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ABSTRACT

The Palimpsest

Aristophanes allows Euripides to interrupt constantly. In Athenian comedy
of the fifth century they are on stage together, both literally and figuratively. Despite
Aristophanes’ comedies having a meaning of their own, Euripides’ lines are so
clearly visible underneath them that they can only be described as the verbal
equivalent of a palimpsest. The Oxford English Dictionary defines a palimpsest as a
manuscript or piece of writing on which later writing has superimposed or effaced
earlier writing, or something reused or altered but still bearing visible traces of its
earlier form.! 1t is clear that a palimpsest is the product of layering that results in
something as new, whilst still bearing traces of the original. Dillon describes the
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palimpsest as “..an involuted phenomenon where otherwise unrelated texts are

involved and entangled, intricately interwoven, interrupting and inhabiting each
other”.? Aristophanes takes texts, particularly those of Euripides, which may
otherwise have been unrelated, and weaves them together to form something new.

I will show that in a number of cases Aristophanes offers scenes that have
already been performed in Euripides’ plays but lays his own plot over the
tragedian’s, whilst at the same time drawing the audiences’ attention to the original.
The nature of this borrowing overwrites Kristeva’s theory of ‘intertextuality’ and
provides a new and more apposite name for the permutation of texts in which the

geno-text corresponds to infinite possibilities of palimpsestuous textuality (and the

pheno-text to a singular text, which contains echoes of what it could have been).

1 OED, (2010:685)
2 Dillon (2007:4)



The plurality of Euripides’ texts, whilst engendering those of Aristophanes,
constantly interrupts them. Through the consideration of ancient and modern literary
theory and by a close analysis of Aristophanes’ and Euripides’ plays, this thesis sets
out to offer a new reading of the relationship between these two poets. It shows that
they were engaged in a dialogue of reciprocal influence that came to a head at the

end of the Peloponnesian War.
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Chapter One

Introduction

TpépeTal 8&, O TMKPOTEC, YuyT Tive;
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The relationship between Aristophanes’ and Euripides’ texts has claimed the
attention of many scholars and students but to date there has been no systematic
deconstruction of the particular literary techniques involved. This thesis sets out to
explore and catalogue the way in which Aristophanes made use of Euripides’ words
and how the tragedian responded in kind. My investigation has led to the discovery
of a dialogue played out through the lines, plots and staging of the poets’ plays,
which ultimately led to a blurring of genres. The poets commented upon and
criticised each other’s literary techniques, political allegiances and social attitudes.
From behind the words of one poet comes the echo of the other. Behind the actors of
one performance, moved the ghosts of another. The game was finally over in 405BC
when Euripides died. Athens was falling and Aristophanes lost the will to carry on.
In Aristophanes’ final two plays, Euripides’ silence is deafening.

This thesis sets out, first of all, to interrogate ancient and modern literary
theories and question their application to Aristophanic texts.  The term
‘intertextuality’ is most popularly used when discussing tragic intrusion into
Aristophanes’ plays but, as my investigation will reveal, this description is too wide
and, therefore, inaccurate. It fails to take into account the complexity of form

Aristophanes demonstrates. Hence, in Chapter Two, | reconsider the concept of

! «“And what, Socrates, is the food of the soul? Surely, 1 said, knowledge is the food of the soul.” Plato,
Protagoras 313c



‘intertextuality’ and offer new classifications that | believe are more pertinent to
fifth-century texts. These are: Variation, Polygenic, Specific, Fundamental,
Gradation, Visuality, Repetition and Genre Diversity. | also consider theories of
semiotics and semantics, showing that these ideas were anticipated by the ancients
who, untroubled by political or academic ambition, wrote in a more precise and less
pretentious fashion. Chapter Two ends with an analysis of when and where
Aristophanes places the lines he borrows from the tragedians. This reveals that
Aristophanes’ use of Euripides’ lines is more prolific than those of other poets and
that the signifiers Aristophanes attaches to them are more demonstrably prominent.
Appendices 1-7 document the lines Aristophanes borrowed from the three major
tragedians and gives each one a category in accordance with the new definitions of
intertextuality offered in the Chapter.

Chapter Three considers the term ‘parody’ and challenges its meaning in
relation to Aristophanic texts. Ancient and modern definitions are examined before
applying them to a range of passages. Particular consideration is given to why
Aristophanes chooses to re-use specific lines, actions, costumes or topoi from
Euripides’ texts and how they function in their new role. Aristophanes’ stage
management of myth and exploitation of the social charter is also examined to show
how Aristophanes blends these elements together to stimulate the poetic memory of
the audience in order to communicate his political, social or personal messages.?

Having considered where and how Aristophanes places borrowed lines,
Chapter Four considers: ‘Why?’  Here, the question of audience competence is
raised. The structure of the texts reveal that Aristophanes was constantly in control,

moulding the audiences’ perception and reception of his lines in order to retain

2 | define the social charter as a belief system which authorised and validated social norms and institutions. In
this context, its basis is in myth and religion and is reflected in the theatre from its beginnings as a form of
religious custom.



ownership of the text. Using examples detailed in the Appendices, this Chapter
deconstructs a number of passages to show why they were included in specific parts
of the plot and the effect Aristophanes insisted they had. The metatheatricality of the
parabasis is also examined. The layering of jokes reveals that the poet was
intimately acquainted with Euripides’ plays and made sure that the audience
recognised the significance of their presence. It is possible to see how Aristophanes
adapts his writing style for the various factions within the audience from the way he
uses literary and visual language. He needs the variety because, as he tells us, some
spectators are educated and clever but sometimes miss the point, some need help
from their contemporaries to understand the plot, whilst others laugh at anything and
everything, whether they get the joke or not.

Aristophanes’ use of intra-textuality is also considered in this Chapter to
demonstrate how the poet re-uses his own lines to test the competence of his
audience, to add fibre to his scenes and to foreshadow what is to come. The Chapter
ends with the deconstruction of the luggage-scene from the beginning of Frogs,
which reveals how the poet hones his skill to the point of being able to lead the
audience step by step towards the realisation of his intended meaning.

The first part of Chapter Five focuses on the Thesmophoriazusae and
challenges the well-worn assumption that it is the least political of Aristophanes’
plays. A close reading of the text provides evidence to the contrary. | hypothesise
that, in fact, it is the most political of all the poet’s texts. The discussion begins by
looking at Euripides’ political affiliations between 416BC and 412BC, further details
of which are provided in Appendix 8. An examination of these plays reveals that the
tragedian articulated his political vacillation in regard to Alcibiades. As a keen

political observer and commentator, Aristophanes recognised these fluctuations of



support and took Euripides to task in the Thesmophoriazusae, in which he has
Euripides act as himself and uses the character of the In-Law to represent Alcibiades.
The Euripidean plays Aristophanes chooses to parody are those where the tragedian
had demonstrated his political views in the preceding years. The double impact of
Euripides’ primary messages combined with the twist of Aristophanes’ humour
leaves the tragedian looking a fool.

The second part of Chapter Five goes on to answer the question scholars so
often ask of Frogs and, until now, has remained unanswered: ‘Why does Dionysus
change his mind and bring back Aeschylus instead of Euripides?’ Here, | offer the
hypothesis that Frogs is a reflection of the message concerning Euripides’ support of
Alcibiades, which was first transmitted in the Thesmophoriazusae. In Frogs, the
image is inverted, the tables have turned, and Euripides has died. This leaves no one
to champion Alcibiades on the tragic stage.

In Frogs Aristophanes uses Dionysus to represent Alcibiades and has him
descend into Hades to rescue Euripides, his erstwhile supporter. Alcibiades’
(Dionysus’) intention is to rescue Euripides from death so that he can resume his
writing career. The reinstatement of Euripides will accomplish two things. Firstly,
it will save the state of Tragedy. Secondly, because Euripides’ plays will advocate
the recall of Alcibiades, the State of Athens will be saved. However, the plan
unravels when Euripides is beaten by Aeschylus in the literary competition so
Alcibiades (Dionysus) has to find another reason to make him the winner. By doing
this, Aristophanes has the last laugh on his recently deceased sparring partner and the
last word in their on-going dialogue. Euripides has, once again, changed his political
mind and now votes against the return of Alcibiades. Both the politician and the

tragedian are left looking foolish and Aeschylus is returned to Athens in triumph.



The final Chapter of the thesis contends that the genres of ‘comedy and
tragedy’ allotted to some fifth-century texts are too rigid. The discussion begins
with a consideration of genre theory and how these classifications evolved in
modernity. By bringing together all the lessons learned about Aristophanes’ and
Euripides’ narrative techniques, various texts from each poet are checked against the
new criteria and are found wanting in the old classification. Both poets wrote about
war, women, money, politics, religion and philosophy and as the war progressed, the
way the two poets chose to discuss these began to change. As Euripides became
more light-hearted and wrote in a ‘keep calm and carry on’ style, Aristophanes
became more serious and gloomy. The tone, mood and structure of their plays are
transposed until they met somewhere in the middle. The result was that neither
‘comedy’ nor ‘tragedy’ belonged to their traditional genre any longer.

| end the argument with the proposition that had Euripides not died when he
did, and had Athens not fallen when she did, these two poets would together have
gone on to create a third genre, one that was special and unique to Athens, and one
that represented the best that both poets had to offer.

The Appendices represent a catalogue of Aristophanes’ borrowing from the
three major tragedians, details of the original source line and how the poet has
encorporated them into his plays. The examples chosen for closer examination
within the thesis itself come mainly from the Thesmophoriazusae and Frogs as the
tragedian features a prominent character within these two plays. In order to show the
depth of meaning embedded within the texts, some lines are considered more than
once, from different angles. Doing so allows us to see the way in which
Aristophanes adapted the signifiers he attached to each usage in order to

communicate with the wide range of competences he imagined within his audiences.



Chapter Two

Literary Borrowing, Plagiarism and Intertextuality

hos ego versiculos feci: tulit alter honorem.*

1.1 Introduction

In discussions concerning Aristophanes’ re-use of Euripides’ lines, the word
most commonly used is ‘intertextuality’. This is a very wide term — in fact anything
in literature that is vaguely reminiscent of another text is called ‘intertextual’.
However, there are other terms which might be applied to this practice such as
literary borrowing and plagiarism. Aesthetically speaking, intertextuality and
literary borrowing suggest artistry and admiration whilst plagiarism implies theft and
disgrace. But how can these terms be distinguished from one another and at what
point in the history of literature was an attempt first made to do so? In ‘modernity’ it
is not tolerable to share ideas and phrases without acknowledging their source but
writing ‘after the style of’ another author is accepted. ~When considering
Aristophanes’ texts, it is clear that the extent to which he incorporates ideas, plots
and phrases taken from the tragedians goes far beyond writing ‘after the style of’.
However, as my analysis will show, the poet includes signifiers which alert the
audience to the original source of the line which, in effect, acts as a reference which
absolves him of plagiarism.

In order to understand how and why Aristophanes re-uses Euripides’ lines,
characters and topoi and establish terms applicable to this phenomenon, this Chapter
will question the nature of ‘intertextuality’, starting with an examination of ancient

principles of imitation, attitudes to poetic borrowing and plagiarism, and the way in

1 “I made the verses, another has stolen the honour.” Attributed to Virgil by Donatus. Shackleton-Bailey
(1982:AL 251.1)



which these ideas were influential in the Renaissance. The second part of the
Chapter will look at the legacy of these ideas and how they influenced the
structuralist and postmodern theories of Kristeva, Barthes and Genette. Part three
will argue against their assertions and consider the political ideas that shaped them.
In part four of the Chapter there will be a discussion of visual language and how
Aristophanes uses it as a form of semiotics in theatrical presentations.

It is important to consider the history of intertextuality because the theories
are all products of their time and whilst useful in the consideration of contemporary
literature may not be appropriate when applied to texts from another time period. A
thorough understanding of these theories, and the way in which they each developed
within their own time-period, has led to a new set of definitions being offered here
which I believe are more pertinent when examining the ‘intertextuality’ of
Avristophanes.

Finally, there will be a discussion concerning the way in which Aristophanes
makes use of tragic texts in accordance with these new classifications. | conclude
that whilst Aristophanes drew upon the words of Aeschylus, Sophocles and
Euripides, from an analysis of his extant comedies, he was engaged in a distinct and
unique literary dialogue with the latter.

An analysis of Aristophanes’ allusions to, and borrowings from, the
tragedians shows that whilst Euripides’ work was consistently re-used from the
earliest part of Aristophanes’ career, 405BC marks the last reference either to him as
a person, or the re-use of his lines.? This is not the case with Aeschylus and
Sophocles, which suggests that there must have been an extraordinary relationship

between Aristophanes and Euripides, which culminated in Aristophanes’ final

2 The final mention of Euripides or use of his lines is seen in Frogs, produced in 405, shortly after the tragedian’s
death.



recognition of Euripides’ brilliance being showcased in Frogs, which compared the
loss of Euripides to the loss of Athens.

The conclusions from this Chapter will be expounded upon in the remainder
of the thesis with an in-depth examination of some of the diverse ways in which
Aristophanes used Euripides’ texts (with specific reference to the
Thesmophoriazusae and Frogs) to create an ongoing dialogue between comedy and

tragedy.

1.2 Notions of Literary Borrowing in the Ancient World

Plato’s Theory of Art discusses how texts function. His theory of imitation
has elements common to some modern theories of ‘intertextuality’.® He states that
the poet always copies an earlier act of creation, which is itself a copy.* In saying
this, he notes that all imitations, although third hand, are, in fact, the same thing.
They merely look different because they are being viewed from a different angle.
This is consistent with the re-use of tragic lines in comedy. For instance Euripides’
line from the Hecuba: & tékvov, & mai, Svotavotdrag potépoc EEeAd’ oikmv due
natépoc ovdav® (where Hecuba is calling to Polyxena to tell her of her fate)
reappears in Clouds when Strepsiades calls for his son to exit Socrates’ school: ®
Tékvov & od EEEAD” ofkov, Gie 60D Tatpoc. 88 ékeivoc aviip.® The lines are similar

both in the way that they are phrased and in terms of context, with a distressed parent

% Plato, Republic X, 317-21

* Worton and Still (1990:3), following Plato’s analogy of the artist who paints a bed, which the carpenter has
created by imitating the form of a bed, which is the product of divine artistry.

5 “My child, daughter of a most wretched woman, come forth; listen to your mother's voice.” Euripides Hecuba,
171-4. Hecuba was produced in 424BC with the first version of Clouds coming a year later in 423BC and the
revised version between 420BC and 417BC. Thus, it is likely that Aristophanes’ audience would be familiar
with the tragedy, be expecting to hear something of Euripides within it and, therefore, recognise the line in its
new context.

® “My child, my son, come forth from the house; hearken to thy father.” Clouds 1165-6 (All subsequent
translations of lines from Aristophanes’ extant plays are from Sommerstein).



calling to their adult offspring as if they were still a child but, as Plato says, they look
different. This is because one is in a tragic situation and the other, comedic.

Plato goes on to say that it is not possible to understand what the copies are,
or mean, without knowledge of the original.” This raises the question of audience
competence. For some spectators, there would have been the recognition that the
line was very similar to one from Euripides but this acknowledgment was not
necessary for a deep understanding of the new context. Aristophanes’ re-creations
were constructed in such a way that they could stand alone, but that if the origin of
the line was recognised by the audience, the effect was enhanced. In the
Thesmophoriazusae a member of the Chorus lists the vices Euripides attributes to
women ending with tag péy” avdpaotv kaxév.® As a stand-alone line, this is a source
of humour. Despite the fact that the women are attacking Euripides for his
unflattering portrayal of them, they later admit to doing all that he accuses them of,
and more.® Euripides had used the line in a similar way in the Medea, with both men
and women calling womankind a ‘curse upon men’. Jason says: KakOv péya, Totpog
Te Kol YNG TpodoTw 1§ 6 €0péyato. Clytemnestra speaks of Helen’s affair with Paris
saying: viv & obvey  EAévn pdpyoc v 6 v o Aofov droxov koAdley TpoddTiv
oVk Mmictato whilst Peleus calls her: mpoddtv kbva. Andromache and Hermione
describe women in general as: xkaxov, and kakd and Hippolytus asserts that even
fathers cannot wait to be rid of their daughters: ToVT® 8¢ dTjAOV (O YLV KAKOV

péya: mpoacbeig yap 6 omeipag te Kol Opéyoag Tatnp QePVIS ATOKIG , MG AmailayOT

" Republic, X, 402.b-c

& “Men’s great curse.” Thesmophoriazusae, 395. This comes at the end of a list of vices: ti yip odtog Hpdg odK
Emopf] v Kok@v; mod &' ovyl SwPéPAny’, dmovmep EuPpoyv eiolv Beatol kol tpaywdol kai yxopoi, TOG
poyotpdmovg, tag Avdpepaotiog KOADY, TAG 0ivomdTidug, TaG TPodOTIdNG, TAG AGAOVG, Thg 00deV VY. (“What
kind of abuse has that man not plastered us with? Where is there, in all the places where there are tragic
performers and Choruses and spectators, that he has not slandered us, calling us whore-wives, man-chasers,
wine-bibbers, betrayers, chatterboxes, no-goods.”) 389-394

® Such as hiding a lover in the house, breaking another man’s pot for luck and smuggling in children when unable
to conceive. 396-410
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Those who recalled these lines from Euripides’ earlier plays would have
recognised the women’s accusation as legitimate, and thus had a deeper
understanding of the new text.

Aristotle comments on this type of recognition in his discussion on the theory
of poetry, but goes further, observing that acknowledgment also brings pleasure:
“...what happens is that as they view them they come to understand and work out
what each thing is. If no one has seen the thing before, it will not give pleasure as an
imitation, but because of its execution, or for some other reason”.** Here we can see
a difference in the argument presented by Plato with the acknowledgement that
whilst a text can be seen as an imitation of those that precede it, if there is no such
recognition, it might be understood as a new text. | believe Aristotle is aware of the
possibility of polysemy and synonymy in texts and advises against complications in
style.® He notes that the act of recognition also involves the capacity for cognition,
(awareness, perception or intuition), the exercise of which is, in itself, pleasurable.*®

This highlights the notion of audience competence and an acknowledgement that not

all readers/spectators will know that the new text is an imitation.

