic passages)
but és képakas was, by the fifth century, a fossilised idiom and is the preferred variant.

0 gmay’ & pakapiav appears also at Antiphanes fr. 239.1 K-A, Pl. Hp. mai. 293a2, Men. Epit. 614
(dubious). For & kepaArnv oot compare Ar. Pax 1063, Plut. 526, Chadwick 1996: 179.

11 Cassandra to her garb: it & @8dpov (A. Ag. 1267 with Fraenkel 1950 ad loc.), Eteocles to the
chorus: ouk &5 pbSpov orydo’ dvaoxrion Tade; (A. Sept. 252), and compare the insult & p6dpe at
Eq. 1151. Cf. also Oedipus to Teiresias: ouk eis SAebpov; (S. OT 430, also 1146), and > SAebpe

(Thesm. 860, Eccl. 934).
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[this] prepositional phrase can stand alone as a general exclamation . . . or as a curse
wishing someone—not necessarily in earnest—a bitter, dishonourable death, based

on the raven’s reputation for feeding on corpses left exposed.

Exposure of human corpses to scavenging animals (primarily dogs and birds, but also fish)
appears in literature from Homer onwards,*? but the specification of ravens is essentially
comic (Thesm. 942, 1028)." The short curse és képakas combines the wish for a rival’s
death with that shameful fate, although as an idiomatic expression, the literal meaning is
probably partially, if not wholly, suppressed. Whether we take the short curse literally or
not, in the few occurrences outside of comedy, its appearance emphasises a speaker’s
audacity (Lys. 13.80-1) or distasteful behaviour (Theophr. Char. 25.6), which suggests the
expression is low register. Of the eighteen Aristophanic instances where there is a clear
addressee, all but one are spoken by a male character to another male character, arguably

additional evidence for the curse’s crudity.* The exception is Chremylus to the goddess

12E.g.1l. 1.4-5, 11.452-4, 21.120-35, 22.335-54, A. Supp. 800-1, S. Aj. 830 (with Finglass 2011
ad loc.), Ant. 29-30, E. Hcld. 1050-1 (with Allan 2001 ad loc.), Hec. 1077-8, Supp. 47,
HF 566-8, Phoen. 1650, Hdt. 1.140.1 (a supposed Persian custom), C. Segal 1971: 37-41, Griffin
1980: 44-9, 115-17. On the seriousness of not receiving a proper burial see Thuc. 4.97.2-99,
E. Supp. 1-86, R. Parker 1983: 43-8.

3 Though cf. A. Ag. 1472-3, comparing Clytemnestra to a raven as she stands over the body of her
murdered husband. For ravens attacking (and eating) the eyes of vulnerable creatures see Ach. 92-3
(with Olson 2002 ad loc.), Av. 582-4, Arist. Hist. an. 609b5-7, Arnott 2007: 110.

14 Ach. 864, Nub. 133, 646, 789, 871, Vesp. 458, 835 (directed offstage), Pax 19 (jocular), 500, 1221,
Av. 889 (an interjection), 990, Thesm. 1079 (x 2), Ran. 607, Plut. 394 (between friends), 604, 782

(directed offstage). | leave aside the fragments (frr. 462, 584), Thesm. 1079 (unclear if Echo is
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Poverty (¢pp’ &5 kdpakas BaTTOV A’ MY, 604), who has already been cursed twice for
extolling the merits of financial hardship (592, 598). As in this instance from Wealth, the
verb of movement normally implicit in &5 képakas can be openly expressed. This occurs in
about a third of the cases.!® Common too is the negated interrogative construction ouk &g
képakas (&mopBepei), which appears seven times in Aristophanes.'® Finally, we should
note (with Biles and Olson, cited above) that &5 képakas is a flexible phrase that, in addition

to cursing an addressee, can also express frustration with the world at large

Euripides in disguise or an independent female character—see Hartwig 2009: 61-70), and the
textually challenging Thesm. 1226 (on which see J. Jackson 1955: 82-3). Further comic examples
include Pherecr. fr. 76.5 K—A (spoken to a girl by her mother), Amips. fr. 23 (¢pp’ &5 kSpakas
Hovo@dye kai ToixwpUxe), Men. Pk. 396 (&may’ és képakas). In Menander, Demeas curses
Chrysis (a hetaira) with &mifu . . . & kdpaxas 118n (Sam. 369-70), and Smicrines curses Habrotonon
(a slave girl harpist) with oUk &s képakas (Epit. 161); neither of these women is a free citizen.

