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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

My purpose in this book has been to collect and piece
together all the available ‘information concerning the outward
features and surroundings of the old Athenian dramatic per-
formances ; in other words, to write a history of the Attic drama
from the theatrical, as opposed to the literary, point of view.
The subject is one which has been practically revolutionized
during the last half-century, partly through the labours of
various scholars in interpreting the notices of the old gram-
marians, but more especially owing to the rich discoveries of
inscriptions relating to theatrical affairs, and the information
supplied by excavations in the old Greek theatres. But in spite
of the copious accession of fresh materials, it is now more than
fity years since any work has appeared in English, in which
this particular department of Greek dramatic history has been
treated in a comprehensive manner. The neglect is all the
more remarkable, as the subject is undeniably of great interest
and importance, and this for two reasons. In the first place it
is difficult to understand and appreciate the peculiar qualities
of the existing Greek plays, without acquiring some knowledge
of the circumstances under which they were produced, and the
limitations within which the ancient dramatic poets had to work.
In the second place, as the Attic drama was essentially a public
institution, and formed one of the most conspicuous elements
in the national life, the various details connected with its
management are incidentally most instructive, because of the
light which they throw upon the habits, feelings, and tastes of
the old Athenians. Itis owing to these several considerations
that the present work has been undertaken. .

Unfortunately, with the exception of a list of names and
definitions in Pollux, and a few observations upon the theatre
in Vitruvius, none of the ancient treatises, which dealt with
the various portions of the subject, have been preserved. The
materials have in consequence to be collected from the most
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multifarious sources—from casual remarks in ancient authors,
from incidental references in the Greek dramas, from obscure
and often contradictory notices in the scholiasts and gram-
marians, from old inscriptions, and the ruins of Greek theatres,
from vases, statuettes, wall-paintings, and other works of art.
In the treatment of questions which depend upon evidence of
this intricate and complex character, it is inevitable that there
should be much diversity of opinion, and that numberless
opportunities should be afforded for ingenious conjectures and
fanciful combinations. As a matter of fact the whole history
of the Attic drama has been to a certain extent obscured by
the mass of controversy and hypothesis to which it has given
rise. My purpose throughout the following pages has been
to keep close to the original sources of information, to restrict
myself to such facts as seem to be fairly well established by
the evidence, and to clear the subject of all those fine-drawn
theories and conjectures which have no definite foundation to
depend upon. For every statement concerning the Attic drama
I have been careful to quote the ultimate authority, and the plan
which I have adopted, in the citation of evidence, has been as
follows. Where a passage is appealed to in support of some
mere matter of fact, about which there could be no particular
difference of opinion, I have been content to simply give the
reference. But in cases where the inference is more dubious,
I have quoted the original authorities in full, so as to enable the
reader to judge for himself as to the validity of the views
adopted in the text. It would have been impossible, within the
limits of a single volume, to discuss in detail all the points
concerning which controversies have been raised. The more
important questions I have treated at considerable length; but
as regards matters of minute detail and trivial interest, I have
merely given my own opinion in the text, and appended a
statement of the evidence in the notes.

The various books, articles, monographs, and dissertations,
which have been written on the subject of the Attic theatre and
dramatic performances, are numerous enough in themselves to
constitute a considerable literature, It will be sufficient in the
present place to mention those to which I have been principally
indebted. Of writings in which the subject is treated as a
whole the most important is Albert Muller’s Lehrbuch der
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Griechischen Bihnenalterthtimer (Freiburg, 1886)—a work which
is conspicuous for the industry, learning, and sound judgement
displayed in its compilation, and for the lucid manner in which
an immense amount of information is compressed into a com-
paratively limited space. The exhaustive account which it
contains of the bibliography of the subject is especially valuable.
Another book which I have found of the greatest help is
Schneider’s Das Attische Theaterwesen (Weimar, 1835). It
consists mainly of a citation in full of all the ancient passages
which refer to performances in the theatre; and although
Schneider’s own views and inferences are now mostly anti-
quated, and his collection of ‘Quellen’ requires to be sup-
plemented, the work will always be most interesting and
serviceable to students of the Attic drama. The description of
the Greek dramatic performances in the third volume of Bergk’s
Griechische Literaturgeschichte (Berlin, 1884) has been exceed-
ingly useful and suggestive ; and considerable assistance has
been derived from the similar account in vol. ii. pt. 2 of Bern-
hardy’s Grundriss der Griechischen Litteratur (Halle, 1880).