10«A great curse you were even then, betrayer of father and of the land that nourished you.” Medea 1332; “But,
because Helen was lustful and the one who had her as a wife did not know how to punish the betrayer.” Electra,
1208; “Betrayer, bitch.” Andromache 630 “...evil.” 353; “...trouble” 952; “The clear proof that woman is a great
bane is this: her father, who begat her and raised her, adds a dowry to her and thus sends her off in order to be
quit of a trouble.” Hippolytus, 627

1 Aristotle Poetics, 3.1

12 Aristotle advises that metaphorical terms should be used with care in order to avoid misunderstandings and
decries the misuse of compound words, long or frequent epithets and inappropriate metaphors. Rhetoric,
111.1405b-1406b

13 Nicomachean Ethics, 1174b14-5a21

10



1.3 Literary Theft in Ptolemaic Egypt

The use of others’ texts was recognised and has been commented upon since
at least the fifth century. An anecdote recounted in the Suda tells of an accusation of
plagiarism made by Diagoras:

gnexAOn Abgog S1611L todT0 £86EaleV, G’ 0D TIC OpdTEXVOS oiTladElc V'

avTod MG On 7odve AQEAOUEVOS, OV O0TOG EMEMOMKEL, E£EOUOCATO [N

KEKAOQEVOL TODTOV, WKPOV 08 DOTEPOV EMOEIEAUEVOS ODTOV ELNUEPNCEV.

gviedlev  obv O  Awydpac AvmmOeic  Eypaye ToDG  KOAOLHEVOLC

Amnomvpyilovtag AOyovs, dvaydpnoy avtod kol EKTTmoy EXovTag The mepi

0 Ogiov 86Enc.™

However, it is unclear whether a prosecution took place and with no extant
evidence of legal action, it must be assumed that ‘borrowing’ was not considered an
actionable offence during the time of Aristophanes and Euripides.”® It was not until
the third century BC that the concept of plagiarism had developed and was
considered as theft. It was much later still that copyright was legally protected and
was initially introduced to provide printers with the sole right to produce any given
manuscript.’® Even then, the term did not cover intellectual ownership of ideas, only
the right to reproduce copies of them in writing. Birrell describes the intent to
benefit from a protected author as an act of piracy and states that if the extraneous
matter is not protected by law it should be regarded as a moral offence of plagiary.'’

Despite their separate histories, the different features of plagiarism and copyright

theft are worth exploring at this point because of the ongoing debate about the

14 «“He was nicknamed the Atheist because he held this view ever since a colleague, whom he had accused of
stealing a paean he had composed, swore under oath that he had not stolen it, and had a good time performing it
only a little later. Frustrated, Diagoras then wrote the so-called Speeches of Tower-Defense, which contain his
retreat and the expulsion of the belief in the Divine.” Suda, Diagoras, delta 323.

15 1f it was possible to take action against another poet for plagiarism, it is likely that Aristophanes would have
mentioned the ‘crime’ and any prosecutions he was involved in whilst addressing the audience in the parabasis
(in the same way that he mentions the prosecution brought against him by Cleon on numerous occasions).

%8 Robinson, (1991:55). In the United Kingdom, the Statute of Anne came into force in 1710 as a result of the
Stationers’ Company petitioning Parliament to introduce a bill which provided for copyright. It prescribed a
copyright term of fourteen years during which only the authors or the printers they chose could publish their
work. (Robinson, 1991:67)

7 Birrell, (1899:1971:172)
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literary ethics of borrowing and the fact that for some, both terms are
interchangeable. Putnam places the two ideas together stating:

No such thing as literary property [defined as ownership in a specific literary
form, given the right to ideas, the right to control such particular form of
expression of those ideas and the right to multiply and dispose of copies of
such form of expression] can be said to have come into existence in ancient
times, or in fact until some considerable period had elapsed after the
invention of printing.'

In modern terms, copyright infringement implies an economic loss whilst
plagiarism suggests a moral category, entailing rights over the form of expression
which highlights the distinction between property and propriety.’® For the purposes
of discovering more about the relationship between Aristophanes and Euripides, it is
important to determine exactly when and why this change took place. The
comments made about each other by fifth-century comic poets seem, for the most
part, light-hearted. Surviving texts indicate that most poets, if not all, wrote about
the same topics, in many cases re-using each other’s plots and words. So what could
have brought about the change to the point where sharing was no longer acceptable
and was instead considered as theft?

It would seem that it started in Ptolemaic Egypt when ownership of an
original manuscript was considered more desirable than possession of a copy, an
attitude that led to coercive commandeering. This is particularly evident in the large
number of books contained in the Ptolemaic Library, which had been gathered either
through legitimate purchase or through enforced seizure from ships that came into

the port of Alexandria. The originals of these manuscripts were kept and stored in

the library, with the owners being forced to accept copies in return. Galen tells the

18 pytnam, (1894:iv)

1% Randall, (2001:76-77) Copyright of intellectual property is now recognised in international law by the 1886
Berne Convention for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works and the1994 Agreement on Trade Related
Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights.
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story of Ptolemy tricking the Athenians into lending original Greek plays for a
deposit of fifteen talents and being given copies in return, forcing them to keep the
deposit as compensation.”® Such was the importance of originals that a rival library
was set up in Pergamon and the ensuing competition between the two led to a
thriving trade in counterfeit manuscripts.?* Forgeries were recognised as such and,
therefore, it is possible to say that although there were probably no legal sanctions in
place, the ‘notion” of copyright did in fact exist in antiquity.

This desire for authenticity led to the examination of content. Zenodotus and
the Alexandrian librarians were the first to enter into a systematic examination of
manuscripts to verify the legitimacy of their authorship, deleting some lines and
transposing others.”? This involved a system of critical signs to mark lines believed
to be spurious.?® Aristophanes of Byzantium later expanded on this work during his
time as librarian at the Ptolemaic Library and embarked upon a study of philology in
an attempt to authenticate particular sections of text and seek out what he saw as
literary theft. Details of this come from a lost text entitled On Literary Theft by
Porphyry, which is cited in Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica. It is said that
Aristophanes of Byzantium wrote a book on the topic in which he collected ... the
parallel lines of Menander and the selected passages from which he stole them,” and
although he rebuked the poet, “...he did so gently because of his great fondness for
him”.?* Despite proof of his crime, Menander seems to have been treated leniently

due to the esteem in which he was held. It is possible, therefore, to hypothesise that

2 Grote (2010:153)

2L See Fraser (1972) for a discussion of Ptolemaic Alexandria and Grafton (1990) for an extremely
comprehensive exploration of the links between forgery and scholarship from Classical Greece to the recent past.
22 7enodotus was the first superintendent of the Alexandrian library. He created an inventory of all the
manuscripts held, allocating them to different rooms according to their content arranging them alphabetically
according to the first letter of the author’s surname. (Blum, 1991:229)

28 Fraser (1972:i:447-58)

24 Cited by Fraser (1970:119 n.7). See also Hermann (1991), Stemplinger (1912), Hosius (1913) and Ziegler
(1950) for useful discussions of ancient plagiarism.
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a similar situation also existed in the fifth century and although Aristophanes
borrowed heavily for the construction of his comedies, it was tolerated due to his
popularity. It is equally possible, however, to hypothesise that Aristophanes' unique
form of referencing meant that he had not, in fact, transgressed any literary rule.?

A second anecdote concerning Aristophanes of Byzantium and an issue of
plagiarism when he was librarian at Alexandria during the third century BC, suggests
that status and popularity were important when deciding how to categorise poetic
borrowing. Vitruvius tells the story of a poetry competition held by the Attalid kings
with Aristophanes of Byzantium as one of the seven judges. Aristophanes’
recommendation was to award first prize to the poet who had, in fact, been the least
popular with the people, on the grounds that he was the only one who had not copied
from the work of others. The point was proven by Aristophanes’ recitation of the
original texts whereupon he was rewarded and the poets condemned as thieves and
treated with ignominy by the King.?® Although there are inconsistencies within this
account, it nevertheless gives an insight into the attitude towards literary borrowing

in and around this time. 2’

1.4 Authorial Respect and Referencing in the Roman World

Vitruvius is meticulous in his acknowledgement of sources. He expresses his
profound gratitude to those that have gone before and is adamant that he will not
steal the work of others by “...changing the titles of other men’s books and inserting

my own name”.?® Further, he admonishes those who

% By alerting his audience to the presence and source of re-used lines by embedding unmistakable signifiers in
his work.

28 vitruvius, On Architecture, 7 pref.4-7.

2 Fraser (1970:115-22) points out that Ptolemy Philadelphus and Aristophanes of Byzantium were not
contemporaries, and suggests that the story emanated from Varro.

28 On Architecture, 7 pref. 10
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...Steal the writings of such men and publish them as their own; and those
also, who depend in their writings, not on their own ideas, but who enviously
do wrong to the works of others and boast of it, deserve not merely to be
blamed, but to be sentenced to actual punishment for their wicked course of
life.”®

Writing at about the same time, Horace warns that in emulating the work of

others, there is the difficulty of propriety. He instructs poets to be consistent if they
choose to do so. He states that if a poet intends to modify, or recreate stories upon
which all writers have a common claim, he should follow three basic rules:

1. Not to follow the trite, obvious round of the original work; for example, not
servilely and scrupulously adhere to its plan of method.

2. Not to be translators instead of imitators, for example if it shall be thought fit
to imitate more expressly any part of the original, to do it with freedom and
spirit, and without a slavish attachment to the mode of expression.

3. Not to adopt any particular incident that may occur in the proposed model,
which either decency or the nature of the work would reject.
Pseudo-Longinus is of the same opinion and defends what he calls the

“emulous imitation of the great poets and prose-writers of the past”. He states that
just as one might gather inspiration from the “Pythian Princess”, a writer might
gather inspiration from others. The process of borrowing is not, he says, plagiarism;
rather the process of copying something that is beautiful or well made. 3 Cicero
agrees, noting that copying of another’s work is not repetition but imitation citing
two forms of replication — ‘paraphrase’ and ‘translation’. He prefers ‘translation’ as
it allows the author to choose suitable expressions and invent analogies by which to
maintain the sense.*” In contrast, Quintilian prefers ‘paraphrase’, stating that it is “..a

universal rule of life that we should wish to copy what we approve in others”.® He

goes on to note, however, that imitation on its own is not enough when producing

2 On Architecture, 7 pref. 3

% Horace, The Art of Poetry, 134 n.3

%1 pseudo-Longinus, On the Sublime, X111.3. Plagiarism is more concerned to conceal or destroy its sources and
does not set out to reveal its purpose. Rose, (1993:69)

%2 Cicero, On Oratory and Orators, I, xxxiii,154-5

% Quintilian, The Institutes of Oratory, X.2.2
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new works and that writers should only use it to enhance their own ideas. He
considers that “...no development is possible for those who restrict themselves” in
this way.** This is certainly the case with Virgil whose extensive debt to Homer is
noted by Macrobius but again, there is no hint of censure. In fact Macrobius points
out that Virgil is a good example of how to adapt and convert that which is
admirable in others’ work.®* Other critics were not so tolerant, however, and appear
to have compiled a list of Virgil’s ‘thefts’, to which he allegedly responded, “Why
don’t they try the same type of theft themselves? They would soon find out that it is
easier to steal the club of Hercules than a verse from Homer”.*® This suggests that to
some minds the skill of the appropriator distinguishes legitimate borrowing from
theft.’

Therefore, it would seem that the most important aspect of writing in Rome
was not originality of topic, but expression, which was achieved by a tripartite
process: selection, reinterpretation and improvement.*® In other words, drawing
from earlier writers and improving on them was the best way to write and was also
considered a way of showing appreciation. Seneca sums up this process:

It was for me that they laid up this treasure; it was for me that they toiled. But
we should play the part of a careful householder; we should increase what we
have inherited. This inheritance shall pass from me to my descendants larger
than before. Much still remains to do, and much will always remain, and he
who shall be born a thousand ages hence will not be barred from his
opportunity of adding something further.*

Thus, the evidence suggests that in Greece and Rome the concept of copying

and re-using the work of others was recognised and accepted on the condition that

“...it betrays its origin, yet nevertheless is clearly a different thing from that from

% The Institutes of Oratory, X.2.4-8
%5 Macrobius, Saturnalia, vi, |

% Aelius Donatus, Life of Virgil, 195
% Russell, (1979:11-12)

% White (1965:8)

% Seneca, Letters, 64.7
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whence it came”.”® In other words, as long the new text contains referents to its
origins.

This is exactly what Aristophanes did when using the work of Euripides. At
no point did he attempt to disguise the source of the lines he re-used when creating
the new text. What he did was to encourage the audience to recognise them by
referring to the original poet either by name or by having him speak the lines as a
character within the action.** When borrowing a topos or plot, Aristophanes creates
textual signals, which invite source recognition from the more competent spectators.
However, those that did not recognise the allusion to the original author may well
have suspected Aristophanes of copying. As Randall points out:

The difficulty in distinguishing plagiarism and legitimate imitation puts the

critic in danger of exposing his ignorance by mistaking as plagiarism those

repetitions that the insightful, from their vast warehouse of the history of
letters, recognise as imitation, an act of homage directed towards one’s
literary ancestors, or else as a case of improvement.*?

Roman comic writers were also overt about their reproductions of Greek
comedies but claimed that their plays were new works, by which they meant that
they were new ‘versions’ of the text. In his prologues, Terence openly admits to re-
suing plays written by others. At the beginning of The Girl from Andros he draws
the audiences’ attention to the similarities between his play and Menander’s Girl
from Perinthos saying, “...know one and you know them both for the plots are much
the same”. At the beginning of The Self Tormentor Terence says “I should go on to
say who wrote it and who wrote the Greek original, if I didn’t think most of you
know already”. The Eunuch is attributed to Menander whilst The Brothers, he says,

is copied from Plautus. In five of Plautus’ prologues, he states that the play is a

Latin rendition of a Greek original.

%0 etters, 34.6-8
1 See Appendices 1-7 for examples of specific and signposted lines.
42 Randall, (2001:117)
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This system of referencing does not mean that those who recreated the work
of others were not criticised. Attacks appear to have three main motivations:
jealousy, the laboriousness of commentators and the propaganda of racial or
religious apologists.*®> These attempts to discredit authors appear to have been
largely ineffective as the practice of imitation continued throughout, and indeed
beyond, the period.**

Therefore, from the first century BC, acceptance appears to be confined to
the use of much earlier sources with contemporaneous borrowing viewed as piracy.
Martial is the first to have used plagiarius in relation to the ‘kidnapping’ of his work
by another. In Epigrams he is scathing of the thief who has stolen from him, using
venomous language:

commendo tibi, Quintiane, nostros
nostros dicere si tamen libellos
possum, quos recitat tuus poeta:

si de servitio gravi queruntur,
adsertor venias satisque praestes,
et, cum se dominum vocabit ille,
dicas esse meos manuque missos.
hoc si terque quaterque clamitaris,
inpones plagiario pudorem. *°

una est in nostris tua, Fidentine, libellis
pagina, sed certa domini signata figura,
quae tua traducit manifesto carmina furto.
sic interpositus villo contaminat uncto
urbica Lingonicus Tyrianthina bardocucullus,
sic Arretinae violant crystallina testae,

sic niger in ripis errat cum forte Caystri,
inter Ledaeos ridetur corvus olores,

sic ubi multisona fervet sacer Atthide lucus,
inproba Cecropias offendit pica querellas.
indice non opus est nostris nec iudice libris,
stat contra dicitque tibi tua pagina 'Fures."*®

3 stemplinger, (1912:6-80). In the prologue to Girl from Andros, Terence refers to the criticism of a “malevolent
old playwright” and St Augustine accuses Terence of “Filthy morals” Confessions, 1.16

* For example, Shakespeare’s comedies are remarkably similar to those of Plautus.

5 «To your charge | entrust, Quintilian, my works if, after all, | can call those mine which that poet of yours
recites. If they complain of their grievous servitude, come forward as their champions and give bail for them;
and when that fellow calls himself their owner, say that they are mine, sent forth from my hand. If thrice and
four times you shout this, you will shame the plagiarist.” Martial, Epigrams, 1.52
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This attack confirms that whilst emulation of ‘old’, traditional texts was
acceptable in the Roman world, contemporaneous copying, without
acknowledgement, was not. The principle of literary facsimile can be neatly
summarised by the idea of old texts as “public property”,*’ which lend themselves to
manipulation and transformation in the quest for novelty. This continued to be the
case until the sixteenth century when it again became the focus of discussion
between literary critics. Following the course of discussions on the topic from

antiquity, forward in time, shows how ancient arguments inform modern theories of

intertextuality and plagiarism.

1.5 Translatio studii and Renovatio during the French Renaissance

The notion of intertextuality, translatio studii, or renovatio, was still the
subject of discussion during the French Renaissance when it became unpopular. Du
Bellay was of the opinion that writers of the sixteenth century could not compete
with ancient authors (Virgil or Cicero) and should instead enter into a dialogue with
them.*®  Translation of ancient texts was left to the philologists whilst poets
embraced both words and meaning, thus creating a form of imitation to reflect their
own personal and national identity that, at the same time, maintained a link with
antiquity. These poets recognised that those they were imitating were themselves

imitators and as such, they were emulating not only their words, but also their

“6 «“There is one page of yours, Fidentius, in a book of mine — a page, too, stamped by the distinct likeness of its
master — which convicts your poems of palpable theft. So, when set among them, a Lingonian cowled cloak
defiles with greasy wool the violet-purple robes of town; so crocks from Arrentium degrade crystal glass; so a
black raven, perchance wandering among Leda’s swans; so, when a sacred grove is afire with the varied notes of
the Athenian nightingale, an impudent jay jars on those Attic notes of woe. My books need no title or judge to
prove them; your page stares you in the face, and calls you ‘thief’”. Epigrams, 1.53

T The Art of Poetry, 131-134

“8 Carron (1998:568) after Du Bellay, La Défense et Illustration de la Langue Frangoyse. See Chapter Five for a
discussion of the dialogue between Aristophanes and Euripides. They copied, but did not compete with one
another.
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technique. Thus, reading, translating, commenting, interpreting and rewriting are all
common practices within the translatio studii.*®
The use of these methods in the creation of literature was frowned upon in
some quarters and the reproductions were considered to be either plagiarism or
exercises in style.®® The first use of ‘plagiarist’ as an adjective comes from
Fontaine® who makes his view clear in an anecdote about the Ptolemaic period,
which must have originated from Vitruvius (as discussed above):
Or quant a ceux qui sont si grands ennemis de toute traduction, a leur bon
commandement; mais que cependant ils ne persévérant point a disrober (qu’ils
appellent imiter) plusieurs vers, et periodes des anciens poetes, lesquels vers,
sentences et préiodes toutes entiéres ils s’attribuent; car ils ne sauroient si
bien se couvrir de ce qu’aucuns poétes renommez ont fait de semblable, que
cependant 1’on ne les puisse et 1’on ne les doive a bon droit renvoyer au
jugement que fait Aristophane devant le roy Ptolémée, et la punition que le
dict roy fait de tels singes de poétes plagiaires>
With this discussion of ‘imitation’ came a turning point and the idea that a
text born from imitation of another, was inferior to an original. When looking at the
attitudes of Greece, Rome and Ptolemaic Egypt, we saw that as long as there was a
‘reference’ of some kind, which alerted the reader to the presence of an earlier text,
the new one was classed as an imitation or an improvement upon the first, and only
became theft when it was without attribution. By the time of the Renaissance, any

kind of imitation (‘intertextuality”’) was frowned upon and had come to be thought of

as inferior and an act of plagiarism.