15 Zopewv at Pax 500, Plut. 604; B&AAew at Nub. 133, Vesp. 835, Thesm. 1079, Plut. 782, fr. 477. The
related, elliptical curse ppe/é&meppe (‘Scram!’, ‘Get lost!’, ‘Go to hell!’, vel sim.) appears already in
Homer (lI. 8.164 £ppe kaxr) yArjvn, Hector to Diomedes) and in both tragedy and comedy: S. OC
1383, E. Hcld. 67, Hipp. 973 (€eppe, in a more literal sense, since Theseus is expelling the addressee
Hippolytus), El. 952 (Electra to the corpse of Aegisthus), Ar. Nub 783, Pax 1294, Lys. 1240, Eccl.
169 (milder in tone), Plat. com. fr. 182 K-A, Biles & Olson 2015: 133.

16 Eq. 892, Nub. 789, 871, Vesp. 458, Pax 500, Ran. 607, Plut. 394; cf. Eup. fr. 359 K-A (oux és

kdpakas, avbpwoéplov, amogbeptj), Men. Epitr. 160.
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(e.g. Vesp. 852, 982, Men. Dys. 112, Her. 70), incredulousness (Plut. 394), or function as an
accentuating interjection.’

The short curse’s reference to a familiar bird offers Aristophanes material for several
tortured jokes and puns. In the prologue of Wasps, two slaves compare dreams. One recalls
seeing Theoros, a frequently disparaged associate of Cleon,!® sitting at an assembly ‘with
the head of a raven’ (Tnv kepaAnv kdpakos £xcov, 43). Playing on Alcibiades’ speech
disorder, this first becomes ‘with the head of a self-serving flatterer’ (Trjv kepaAnv kdAakos
€xel, 45), before the second slave interprets the dream, concluding—predictably—that it
portends Theoros will ‘go to the ravens’ (& képakas oixrioeTal, 51).1° In Peace, Trygaeus
is preparing to fly to the gods on the back of a giant dung beetle. His daughter enters and
asks if he really is, ‘along with the birds’, about to abandon her. With its opening anadiplosis,
poetic vocabulary (pdaTis, mpoAiteov) and use of plural for singular, the daughter’s short
address displays mock-tragic emotion.?° This sets up a vulgar punchline when she asks: ‘are
you going to the ravens?’ (¢ képakas Badiel, 117; cf. Ran. 185-9), which abruptly deflates

the tone and is perhaps particularly unexpected in the mouth of a young girl addressing her

7 For the last see e.g. Birth of Aphrodite [Appoditns yovai] by the comic poet Nicophon, a
contemporary of Aristophanes: oUk &5 képakas Tco Xelp” aToioels ékmodcov / &Trd ToU okutaliou
(‘Get your damn hands away from my staff’, fr. 2 K-A).

18 On the historical figure of Theoros see Biles & Olson 2015: 96.

19 A similar play on eis képakas/eis kOAakas appears in an apophthegm attributed to Socrates’ pupil
Antisthenes (fr. 131B Giannantoni; cf. Athen. 6.254c).

20 The speech is perhaps also a loose adaptation of a passage from Euripides’ Aiolos (E. fr. 17 TrGF);

see Olson 1998: 90.
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father.?! Finally, in Birds, Peisetairos and Euelpides set off to find Tereus with the aid of a
jackdaw and a crow. After much aimless wandering (3) and being pecked (19, 26), Euelpides
begins to despair: despite their effort and preparation, the two characters cannot even find
their way ‘to the ravens’ (és kOpakas, 28) he quips, lamely punning on the comedy’s avian
theme. Such light-hearted exploitation of the short curse &5 képakas reflects Aristophanes’
faculty for integrating nominally aggressive or vulgar language into palatable and funny

exchanges, a technique that finds echoes in his use of insults and threats.