As regards the separate portions of the subject, the following
is a list of the treatises which I have found of most assistance.
For the Dionysiac festivals : Bockh’s dissertation, Vom Unter-
schiede der Lenden, Anthesterien, und ldndlichen Dionysien, Berlin,
1816; A. Mommsen’s Heortologte, Leipzig, 1864. For the ar-
rangements connected with the dramatic contests and the pro-
duction of a play: Rohde’s article on the Proagon in Rhein.
Museum, xxxviii. p. 251 f. ; Sauppe’s paper, Ucber die Wahl
der Richter, &c., in Sdchs. Gesellschaft der Wissensch. zu
Lespeig, 1855 ; Petersen’s Preisrichter der grossen Dionysien,
Progr. Dorpat, 1878; Lipsius, Ucber die dramatische Chorcgic,
in Sdchs. Gesell. der Wissensch., 1885. For the structure and
arrangement of the theatre: Kawerau’s article Theatergebiude,
in vol. iii. of Baumeister’s Denkmadler des klassischen Alterthums,
1888 ; Vischer's Die Entdeckungen im Dionysostheater (Neues
Schweizerisches Museusn, 1863); Julius’s article, Das Theater des
Dionysos (Zestschrift far bild. Kunst, 1878); J. R. Wheeler’s
Theatre of Dionysus (Papers of the American School of Classical
Studies at Athens, vol. i); Kabbadias, on the theatre at Epi-
daurus, in Hpaxrica s & "Abijvais dpxawdoywis éraplas, 1881 and
1883 ; the account of the Greek theatre by Wieseler in vol. 83
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of Ersch and Gruber’s Aligemeine Encyklopddie, 1866 ; Wiese-
ler’s Theatergebdude und Denkmadler des Bithnenwesens bes Griechen
und Romern, 1851; and Strack’s Das allgriechische Theater-
gebdude, Potsdam, 1843. On the question of the scenery:
Niejahr’s Quaestiones Aristophaneae Scaenicae (Greifswald, 1877);
Sommerbrodt’s De Aeschyli re scenica (in Scemica, Berlin,
1876). On the actors in the Greek drama, their costume, style,
and mode of delivery: Grysar, De Graecorum tragoedia, &c.
(Coln, 1830); K. F. Hermann, De distributione personarum
tnler histriones in tragoedits graecis (Marburg, 1840); Beer,
Ueber dic Zahl der Schauspieler bei Aristophanes (Leipzig, 1844);
Sommerbrodt’s two articles De Histrionsbus and De Arite
Histrionum, in his Scenica; Wieseler’'s Das Satyrspiel (Got-
tingen, 1848); Dierk’s two dissertations, De tragicorum histrio-
num habitu scaenico apud Graecos (Gottingen, 1883), Ucber das
Costam der griechischen Schauspieler in der alten Komodie
(Archaeol. Zeitung, xliii); Christ's Metrik der Griechen und
Romer (Leipzig, 1879). On the subject of the chorus: K. O.
Muller’s Dissertations on the Eusnenides (Engl. transl., London,
1853); G. Hermann’s De choro Eumenidun: (Opusc. ii. p. 129 ff.);
Schultze’s De chort Graecorum tragici habitu externo (Berlin,
1857); Sommerbrodt’s De chori tragici principibus, in Scenica;
and Arnoldt’s Die Chorparticen bes Aristophanes (Leipzig, 1873).

In conclusion I wish to express my obligations to Professor
Gardner for his assistance in various questions connected with
archaeology, and to Mr. Evelyn Abbott for many valuable
suggestions and criticisms. I have to thank the Council of the
Hellenic Society for their permission to reproduce the illustra-
tion of a chorus of birds from the Hellenic Journal. 1 desire
at the same time to acknowledge the great courtesy with
which Dr. Dérpfeld, of the German Archaeological Institute,
has supplied me with the latest information concerning his
excavations in the theatre of Dionysus, and his views on Greek
theatres in general.

OxroRrp, Jusne, 1889.
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

Sixce the first edition of this book was published many
important additions have been made to our knowledge of the
Greek stage. Various theatres have been excavated for the
first time; fresh inscriptions have been discovered; and the
evidence of the ancient authorities has been examined and
sifted with the minutest care. The effect has been to throw
a new light on many points which were previously obscure.
In order to incorporate these results in the present edition, it
was found necessary to make considerable alterations in the
book. The third and fourth chapters—those dealing with the
" Theatre and the Scenery—have been entirely re-written. The
first chapter, on the Dramatic Contests at Athens, has been
re-written in parts. The other chapters have been carefully
revised throughout, and numerous corrections and additions
have been inserted, especially on such subjects as the choregia,
the theoric fund, the theatre-tickets, and the costume of the
actors and the chorus. Eleven new illustrations have been added.
The old ones have been mostly retained, with the exception of
the ground-plan and the two views of the theatre at Athens,
which have been replaced by more accurate representations.