49 Carron, (1988:574)

%0 Du Bellay’s L 'Olive and Amours are examples of texts created by this technique which were frowned upon.

5 Etymol. et. Hist.A. Adj. 1555 Poétes plagiaires (Ch. Fontaine, Les Ruisseaux). Trésor de la langue Francaise,
(1988:625)

52 «As for those who are such great enemies of translation, let them believe what they will; but let them not,
however, continue to steal (which they call imitate) verses and periods of ancient poets, such verses, sentences
which they attribute wholly to themselves; for they cannot attribute to themselves things similar to the works of
certain famous poets, without being referred to the judgement of Aristophanes before the king Ptolemy, and to
the punishment which the king imposed upon such apelike plagiaristic poets.” Fontaine (1555:93), cited in
Raymond (2000:58).
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With the advent of studies into semiotics and semantics at the beginning of
the twentieth century, attitudes began to change once again, leading to theories of
‘intertextuality’. Scholars began to look for new ways to describe the various
literary techniques by which portions of old texts could legitimately appear in new

ones, without having to use the ‘p’” word.

1.6 Saussure and the Relational Theory of Texts

Ferdinand de Saussure is generally regarded as the founding father of
semiotics and structural linguistics but the importance of signs and symbols
represented within the spoken word has been recognised since antiquity. The
Homeric poems contain bird-signs and the description of dreams that required
interpretation by the priests, as does the Hippocratic corpus, which combines
astrology with the unravelling of prophetic dreams and directs physicians to interpret
celestial signs that affect the body.>® These, and many other texts, were concerned
with the validity and meaning of dreams, portents and oracles as expressed in the
spoken word, which are then deconstructed by the prophets. **  Aristotle
acknowledges the importance of phrasing in language:

Spoken words are the symbols of mental experience and written words are

the symbols of spoken words. Just as all men have not the same writing, so

all men have not the same speech sounds, but the mental experiences, which

these directly symbolize, are the same for all, as also are those things of
which our experiences are the images.>

58 The Iliad contains 35 bird-scenes and numerous dreams: Johansson, (2012); Hippocrates, On Regimen, 4.89;
Airs, Waters, Places, 2. See Copenhaver, (1978) for a discussion on the reception of the occult tradition of
Greece and Rome in Renaissance France.

 Particularly in the tragedies. There is an extensive body of Greek and Roman literature on the nature and
meaning of signs including Plato, Cratylus; Aristotle, On Interpretation; Cicero, Academics and On Divination
and Artemidorus, On Dreams. See also Todorov, (1984) for an overview of the development of ancient semiotics
and Lewis, (1999) for the interpretation of dreams and portents in antiquity.

% Aristotle, On Interpretation, 16a.

21



Two thousand five hundred years later, de Saussure set out to bring order to
the inchoate mass of speech acts that comprise a language.”® His theory is a direct
reflection of Aristotle’s premise and makes a distinction between the system of
language, la langue and the individual acts of realisation of that system, la parole.”’
This represents a structural approach by which recognition of meaning is dependent
upon two elements: recognition of the word and recognition of the concept it
represents. For example, the sign /cat/ consists of a signifier, the sounds ‘k-a-t’, and
a signified, the conception of what a cat is. Together, the signifier and the signified
comprise the sign.”® One does not make sense without an understanding of the other.
Hjelmsev describes this structure as “...an autonomous entity composed of internal
dependencies ... each of which depends on certain others and could neither be
conceived nor defined without those other elements.”™

This theory is anticipated by Aristotle:

As there are in the mind thoughts which do not involve truth or falsity, and

also those which must be either true or false, so it is in speech. For truth and

falsity imply combination and separation. Nouns and verbs, provided nothing
is added, are like thoughts without combination or separation; 'man’' and

‘white', as isolated terms, are not yet either true or false. In proof of this,

consider the word 'goat-stag.' It has significance, but there is no truth or

falsity about it, unless 'is' or 'is not' is added, either in the present or in some
other tense.®

This system does not differentiate between denotation and connotation:
denotation indicating the literal or obvious meaning of a sign, and connotation, a
socio-cultural or personal association. However, the recognition of denotational and

connotational elements in Aristophanes’ linguistic signposting is particularly

important given that the signifiers were received aurally and probably only once.

% Coward and Ellis (1977:12)

57 Gadet, (1986:28)

%8 Coward and Ellis, (1997:13)

% Hjelmslev, (1944) cited in Coward and Ellis (1977:13)
% Aristotle, On Interpretation, 1.
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They were presented as part of a festival and the mood would not have been one in
which spectators consciously sought linguistic phenomena as part of the
entertainment. This meant that the poet had to be supremely aware of his audiences’
literary competence. He had to create texts that worked on a variety of levels
according to both his own agenda and the expectations of his listeners. It is for this
reason that in Aristophanes’ plays, we see different types of ‘intertextuality’ ranging
from contingent to specific.®> This suggests that the poet re-used lines or topoi from
earlier texts, which may or may not have been recognisable to his audience. In
addition the play had to function on the same level whether or not the audience
recognised the allusion. Thirdly, at times he used lines that needed to be recognised
in order to push the plot forward, create humour or convey a particular message. |
have categorised the latter type of reference as specific because Aristophanes
surrounds these with additional signifiers designed to promote their connotational
elements to ensure that his audience not only understood the way allusions formed
part of his new text, but also recognised the original source.

Saussure’s hypotheses then, although published only in the form of student
notebooks, are of vital importance in the development of later linguistic treaties,

which led, eventually, to theories of intertextuality.

1.7 Kiristeva, Barthes and the Pheno-Text

An understanding of Kristeva is useful when looking at the way Aristophanes
re-uses Euripides’ lines because she considers how new texts can be linked back to
the originals from which they were adapted, through the incorporation of signifiers.

Therefore, we can therefore identify scenes such as that in which Menelaus attempts

81 A contingent reference is the non-deliberate incorporation of previously-used material that might evoke the
poetic memory but to an unpredictable degree; a specific reference is one which is an explicit repetition of a
previous text. These classifications will be explored in part four of this Chapter.
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to rescue Helen in the Thesmophoriazusae as the pheno-text and through its
deconstruction, identify the geno-text as the Helen.

Kristeva describes the pheno-text as the surface phenomenon, in other words,
the new text in a concrete form. The text, once it has been recreated, then acts as the
focal point for the signifying process to occur.’ From this point, the reader, or
spectator, can begin the process of understanding its meaning. Kristeva maintains
that a reader may employ a variety of means in order to reference and fully
understand the latent semiology, but this cannot be the case for Aristophanes’
audience. For them, the process of deconstructing the pheno-text must happen
instantaneously and requires a level of technical sophistication. In order to fully
understand the intention of the author, it is necessary to trace the text back to its
genesis, the geno-text, and identify the reciprocal relationship between the old and
the new. ® In the case of Aristophanes and Euripides, identification of the geno-text
could not always be achieved without the assistance of the poet. Kristeva follows
Saussure in maintaining that language is dialogical. Despite the intention of the
speaker, it articulates a plurality of meanings. But again, in Old Comedy, this was
not always the case as we can see from the number, and nature, of clues laid down
by the poet to help his audience recognise the reference.

For Kristeva, society and history are not external to textuality, but are instead
elements inside the textual system; in effect, elements of what | term the social
charter form part of all texts. For fifth-century Athenians, the social charter had its
roots firmly planted in myth as a belief system that authorised and validated social
norms and institutions. In much the same way as our own social practices are

governed by traditions based in religion and law, the social charter of fifth-century

82 Kristeva, (1969: 225)
83 Kristeva (1969:223) describes the geno-text as corresponding to the production of signification.
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Athens was based in myth, which, in turn, defined the social system and its relation
to the gods. This was reflected in the theatre from its beginnings as a form of
religious custom. Therefore, this element of Kristeva’s theory is useful when
considering Aristophanes’ signifiers and links directly to Old Comedy due to the
nature of the community in which it grew and was performed.

Barthes is also of the opinion that no text is ever original and that it will
always be a culmination of other texts that come together in the formation of
another, from which the reader will draw its meaning. He describes a text as:

... a multi-dimensional space in which a variety of writings, none of them

original, blend and clash. The text is a tissue of quotations ... the writer can

only imitate a gesture that is always anterior, never original. His only power
is to mix writings, to counter the one with the others, in such a way as never
to rest on any one of them®

Famously, this analysis eventually led him to announce the ‘death of the
author’, declaring that the meaning of texts did not originate from their creator:

....linguistics has recently provided the destruction of the Author with a

valuable analytical tool by showing that the whole of the enunciation is an

empty process, functioning perfectly without there being any need for it to be
filled with the person of the interlocutor.®®

Essentially, his edict states that ‘intertextuality’ relies on the reader or viewer
making connections with the text through the lens of their own personal experiences,
which are not led, or influenced by, the author. Wilkinson takes this argument a
stage further, stating: “A poem may mean very different things to different readers,
and all of these meanings may be different from what the author thought he meant.
The reader’s interpretation may differ from the author’s and be equally valid — it may

even be better”.®® He makes no mention of how or why the poet might attempt to

direct or influence the reader towards a particular interpretation of the text, only that

% Barthes (1977:146)
% Barthes, (1977:145)
% Wilkinson, (1972:5-6)
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the author’s unconscious mind was the creator and that a valid interpretation by the
audience will then presumably be one which is self-consistent, and consistent with
the text. This is not the case with Aristophanes, who makes his intentions very clear
by drawing attention to his persuasions rather than leave audience interpretation to
chance.

This post-structuralist notion of ‘intertextuality’ is therefore problematic
when applied to Aristophanes’ work as it implies not only that recognition of the
reuse of words is necessary for the comprehension of the new text, but also a
recognition of the external phenomena that influences the construction of those
words. If Barthes’ theory of intertextuality is to be accepted, it follows that the
author has no part in influencing his audiences’ understanding of the text and that
meaning lies only in audience reception. This view is anticipated by Sextus
Empiricus:

Thus if they [the readers] know neither the underlying things nor the words,

and a poem or prose work is nothing besides these, the grammarians will not

have an exegetical expertise of the things said by poets and prose writers ....
the best poem is the clear one ... which being clear needs no interpretation.

Further, that which is undecidably [sic] disputed is unknowable, but the

grammarians in their interpretations are still disputing about the author’s

thought with no decision; therefore the author’s thought is unknowable, and
for this reason, grammar is useless.®’

He goes on to criticise the Stoics who were of the opposite opinion. They

believed that words contained symbols that led to recognition of their meaning:

[The Stoics say] that “three things are linked together, the thing signified, the
thing signifying and the thing existing.”68

Empiricus’ point here seems to be that the meaning of a text is dependent
upon the ability of its audience to understand and interpret the words it contains.

This implies that the writer has no influence over the cognitive processes of his

87 Sextus Impericus, Against the Grammarians, 318-20
%8 Against the Logicians, 11.11-12
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audience. However, this is contradicted by the importance placed upon the skill of
persuasion through rhetoric which is plain from texts as early as Homer when heroes
such as Hector, Achilles and Odysseus are praised for their ability to influence men
by their words. Later treatises on the subject abound from both Greek and Roman
times, which explain this opposition. ®

The power of persuasion, or influence, is contained not in the written word
alone, but is compounded by its delivery. The speaker is able to add nuance and
intonation, which expands the meaning of the language chosen and thus creates a
dialogue between the two parties — speaker and listener. In the case of Aristophanes’
theatre, the connotations of his words are enhanced even more by additional verbal
referents, props and physical action.

There is extensive evidence to suggest that Aristophanes recognised the
polysemous nature of words and the unpredictability of his audiences’
comprehension and set out to ensure that they recognised his references through the
use of these unmistakable signifiers.”® Individual spectators might recognise any or
all of the signifiers and so Aristophanes’ text also had its own intrinsic meaning,
independent of its origins, which the poet created through his choice of constituent
parts. Therefore, using the blanket term ‘intertextuality’ for Aristophanes’ work (in
accordance with Kristeva and Barthes’ definitions) narrows the discussion. Several
key aspects are discounted such as parts of the text that go beyond the direct
repetition of a particular line; the re-use a similar phrase in a similar circumstance;
the recreation of action; a nuance or a visual clue. By using any or all of these

techniques, the poet overtly informs the audience what he has included and why.

% For example: Aristotle, The Art of Rhetoric; Plato, Gorgias and Phaedrus; Cicero, On Oration and Quintilian
Institutes of Oratory.

™ For example, having poets as characters say their own lines, or by explaining each of his clues as he went
along.
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Thus, although there are areas in Aristophanes’ work that can be directly identified
as ‘intertextual’ according to the definitions offered by Kristeva and Barthes, his
borrowing goes beyond this into a far more sophisticated and varied use of
signposting. By doing so, he is able to invoke the poetic memory of his audience
and assist with his preferred comprehension of the text. This technique might be

more accurately described as transtextuality as defined by Genette.

1.8 Genette and Transtextuality

Genette takes a structuralist approach to ‘intertextuality’. His theory ties the
meaning of the text to the ‘meaning’ of its native culture, that is to say, that literature
is a product of the social charter.” For Genette, the meaning of a text is collectively
psychological and therefore structural, in that it underlies the (limited and relative)
thoughts and literature of that culture:

Literature is a coherent whole — a homogenous space, within which works

touch and penetrate one another; it is also, in turn, a part linked to other parts

in the wider space of ‘culture’, in which its own value is a function of the

whole. Thus it doubly belongs to a study of structure, internal and external.”

With this in mind, he redefines the notion of intertextuality and proposes the
term ‘transtextuality’ as “.all that sets a text in relationship, whether obvious or
concealed, with other texts”.” He suggests five subtypes:

o Intertextuality: A relationship of co-presence between two or more texts,
eidetically, and most often by the literal presence of one text within another.
Within this category he includes quotation, plagiarism and allusion. Genette

suggests that this notion is restrictive and associates it with Kristeva’s notion
of intertextuality.

™ As I have noted elsewhere, the ‘social charter’ of fifth-century Athens was based firmly in myth, which both
reflected and informed everyday life and represented the polarities of life and death, light and dark, good and evil
and kinship relations.

72 Genette, (1982:18)

7 Genette (1992:823-84)

™ Genette, (1997h:8-12)
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e Paratextuality: This comprises devices and conventions both within the text
(peritext) and outside it (epitext) that mediate the work to the reader: titles
and subtitles, pseudonyms, forwards, inter-titles — framing elements that
influence the reader in their initial reception.

e Metatextuality: Explicit or implicit critical commentary of one text on
another text. Genette remarks, “All literary critics, for centuries, have been
producing metatext without knowing it.”"

e Hypertextuality: Literature in the second degree; that is to say the relation
between a text and a preceding hypotext — a text or genre on which it is based
but which it transforms, modifies, elaborates or extends (including parody,
spoof, sequel, translation as well as less obvious superimpositions)”®

e Architextuality: The relationship of inclusion linking each text to the various

kinds of discourse of which it is representative. In short, the designation of a
text as part of a genre or genres.

This approach goes beyond the dimension suggested by Kristeva, allowing for a
more detailed analysis of the core elements within and around a text that might
influence its reception.”” He also allows for citation, plagiarism and inference,
which is more useful when determining the relationship between texts.

However, Genette’s theory does not take into account the dialogue between

genres, or their authors, that we see in Aristophanes and Euripides.

1.9 Against Intertextuality

The term ‘intertextuality’ is relatively modern and despite the various
complicated definitions offered by theorists, the basic premise can be described as
elements of one text appearing within another. This is too simplistic when
considering the dialogue between Aristophanes and Euripides. Irwin sets out to
reconsider the viability of the term ‘intertextuality’ when applied to modern texts,

maintaining that it is used by many as a “stylish way of talking about allusion and

75 Genette, (1992:82)

76 See Rose (1993) for an analytical and historical account of parody and pastiche.

" Noting the relative limitations of the corpus of writings upon which any new text can draw. Genette, (1990:17-
18)
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inference”.”® He criticises Kristeva and Barthes’ writing as obscure stating that its

jargon purposely creates a lack of clarity that makes communication difficult.”

The political aspects of literary theory are worth noting and an examination
of Barthes’ use of language reveals an underlying ideology. In Mythologies, for
example, he refers to the ‘revolution’ stating that under capitalism, myths would be
the monopoly product of the bourgeoisie.*® Such terminology is subjective and
designed specifically to influence the reader to accept his semiotic theories. The
political motivation behind the model, which creates a transference of power from
the author to the reader, is meant as a model for political and social action and
change, and an attempt to politicise aesthetic issues.2! It should also be noted that
Kristeva’s publication of Sémeiotike in 1969 came shortly after, and was no doubt
influenced by the Parisian 1968 Marxist anti-capitalist rebellions. Haberer remarks
that the transition from structuralism to post-structuralism was a time of challenge in
which the government, capitalism, the establishment, the author and the police were
all challenged.®?