21 Robson 2014 discusses the casual and/or unexpected introduction of obscene words or phrases as

an Aristophanic technique.
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Appendix 11

koTpogopéw and other noun-initial popeiv-compounds

in Aristophanes

The hapax kompogopricw (EQ. 295) is inadequately interpreted in the scholia vetera (= Eq.
295a [I-1I] Jones) as ‘Il fill you with dung’ (kémpou oe TTANpchow) or ‘I’ll remove your
dung as I beat you’ (v k&mpov cou ékpopricopal TUTTwv of; Cf. EQ. 69-70, Lys. 440).
In addition to the flexibility of -éco compounds, which include also verb-initial (e.g.
oTpewodikéew) and Bahuvrihi (e.g. oepvompoowméw) variants,! the difficulty in
understanding the Sausage-Seller’s threat lies chiefly in its forcing of an accusative object
(oe) on to what would seem to be an intransitive verb. The language is stretched in this way
to mimic Paphlagon’s threat from the preceding line (Siapoprijow ok).

There are two defendable, and not mutually exclusive, interpretations of the verb
kotpogopeiv in the Knights passage. The comparable compound verb kompaycoyeiv (also
a hapax) implies anal intercourse at Lys. 1174. There, kompaywyfiv (the Doric form of
kompaycwyeiv) is the culmination of a series of jokes implying that Spartans have a
penchant for anal sex (cf. 1157, 1163). If we take kompogopeiv also in this sense, then the
Sausage-Seller would be threatening Paphlagon with anal rape. This is the interpretation that
Henderson proposed in The Maculate Muse (1991: 69, 193), although he later adopted a
more literal rendering for his Loeb translation (viz. ‘I’ll cart you off like a load of dung!’).
There is another threat of rape at Eq. 364, where the Sausage-Seller promises to stuff

Paphlagon’s ‘arse’ (rpcokTds) like a sausage. Taking kompogopeiv as a rape threat would

1 See Willi 2003: 122-6.
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not, therefore, be out of character for the Sausage-Seller, though it does require the audience
to unpack a metaphorical image.

The literal translation of kompogopeiv is ‘I carry dung’ (kémpos + popeiv), with an
internal accusative. Comparable opeiv-compounds in Aristophanes with internal objects
are, in alphabetical order, augpopeagopeiv (fr. 310), aotpamneopeiv (Pax 722),
Sippogopeiv  (Av. 1552), kpokwTogopeiv (Lys. 219), Auxvogopeiv (Lys. 1003),
uitpogopeiv (Thesm. 163), Eupogopeiv (Thesm. 218), nAogopeiv (Av. 1142, Eccl. 310),
and AwBogopeiv (Av. 1139, 1149).

Occasionally, Aristophanic gopeiv-compounds take an object, however, which
provides additional detail. So we find ‘they take jars as gifts’ (dcopopopoUov Upxas, Vesp.
675) or ‘taking three drachmas as pay’ (uioBopopouvtas Tpels Spaxuds, Ach. 602), ‘taking
barley as pay’ (mobogopouvtes &Agita, Pax 477), and ‘taking money as pay’
(obogopoivTes xpriuata, Eccl. 206). Following this schema, the threat in Knights would
mean ‘I will carry you as dung’ (cf. Wilkins 2000: 193 ‘I’1l carry you out on a shit shovel’),
thus likening Paphlagon to manure and, secondarily, the Sausage-Seller to a dung-collector.
Compound -¢co verbs do frequently denote professional activities (always as noun + verb
compounds), of which dung collecting was an instance.? According to Pollux (7.134.1-10 =
Ar. fr. 741 K-A), dung-collectors (called variously kompoAdyol, kompogdpot,

koTpaycwyoi) were frequent butts of jokes in Old Comedy.® Since the Lenaia and City

2 For compound -éco verbs denoting professional activities compare e.g. otepavnmAokeiv (‘to be a
garland-weaver’, Thesm. 448), okuTtoTopeiv (‘to be a shoe-maker’, Plut. 162), mAivBoupyeiv (‘to
be a brick-maker’, Plut. 514); further examples in Willi 2003: 124. For professional dung-collecting
see Jacob 1928: 13-19, Owens 1983, Alcock, Cherry & Davis 1994, Olson 1998: 69, Bagordo
2017: 18-20 (on Ar. fr. 680).