The number of books, treatises, and articles which have been
written on the subject during the last few years is so great
that it would be impossible to mention them all. I propose
in the following list to specify only those which I have found
most useful, and to which I am chiefly indebted. Many others
will be referred to in the notes. The most important work of
recent years on the Greek theatre is Dorpfeld and Reisch’s
Das griechische Theater (Athens, 1896). The admirable and
exhaustive account of the Theatre of Dionysus at Athens,
which is given in this book, has superseded all previous de-
scriptions. Dorpfeld appears to have now proved conclusively
that the stone theatre at Athens was not earlier than the fourth
century B.c., and his views on the subject have been followed
in the present edition. The book also contains a valuable
summary of the chief points of interest in other theatres
recently excavated, and a complete exposition of Dorpfeld’s
theory about the Greek stage. Some further developments
and modifications of this theory will be found in two articles
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lately published by Dorpfeld in the Bulletin de Correspondance
Hellenique, 1896, p. 563 ff., and in Athenssche Mitthedungen,
1897, p. 439 ff. After reading through Ddrpfeld’s arguments,
and those of other scholars who support his views, I am still
of opinion that the old theory is the right one, and that the
Greek actors performed on a stage from the first; though no
doubt the stage of the fifth century was much lower than that
of later times. Among other writings which deal with the
subject of the Greek theatre as a whole I may mention the
following : — Oehmichen, Das Bithnenwesen der Griechen und
Romer, Munchen, 18go ; Navarre, Dionysos, Paris, 1895 (a lucid
and well-written summary); the valuable articles by Prof. Jebb
in Smith’s Dictionary of Antiquities (v. Theatruni), and by Prof.
P. Gardner in Jevons and Gardner's Manual of Greek and
Roman Antiquities ; and Bethe’s Prolegomena sur Geschichte des
Theaters im Alterthum, Leipzig, 1896. This last book, though
often rather fanciful in its conclusions, is full of useful informa-
tion and interesting suggestions.

To turn to the treatises on special portions of the subject.
The point which has been most discussed in recent years is
the question of the stage. The following are among the more
important articles which have been written in favour of Dorpfeld’s
views :— White, The Stage in Aristophanes (Harvard Studies,
ii. pp. 159-205); Bodensteiner, Scentsche Fragen im griechischen
Drama (Leipzig, 1893); Capps, The Chorus in the later Greek
Drama (American Journal of Archaeology, x. 3. pp. 287-325),
The Stage tn the Greek Theatre (New Haven, 1891), Vitruvius
and the Greck Stage (Studies tn Classical Philology, Chicago,
1893, p. 3ff). The opposite side of the question has been
defended by Todt, Noch einmal dic Bithne des Aeschylos (Philo-
logus, 1889, p. 505 ff.); Curtius, Orchestra und Bithne (Berliner
Philolog. 1Wochenschrift, 1893, p. 97 ff.); Prof. E. Gardner,
A Plea for Vitruvius (Supplementary Papers of the Hellenic
Journal, 1892, p. 92 f); Lechat, Epidaure (Paris, 189s,
p. 215ff.); Zacher, Die crhohte Buthne bei Aristophanes (Philo-
logus, 1896, p. 181 ff.); Chamonard, Bulletin de Corr. Hellénique,
1896, p. 294 ff. (an admirable criticism); and also in various
reviews of Dorpfeld’s book, and especially by Bethe (Gottingssche
gelehrte Ansgeigen, 1897, pp. 701-28), and by A. Mauller (Ber’,
Philolog. Wochenschrift, 1897, pp. 1121-31). Special views,
which may be regarded as a sort of compromise between the
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ordinary theory and that of Dérpfeld, are advocated by Weismann
in Die scemische Auffahrung der griechischen Dyamen (Munchen,
1893), Zur Thymele-frage (Jahrb. fir classische Philologie, 1895,
Pp. 673-9), Scenische Anweisungen, &°c. (Bamberg, 1896); and
by Christ in Jahrb. fir classische Philologie, 1894, p. 27ft.,
p.157 ff.,, and Sitsungsberichte der bayer. Akad. der Wissenschaften,
1894, pp. 1-52. All these articles, together with others which
might be mentioned, have been of great service in the prepara-
tion of the present edition. Opinions may differ as to the
soundness of the views which they respectively advocate. But
there can be no doubt that this exhaustive discussion of the
subject has brought to light many new facts, and cleared up
many difficulties.