The notion of the reader becoming as powerful as the author once was echoes
these Marxist principles of equality, with the author acting as the capitalist,
supplying meaning to its consumer/readers.*® This is supported by the idea that if
texts refer only to other texts, the power is taken away from the author and given
entirely to the reader. Irwin argues, however, that this cannot be the case and that
neither can be more an agent than the other. For Irwin, reports of the death of the
author have been exaggerated and in an attempt to uncover why such an illogical

theory has become so popular, he looks to its rebellious tone and exotic French

78 |rwin, (2004:227)

™ Irwin, (2004:232)

8 Worton and Still, (1990:21)

8 Barthes, (1972:169), suggesting that politics and the arts are intrinsically linked.
8 Haberer, (2007:56-57)

& |rwin, (2004: 234)
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terminology and personae. He scathingly suggests that it is simply a convenient
replacement for the tired notion of ‘New Criticism’.®

The interaction of authorial intention and audience reception can clearly be
seen in Aristophanes’ plays with the dialogue he creates between himself and the
various levels of competence he perceives in his audience.®® This discourse is not
established by merely including parts of one text within another, but through various
sophisticated methods of re-using words, scenes and the creation of nuance.

There is no blanket, simplistic term that can be used to explain how
Aristophanes re-uses texts. Therefore, when analysing the relationship between the

Aristophanes’ and Euripides’ plays, this thesis rejects the term ‘intertextuality’ and

offers a wider discussion of why and how their texts relate to one another.

2.10 Visual Vocabulary

A theatrical performance can be subjected to semiotic analysis in the same
way as a text through an examination of its visual language. Systems of the literary
text and those of the performance can then be analysed.®® Visual language may
include actors’ posture, physical movement, costumes and stage properties, which
produce and/or react to audience participation and understanding.?” All of these
elements may then become part of the text, which is later replicated. Reproduced

texts that contain elements of visual vocabulary designed to remind the audience of

& Irwin, (2004:257). New criticism developed during the 1920s and 1930s. It advocated the examination of
metre, rhyme, setting, characterisation and plot of a piece in order to identify the meaning of a text. It disregarded
authorial intention, reader response and historical and cultural context as a means of analysis.

8 Aristotle recognises that the poet is not all-powerful and is non-committal about who the ‘imitator’ is in poetry.
At Poetics 9.1451b.27-8 it is the poet, whilst at 6.1449b.36-7 it is the actors.

8 Carlson, (2007:15)

8 Aristotle (1453b3-8) insists that success of a performance should not be dependent upon visual elements and
that these should be the responsibility of the choregos and not the poet. As modern ‘readers’ of the performance,
it is impossible for us to recognise, or even imagine, all of the visual signals given by the poets and even if we
did, we may not be able to understand their significance. See Berger (1995:80) who gives the analogy of the
1434 painting by Van Eyck in which there are a number of symbols which would not be recognised by a modern
audience such as: a lighted candle for the presence of Christ; a convex mirror as the eye of God; a dog as a
symbol of marital faithfulness; bride’s hand on her stomach as the willingness to bear children and fruit on the
table as a symbol of the Virgin Mary.
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another play are, in parts, not viewed but re-viewed by those who have seen the
original and are thus watching the scene for a second time. Even though many of
these elements are specific to their performance culture, as they are socially and
temporally specific, the inclusion of verbal signifiers helps draw attention to them in
order to facilitate the transition between the ‘old” and ‘new’.

Aristophanes was aware of the importance of the visual in performance. In
the Acharnians, Dicaeopolis tries on costumes belonging to various Euripidean
heroes, finally deciding upon that belonging to Telephus so as to be appropriately
attired for his appeal to the Assembly.® In the Thesmophoriazusae Agathon insists
that he should dress in accordance with the style of poetry he was creating at the
time.2% In these instances, Aristophanes does not solely rely on the use of words to
assist the audience with recognition of earlier plays (which in turn act as a
foreshadowing of the action to come), rather he combines the words of the characters
with the visual aspects of costume. Visuality within a performance text does not,
therefore, have to be fully re-creative of the original; it need only be a sign designed
to stimulate the poetic memory of the spectator. Umberto Eco defines a sign as:

...everything which can be taken as significantly substituting for something

else. This ‘something else’ does not necessarily have to exist or to actually

be somewhere at the moment in which a sign stands for it.”

Therefore, in terms of analogical signs in Aristophanes’ plays, the choice of
referent need not have been used in exactly the same way originally, but its

reconstruction is sufficiently reminiscent to draw the audience back to its original

8 Aristophanes Acharnians, 96-265. Here, the use of Telephus’ costume alerts the audience to the forthcoming
action when Dicaeopolis will have to make an appeal to the Assembly in the same way that Euripides’ Telephus
did in the earlier play.

®Thesmophoriazusae, 154-6. See Robson, What You Wear is What You Are (2005) for an excellent discussion
on costume in Aristophanic comedy and Sofer (2003) on the importance of props in stagecraft. See also Varakis
Body and Mask in Aristophanic Performance (2010) which suggests that Aristophanic masks were not fixed
according to the character portrayed, but instead were changeable in accordance with the wider performance
context, thus giving the audience the ability to project the innumerable expressions and faces suggested by the
text.

% Eco, (1976:7)
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appearance. Visual, instead of verbal allusions can therefore be used to form a link

9 proving equally effective.  For

between two plays with “parodies of situations
example, in the Thesmophoriazusae, the In-Law writes on votive tablets instead of
oar blades.* The reconstruction is markedly different to Euripides’ version, but the
text contains sufficient signifiers that enable the audience to recall the original. Note
that in this instance, the version presented by Euripides is a corruption of the original

myth and so we can see that Aristophanes is specifically inviting the audience to

recall Euripides’ version, rather than the myth itself.

2.11 Verbal Vocabulary

As far as we know, authors in fifth-century Athens had no concept of
linguistics, semiotics or intertextuality as literary theories. However, they were
acutely aware of the importance of signs and symbols contained within language.
The hypotheses discussed thus far have been developed with the benefit of access to
a large corpus of material for analysis and, as noted above, may well have been
influenced by external factors such as politics and academic ambition. In hindsight,
whilst the application of these theories may be useful in the deconstruction of
Aristophanes’ texts for their semiotic value, the focus of this thesis is a closer
examination of the emulated texts themselves in order to determine the various forms
in which they reappear and the way in which they function within the new text.
Therefore, the final part of this Chapter will look at Aristophanes himself and
conclude that, as his main target was Euripides, he was not simply showing
admiration through emulation as described by Plato, and later by Aristotle and the

Roman theorists, but that he had a more specific agenda. The result of this targeted

® Herrington, (1963:242-3)
%2 Thesmophoriazusae 765-775. Here the In-Law refers to the Telephus and his decision to substitute oar-blades
with votive tablets.
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interaction resulted in a reciprocal dialogue between Aristophanes and Euripides
which, for the most part, excluded other poets. This being the case, we cannot define
Aristophanes’ work as ‘intertextual’ using the pre or post modern or structuralist
theories expounded during the hey-day of the literary avant-garde. A new definition
is needed; one that recognises and accepts that Aristophanes’ inclusion of pre-owned
texts was designed to generate a specific effect upon the audience: not any audience,
not the average audience, but the hypothetical audience that he envisaged as his
subject. Jones, writing before the word ‘intertextuality” was coined, states that:

The artist deals wholly in signs. His signs must be valid, that is valid for him

and, normally, valid for the culture that has made him. But there is a time

factor affecting these signs. If a requisite now-ness is not present, the sign,
valid in itself, is apt to suffer a kind of invalidation.®

This offers the simple concept of poet as poet and reader as reader, each
aware of the place of the other and both working within a specific cultural and
temporal space. This is exactly the way in which Aristophanes and his audience
communicated in the fifth century. When examining his plays, | suggest that we
should ignore the post-modernist idiom of the reader as all-powerful and recognise
that the author also has a part to play in the manufacture of signs and the way in
which his audience receives them.

Modern theories of intertextuality focus on the detection of texts within each
other but this does not help to define the relationship between Aristophanes and
Euripides; it merely serves as a way of cataloguing them. The terms proposed below
allow for a more specific examination of the dialogue between the poets, which in
turn focuses the discussion on how various manifestations of the references influence

audience reception of the texts. In short, it is not the intention of this thesis to

% Jones, (1952:15)
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merely show where Aristophanes used Euripides’ words, but to show why and how
he did so. | propose to reconsider those elements previously coined simply
‘intertextual’ under the following categories:

e Contingent: The incorporation of previously-used material that might evoke
the poetic memory but to an unpredictable degree. For instance the repetition
of proverbs; idioms; well known myths or rituals that may have appeared in
previous texts but that also form part of the social charter. Given the general
form of contingent references, there may be cases in which neither the author
nor the audience are conscious of the link.

e Variation: The variation/adaptation of a source in order to make it a
conscious replication of a previous treatment.

e Polygenic: A text that occurs in the work of more than one previous author.

e Specific: The explicit repetition of a previous text, for instance, a direct
quotation (attributed or otherwise) with or without signposting

e Fundamental: The inclusion of an element that recalls the structure of a
previous text and works as a key element in the structure of the second

e Gradation: The overall extent to which one text contains elements of one or
more other texts.

e Visuality: The use of visual imagery (set, props, costumes or actions)
designed to evoke poetic memory of characters in previous
texts/performances

e Repetition: The poet’s re-use of his own dialogue or plot elements within
either the same, or another of his plays

e Genre diversity: The incorporation of elements from other genres, for
instance, the use of tragic language in comedy, or comic motifs in tragedy.

Any or all of these elements may be apparent in a text and will invariably blend
into each other at times, but an interrogation of the references will help to define

them.
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2.12 Aristophanes and the Tragedians

The way Aristophanes combines lines borrowed from other poets to make a
new text is commented upon in an anonymous fragment: émyéag 0& Topoxkiéa,
Aapov map’ AiloydAov vy’ Ddwp 6cov ded 6’ €60’ SAov Evputidnv, mpoc to16id’°
guPadetv Bhag, pepvnuévoc 8 dmog dag kol pi Adhac.* As we shall see from the
final part of this Chapter, the ancient commentator was correct in his accusation.
There will follow a consideration of the way in which Aristophanes makes use of
tragic texts in accordance with the new classifications listed above. A full
breakdown of the references can be seen in Appendices 1-7. The relationship
between Aristophanes and the three tragedians will be considered separately in order
to ascertain how they differ. The discussion will conclude that Aristophanes did not
use extracts from tragic texts in a uniform manner, but that for the most part, lines
and topoi from Aeschylus and Sophocles reappear on a contingent or polygenic basis
whereas Euripides’ work is given a variety of different signposts designed to alert

the audience to their presence, which classifies them as specific.

2.13 Aristophanes and Aeschylus
Aeschylus is characterised as a respectable poet in one extant, and two
fragmentary plays. The source of the first fragment is uncertain but in it, Aeschylus

% In the Triphales he appears to be

says 1oict yopoic avTdc To oYNUAT £TOIoLV.
commenting on the nature of comedy: vrd t0d yéhwtoc eic ['éhav deicopor.®® In
Frogs Aeschylus speaks many of his own lines in defence of his literary technique in

the agon. In each of the extant references, Aeschylus appears to be making comment

% “Heap Sophocles up, and taking without waste water enough from Aeschylus to make dough, of all Euripides,
add salt to taste- from the salt-box, not the chatterbox, you know.” fr. 5¢

% «And as far as my Chorus, I made up their dances myself” Aristophanes fr. 677. It is also possible that
Euripides appeared as a character in this play in which it is thought that a number of dead poets gather in Hades.
(Edmonds: 1957:617-619) All subsequent translations of Aristophanes’ fragments are from this edition.

% «Because of laughter I’ll go to Laughington™. Aristophanes Triphales fr. 618
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on either his own, or another poet’s literary style. Other than in his role as dramatis
persona, Aeschylus is mentioned by name five times in Aristophanes’ extant plays
and twice in the fragments. It is important to separate these references from those
where he appears as a contestant against Euripides for the chair of tragedy in Frogs
as they are more likely to be representative of Aristophanes’ personal opinion and
not clouded by the need to produce humour within the plot.

In Acharnians, Dicaeopolis makes reference to Aeschylus whilst discussing
the Dionysia. There is no hint of personal insult, merely an acknowledgement that
his plays were being produced posthumously, which was a great honour.®” In
Gerytades there are two references: Iphigenia (possibly) remarks: cxd6toc yap éotv
Aioydlov tebvnkdtog and: év toiol cvvdeinvolg Emavadv Aioydrov, both of which
appear to be complimentary.”® The quality of the tragedian’s work is mentioned
again in Clouds when Strepsiades recounts the criticisms laid against Aeschylus by
Socrates and defends him against ‘modern poets’ such as Euripides.”

Other than the literary debate in Frogs, there are three more specific instances
when Aristophanes uses lines taken from Aeschylus. On each occasion, signifiers
are included in the text so that the audience recognises the source of the line. In
Birds Aristophanes draws the audiences’ attention to the fact that he is quoting from
Aeschylus when Peisetaerus says, tavti pev nkaopecta kota tov Aioydlov: 108
ovy O GAAOV G Toic avtdv mrepoic.”® This invites the audience to recall
Aeschylus’ Myrmidons when Achilles blames himself for the death of Patroclus and

tells the story of an eagle, who was killed with an arrow, whose flight was made

% Aristophanes Acharnians,10

%« it has been dark since Aeschylus died” Aristophanes Gerytades fr.643; “praised at (our) dinner parties”.
Gerytades fr.153

% Aristophanes Clouds, 1365-7

100 «we have been subjected to these comparisons, in the words of Aeschylus, ‘not at the hand of another, but by
our own feathers!” Aristophanes Birds, 807
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from the feathers of an eagle.'®

The meaning of the new scene is therefore
enhanced by recognition of the first and Aristophanes wanted to ensure that his
audience received the full effect.

In the Thesmophoriazusae, the In-Law speaks to Agathon in the tragic style
of Aeschylus. This again is a specific reference as Aristophanes makes the audience
aware that it is Aeschylus who is being emulated. The In-Law says to Agathon: kai
o’ ® veavioy ootic €l, kat Aioydlov £k Tfic Avkovpysiog EpécOon Bodropat.
nodamde O yovwig; Tic martpo; Tic 1 otodR; % The thematic link between these plays
and the Thesmophoriazusae is that in Edonians Dionysus was arrested, taunted and
brought before the king, Lycurgus; in Aristophanes, Euripides is in danger from the
women at the Thesmophoria, but it is the In-Law himself who is brought before the
women and taunted. Source recognition is important here because in Aeschylus’
Lycurgeia, Dionysus is arrested and taunted by the king. The juxtaposition of such a
serious situation and such a ridiculous one would, no doubt, have enhanced the
humour considerably.

There is another specific reference to Aeschylus’ style in the Lysistrata: the
women make an oath by pouring ‘blood’ into a shield: dvtwva; €ig donid’, domep
060’ &v Aioyohm moté, umhoseayovooc.'® Aeschylus’ scene has warriors about to
go into battle swearing an oath to the god of war: Gvopeg yap £mtd, Bovpiot
Aoyayétal, TaVPOSPAYODVTEG £C LEAAVOETOV GAKOC Kol Oryydvovteg yepot Tavpeiov

@ovov, Apn T 'Evvo, kol eliaipatov @ofov opkopdmoay 1 TOAEL KOTAGSKUPOS

101 Aeschylus fr. 139.4 Sommerstein, (1987:250 n.807)

102 «“And now, young sir, I want to ask you in the style of Aeschylus, in words from the Lycurgus plays, what
manner of woman are you?”” Aristophanes Thesmophoriazusae 134. This is a reference to Aeschylus’ Lycurgeia,
a tetralogy made up of Edonians, Bassarae, Youths and the satyr play Lycurgus. Sommerstein (2001:166 n.134-
5).
108 «“What is it? The same way they say Aeschylus once made people swear: cutting a beast’s throat for the blood
to run into a shield.” Aristophanes Lysistrata 188. At 195-7, the shield is modified into a cup.
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0évtec hambtew Gotv Kadpeiov pio.’® Recognition that women were making such
an oath with wine instead of blood would no doubt have added to the humour. There
is also the added touch of irony in that in Seven Against Thebes, the men swore the
oath to go to war. Here, the women are swearing to stop the war. In these instances,
the references are specific to Aeschylus, and clearly signposted, to assist the
audience with recognition because doing so enhances the meaning and mood of the
second scene.

It is evident from the different ways in which Aristophanes recreates
particular lines that he was conscious of the effects that could be produced. Of all
the connections shown in Appendices 1 and 2, only one is positively identified by a
scholiast as coming from Aeschylus.'® Some are polygenic in that they could have
been taken from more than one potential source. For instance, at Wealth 935 the line
“...ah, yet another” is taken either from Aeschylus’ Agamemnon 1345 or Sophocles’
Electra 1415. In its new situation, the line is said as the Informer has his cloak and
shoes stolen. There is no signposting to alert the audience to its original setting,
which indicates that the source is unimportant and that in this instance, the meaning
of the new scene is not enhanced by audience recognition of the first.

However, when the same phrase appears again in Frogs 1214, Aristophanes
ensures that the audience recognises its source by adding a signifier. Dionysus
speaks the line during an argument between Aeschylus and Euripides, making it a
specific reference. Here, audience recognition is important because it recalls the

dying words of Agamemnon as he is being attacked by Clytemnestra in the

104 «“Seven warriors, fierce regiment-commanders, slaughtered a bull over a black shield and then touching the
bull's gore with their hands they swore an oath by Ares, by Enyo and by Rout who delights in blood, that either
they will level the city and sack the Cadmeans' town by force, or will in death smear this soil with their blood.”
Aeschylus, Seven Against Thebes, 42-48

105 Birds 276
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Agamemnon. In its new context, it refers quite literally, to a similar fight to the
death, this time between the Aeschylus, the author of the line, and Euripides.

The other Aeschylean lines are not signposted and although there are
‘echoes’ of tragic style in the other examples shown in the Appendices, they are not
drawn exclusively from a particular source. This makes them contingent references,
which would have been recognisable as part of everyday life, that is to say, the social
charter. For instance, at Birds 1538 the Princess is referred to as “custodian of the
thunderbolt of Zeus”; the same line appears in the Eumenides at line 827-8 where the
context is entirely different. The lack of signposting, fundamental or visual allusions
indicates that Aristophanes did not anticipate any particular form of recognition from
the audience, nor did the new scene require it.