% Dung-collectors are mentioned in Aristophanes at Vesp. 1184, Pax 9, Eccl. 317 (indirectly).
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Dionysia festivals, at which the comedies were performed, coincided roughly with the
sowing season, dung-collectors may have been especially visible at that time of year (cf.
Xen. Oec. 16.12 with Pomeroy 1994 ad loc.). At any rate, it would be of no concern to the
Sausage-Seller that dung-collecting was considered a lowly profession (Biles & Olson 2015:
429), because depravity and shamelessness (&vaideia, Eq. 277) are his greatest political
assets. Finally, given that dung-collectors would transport their product outside of the city’s
limits (Od. 17.297-9, [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 50.2, and cf. the Dung Gate of Jerusalem at Neh.
2:13; both a sanitary measure and a matter of bringing dung to the farms where it was
needed), we might, if we take kompo@opriow in Knights literally, see in the Sausage-
Seller’s threat a foreshadowing of Paphlagon’s expulsion at the end of the play where he is

pushed to the fringes of the city.
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Appendix IV

The violent ending of the revised Clouds

Aristophanes’ Clouds was performed at the City Dionysia in 423, competing against
Cratinus’ Pytiné and Ameipsias’ Konnos (hyp. V Wilson). Clouds came last and
Aristophanes re-wrote the play as a reaction to that disappointing result. It is the revised
comedy that survives.! Hypothesis VI (Wilson), whose anonymous author seems to have
had access to both versions of the play (or was relying on someone who did), outlines the

differences, which include the violent final scene:

ToUTo TaUuTSOV £0TL TE TPOTEéPL, dleokevaoTal Be ETi pépous, cos Gv d1) avadidafal pev auTo
ToU ToinTou TpobuunBévtos, oukéTt 8¢ ToUTo 81 fjv oTe aitiav moimoavTtos. kabdAou pév ouv
oxedov Tapa mav pépos yeyevnuévn < 1 ) didpbwols ... T pEv yap TepmpnTal, T& Of
TapaTémAekTal Kai év Tij TAEel Kal v Tij TGV TPoodTTwv StaAAayT] UeTeEoXNUAETIOTAL, & B¢
OAooxepr Tis dlaokeutis TolaUta SvTa TeTUXNkev. auTika 1) uiv TapdPaocts Tol xopou
AuerTal, kai émou 6 dikaios Adyos mpods Tov &Bikov Aalel, kai TeAeutaiov dtou kaieTal 1

diaTpiPn ZwkpdTous.

This is the same as the first [play], but it has been revised in parts, indeed as if the poet wanted to
produce it again, but for whatever reason did not get round to doing so. As a whole, correction has

taken place in almost every part ... some elements have been removed, whereas some have been

! The revision probably occurred sometime between 420 and 417 (Dover 1968: Ixxx, Storey 1993,
Casanova 2000: 23-6). Fragments attributed to the original version are collected as Ar. frr.

391-402 K-A.
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woven on and refashioned in terms of their organisation and the interchange of characters, and those
elements that stem entirely from the revision are such: to begin with, the parabasis of the chorus has
been replaced, and where the Just Argument speaks to the Unjust Argument, and finally, where the
school of Socrates is burned.

Ar. Nub. hyp. VI (Wilson)

There are signs that the revision remains incomplete.? Some scholars have suggested
(against the hypothesis) that Aristophanes never planned to stage the second version.®
Whatever Aristophanes’ intentions, the revised finale presents a uniquely destructive
instance of comic violence: Strepsiades wants to raze the phrontisterion by collapsing its

roof with a mattock (omivin, 1485-9, 1500) and setting fire to the school with a torch (3¢,

2 Notably the lack of an expected choral ode after 888 (see Revermann 2006a: 213-17), and the
parabatic invitation to indict Cleon who died in 422, before the assumed revision date (see previous
footnote).