As regards the theatres which have been recently explored
and excavated, I have consulted (in addition to Dérpfeld’s
book) the following sources :—Hermann, Bohn, and Frinkel,
Ausgrabungen zu Pergamon, Berlin, 1888, p. 40 ff. (theatre
at Pergamon); Athen. Mittheslungen, 1894, p. 65 fl. (theatre
at Magnesia) ; Papers of the American School of Archaeological
Studies at Athens, 1888, pp. 1-34 (Thoricus) ; American Journal
. of Archaeology, 1891, p. 253 ff., 1895, p. 331 ff. (Eretria); Jbid.
1889, p. 267 ff., 1893, p. 388 ff. (Sicyon); Defrasse and Lechat,
Epidaure, Paris, 1895 (Epidaurus); Schultz, Gardner, and
Loring in Excavations at Megalopolis, Supplement to Hellenic
Journal, 1892 (Megalopolis); Chamonard, Bulletin de Corr.
Hellenique, 1896, p. 256 fl. (Delos); Athen. Miltheilungen, 1893,
p- 404 ff. (Tralles); Lanckoronski, Stddte Pamphyliens und
Pisidiens, Wien, 1892 (contains a very valuable account, with
excellent plans and illustrations, of certain Asia Minor theatres
hitherto but little known); Schrader, Berl Philolog. Wochen-
schrift, April 16, 1898, pp. 508, 509 (a brief preliminary notice
of the interesting theatre at Priene, lately excavated).

The subject of the choregic arrangements has been ably
treated by Capps in his Dramatic Synchoregia at Athens (American
Journal of Philology, xvii. 3. pp. 319-28), which I have followed
in most points. For certain questions connected with the
Dionysiac festivals I have consulted with advantage Korte’s
article Zu Dionysos-Festen (Rhein. Museum, 1897, pp. 168-74),
and Wachsmuth, Das Thukydideische Urathen (Abhandl. der
Sdchs. Gesellschaft der Wissenschafien, xviii. pp. 1-56). As
for the costume of actors and chorus, the most valuable and
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instructive of recent treatises are Korte’s Studien sur allen
Komodie (Jahrb. des archacol. Inmstituts, 1893, pp. 61-93), and
his articles in Athen. Mitthetlungen, 1894, p. 346ff., and in
Bethe’s Prolegomena, p. 339 ff. ; Crusius, in Philologus, xlviii.
p.696 ff.; Poppelreuter, De Comoediae Atticac Primordsis, Berlin,
1893 ; Loeschcke, Athen. Miitheslungen, 1894, p. 519ff.; and
Bethe’s Prolegoniena, p. 35ff. Other articles on special points
from which I have taken various suggestions are—Neckel,
Das Ekkyklemna (Friedland, 1890); Cook, The Thymele 1n Greek
Theatres (Classical Review, Oct. 1895); Reisch, Griechische
Weshgeschenke (Wien, 189o); and Svoronos, Iep: 7dv Elourmpiov
(Journal International & Archéologie Numismatique, 1898, i. pp.
37-120). I should also mention Albert Muller’'s Die neueren
Arbeiten auf dem Gebiele des griech. Biihnenwesens (Philologus,
Suppl. vi. 18g91)—an interesting and judicious criticism of the
various writings about the Greek stage which had appeared
shortly before the publication of the article.

It will be seen that many of the authorities mentioned in
the preface to the first edition have been superseded, at any
rate in part, by these more recent investigations. But I have
thought it best to reprint the earlier list, since there are few
of the old authorities which are not still worth consulting on
some point or another.

I gladly take this -opportunity of expressing my obligations
to various friends for the corrections and suggestions which
they have sent to me. 1 have derived many valuable hints from
the reviews and notices of the first edition, and especially from
the very friendly and useful criticism by Mr., L. C. Purser in
Hermathena, and from that by Mr. H. Richards in the Academy.
I am greatly indebted to Professor E. Gardner for the photo-
graph of the Epidaurian theatre which is reproduced in Fig. 7;
and to the Council of the Hellenic Society for their permission
to copy from the Hellenic Journal the illustration of a satyric
chorus. I have to thank the Provost of Oriel, Professor P.
Gardner, Mr. F. Madan, Rev. G. C. Richards, and other friends
for their help and advice in various matters; and Dr. Albert
Maller, Professor White, and Mr. Capps for their kindness in
sending me writings of theirs on the subject of the Greek stage
which have proved of very great service.