In Frogs Aeschylus is presented as fearsome, shaggy-haired and blustering in
contrast to Euripides who is a ‘master-craftsman’; his anger at Euripides is described
as ‘bull-like’ and he is not prepared to accept the Athenians as judges.’® Despite
this unflattering physical image, Dionysus refers to Aeschylus as honourable and
Sophocles defers to his skill as a poet, conceding the chair of tragedy. It is taken for
granted that the ‘decent people’ will side with Aeschylus, and the ‘criminals’ with

107

Euripides.™" Aeschylus’ work is also treated respectfully in Acharnians and Clouds,

where there is no hint of personal insult.'*®
An examination of Aeschylean lines used by Aristophanes in Frogs (see
Appendix 2) shows that in the majority of cases Aristophanes makes it abundantly

clear when he is quoting from Aeschylus when the line is spoken either by, or to, the

tragedian. Although there are eight instances when the line may also have come

W8Erogs, 814-829, 803-4; 807-810. It is possible that this is representative of the alleged hostilities between
Aeschylus and the Athenian people, but as this anecdote is non contemporaneous, it may hold little value. See
Sommerstein (1996:22-26), Lefkowitz (1981:71-73,158)

WTErogs, 777-780

108 Acharnians, 10; Clouds, 1365-7
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from another source or as part of the social charter (I have categorised these as
polygenic), given their placement in the text, it is highly likely that the audiences’

first recognition would be of their Aeschylean origin.

2.14 Aristophanes and Sophocles

Sophocles is mentioned by name six times in Aristophanes’ extant plays and
once in the fragments. At no time is he subjected to personal or professional insult;
on the contrary, the scholiast states that Aristophanes praised the tragedian’s work as
being ‘wonderfully pleasing and dignified’ and better than those of Euripides: knpog
yap dnexa0életr’ émi toig yelkeosv and 68 ad To@oxAéovg ToD UEMTL KEYPUEVOL
donep kodiokov mepiéderye T otopa.’” In Peace he is referred to twice: his songs
are mentioned without comment within an olfactory description of Peace and later,
when enquires are made about his health, we hear that he is getting old.*'° Birds has
the only overt reference to the work of Sophocles when Tereus complains that
Sophocles treated him with the same indignity in another play, which centred on his
downfall.*! This reference does not form part of the plot or move the action forward
in any way and therefore cannot be considered anything other than a humorous
interjection. It may be that Sophocles was in the audience at the time, or that his
version of Tereus had recently been performed, and was therefore topical.

References to Sophocles as an individual do not appear in Aristophanes’ plays again

109 «“For honeycombs were made upon his lips”; “But Sophocles’ honied lip might just have been a jampot rim,
the way he licked it clean”. frs. 580a; 581. It is likely that he refers to Euripides. (Edmonds, 1957:731)

110 Aristophanes Peace, 531, 695-99

11 Aristophanes Birds, 100-1. His complaint is that although he is now a bird, he was once a great man. He
refers to his transformation from a king to a hoopoe following his infidelity and inadvertent ingestion of his son.
Tereus is also mentioned in Lysistrata 770-1 but here there is no signposting to link the reference to Sophocles.
Therefore, it can only be assumed that in this instance the image of transformation and punishment provides
additional humour to the scene. Note that the myth also appears in Aeschylus’ Suppliants 62, where Tereus has
become a hawk.
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until after Sophocles’ death when Frogs was performed in 405.'%

Here, he is
mentioned by name three times, again with no hint of personal insult.'*® On the
contrary, he is portrayed as mild mannered and cooperative.

Scholia to Wealth note the inclusion of a line from Sophocles’ Electra but the
text does not contain any signposting that would assist the audience with its
recognition. The Informer, attacked by Carion, cries out, ofpwot pwéA’ adbic. ™™
Clytemnestra uses exactly the same words when she is attacked by Orestes. "
However, this particular line also occurs in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon; dpot péA’
avBic, devtépav memhnypévoc.t This being the case, it is unlikely that Aristophanes
was using it as a deliberate point of reference to Sophocles. It is more likely that he
sought to emulate a tragic action within a comic scene and thus enhance the humour
through genre diversity.

Appendix 3 gives a full list of Aristophanic lines that are similar in some way
to Sophocles’. Of the instances shown, there are two that can be classified as
specific as they are direct reproductions of lines from Sophocles. In Clouds the line

U7is very similar to: ovpavod & Gmo fotpaye

Bpovtn o° €ppayn U dotpamig
Bpovti| & éppbyn U dotpamiic.'® The full text of Teucer is missing but the plot
does not indicate a similar context, and there is no indication in Aristophanes’ text

that the line comes from Sophocles. The same can be said of the other line: vij AU’

grepoc Sfjta yovtog EEedpov xp()owé'x(ov,llg which is similar to Sophocles’: tig 6pvig

112 Beljeved to be late in 406 BC.

113 Aristophanes Frogs, 76-82 where it is explained that although Sophocles is better than Euripides, he is content
to stay in the Underworld and therefore will not be brought back; 786-93 explains that he withdrew his claim to
the Chair of Tragedy in favour of Aeschylus; 1516-19 Aeschylus hands the Chair of Tragedy over to Sophocles
in order to ensure that Euripides does not take it in his absence.

14 «Ah, yet another!” Aristophanes Wealth, 935

15 gophocles’ Electra 1415

116 «“And once again, alas! I am struck by a second blow.” Aeschylus’ Agamemnon 1345

17« amid the lightning came the burst of thunder.” Aristophanes Clouds 583

118« _and from heaven came lightning and through its flash burst thunder.” Teucer fr. 587.

19 «By Zeus, there is another, and he too is aberrantly located.” Aristophanes Birds 275
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ovtog £Eedpov ydpav Exwv;?® Here again, there is not enough extant material to tell
if the situation of Sophocles’ line was in any way similar to that of Aristophanes’.
The similarity of two other lines, both from Frogs, is commented upon by
scholia and have therefore been classed as variations. Aristophanes’ line: 8¢
Atyaiov Tpdvag §i yAavkdc pédeic drhdc &v Bévleow™ is said by the scholia to
resemble Sophocles’ line: I16cedov, 0¢ Atyiov véuelg mpdvog §j YAoLKAG LESELS AAOG

122 and

&v PBévheowv  edavépov Alpvog €07 VYNANlG OmAGOECCL GTOUATOV
Aristophanes’ ofpiot Temhyped oddic™® is said to be similar to Sophocles’ Gpot
nar’ adoc. '  Despite the similarity between the lines, Aristophanes does not
supply any additional verbal signifiers and there are no fundamental or visual
allusions to Sophocles. This suggests that in these instances, Aristophanes was not
seeking any particular form of recognition from his audience. The others are all
contingent references that contain elements which would have been familiar to the

audience as part of their own lives (social charter), or which may or may not have

been reminiscent of other texts.

2.15 Conclusions — Aristophanes, Sophocles and Aeschylus

All of Aristophanes’ extant plays contain either specific or contingent
references to the works of Sophocles and Aeschylus. A small number of plays name
specific tragedies, or comment on the literary styles of the poets, but these instances
do not move the plot forward and seem to be almost asides. Therefore, it is not

possible to be entirely sure why they appear, but it may be that they were of some

120 «What is this bird in an unaccustomed quarter?” Sophocles Tyro fr. 654.

12« who holdest sway over the cape of Aegae or in the depths of the blue-grey sea..” Frogs, 664-5

122 «poseidon, you who range over the capes of the Aegean or in the depths of the gray sea rule over the
windswept waters above lofty cliffs.” Sophocles Laocoon fr. 371.

128 «Alack we are struck again..” Frogs 1214

124 «Ah, wounded again!” Electra, 1417. Note that the same line, dbpot péA” addic, can also be found verbatim in
Aeschylus Agamemnon 1345 and Wealth 935.
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particular relevance to the audience at that time, topical in some way, or merely a
show of erudition. It is only in Frogs, where Aeschylus appears as a character, that
we see clear signposting intended to alert the spectator to the origin of the texts.
Aristophanes creates signifiers when either Aeschylus speaks his own words, or has
them spoken to him as part of the agon. Thus, for audience members who were not
familiar with the texts, Aristophanes was able to create a humorous scene, and for
those who were more competent, show an extremely complex demonstration of his
in-depth knowledge of earlier works. There is no evidence to suggest that
Aristophanes draws upon the plots or topoi used by Sophocles or Aeschylus in order
to create a new design. Instead, as in the case of Frogs, Aristophanes makes clever
use of Aeschylus’ own words to create what is probably the first literary critique of

tragedy and comedy.

2.16 Aristophanes and Euripides

An examination of Aristophanes’ work shows that his use of Euripides’
scripts is more wide-ranging than his use of Aeschylus’ and Sophocles’. The
number of references far exceeds those from the other tragedians and he borrows
plot lines and tragic topoi to create a new style of writing. (see Appendix 4)'* The
poet recognises this and makes no apology: yp®duoat yap avtod T0D GTONNTOS T@M
oTpOYYOA®, TODE Voic & dyopaiove frtov i 'keivog moiw.**® Euripides and his work
featured heavily in Aristophanes’ from the very beginning of this career:

€OAPNG O€ oPOdPa YEVOLEVOS TNV ApynV BAA®G TE KOl EDQVNG,

T pev tpdta S Kadlopdatov kai Gilwvidov kabist dpapota ...
£01da&e 6¢ TpdTOg & Apyovtog AtoTtipov d1a Kailiotpdtov.

125 | ater Chapters in this thesis examine the specific ways in which Aristophanes absorbs and transforms
Euripides’ plays in order to create a stylistic innovation, which mirrored the innovative changes in the style of
Euripides.

126 “The terseness of my style on his is based, but my ideas are not in such bad taste.” Fair Place Grabbers, fr.
471.
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T HEV YOP TOATIKA TOVT® POGILV o0TOV O106VaL,

8 8¢ kot” Evpuridov kot Twkpérove Gwvidn.

The poet’s work reached the point where the audience obviously expected
either to see Euripides, or hear his lines reproduced. In Wasps Xanthias explains the
plot to the audience, noting: Nuiv yap ovk &6t obUTe KAPL €K POPUIGOG SOVAM
Srappurtodvie 10ig Oempévolc, o0’ HpaxAfc 10 deinvov dEamatdpevog, 0vd” avdic
avacehyovopevoc Evpuidng.t?

Euripides appears as a character in three extant plays that comment on his
literary skills. In Acharnians the tragedian appears as a cantankerous old man whose
heroes are always dressed in rags;*?® in the Thesmophoriazusae he is a poet desperate
to save himself from the wrath of Athenian women offended by his portrayal of
them, ™ and in Frogs he is depicted as a recently deceased poet without whose
continued work, Tragedy will perish.

The fragments suggest at least two appearances of Euripides as part of the
cast, but given that he appears in roughly a third of the extant plays, it is likely to
have been more. In Kallias — (Men in Fetters) he is disguised as an old woman®*
and in Gerytades as one of a group of dead poets gathering in Hades.**?

As well as lines taken verbatim from Euripides’ plays for comic effect,
Avristophanes also uses the mythic novelty that underlies the tragedian’s plots in the
creation of his own. The audience are made aware of the original source to ensure

that the full effect of the ‘palimpsest’ is achieved.

127 «Being remarkably cautious as well as a man of genius he at first produced plays through Callistratus and
Philonides... He first brought out a play in the archonship of Diotimus through Callistratus; for he assigned, it is
said, his political plays to him and his attacks on Euripides and Socrates to Philonides.” Life of Aristophanes,
cited in Edmonds (1957:567)

128« we haven't got Heracles being cheated of his dinner, not yet Euripides being wantonly abused once more...”
Wasps 61

129 Acharnians, 410-480. Note, however, that in all of Euripides’ extant plays, only Menelaus is dressed in rags
in the Helen, which was not written until 412.

1% Thesmophoriazusae, 80-85

181 Euripides fr. 15

132 Eyripides fr. 154. Note the similarity to the plot of Frogs whose plot revolves around a comparable gathering.
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In some instances, Aristophanes recreates Euripides’ words as part of the plot
because by making the audience bring to mind the original scene, the new context
has more depth. For example, Nicias is afraid to say what he must in Knights and
implores Demosthenes to say it for him: ¢AL" ovk &vi pot 10 Opétte. Thg Gv oDV ToTE
glmoyt’ Gv ovtd dijta kopyevputedc; > A line from Euripides’ Hippolytus follows.
Phaedra is trying to convey her love for her stepson without actually saying the
words: mhg Gv ov pot AéEewag aue ypi Aéyew;™* Here, Aristophanes reproduces
Euripides’ lines in a scene that is reminiscent of the original: where one person is
reluctant to speak. The scene would have worked without the reference to
Hippolytus, but placing Nicias and Demosthenes (the burly politicians) in a similar
situation to Phaedra and her nurse, increases the humour.

Another example appears in Clouds when Strepsiades has asked Socrates to
recite something from the works of Aeschylus but instead he quotes from Euripides:
6 8 e000¢ o’ Evpridov pliciv tv’, d¢ ékivel adehpdc dAstikaxe THv dpopnTpiov
adehorv. *° This is a specific reference where the audience are alerted to the origin
of the lines with the source choice intended to show Socrates’ immorality and the
influence it had on Euripides. In Wasps Chaerophon is compared to Euripides: kai
oL O pot Xoape@®dv yovaiki kAntevew Eotkag Bayivn, Tvol kpepapévn mpog ToddV

136

Evpuridov;™™ to demonstrate that as an effeminate man, he would have no sway as a

witness. These examples show that Aristophanes chooses lines that draw the

138 «I>ve not got the guts in me. Now how can I possibly express that in a smart Euripidean way?” Knights, 16

134 «“Couldst thou but say for me what I must say?” Knights, 17-18

135 « _he immediately loosed off a speech of Euripides, about how a brother, heaven forfend, was having it off
with his sister by the same mother.” Clouds 1369-72. In Euripides’ Aeolus Macareus and Canace (the children of
Aeolus) commit incest and have a child. In the first Clouds (423 BC) it is said that Socrates supplies Euripides
with plot lines, “...it’s this man who supplies Euripides with those smart gossipy tragedies of his.” Aristophanes
fr.376)

1% «And do | really see you, Chaerephon, witnessing a summons for a woman, when you look like a yellow-
faced Ino hanging on to the feet of Euripides?” Wasps 1412-14. Ino features as a character in the Bacchae as one
of the women who tore Pentheus apart but in myth, she was responsible for the death of Themisto’s children
through trickery. When discovered, she fell at the feet of her husband and begged for mercy. In this instance,
Aristophanes substitutes Athamas’ feet for those of Euripides to demonstrate that in a play, the characters are at
the mercy of the poet. (Sommerstein, 1983:242)
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spectator back to their original context, as a way of enhancing the new scenario.
(See Appendix 4 for a full breakdown of Euripides’ lines as used by Aristophanes)

Aristophanes’ plays also contain references to Euripides as a poet, without
presenting him as a character. In Peace there are two occurrences. In the first, the
Daughter warns Trygaeus not to become lame by slipping and, eito ywAog @V
Evpuridn Aoyov mapdoyne koi tpayedia yévn.™*" In this instance, the association is
with Bellerophon’s attempted flight to heaven, which resulted in his disfigurement
and the intention of Trygaeus to fly to heaven on a dung-beetle.*®* The comparison
of a hero riding a sacred horse fed on ambrosia with a farmer riding a dung-beetle
fed on manure would have enhanced the ridiculous nature of the scene and raised the
level of humour. The metatheatrical reference to the deus ex machina would also
have drawn attention to the original tragic context.

The second mention of Euripides as a poet comes in the same olfactory
description of Peace in which Sophocles is mentioned, which includes érvAliov
Evpuridov.’® The comparison is complementary and his lines are said to smell of
spring and the fruit harvest. In the Lysistrata Euripides is called wise: o0k &6t dvnp

% and the Men’s Leader confirms the women as his

Evpmidov copmtepog nomn‘lg14
enemy: Tacdl 6¢ t0c EOpmidn Oeoig te maowy €x0pag €yd ovK Gpa oYNom® TAPMV

tohpfpatoc tosovtov;™ This concept is expanded upon to form the plot of the

Thesmophoriazusae. On the whole then, it seems that there was no personal

137

...provide Euripides with a plot and get turned into a tragedy.” Peace 146-8
13

8 &y’, & @ilov pot Inyéoov toyd mrepdv (“Come, my dear swift-winged Pegasus™); 101 ypvcoyéhv aipov
ntépuyog (“Go, with your golden bit, lift your wings”); tdt 6 &€ 03pnA®dV aibépoc npoocebeydtmv (“For him,
from heaven’s watery salutations..”); kopilet’ elom t0vde 0V dvcdaipova (“Take this ill fated man inside.”).
Euripides Bellerophon frs.306, 307, 309a, 310.

189« neat little lines by Euripides.” Peace 532-4

M0«There isn’t a wiser poet than Euripides.” Lysistrata 368

141 «And shall I not help put a stop to such audacity as this from these women, enemies of Euripides and all the
gods?” Lysistrata 283
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animosity between the poets, quite the contrary in fact, with Aristophanes praising
the tragedian’s lines and refraining from making offensive personal comments.

In the Acharnians, the Thesmophoriazusae and Frogs, Euripides is given a
character role and the texts contain numerous re-created lines that had previously
been used by the tragedian. In Acharnians Euripides appears on stage as himself
with Dicaeopolis asking to borrow a costume in which to approach the Assembly.
The topos of the scene is taken from Euripides’ Telephus and after some wrangling,
it is this costume that Dicaeopolis borrows. By including the poet and naming the
play, Aristophanes is able to draw the audiences’ attention to his parody and at the
same time, supply signposting for the numerous tragic lines that he reproduces which
categorises them as specific and signposted (see Appendix 5).

In the Thesmophoriazusae and Frogs Euripides has a much larger character
part and the tragic lines that Aristophanes reproduces are again specific and
signposted as they are either spoken to, by, or about Euripides (see Appendices 6 and
7). The Thesmophoriazusae contains scenes that are largely reproduced from the
Helen, the Andromeda and Iphigenia at Tauris and Frogs has an agon in which
Aeschylus and Euripides debate the content of their plays. Given the appearance of
the poets as characters and the reproduction of tragic scenes in a comedic situation, it

1s made abundantly clear that Aristophanes is reproducing Euripides’ lines.!#?