% Partially advocated by Dover 1968: xcviii, Rosen 1997: 404-5. An envisaged staging is, however,
supported by appeals to judges and spectators (e.g. Nub. 1113-30 with Biles 2011: 187-99).
Revermann 2006a: 224-5 rightly dismisses the spectacular and (for comedy) unparalleled ending of
Clouds as an argument against its performability; Euripides’ Trojan Women ends with the burning
of Troy (12604, 1295-6), and Orestes features the hero giving orders to burn down the Atreid house
as he stands on its roof with torches (1621-4). Moreover, while no comic parallels exist, the finale
of Wasps does show that Aristophanes took pride in innovative endings, doing something that ‘no-
one before has ever done’ (1536-7). The claim that Clouds Il was actually performed in 422
(hyp. V Wilson) is too early for the reference to Eupolis’ Marikas (Nub. 553), a comedy

conventionally dated to 421 (see Storey 2003: 197-8).
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1494).* He climbs atop the stage-building with his slave Xanthias to do this. When one of
the students excitedly complains ‘you’re going to kill us, you’re going to kill us’ (&mroAeis,
amoAeis, 1499), Strepsiades replies that this is precisely his intention (toUt” auTto yép kai
RouAouat). The play seems to end with Socrates and his students not burning or choking to
death, but rather being chased and beaten away as they flee the school (Sicoke, Taie,
Rd&AAe, 1508).

The extraordinary ending of Clouds has elicited various critical responses. Silk
points to its moralising tone and lack of comic exuberance. The whole play ‘evokes the
world of tragedy’ with its focus on suffering, responsibility, learning, deception, recognition,
and not least the violent climax.® A pun (dokos/doxa, 1496), a named slave, and a
euphemistic double entendre (1507) ensure, however, that the ending does not slip fully into
the tragic mode.® Ruffell (2013: 252) suggests that the violence of the final episode
reinforces Strepsiades’ ‘idiotic crudeness’. The choice of a mattock for destroying the roof
certainly reminds us of the protagonist’s rustic origins (cf. Pl. Resp. 2.370c—d), which are
elsewhere linked to his naivety and boorishness (Nub. 43-5, 628-31, 1457), although may
also recall Zeus’s destructive pick-axe/agricultural fork (Ch. 3 n. 86 above). For Revermann
(2006a: 229-35), the ending of Clouds re-asserts the dominance of the religious order
threatened by Socrates’ teaching. Accordingly, it is Hermes who advises Strepsiades to burn

the phrontistérion rather than pursue legal action against Socrates (1477-85). Strepsiades

4 Dem. 23.22 reports that arson (Tupkai&) was a crime tried by the council of the Areopagus, and
thus particularly serious.

® Silk 2000: 354-65. See also Zimmermann 2006. Certainly the closest parallel for the Clouds finale
comes from tragedy, namely the end of Euripides’ Orestes (1621-4).

® On named slaves as a comic phenomenon see Lascu 1969. The exception is Cilissa in Aeschylus’

Choephori. For the euphemism €5pa (‘seat’) = ‘backside’ see Henderson 1991: 199.
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himself explains that Socrates and his students must be punished ‘above all because they
dishonoured the gods’ (u&AioTa & €idcos Tous Beols cos fdikouv, 1509).” Finally, Biles
(2011: 210) sees the re-written ending as a direct response to the failure of Clouds I. The
new finale is a way of ‘dispelling the impression ... that Aristophanes was himself a keen
advocate of the lessons taught [in the phrontistérion]’, and thus heals the rift between
playwright and audience that the original production had engendered. This view is supported
by the presence of torches and cries of iou iou in the added scene, popular elements
apparently missing from the unsuccessful, earlier version (= Nub. 543a Holwerda). With the
destruction of the phrontisterion and the expulsion of its inhabitants, Aristophanes takes
revenge, so to speak, on the characters who failed him in the original version of the play.
Less attention has been paid to the specificities of Strepsiades’ destructive act,
though an article by Connor (1985) points in that direction. Connor surveys historical
instances of vengeful demolition (kataskaphé) in ancient Greek culture, a practice of much
relevance to Clouds, but which has not yet been integrated into analyses of the final scene.
Connor shows that kataskaphé is a punishment for major offences such as tyranny or treason,
and typically accompanies other penalties like exile or the denial of a proper burial. The
politically troubled year of 411/0 BCE provides us with several Athenian examples,
including the condemnation of Antiphon and Archeptolemus for treason, which led to their
execution, a confiscation of their property, and the razing of their houses (tco oikia

kKaTaok&wyal autév, Craterus FGrH 342 F 5).