2.17 Conclusions

Having looked at the ways in which Aristophanes re-uses lines from the
tragic poets, it is clear that the term ‘intertextuality’ is too wide. It does not allow for
the variety of ways in which the poet places lines or topoi in a new scenario. Plato

discussed the way that texts function and was of the opinion that poets always copy

142 For a full discussion of the way in which Aristophanes reuses Euripides lines in the Thesmophoriazusae, see
Chapter Five.
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an earlier act of creation. To an extent, this is true of Aristophanes’ work in that he
often takes a line, or perhaps just an idea, from a previous text. However, although it
iIs usually possible to see elements of the original, the new work is entirely different
and stands alone. This is more in keeping with Aristotle’s theory, which states that
although lines may be the same, they look different according to their new situation.

Avristophanes of Byzantium was against theft of other author’s lines unless
acknowledged, as was Vitruvius and other Roman authors. Applying their views to
Aristophanes’ work, we can see that although he borrows extensively, he makes a
point of drawing the audiences’ attention to the original source of the line. This is
more in keeping with the notion put forward by Du Bellay who encouraged a
dialogue between contemporary and ancient authors.

‘Modern’ theories of semiotics are extremely useful in the deconstruction of
Aristophanic texts and allow us to see how Aristophanes used both verbal and visual
language to stimulate the poetic memory of his audience so that they received the
text in the way he intended. The way in which he uses the geno-texts in the creation
of the pheno-texts shows that he was aware of his audiences’ competence. Kristeva,
Bathes and Genette all developed theories of ‘intertextuality’ which, although not
wholly applicable to Aristophanic texts, inform the creation of a new definition and
new theories to describe the dialogue between ancient poets in relation to their
specific cultural and temporal contexts.

The breakdown of all references to Aeschylean, Sophoclean and Euripidean
references shows that not all lines were attached to signifiers. However, when the
reproduction of a line added to, or created, part of the action, Aristophanes ensured
that the audience were aware of the source of the original line so that they had the

action of the first in mind as they watched the second. For some members of
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audience, this required a number of clues, which Aristophanes laid down through
verbal and visual means. The different ways in which he used lines and topoi shows
that the poet knew his audience well and was acutely aware of how to stimulate their
different competences.

The most important point to come out of the interrogation of Aristophanes’
borrowings is that he used Euripides’ lines more extensively and more imaginatively
than the other tragedians. Remarkably, although Aristophanes continued to use lines
from Aeschylus and Sophocles after their deaths, Frogs marks the last occurrence of
any Euripidean parody in an extant play. This is further evidence of the particular
relationship between the two poets and the dialogue played out in their work
throughout their lifetimes.

The remaining Chapters of this thesis will take the examination of
Aristophanic ‘borrowing’ a stage further and apply the information contained within
the Appendices to produce new readings of the Thesmophoriazusae and Frogs.
Semiology and semiotic theories will be applied to particular examples in order to
discover how Aristophanes viewed his audience and how he wrote in order to
manipulate their reception of the texts. Consideration will also be given to the way
in which the poet used tragic lines to create and maintain a dialogue with Euripides,

one that ultimately resulted in the creation of a new genre of drama.
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Chapter Three

Old for New — The Peritectic Transformation of Texts

Comme, dans le systéeme terminologique courant, le terme parodie se trouve,
implicitement et donc confusément, ... il conviendrait
peut-étre de tenter de reformer ce systéme.’

3.1 Introduction

Chapter One of this thesis explored the concept of literary borrowing (often
termed intertextuality) and noted the many and varied ways in which Aristophanes
placed lines from tragedy in his comedies. It concluded that the term
‘intertextuality’ was inadequate to describe these instances and that they could be
categorised as contingent, variation, polygenic, specific, fundamental, visual,
repetition or genre diversity, depending on the degree of the changes made to the
original. Having established the extent to which the lines are modified, the next step
is to look at the effect created by these transformations once they have been
embedded in their new context. This Chapter will therefore consider the nature and
purpose behind Aristophanes’ choice of particular lines, the technique the poet
employed when presenting them, and the way in which he created a balance between
the original and secondary presentation of the material.

Initially there will be a discussion concerning why Aristophanes chose to re-

use lines from tragedy more often than from comedy.? The history and use of the

! “Since the term parody is, in the current terminological system, implicitly and therefore confusedly invested
with two structurally discordant meanings, it would be useful perhaps to reform the entire system.” Genette
(1982:33)

2 The paucity of extant fifth-century comic texts makes it impossible to say whether all comic poets re-used texts
in the same way and to the same extent as Aristophanes but evidence suggests that they ‘stole’ from each other’s
work. Some of the accusations concerning this practice will be considered later in this Chapter in an attempt to
ascertain contemporary attitudes towards Aristophanes’ literary ‘borrowing’. There is evidence to suggest that
there was a certain amount of animosity, but a full examination of all the comic fragments to determine exactly
how widespread this practice was amongst the poets is beyond the scope of this thesis. Therefore the discussion
will centre mainly upon Aristophanes. It is interesting to note that Aristophanes signposts his use of tragic texts,
in effect, referencing them. If further research shows that he used comic texts to the same extent, he does so
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term ‘parody’, which is so often applied to Aristophanes’ work, from ancient to
modern times will then be considered. This will show a shift in the word’s
etymology, which, I believe, is misleading when seeking to uncover the relationship
between the poet and those he parodied, particularly Aristophanes’ use of Euripides’
lines.® 1 will show that the ancient definition(s) are more accurate when applied to
Aristophanes’ plays. His replication of earlier words, scenes, characters and topoi
are varied and diverse according to the reaction he hoped to evoke in his audience.
Therefore, this range of intentions and effects cannot adequately be classified by a
single word even if that word has a variety of meanings.

The reaction of contemporary poets in regard to each other’s propensity
towards borrowing is then discussed in order to establish whether this ‘imitation’ of
another’s work was accepted or frowned upon during the fifth century. Finally, the
way in which Aristophanes stimulated audience recognition and reception of pre-
owned lines in new scenes through the re-use of topoi will be examined. | conclude
that the term ‘parody’, with its lack of universal characteristics and its various
literary and critical functions, is too simplistic for Aristophanes’ work. Throughout
the discussion, specific sections of Aristophanes’ work (particularly scenes from
Thesmophoriazusae and Frogs) will be held up as examples of his various parodic

techniques and the effect they have upon the plot.

3.2 Tragedy versus Comedy as a source of parody

Aristophanes loved all poetry; he loved perverting it and laughing at it* and

without acknowledgement of his sources and this would, consequently, substantiate contemporary accusations of
literary theft, that which we now call plagiarism, and reinforce the thesis that he had a particular and distinct
relationship with Euripides.

® Note also that the term parody can be applied to any semiotic system of the arts within which double-coding is
possible. For Hutcheon (1985) this includes painting, film, music and architecture. This makes the term so wide
that it is almost impossible to use it for a particular type of work within a particular time frame.

* Murray, (1965:19,106)
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in order to communicate with his audience, he took from, added to and re-presented
texts to provoke the cultural and poetic memory of the spectator, encouraging them
to recognise the original text as well as the innovative aspects of his re-creation. By
incorporating a new version of a mythological tale previously presented in tragedy,”
often together with freshly created political stereotypes,® he was able to feed into the
subconscious memory and underlying attitudes of the fifth-century Athenian
audience, inviting them to recognise, interpret and react to the messages he conveyed
from behind the mask of comedy.

Through the use of carefully chosen extracts, the poet was, for some audience
members, able to draw attention to underlying serious, political points whilst at the
same time maintain overall enjoyment of the episode on a superficial comic level.’
Re-presentation of particular ‘tragic’ scenes allowed Aristophanes to highlight
elements that were invisible, or potentially unrealised, in the plays and which
otherwise may have gone unnoticed. For example, the Thesmophoriazusae, as an
individual text, is often seen simply as a humorous criticism of Euripides’ portrayal
of women. However, when the components of the individual re-presentations of
older texts are isolated and the way in which they are modified and incorporated
within the structure of the plot is examined, it quickly becomes clear that
Aristophanes is, in fact, highlighting the fickleness of Euripides’ political views and
the treachery of Alcibiades. Here, the underlying, potentially unrealised or
unrecognised message is that both Euripides and Alcibiades were unreliable in their

politics.?

® For example, Euripides uses the Andromeda myth in his Andromeda, and Aristophanes uses both the myth itself
and the version created by Euripides, in Frogs and Thesmophoriazusae.

® Such as the representation of Cleon as the Sausage-Seller in the Knights.

" See Goldhill (1991:167-222) for a comprehensive discussion of the way in which Aristophanes uses parody as a
way of promoting a political message.

& There will be a discussion in Chapter Five of the way in which Aristophanes’ re-use of extracts concerning
particular myths originally portrayed in Euripides’ tragedies makes Thesmophoriazusae his most political play.
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Aristophanes recognised that human communication is a social contract that
rests on a body of subliminal laws. For the theatre of fifth-century Athens, this
semantic jurisprudence lay in myth.® Therefore, he choose to reuse lines from
tragedy rather than comedy because all extant fifth-century Athenian tragedies, (bar
one), use mythological characters and topoi.® Aristophanes used these mythological
adaptations in order to create a new meaning and a new text.

The meaning of a secondary text as received by the audience is not entirely
the work of the poet however. Certainly he uses his technical prowess to guide the
audience towards his desired effect but, to some extent, the connotations received by
the audience are influenced by and dependent upon, their knowledge of the source.
The poet must, therefore, by necessity, make assumptions about the audiences’
competence, politics and prejudices as these affect the way in which they relate to
the text. Essentially, he is writing for a hypothetical audience of his own creation,
one which he recognises as diverse and contradictory given the variety of
competences that can be identified within it. Therefore, the choice of lines to be
modified is vitally important since it is through these that the poet supplies
signposting. Aristophanes’ intention was to trigger audience recognition of both the
original myth and the adaptation created by the previous author. In this way, he was
able to convey his message by a variety of means — by using the inherent lessons of
the myth itself, the additional elements incorporated by other poets and then adding
his own twist in order to promote his views about both the former representation and

its author, whilst simultaneously creating humour. Thus, Aristophanes developed

® Maranda (1972:16). Plato first explains the theory of the ‘social-contract’ in Crito. Socrates, although free to
leave Athens and escape his punishment, chooses to stay arguing that being part of a society implies an
agreement to abide by its rules. The same theory is applied here to the content of theatrical representations.

19 The only extant exception to this is Aeschylus’ Persians.
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the most advanced functions of parody by selecting and illuminating the special

characteristics of the material and the poet whose work he employed.™

3.3 Ancient Perspectives on Parody

The blanket term for the re-presentation of scenes from one situation into
another is ‘parody’ but this definition is too broad and does not allow for the
complex and subtle ways in which Aristophanes used congruent transformations in
his plays. The modern understanding of parody implies an element of ridicule but
originally mapadniéw® could simply mean to imitate or insinuate.'? At some point
between the fourth century BC and the first-century AD, the term parody changed
from Aristotle’s definition of representing a genre of writing and expanded to
become a literary technique that could take the form of the verbatim or modified
transplantation of words, or simply a new piece that resembled an older one by merit
of allusion, similarity of action and/or imitation of style.

For the ancient grammarians, the notion of humour was not essentially
present in the word and when ridicule was to be implied, another word was needed.*?
The effect of Aristophanes’ parody may have been humorous at times but given the
lack of insults aimed at the work of contemporary tragedians, it would seem that his
primary aim was not to ridicule the original lines but to amuse the audience by the
way in which they were incorporated into the new scene. The definition of parody as
ridicule has mistakenly been attached to the effect of the re-creation. Thus, it is
important to make the distinction between the structure and the effect of the parody

in order to avoid the intentional fallacy of ascribing a particular intention to an

1| eliévre, (1954:81). See Appendices 1-7 for a list of examples.

121 53, (1889:595). The motive and desired outcome of any parody depends on the writer who designs it and
therefore, inevitably, there must be different ways of constructing the reference.

1% Householder, (1944:8n.27). Householder cites a number of examples including: Sch. Lucian. Timon and Sch.
Aristophanes Acharnians. 119.
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author from the effect of his text.* Thus, | believe that although Aristophanes’
reproductions may contain elements of persiflage, their main function was not to
mock, but to remain within the social charter specific to the culture in which he was
writing in order to create and maintain a dialogue with his audience and, in some
cases, Euripides. Such charters contained various thinking processes, stereotypes
and attitudes that are interpreted by the audience in accordance with their individual
recognition of each, or at least some, of the processes.™ Since semiology is the art
of recognising signs and what they mean within a given context and culture, for
Aristophanes to stimulate the desired reaction and thereby convey his various
messages, serious or comic, he needed to be sure that the signs he created were
recognisable in some respect or capacity.

The scholiasts’ descriptions of passages from one text inserted into another
are not restricted to those that originated from tragedy, but also include the re-use of
lines from lyric and epic. They comment that lines can be re-used in the following
ways: the inclusion of substantially unchanged passages; the substitution of one or
more words; texts in paraphrased form; and lines changed so as to be little more than
an imitation of the grammar and rhythm of the original.’® This set of descriptions is
not exhaustive and the etymology of the word napwdon leaves the possibility of a
certain synthesis within the technique: ®dn - from to sing (éeidewv) and wapa, which
could include such ideas as nearness, consonance and derivation as well as
transgression, opposition or difference. Therefore, the word would seem to mean

something that is, in essence, sung in accord with an original, but with a difference.*’

1% Gilman, (1974:2). Intentional fallacy theory states that the meaning of a text is created at the point of reception
and may vary; because of this, it is impossible to determine authorial intent. In Aristophanes, the effect of the
parody is laughter, but it is impossible to say that the poet intended that laughter to be at the expense of the
author who wrote the original text.

15 Maranda, (1980:184)

18 Householder, (19445, 9)

17 Leliévre, (1954:66)
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Despite the variant possibilities, as a whole, the term indicates the creative expansion
of one text into something new.

Aristotle recognised parodia as an independent literary genre and cited
Hegemon of Thasos as the first to use it.’® His use of this term suggests that
Hegemon created a burlesque whereby his work took on the form of a whole class of
works, for instance, the production of a mock-epic in the style of Homer,
Gigantomachia, a mock heroic satyr play similar in form to Euripides’ Cyclops, and
Philoinne, written in the style of Eupolis and Cratinus.® The noun, 1 mapmdiot
meant a song or poem in which serious words became burlesque; but again, there is
nothing here that necessitates the inclusion of ridicule.?

The term Aristotle uses for Aristophanes’ work is ppotvrar,” which differs
from mapwdion in that the former is based on particular works whereas the latter
(burlesque) is based on a whole class of works.?? This indicates that he was aware
that Aristophanes was working differently from Hegemon. He recognised that
Avristophanes only represented or imitated particular parts of other’s work, keeping
these sections in their original mode, and writing the rest of the text in a style of his
own. In contrast, Hegemon was writing ‘after the style of” another poet and grossly
over-exaggerating particular elements in order to produce humour and/or ridicule the
original author. Over time, this distinction became blurred as ‘parody’ took on a
wider range of meanings, containing numerous, often misleading, elements.

By the fourth century, nap@dion had been established as an independent form
of literature and contests were held in both Athens and Eretria but it appears that this

form of artistry was not well regarded and the winners were offered the lowest

18 Aristophanes Poetics, 1448a 12-13

19 Literary burlesque can be defined an extreme form of parody, creating an exaggerated incongruity between the
original and its imitation.

2 |bid (611)

2! Poetics, 1448a; LSJ, (1889:513)

22 Cudden, (1998:99)
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prizes.”® There are no fully extant examples but fragments indicate a form of
mythological burlesque, with stock characters written after the style of the great
tragedians. This may well have been that which we now call Middle Comedy. In
contrast to this, Aristophanes had been successful on many occasions at the dramatic
festivals of the fifth-century, competing on an equal footing with the other comic
poets. This perhaps suggests that incorporating several styles within one play was
more difficult than mere burlesque and therefore more highly regarded.

In the first century AD, Quintillian discussed parody when offering advice on
the construction of humour. He asserted that “apt verse quotations contribute to wit”
and that this might apply to whole lines, being particularly successful when there is a
“touch of ambiguity”; alternatively, the words might be “altered in part”. He classed
the third form of wit as parody: lines that are “invented resembling well-known
ones”.** However, he warns against using only imitation stating: “For one thing,
only a lazy mind is content with what others have discovered... It is a disgrace too, to
be content merely to attain the effect you are imitating... if we are not allowed to add
to previous achievement, how can we hope for our ideal?”> Quintillian’s definition
shows that there are various forms of parody ranging from direct quotation to that
which is merely reminiscent of its source. Here then, we see the term developing: in
order to qualify, lines need only resemble well-known ones, and not be simply
repeated or slightly altered.

Hermogenes, writing in the second century AD, also offered different ways
of incorporating previously written lines into a new piece. He stated that a poet can

introduce verse into prose by either direct quotation or through parody, which he

2 polemo in Atheneas. XV.699a and 1G XI1,9,189.11.20
24 Quintilian, Institutes of Oratory, 6.3.96-98

% |nstitutes of Oratory, 10.2.4-8
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defines as a type of wordplay.?® His example from Old Comedy (which he terms the
‘ancients’) is the double meanings created by allusions to Alcibiades’ speech
mannerism.?’

These examples do not suggest any negative connotation connected to
parody. It appears that imitation was encouraged and the subject-matter of texts was
held as common property with individual originality being demonstrated by the
careful choice and reinvention of borrowed matter.®® None of the ancient
explanations implies that the original poet, or his skill in writing, is being ridiculed.
Consequently, these definitions are more appropriate than those from modernity
when considering Aristophanes’ use of the technique and the way in which Euripides

responds to it.

3.4 ‘Modern’ Parody

Parody takes on a different meaning when applied to modern authors who
may have been influenced by literature evolving over a longer period of time and
from within a wide range of cultures. Modern theories of parody are fundamentally
different from those in antiquity. They are considered here as they inevitably help to
shape and influence the customary perception of ancient texts that is challenged in
this Chapter. Today there is a vast body of scholarship on literary theory, elements
of which consider the evolution of form.? For post-modernists, parody is a way of
re-inventing and renewing the past and a method of establishing a dialogue with it.*

This works well for texts from perhaps the Roman period onwards, but we do not

2 Hermogenes, On Types of Style., 30. (trans. Kennedy cited in Kabe 2005).

27 |bid, 34. See Chapter five of this thesis for a discussion of Aristophanes’ representation of Alcibiades in
Thesmophoriazusae, and Euripides’ Helen where he is identifiable, in part, because of this.

28 White, (1965:18)

2 We have evidence, for instance, of how the topoi of Hellenistic love poetry influenced Latin love elegy and
enough information to determine the evolution of political satire.

% Hutcheon, (1985:111)
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have a fully extant corpus of examples of the literary techniques that influenced
comedy and tragedy in the fifth-century, nor for the period directly following. The
tendency has been to rely on the treatise written by Aristotle around a hundred years
later. However, by carrying out a close reading of tragedy and comedy in this
period, there is much to be learned about ‘drama’ and its development during the
fifth century. Aristophanes offers the first overt exposition on the form in Frogs by
placing Euripides and Aeschylus in competition.®® Through consideration of the
way in which Aristophanes reproduces the lines of the tragedians in this section, and
the criticisms they level at each other, we can see how tragedy evolved during the
limited time frame of their careers.*

It is important to remember that poets of the fifth-century were writing in a
society where universal literacy was not fully developed and in which the definition
of state culture was deeply political. The content of texts will, therefore, contain
references and criticism not only to current events, but also towards the
interpretation of previous events as presented by other poets. When considering
sources of parody in ancient texts, there exists only a fraction of the historical events,
societal tensions and contemporary attitudes towards them from which the poets
could have drawn.

‘Modern’ theories of parody cannot be wholly germane to fifth-century texts
because they are formed through the examination of texts with a wide temporal
scope, but they can partially help to inform new studies in the field of imitation
within texts from the fifth-century through the application of their methodology.

Therefore, pertinent points of theories such as those devised by Bakhtin, Genette,

®! Frogs, 1119-1145
%2 For example, the difference between the plots, characters and content of the plays as discussed by the two
characters during the agon.
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Hodge and Conte will be considered when examining the technique of ‘parody’ as
used by Aristophanes.

In order to stimulate the poetic memory of his audience, Aristophanes needed
to create a set of verbal and visual signs, based upon the conventions of their own
society and level of understanding at the point of reception.*® This semantic memory
included the ideas, conventions and lessons contained in the corpus of myth and, for
some, the messages conveyed by their adaptation and presentation in tragedy. In
order to create a form of language through which Aristophanes could communicate
with his audience, he placed familiar words and actions from tragedy amongst
comedic scenes to encourage audience expectation of their meaning. This
anticipates Bakhtin who suggests that all language is dialogic and therefore what is
said is tied both to things that have been said before and to utterances we expect to
be made in the future.*® Thus, dialogic literature (as opposed to monologic)® is
engaged with a continual dialogue with other works and their authors. In the case of
Aristophanes and Euripides, the discourse between their texts goes a stage further
and answers, extends and informs the other. Given that the content of their dialogue
is necessarily culture specific, for the modern reader, some of the signs will
inevitably remain obscure due to incompatibilities between ancient and modern
semantic charters. = However, for the contemporary spectator, Aristophanes’
signposting triggered a series of associations with earlier texts that contained familiar
phenomena, allowing him to offer an opinion on contemporary events and comment

on the outlook of others. There would also be a secondary association to the myths

%8 Semantic memory is associated with ideas, concepts and meaning, which are not necessarily connected to
personal experiences. See also Newiger, (1957:23-49) who emphasises that physical representations, in
collaboration with verbal images, take on a figurative significance.

% Bakhtin (1981:280)

% Monologic literature is concerned with that which is self-contained and stands entirely alone, without the
influence of other voices and represents a version of truth imposed by the author. Paryas (1993:593) cites the
opening lines of Anna Karenina as monologic. “All happy families are like one another; each unhappy family is
unhappy in its own way.” Here the authorial voice is absolute and incontestable.
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from which the plot of the original text was drawn; where culture-specific ideologies
were incorporated and which would, therefore, have reinforced his message. As a
whole, these associations might lead to a deeper communication between the poet
and his audience.

Aristophanes combines references to other texts, genres, and discourses to
form a new work. In doing so, he anticipates Conte who presents a remembered
passage from another text as self-consciously re-used, participating in a literary
system such as another (or the same) genre.®® Recognition is the key issue. Without
knowledge of the previous passage, the audience may simply see the retelling as a
new text. For some, the phenomenological reception of characters and plot as
unique allows complete acceptance, whereas for the more theatrically aware, ‘poetic
memory’ is evoked and an internal deconstruction of the new text takes place. In
this context, phenomenological acceptance applies to audience reception of the
character or situation in one-dimensional terms as new, without making links to
previous representations.®” Aristophanes is aware of this possibility and it is for this
reason that he provides signifiers, which include giving the author of the previous
text a character role and then adding literary and visual links to the origin of the lines
he chooses to re-use.

Allusions occasionally only take the form of simple semiotic markers, but
may also be combined with other linguistic or visual phenomena to aid recognition.
In the Thesmophoriazusae Euripides acts out scenes from his Helen and Andromeda,
occasionally using direct quotations. Aristophanes’ dramatic dialogue ensures that

everyone in the audience recognises the scenes even if they had not previously seen

% Conte, (2007:10) for whom terms ‘intertextuality’, ‘poetic memory’ and “allusion’ are interchangeable, but are
all a form of linguistic marking.

% Bain, (1977:6-7) describes this concept simply as: “Actors pretend to be the people they play and the audience
accepts that pretence.”
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the plays. It is clearly stated in the text that the In-Law is taking the roles of
Euripides’ Helen and Andromeda, and that Euripides himself is taking the rescuers’
role, first as Menelaus and then as Perseus.*® This is particularly meta-theatrical as it
refers not only to Euripides as the author of the plays that are being re-presented but
also to his dramatic technique when the Andromeda was staged a year earlier.*® This
technique is common in Aristophanes’ work. He deconstructs the new text, in this
case the Thesmophoriazusae, in order to expose the joke and thus demonstrates a
self-conscious awareness of his literary technique, which confirms his attempts at
audience manipulation. *°

In the Thesmophoriazusae, Aristophanes reconstructs Euripides’ lines in
order to make them part of the new text. He does this by incorporating the
characters and their Euripidean situation into quite another scenario in his own text.**
The audience is invited to enjoy this humorous re-creation on a basic level, but
Avristophanes also builds in a complex set of signs that enable some audience
members to interpret the choice of texts in a much more meaningful way.* Using
this approach, Aristophanes carries out two semiotic acts: the recreation of the
original act of production and a piece of writing that incorporates the text-as-read
into a new text.** The poet has ensured that the signifiers created will not all be
recognised in the same way by members of the audience and therefore, the spectators

become co-creators of the meaning of the new text.

% Thesmophoriazusae, 850-1132

% Thesmophoriazusae, 1060 where Echo states that she, personally assisted Euripides win the competition last
year, in this very place. In addition, the use of the deus ex machina at line 1098 when Euripides (as Perseus)
comes onto the stage to rescue the In-Law (as Andromeda) would have been reminiscent of a similar scene in
Euripides’ production the previous yeAristophanes

0 Such as the ‘Luggage Scene’ in Frogs, 1-35. This ‘joke’ is deconstructed in Chapter Three in order to
demonstrate how Aristophanes anticipated the competence of his audience.

“IAntiphanes fr. 191 says that in comedy, the writer has to invent new names, new words, new deeds, the
prologue, the presupposition, the action and the ending. Aristophanes does this but uses the texts of others upon
which to build these new characters and plot.

2 A deconstruction of the way in which Aristophanes attacks Euripides’ politics through the choice of
reconstructed texts in the Thesmophoriazusae is the subject of Chapter five.

3 Hodge, (1990:110-111)
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One of many possible examples is Euripides’: 1 YA®cG' opmok!, 1| 6& @pnv
avépotoc. ** Aristophanes reproduces this in a speech by the In-Law: pépveoo
Tovov Tadd', &TL 1| epiv dpocev 1 YAGTTa 8' ovk dpdpok’ 008" Hpkws' &ydm.* Some
audience members may have recognised it from the original performance and others
purely from an anecdotal perspective. Although it is spoken in a comic context, its
meaning is equally serious. The In-Law is seeking reassurance from Euripides that if
his disguise is uncovered by the women at the festival, he will come and rescue him.
Given that at this point, Euripides is fearful for his life should the women manage to
get hold of him and is sending his relative up to the Thesmophoria instead, the stakes
are as high as they were for Hippolytus and Phaedra. The Euripidean context caused
great controversy since it implied that Hippolytus may not stand by his oath whereas
in fact, he does not break his promise and suffers greatly as a result. Aristophanes
uses the line in a different context, but Euripides, like Hippolytus, keeps his promise.

Versions of the same line also appear twice in Frogs. The first comes at the
end of a list of phrases that a ‘potent poet’ might say: §§ ppéva uév ovk £0élovoav
opdoo kad' iepdv, yAdttay &' émopkriooacay idia Tiic epevoc.®® In this scene,
Dionysus is explaining to Heracles that the reason he wants to bring back Euripides
rather than any of the other poets, is that they are mundane and that it is better to
have one who is ‘daring’ and will give the people of Athens controversial plots.
This signifies recognition of the uproar caused by the line when it first appeared in
Hippolytus. Here though, the line has been slightly modified. It has both the heart
and the tongue perjuring themselves, which indicates that in this play, the oath will

be broken and Euripides will not be brought back. Therefore, we can see that

# «It was my tongue that swore, not my heart.” Euripides, Hippolytus, 612

8 «Just remember this, then, it was your heart that swore; it wasn’t your tongue that swore, nor did I ask it to.”
Thesmophoriazusae, 275-276

46« or about a heart that doesn’t want to take an oath over sacrificial victims and a tongue that perjures itself
separately from the heart.” Frogs, 101-102
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through the subtle modification of the line, Aristophanes is making reference to its
original meaning. He is drawing attention to the fact that he is being controversial
by changing it, as well as using it as a literary device to foreshadow the eventual
outcome of the plot.

As this foreshadowing comes to fruition, Aristophanes uses the line again.
Here Dionysus defends the breaking of his promise to save Euripides and his
decision to return Aeschylus instead: 1 yA®@tt' dpdpox’, Aioydrov §' aipicopar.’” In
this example, we can see that Aristophanes creates a paradigmatic relationship
between the original line and both the new versions he presents in this play.”® In
Hippolytus, the hero swears with his tongue, but not his heart; the first time
Dionysus says it, he swears with neither and the second time goes back to the line’s
original meaning in Euripides’ version, claiming, as Hippolytus had done, that he too
swore with his tongue but not his heart. The difference is that here, Dionysus does
what the Athenian audience were so concerned that Hippolytus might do, and he
breaks his oath. Aristophanes has, therefore, brought the line full circle.

In all three instances the line occurs in either a discussion about, or a
conversation with, Euripides. In this way, Aristophanes not only gives added depth
and humour to the line by placing it alongside its author but also, by putting it in
such a context, assists the audience with its recognition. The poet requires that his
audience play along with his signifying processes in order that they fully understand
the depth of his skill, although there would have been those for whom no additional
effort or signposting was required. For those who needed it, Aristophanes supplied
the tools to comprehend the complexity of his constructions and enjoy an enhanced

level of humour. The interrelationship between text and audience is created through

47 «>Twas but my tongue that swore, I’m choosing Aeschylus.” Frogs, 1471
“8 One in which the theme is not only concerned with what happens in terms of the action, but what it means.
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the interpretation of the markers the poet constructs, allowing the meaning of the text
to be individually formed within this relationship rather than in the text itself. By
being so overt, Aristophanes assists with the meaning of the text. He also creates
within the spectator, an awareness of the actor and the character being parodied,
whilst at the same time persuading them to accept the phenomenon as new.

This phenomenological recreation of the text within which things are as they
are perceived, as opposed to what they are, is a key part of the comic genre, allowing
the audience to accept the character and situation whilst simultaneously being aware
of the actor playing out the role and the original text from which the situation has
been recreated. The key difference between comedy and tragedy is that tragedy’s
fourth wall enforces the suspension of disbelief. In contrast, comedic productions
provide an ease of access, allowing for a physical and textual dialogue between
performance and audience and, in so doing, allow greater scope for individual
reception. There are more than one hundred passages representing obvious theatrical
self-consciousness in Aristophanes’ plays as well as hundreds of other occasions
where the actors address the audience in the same way as modern stand-up
comedians. In addition to this, there are hundreds more places where a gesture or
movement towards the audience might have ruptured the illusion. Chapman
suggests that due to the frequency in which dramatic illusion is created and then
broken, the spectators of a comedy became virtually part of the cast, almost like
noisy extras.* However, given the unpredictable nature of comedy and the
likelihood of the cast ad-libbing, it is difficult to fully evaluate the phenomenon.

That the poet was aware of his ability to influence the audience is evident in the

49 Chapman, (1983:22-23)
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careful construction of humour in accordance with the varying levels of audience
competence.*

Aristophanic comedy operates on a variety of levels and therefore the
pragmatic approach to its reception is the most applicable to its deconstruction in
that “the text, released from its author, might be seen in semiotic and structuralist
terms as a set of signs; and that the meaning of the text is created in the act of being
read”.”* In addition, when considering the physical performance of a play and the
various types of humour contained therein, we can hypothesise that the audience
would have appreciated the play in different ways and understood the signs created
by the poets in accordance with their own experience, expectation and indeed, sense
of humour.>?

Conte believes that allusion is a rhetorical figure; it is of linguistic
significance and brings an added level of meaning for the reader.>® He calls this
allusion ‘poetic memory’. Thus, poets actively engage with other texts recalling a
poetic setting rather than individual lines. This symbiosis allows the provocation of

a particular reception within the boundaries of the audiences’ poetic memory.

3.5 Material Imitation
Whilst critique of ancient texts can generally only be done by examining their

use of language, Aristophanes’ inclusion of a description of the physical scenes he

%0 This aspect of Aristophanes’ work is discussed in Chapter Four.

5! Thompson, (1993:251). The pragmatic approach states that the meaning of the text is created in the act of
being read so that different readers at the same time; the same reader at different times and different readers at
different times might all understand the same text differently according to where, with what expectations, and for
purposes the text is read. The reader comes to the text with experience and expectations, which means that the
text is partly a function of audience themselves. Therefore, literary history must also trace the changing
receptions of the audience.

52 Aristophanes’ recognition of this fact and his method of constructing humour in accordance with the
competence of the audience who were going to receive it, is discussed in Chapter four.

5% Conte, (2007:10). He goes on to state “[a genre] can be combined, reduced, amplified, transposed, and
reversed; it may suffer various types of functional mutations and adaptations; the content and expression of one
genre may become associated with another”.
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reconstructs, particularly those that involve the representation of tragic characters on
stage, makes it possible to distinguish a second type of signifier, which acts as a
complement. These references to material parody add another dimension to
recreated scenes and urge the formation of a new methodology for the deconstruction
of Old Comedy. W.ithin this we can see the many and varied ways Aristophanes
prompts the poetic memory of the audience through the use of language and tone as
well as costume and stage direction.

Aristophanes’ imitation is not confined to the written word. He also
physically reconstructed tragic scenes, using stage machinery, costumes and props to
create visual images that enhanced the action and lines whether spoken in the comic
or tragic style. In Acharnians, Euripides is wheeled from his house on the ekkyklema
at the request of Dicaeopolis.>* This piece of stage machinery would normally only
be seen during a tragic performance and consequently would be immediately
comical in its unlikely setting.>® In this scene Aristophanes also makes reference to
Euripides’ plays by dressing him in rags, a state of apparel reminiscent of Euripides’
tragic heroes. By donning the guise of Telephus he is also able to assume his
characteristics and addresses the Assembly in a highly articulate manner. The
audience then becomes aware of Aristophanes’ character having three roles: comic
actor, comic character and tragic character.”® Aristophanes not only creates simple
humour by representing a famous tragedian in an improbable situation, but he

compounds the joke with the additional aspects of costume, props and stage

5 Acharnians, 408. The ekkyklema is also used to wheel Agathon out of his house at Thesmophoriazusae 96;
back into the house at line 265; and in Daedalus fr.188 with Alcibiades as Icarus flying towards the sun.

%® The mechane is seen more often than the ekkyklema: in Clouds (226) Socrates is suspended in mid-air; in Birds
(1198) as the Chorus await the arrival of Iris: in Thesmophoriazusae (1015) when Euripides, disguised as
Perseus, attempts to rescue the In-Law as Helen and in Peace (174) when Trygaeus flies to heaven on a dung-
beetle. In Peace particular attention is drawn to the tragic nature of this piece of stage machinery: obkodv éypfiv
oe [Inydoov (ebéon mtepdv, dnmg €paivov Toig Beoilg Tpaywmtepos. “Should you not then have harnessed the
wings of Pegasus, so as to appear more like a tragic hero in the eyes of the gods?” (135) and is followed by a
warning not to fall off because then he would be used by Euripides as part of a tragic plot (reference to the
protagonists fall from Pegasus in Euripides’ Bellerophon) (146-8)

% Muecke, (1977:63)
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machinery in order to reinforce the incongruity of the character’s new situation.
These additional aspects resemble their referents and act as iconic shorthand to
provoke the poetic memory of the audience by offering visual stimuli that reinforce
and enhance the verbal. *’

Euripides speaks in the tragic style throughout the scene. The tragedian
becomes more and more exasperated until he finally explodes: Avanpog ic0' ®v
kémoydpnoov d6pwv.”® In the same scene he later shouts: pOeipov Aapov 168" 166"
ompoc Gv dopoc.™ His anger and exasperation, despite being delivered in high
language, are made amusing because of the comic context in which the words are
said.®

A prime example of how Aristophanes presents a combination of literary and
visual parodies to enhance audience enjoyment and to transmit his message, occurs
is the rescue scenes of the Thesmophoriazusae. Here, he creates situations where
Euripides, the character, acts out sequences originally written by Euripides, the poet,
alongside the fictitious character of the In-Law. In effect, the secondary characters
created by the actors are palimpsestic since there is no attempt to disguise their first’
identity. Although both actors take on the physical and verbal elements of their
second role within the play, their first part is still evident. In-between the scripted
lines, they come out of their secondary characters (of Helen and Menelaus) and
speak to each other about the new part they are playing. When Menelaus (played by
the actor portraying Euripides) is thwarted in his attempt to rescue Helen (played by

the actor portraying the In-Law), he comes out of character to say: tovti movnpov:

57 Sofer, (2003:20-22)

%8 «“Know thou annoy’st me, and depart my house.” Acharnians, 456

%9 “Take this and go to hell! I tell thee, thou’rt a vexer of our house.” Acharnians, 460

% In this way, Aristophanes modifies a tragic text without altering the style, almost as homage to the original
poet.
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G dramokwntéov; to which the In-Law replies: £&yé & 6 koxodaipwv ti dpd;*
This creates secondary and tertiary levels of discontinuous humour with the
Aristophanic actors discussing the characters they are playing, who are parodies of
Euripidean actors, who themselves played the roles a year earlier.