" Revermann (p. 229) also suggests, following Sommerstein 1982: 231, that the burning of the
phrontistérion may allude to the destruction by fire of the Pythagorean ‘meeting place’ (cuvédpiov)
at Croton in the mid-fifth century, although the details of that historical incident are hazy (Burkert

1972: 115-17).
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In Clouds, Strepsiades orders his slave Xanthias to destroy the roof of the
phrontistérion (to Téyos katdokamte, 1488) and to bring down the ‘house’ of the
philosophers (oixia, 1489, 1497). This is the only instance of the verb kataskaptein in
Aristophanes. It emphasises the finality of the destruction, as it does in Connor’s historical
examples as well as several instances from tragedy.® In the latter, the verb usually refers to
the destruction of entire cities, but in one of the most violent instances, it is applied to a
private household: Heracles, having returned to Thebes and learned of Lycus’ attempt to
murder his family, plans to raze Lycus’ house (kaTaokdyw ddéuovus, E. HF 566), then
decapitate the tyrant and feed his head to the dogs.

The target of Strepsiades’ violence is the phrontisterion and everything that it
represents. This is no revenge, however, for the physical abuse that Strepsiades has suffered
at the hands of his son. Rather, of the ‘many reasons’ (TroAA&v ovveka, 1508) for the violent
punishment, the most important (u&Aiota), Strepsiades says, is Socrates’ dishonouring of
the gods, that is, his assault on the traditional beliefs of the community.® This assertion
accords with the historical instances of kataskaphé, where it is typically a punishment for
sweeping, non-personal crimes. That being said, it is difficult to envisage Strepsiades
advocating communal interests when, up to this point, his motivation has been personal

(avoiding debts, 239-46). Strepsiades is by no means a blameless figure, for it is he who

8 E.g. S. Phil. 998 (the destruction of Troy; cf. A. Ag. 525, E. Hec. 22, Tro. 1262-3, I1A 64),
OC 1318-19 (Capaneus boasts that he will burn down Thebes; cf. Akras son of Atalanta at E. Phoen.
1153-5). For discussion of the historical examples see also Steinbock 2013: 280-341.

® So too, in Thesmophoriazusae, must Euripides be punished ‘for many reasons’ (TToAAGOV oUveka,
454), including ‘persuading men that the gods do not exist’ (Tous &vdpas GVaTrETEIKEY OUK eivail
Beovs, 451), although Kritylla’s focus is very much on the personal consequences of this (viz. she

now sells half as many wreaths as before, and thus struggles to provide for her family).
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first ‘turned’ (otpéyas, 1455) to ‘bad deeds’ (Trovnpa mpd&yuaTa), the chorus reminds us,
and he suffers so that he might ‘learn to fear the gods’ (&1eos av €idij Tous Beous Sedoikévat,
1461). ‘You yourself are the cause of these things’, the choreuts chide (aUTtds pév olv
cauTtd ou TouTwv aiTios, 1454). Here, Clouds is most explicitly moralising, but
contradictions arise when Strepsiades himself adopts this tone, saying that he is punishing
Socrates and his students for their hybris against the gods (Tous 6eovus UBpilete, 1506); such
moral lessons ring hollow in the mouth of Strepsiades who had earlier enlisted the services
of the phrontisterion for his own profit and indeed repudiated the traditional deities
(425-6). Although Strepsiades does appear to repent at the last moment (cos éuavdunv &pa
| 8T eE€BaAAov Tous Beous Biax Zcokpdtn, 1476-7), this is surely ironic and continues to
lay the blame on Socrates. The extremity of the final punishing act, accentuated by use of
the un-comic verb kataskaptein, underscores this irony (others must suffer for Strepsiades’
own misguided actions), yet also strains the boundaries of the comic mode since it implies

total and permanent destruction.
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Appendix V

Catalogue of violent acts in Aristophanes

References in square brackets indicate that an act has been threatened but was not carried

out or staged.

Striking with the hand/fist:!

[Ach. 111-12]
[Ach. 564-5]
Eq. 257/66/73

Nub. 1321-6

[Vesp. 253]

Vesp. 13837
Vesp. 1435-6

Pax 256

Av. 1017-19

Av. 1029-31
Av. 1043-5

Dicaeopolis threatens Pseudartabas with his fist (rpos TouTovi).
Half the chorus move to strike (6évco) Dicaeopolis.

Paphlagon is beaten (tUmtouai) and struck in the belly
(yaotpiCouant).

Strepsiades emerges from the house being beaten (tUmTtewv) by
his son.

The chorus leader threatens to strike the young boy with his fist for
wasting lamp oil, and perhaps does so.

Philocleon punches, or moves to punch, Bdelycleon.

Philocleon perhaps strikes the plaintiff (see Biles & Olson 2015
ad loc.).

Polemos strikes Kudoimos with his fist (ouTtoci oot kévBuAos).
Peisetairos hits Meton in accordance with the agreement to ‘pound
all braggarts’ (6poBupadov / omodeiv &mavtas Tous aAaldvas
Bokel, 1015-16).2

Peisetairos hits the Inspector (uapTUpoual TUTTTOUEVOS).
Peisetairos probably hits the Decree-Seller (see Dunbar 1995

ad loc.).

! Compare the list in Poe 2000: 271 n. 53.

2 Dunbar 1995: 561 suggests that Meton is hit with one of his own kavéves (‘measuring rulers’),

though one can only speculate.
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Striking with the hand/fist (cont.):

Av. 1327-36
[Lys. 366]

[Lys. 503-4]
[Thesm. 568]
Ran. 610

[Plut. 18-23]

Plut. 935

Peisetairos hurries his slave Manes by hitting him (tumtcov).

The men move to ‘pound’ the women with their fists (omo8¢é Tols
KovBUAols).

The Proboulos moves to hit Lysistrata with his hands.

Kinsman and Mika prepare to fight.

Xanthias resists arrest by hitting (Tumrtew) the three slaves who are
trying to detain him.

Chremylus moves to hit Karion, who is protected because wearing
a crown.

The Sykophant receives blows as he is stripped.

Striking with objects/weapons:

Ach. 280-3
Eq. 451-6

Nub. 1296-1301

[Vesp. 221-2]

Vesp. 398-9

[Vesp. 405-14]

Vesp. 458-60

Pax 1119-21

Av. 989-90
Av. 1461-4

Lys. 381
Ran. 632-73

The chorus throws stones at Dicaeopolis.

Paphlagon is ‘vehemently’ (&v8pikéds / avdpeidTata) beaten by
the Sausage-Seller with ‘guts and intestines’ (i.e. sausages).
Strepsiades pokes the second creditor in the backside with a prod
(xévtpov).

Xanthias suggests throwing stones at the chorus.

Bdelycleon orders Xanthias to strike his father (who is attempting
to escape the house via the window) with laurel branches (tats
ElpecicOvals).

The chorus advance and move to attack with their stingers
(xévTpa); cf. 430-2.

Bdelycleon orders Xanthias to strike the chorus with a piece of
wood (Té EUAw) and another slave to continue ‘smoking’ them
(EvTUgew).

Trygaeus orders a slave to beat Hierocles with a piece of wood (Té
EUAw).

Peisetairos hits the Oracle-Monger with a book-roll (BupAiov).
Peisetairos uses a whip (u&oTi€) on the Sykophant; cf. Thesm.
1125.

The women douse the men with water.

Extended whipping/basanos episode.
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Pushing/shoving/dragging:

Ach. 40-2 The arrival of the prytaneis is unruly, each man pushing for a place.

Ach. 824-5 Dicaeopolis orders his agoranomoi to eject the sykophant(s) who
are harassing the Megarian.?

Lys. 45661 A brawl erupts between the female semi-chorus and the Proboulos’
archers. The latter are quickly defeated.

Thesm. 618 Kleisthenes drags Kinsman back toward him.