Furthermore, it is highly likely that given the way Euripides is made to hold
up the costumes of each of his tragic characters in Acharnians,®® Aristophanes would
have copied not only Euripides’ lines, but also the costumes and stage directions
from his production of Helen the year before. In that presentation, Menelaus was
surprised to see a woman who looked so much like his wife: odndmot’ &idov
npocpepéatepov déuag and the text shows that he was wearing sailcloth from the
way he describes his attire: obte yap citog mhpo oOT  Apel ¥pdT £00Tjteg: avTd &

® In the Thesmophoriazusae,

gikGoal TapeoTt vade ékporog & Gumioyopar. ®
Menelaus/Euripides says: ‘EAévn ¢” opoiav 1 pddot €idov yovar. Helen/In-Law
replies: £yo 82 Meveldo o” Soa y* &k TV ipbmv.®* The lines, actions and costumes
are so similar that the scenes bring to mind Euripides’ original production in a
different way. Aristophanes is not merely repeating or alluding to the spoken word.
The humour created stands alone and recognition is not necessary to find the action

amusing, but when it is combined with the poetic memory of the original words,

actions and costumes, the effect is enhanced.

3.6 Contemporary Attitudes to Borrowing in the Fifth Century
In seeking to discover if the relationship between Aristophanes and Euripides

differed from other poets’ interactions (tragic and comic), it is useful to consider

29, ¢

61 “That’s bad that is. I’ll have to slip gently away.”; “And poor me, what am I supposed to do?”
Thesmophoriazusae, 924-5

62 Acharnians, 410-470

83 «__there is no food, nor clothing to cover me. That you can guess by the jetsam from my ship that [ have on.”;
“I have never seen such a resemblance.” Helen 421-2; 559.

64 “Lady, I never saw one more like Helen.”; “Nor I like Menelaus, by that sailcloth.” Thesmophoriazusae,
909-10
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contemporary opinion of Aristophanes’ proclivity towards reinvention.
Aristophanes’ competitive success is an indication of his popularity due, no doubt in
part, to his clever re-use of lines. However, there is no contemporaneous
commentary that indicates how other poets reacted to this technique. Again, we are
forced to look to the plays themselves to make a judgement on this matter.
Avristophanes had a thorough knowledge of earlier and contemporary comedy
and tragedy. He made effective use of numerous and frequent references to both
genres in the creation of his plays. Given the paucity of extant comic texts, it is not
possible to establish whether other poets used tragedy to the same extent as
Avristophanes, but what is certain is that they regularly borrowed from each other and
referred to this habit in both the content and titles of their plays.®® The plethora of
references to Euripidean tragedies in Aristophanes’ work certainly did not go
unnoticed.® Cratinus comments: tic 8¢ o0 kopyoc Tic Epotto OeathcdTOAETTOAOYOC

yvopbke soputdopiotopavitov.t’ The context of these lines is unknown, but it

confirms that Aristophanes’ borrowing from tragic texts, particularly those of
Euripides, was recognised as an integral part of his comedic technique. The
scholiast’s comment on Plato’s Apology of Socrates also suggests that Aristophanes
made no attempt to hide the fact that he used Euripides’ work as a model:
ApPIOTOPAVIG ... EKOUMOETTO 0’ €Ml T OKOTTEWY pev Edpmidny,
pipeicBat 6’ a0 ToV ... kol a0Tog &’ EEopoioyeitol ZkNvag KaToAaUpavodoalg;

YPOUOL YOP aDTOD TOD GTOUOTOG TG GPOYYVLAW,
TOVG VOUG O’ dyopaiovg NTToV § “KeEIVOG Toud

% See Chapter Four for examples of reciprocal borrowing between comic poets. A full discussion of this habit is
beyond the scope of this thesis and therefore | will concentrate on contemporary attitudes to Aristophanes’ use of
tragic lines and his reaction to that criticism.

% See also Lysippus fr. 4 where he inveighs against the plagiarism of his contemporaries.

87 «“Who are you? Some smart-ass-spectator might ask, over subtle when it comes to speech, eager to pick up
little statements, a Euripidaristophaniser. Cratinus, fr. 342. See also alternative translations of this line discussed
in Aristophanes’ Acharnians, Olson, (2002:110-111)

88 «Aristophanes ... was criticised for ridiculing Euripides while at the same time imitating him ... and he
himself plainly admits it in Fair Place Grabbers; ‘The terseness of my style on his is based, but my ideas are not
in such bad taste.”” Aristophanes, fr. 471
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In this fragment Aristophanes is quoted as acknowledging certain positive
aspects of Euripides’ style but, simultaneously, criticising it as vulgar. This is in
keeping with the disparity between the constant re-use of Euripides’ lines, indicating
a degree of admiration, and the unpleasant treatment Euripides receives when he is
represented as a character. There is no evidence to date Fair Place Grabbers which
iIs mentioned here, but a similar sentiment of the admiration and veiled criticism of
Euripides is also seen in the Thesmophoriazusae and Frogs, indicating a recurring
theme.

There is also evidence to suggest that Aristophanes’ contemporaries
borrowed not only from each other but, at times, from the same tragedies. On at
least one occasion Aristophanes and Eupolis use the same line from Euripides. The
example cited below is one that the scholiast Aristarchus suggests comes from a
dicing scene in the Telephus, which Euripides later cut out.*® In Frogs, Dionysus

 Note the similarity to

insists: @paom BEPANK” Axthhede dVo kOB Kkoi téTTapa.’
Eupolis” work, when Dionysus says in the Golden Race: damogBoapeic 8¢ 600 KOPw
Kai érrapa.’ It is not clear what evidence the scholiast had for his assumption, but
given that the original phrase appears in a conversation between Dionysus and
Euripides, it is very likely that he was correct. Without an extant fragment, it is not
possible to prove absolutely that this line is Euripidean but given that in all other

instances in Frogs Euripidean lines appear either during a conversation about, or

with, Euripides, it is highly likely that it is also the case here."

% Sommerstein (1996:282 n.1400). In order for the scholiast to recognise the phrase, it must have appeared in an
earlier version of the play, meaning that it may also be familiar to the audience.

04 tell you: Achilles cast a pair on one spot and a four.” Aristophanes, Frogs, 1400

™ «Lost, ruined, by two aces and a four.” Eupolis, fr.342

72 Schlesinger (1937:294-305) gives a useful account of the way in which Aristophanes warns his audience that a
‘parody is coming’ in Birds, Thesmophoriazusae and Lysistrata, stating that the most definite marker is the name
of the poet parodied with, or without, the title of the work concerned. It is highly likely, therefore, that
Aristophanes used the same technique in Frogs.
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It is not possible to establish whether all comic poets used tragedy in the
same way as Aristophanes to create plots, characters and/or convey messages
through their particular choice of parodied lines, but he and his contemporaries often
based their plays on myth and played on each others’ versions. Given this common
ground, it is clear that both comic and tragic elements were formed from, and
reflected, the common social charter upon which fifth-century Athenian society was
based.

Not only is there evidence in Euripides’ plays to suggest that he recognised
and reacted to Aristophanic parodies, but Cratinus also remarks directly on
Aristophanes’ use of Eupolis, which suggests that whilst the practice of sharing plot
and characters may have been used from time to time, Aristophanes’ continual use of
the technique in taking from both comedy and tragedy created a certain amount of
animosity. The scholiast to Knights says: tabta 6’ dkovcog 0 Kpativog Eypoye thv
IMutivy Setcvdg &t ovy EMgpnoev &v 1 KaK®G A&yst TOV ApIGTOOavV (G TO!
Evmoldoc Aéyovia.” The line he refers to is: dotic 0OV to0dt0V Gvdpa pi 6podpa
BderbTTETOn 0DTOT €K TOHTOD PED’ HUGV mietan Totnpiov.

Eupolis also comments on the similarity between this speech and the
parabasis of Demes, saying: kakeivovc tovg ‘Innéag Euvenoinoa @ earakp®d ToOVT®
kadmpnoauny.” This suggests that Eupolis and Aristophanes either collaborated in
the writing of this section of Knights and he received no acknowledgment or, as

suggested by Cratinus, Aristophanes plagiarised Eupolis” work. We know that at the

8 “After hearing this, Cratinus, by way of showing that he did not ‘talk silly’ wrote the Wine Flask in which he
attacks Aristophanes for using lines which were said by Eupolis.” Cratinus, fr. 200. Ruffell (2002:155) discusses
the similarities in plot construction between Knights and The Wine Flask suggesting that the latter was written as
a response to the comic caricature contained within the former.

" «“Whoever does not utterly loathe such a man shall never drink from the same cup with me.” Aristophanes,
Knights, 1288-9.

78« _and then those Knights, I helped the baldhead to write ‘em, and never stood on my rights.” Cratinus fr. 78
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beginning of his career, Aristophanes was writing for other poets without claiming
the credit:

ad1keic0an yép ooty TpdTeEPOC TOA' adTOVG £V METOMKAOGC,

TO LEV OV QOVEPDSG AN ETKOVPAV KPPV £TEPOLGL TONTOIC,

pipunoapevog v Evpukiéong pavieiov kai otdvotay,

€l aAloTpiag YaoTtépac £vONg KOU®OKe ToAld yEacOat:

HETd ToDTO O€ Kol Pavepdg 101 Kivduvedv Kab £avtdyv,

oVK GALOTpiOV GAL oikelov Movo®v otopad’ fvioyicas’®

Whatever the truth of the matter, it is evident that Cratinus considered
Aristophanes’ actions unacceptable. It is likely that this was part of an ongoing
animosity between the two poets. A year earlier, in Acharnians, Aristophanes had
insulted Cratinus:

000" évtuymv &v Tayopd tpocelsi oot Padilwv

Kpartivog del kekappuévog Hotyov pud poyoipa,

0 mepmdvVNPoc ApTER®V,

O oG dyav TV LOVGIKNY,

8LV KaKoOV TdV pacxy(x?»(bv

ToTPOG Tpocyacaiov.7

There is a level of hostility here that is not evident from Cratinus’ reference
to Aristophanes as a Euripidaristophaniser,” which suggests that whilst borrowing
from tragedy may have been acceptable, borrowing from comic poets was not. This
is further supported by the fact that the insults Aristophanes later throws at Cratinus
do not relate to his literary prowess, or relate to plagiarism, but rather attack his
morals and parentage. He encourages physical assault when the Chorus say:

NToAGY yap oikad’ & intoaciog Padilmv,

glta kotdEeté Tig antod pebvwv Tig keoAfic Opéotng

povopevog: 6 8¢ Aibov PBaieiv
BovAduevog &v okOT® Adpot

76 «At first it was not openly but secretly, giving assistance to other poets, slipping into other people’s stomachs
in imitation of the method of the seer Eurycles, that he poured forth many comic words; after that he did try his
luck openly on his own, holding the reins of a team of muses that were his, not someone else’s.” Wasps, 1018-
1022

" “Nor will you be met in the market by Cratinus walking towards you, Cratinus who is always barbered with a
single blade (the adulterer’s cut), a literary ‘Artemon the wicked’, over-hasty in composition, his armpits
smelling vilely of his Goatlandish father.” Acharnians, 848-853. ldentification of Artemon is problematic but it
is likely that he was a disreputable painter. See Slater (1978:185-194)

™8 Cratinus, fr. 342
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M) el méAeBOV ApTinG KEXEGUEVOV:

Endcelev & Eyov

TOV pappropov, KEmed™ apoptav

BaArol Kpativov.

In Knights Aristophanes also implies that Cratinus (by now an old man) is
incontinent. The Chorus exclaim: & oe i o, yevoiuny év Kpativov kddov*® and
suggest that Cratinus has a propensity for debauchery:

VOV 8" DUETG adTOV OpDVTEG TOPAANPOVVT  0VK EAEETTE,

EKTMTOVOAV TOV NAEKTP®V Kai TOD TOVOL OVKET EVOVTOG

TAOV 0’ ApUOVIDY J1aY0CKOVGMV: AAAL YEPWOV DV TEPLEPPEL,

Honep Kovvig, otépavov pév &xmv avov diym 8 drmoroimg,

OV ypfv 010 TG TPOTEPOG ViKAG TIVELY &V TA TPLTAVEL®,

Kol pn Anpeiv aAAL BedcBot Mmapov mapd 1@ Alovico. 81

A year later, Cratinus wrote The Wine Flask in which he responded to
Aristophanes’ verbal abuse, and satirised himself. The scholiast to Knights says:
€kelvog Kaitol oD dywvilebal dmootdg Kol cvyypaesy mhAv ypdoet dpdpa TV
IIutivyy eic adtov te koi v pédnv.2 The insults between comic poets appear to
have been far more personal than those meted out against tragedians. However,
because they are couched in comedy, it is difficult to judge how acrimonious they
actually were. Even in the lines from Knights above, where Cratinus is slighted

because of his physical appearance and constant inebriation, Aristophanes writes that

instead of drivelling and drinking, he should be sitting in the theatre, being honoured

™ «“When he is walking home with the shivers after riding-exercise, then may a drunkard break his head, even
Orestes the mad and may he, intending to pick up a stone, in the darkness take in his hand a freshly dropped turd.
May he rush upon the foe with his gleaming weapon, and then miss his aim and hit Cratinus.” Acharnians, 1165-
1173

80« | do not hate you, may I become a blanket in the house of Cratinus.” Knights, 400

8 «And now you take no pity on him, though you see him drivelling, with his pegs falling out, his tuning gone,
and joints gaping; in his old age he wanders about, like Connas, ‘wearing a garland old and sere, and all but dead
with thirst’, when in honour of his former victories he ought to be drinking in the Prytaneum, and instead of
spouting drivel, should be sitting sleek-faced in the audience by the side of Dionysus.” Knights, 532-538.

8 “Though he had given up drinking and competing and writing Cratinus wrote one more play, The Wine Flask
on himself and drunkenness.” Cratinus fr. 181. The plot involves Comedy as his wife wishing to divorce her
husband (Cratinus) on the grounds that he no longer writes comedies but instead devotes himself to his mistress,
Methe (drunkenness).
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at the side of Dionysus. This could imply that Aristophanes admired his work and
the personal attacks were in jest or perhaps a further attack in the form of sarcasm.

This duality echoes the way in which Aristophanes emulates Euripides’ work
throughout his career. His works suggest that he admires and respects him, yet from
time to time ridicules him as a character within the plot. Finally, when he is given
the chance to bring him back from the dead at the end of Frogs, Aristophanes
changes his mind and chooses Aeschylus instead. It is likely that these are examples
of Aristophanes recognising, and playing to, the diverse factions that made up his
hypothetical audience and thus creating a text that allowed for a varied reception.®®
It is vital to bear in mind that the plays Aristophanes produced were intended to win
competitions. He was aware that competition success rested with the audience who,
given their diverse nature, might not be consistent in their allegiances.®* By
embedding both insult and praise within his re-created texts he was always able to
please both those who supported and opposed his targets.

Despite Aristophanes’ constant use of Euripides’ lines, he responds angrily to
those who take his own. In the parabasis of Clouds he says:

EbmoAg pev tov Mapikay mpdticotov mapeilkvcey

EKOTPEY NG TOVG MUETEPOVG Tnméng KakOg KOK®DC,

TPocheic avT Ypadv pebdonv Tod Kdpdakog odvey,

fiv ®poviyog modlot memoiny’, fiv 10 Kfjtog fiobiev.

£10” "Eppunroc avdic noinoey eic Yrépporov,

dAlol T 110M mhvteg Epeidovoty eig YrépPorov,

TOG €IKOVC TAV EYYELEDV TG ELOC UHOVUEVOL.

80TIC 0DV TOVTOIGL YEAQL, TOIG &L0TG T} YOUPET:

fiv 8" éuol kai toicwy £uoig evepaivncd’ evpriuacty,
£€G TG MPOG TAG ETEPAG EV PPOVETV SOKNGCETE.

8 The effect of a specific parody comes from the evocation of audience expectation. The poet is therefore in the
role of reader and writer as both the ‘decoder’ of the parodied text and the ‘encoder’. (Rose: 1980:10)

8 For example, in 424 Aristophanes won first place with the Knights, which contains almost constant attacks on
Cleon. However, the fact that the audience and/or judges enjoyed the vitriolic humour enough to vote the play
the winner, does not mean that they were in agreement with its sentiments. The following year, Cleon was re-
elected and must therefore have enjoyed a degree of popularity in Athens.

8 «First of all Eupolis hauled his Maricas on to the stage, serving a vile rehash of my Knights like the vile fellow
that he is, and adding on a drunken old woman for the sake of the cordax, the woman presented years ago by
Phrynichus, the one the sea-monster tried to devour. Then Hermippus again wrote about Hyperbolus, and now
all the others are piling into Hyperbolus, copying my similes about eels. Well, whoever laughs at them, let him
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Aristophanes makes it clear that he is aware that Eupolis not only used his
work, but also Phrynichus’. He goes on to accuse ‘the others’ of copying his similes.
This is likely to be a reference to the period that Halliwell refers to as his
‘ventriloquist” phase. This occurred before the production of Babylonians in 427
where it is thought that he contributed to the plays of others without receiving any
credit.®® His advice to members of the audience that they should not laugh at the
others’ work is ironic given his donation of lines to them and his own prolific use of
tragic texts. This irony is delibera