Eccl. 1037-1111

[Lys. 433-46]

Thesm. 1001

Epigenes is pushed and pulled in all directions by the older women.

Restraining:

Ach. 926-32 Nikarchos is bound (¢v8rjoas) and packed up ‘like ceramic ware’.
Cf. Eup. fr. 99.103-5 K-A, where a sykophant is arrested
(ouvdeis/Euvédnoa), Plat. com. fr. 22 (AaPcov olv ToOv okUAaka
TOV TOU TTpoévou KETEITa dijoov auTdv).

Vesp. 4334 Bdelycleon orders three slaves to detain Philocleon (A&Pecbe
TouToul Kai un pediioBe undevi; cf. 452 &AN’ &ves pe kai oU kai
oV). He is released at 522 (&peTé vuv &mavTes auTdv).

Vesp. 1443-4 Bdelycleon picks up his father and carries him into the house.

Pax 11214 Trygaeus orders his slave to restrain Hierocles.

[Av. 1205] Peisetairos gives the order to arrest Iris.

The Proboulos gives repeated orders for his archers to arrest
Lysistrata and her allies.

Kinsman is escorted out of the stage building in/on a cavis, a
wooden plank for restricting the movement of prisoners. He is
released at 1208.

% The text refers to sykophants in the plural (tToUs cukop&vTas ov 8Upal’ &EeipEete; 825), but only
one speaks. Perhaps the plural shows that the order refers to all sykophants, and not just this

particular occasion.

233



Restraining (cont.):

[Ran. 605-6]
Plut. 63
Plut. 71

Forced stripping/dressing:

Nub. 497-500

Vesp. 112264
Pax 1122-4
Av. 933-948

Lys. 531-8

Lys. 599-613
Thesm. 213-15
Thesm. 253-65
Thesm. 636-8
Thesm. 1181-3

Ran. 641

Plut. 926-32
Plut. 935-6

The Servant orders Xanthias to be ‘tied up’ (§uvdeiTe).
Chremylus and Karion grab Wealth (cf. 74 ué6ecBé viv pov).
Wealth is lifted off the ground. He is released (uebiepev, 75) when
he agrees to identify himself.

Strepsiades is required to remove his cloak before entering the
phrontistérion. He reluctantly obliges.

Bdelycleon dresses his father with much difficulty.

Hierocles is stripped of his animal skins by Trygaeus’ slave.
Peisetairos orders his slave to take off his leather vest (oroAds) and
coat (x1tcov), and give these to the poor Poet.

The Proboulos is given a veil (k&Auuua) and a small basket
(xahabiokov) containing wool-working paraphernalia to make him
look like a woman, anticipating Lysistrata’s extended simile of the
city as a tangled and dirty lump of wool (Moulton 1981: 48-81,
Henderson 1987a: 129-30, 141-2).

The Proboulos is given two wreaths to make him look like a corpse.
Euripides convinces Kinsman to strip so that he can be shaved.
Kinsman is co-operative as he is dressed up like a woman.

The women strip Kinsman of his breastband.

The dancing girl Elaphion is obliged to remove her himation and
shoes to seduce the Scythian Archer. (Euripides instructs her to put
the himation back on at 1190.)

An underworld servant orders Dionysus and Xanthias to be stripped
in preparation for the basanos episode.

Karion strips the Sykophant of his himation.

Karion forces the Sykophant to wear a threadbare cloak

(TpBcoviov) and nails an old pair of shoes to his forehead (942-3).
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Burning:

Nub. 1504-9

[Lys. 381]

Lys. 1219-24

Thesm. 23646

Strepsiades orders his slave Xanthias to destroy the roof of the
phrontistérion with a mattock (1485-9). Strepsiades also takes the/a
mattock to the roof (1500-01) and sets fire to the building with a
torch (1494).

The men move to burn the women’s hair (but are doused with water
before they are able to).

Anonymous slaves are chased off the stage with torches to please
the audience.

Euripides’ Kinsman painfully has his pubic hairs singed. He
jokingly calls for water (U8cop UScop & yeitoves, 241), but is left
with a burnt backside (aifds yeyévnuar mavta T& TEPL TV

Tp&uw, 246).
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