OxForp, July, 1898.
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PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION

AFTER the lamented death of Mr. Haigh, the Delegates of
the Clarendon Press entrusted me with the revision of his book
for a third edition, and his relatives kindly supplied me with the
materials which he had collected for a revision. I have tried
to follow as far as possible such indications as I could find of
his own intentions in regard to the new edition. He had re-
written parts of Chapters I and II, and his review of Puch-
stein’s Die griechische Biahne showed sufficiently what view he
took of that work. He also left careful analyses of many papers
which had appeared in periodicals since the second edition,
with occasional criticisms. It is clear from the manner in which
the portions of the book referred to were re-written that he in-
tended to cut out many of the repetitions, both of matter and
expression, which had been allowed to remain in the second
edition. I have therefore felt at liberty to follow him in this
respect ; but the space gained has been almost all filled by the
new matter which it has been necessary to insert, either at the
suggestion of his own notes, or in consequence of important
writings on the subject since the last edition.

Since 1898 the inscriptions bearing upon the Greek drama
have been the subject of thorough investigation at the hands of
Prof. Edward Capps, Dr. Adolph Wilhelm, and others. The
complete treatment of all the inscriptional evidence in the
latter’s Urkunden dramatischer Auffihrungen in Athen, just
published, is an invaluable contribution to the history of the
Greek theatre and drama, and I have made as much use of it
as the time of its publication allowed, the revision of the present
volume having been almost completed by that date. It was
beyond the scope of the present work to embark on a full dis-
cussion of the points of detail on which the chief authorities on
the inscriptions differ ; but I have re-written many of the notes
on these points, and have tried to give sufficient indications of
the character of the evidence. Further, in re-writing Appendix
B, as it was necessary to do in the light of recent work on the
subject, 1 have thought it best to give the reader access to con-
siderably more of the inscriptional material, though still omitting
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many fragments whose readings, date, or meaning were too
uncertain to allow them to be of value to the ordinary student.

Puchstein’s book, Dse griechische Biihne, above referred to,
is the other work of first-rate importance in connexion with the
Greek theatre which has appeared since 1898. There has been
much controversy in regard to the theories contained in it, and
Dr. Dérpfeld has published a reply to most of Puchstein’s con-
tentions (Athenische Mitthetlungen, 1903, 383 ff.). But though in
several points of detail Puchstein’s position seems to be open to
criticism, it is very difficult to believe that Dr. Dérpfeld has
improved his case for his own theory; and I have followed both
Mr. Haigh’s view and my own conviction, in not modifying in
any essential point the opinions expressed in the last edition.
I have, however, altered the expressions ‘Lycurgean’ and
‘ Hellenistic’ in most cases where they were applied in the last
edition to the stage-buildings of different periods, since Puch-
stein’s work makes it at least an open question whether some of
the ¢ Lycurgean’ work is not to be ascribed to an earlier period,
‘and some of the ¢ Hellenistic * work to Lycurgus. Mr. Haigh’s
manuscript notes show, I think, that he would have approved of
this. The new section on Puchstein’s theory follows in most
points the lines of Mr. Haigh’s article on the subject in the
Classical Review. 1 have inserted a number of references to
the writings of Puchstein, Dérpfeld, and others who have taken
part in the controversy as to the stage-buildings; and I have in
many cases written fresh notes upon these and other points
which have come into dispute since 1898, or upon which fresh
light has been thrown. In cases where I could find no warrant
in Mr. Haigh’s own notes or writings for the views expressed,
I have included these notes in square brackets, and I have, so
far as I could, avoided inserting in the text anything with which
I had reason to think he would have disagreed.

On one point on which there has recently been much con-
troversy, the site of the Lenaeum, I have thought it best to
relegate the discussion to a new Appendix; partly owing to its
complicated character, and partly because I am not sure that
Mr. Haigh would have entirely agreed with my views. He had
not of course seen Miss Harrison’s Primitive Athens, and 1 do
not think he had read some other recent writings on the subject,
when he began to re-write Chapter I; in particular, he seems
not to have been acquainted with Nilsson’s Studia de Dionysiis




PREFACE xiii

Athicis—the most valuable contribution of recent years to dis-
cussions on the festivals. 1 have therefore allowed myself
a fairly free hand in dealing with this topic. I am much in-
debted to Mr. W. H. Forbes of Balliol College for his kind
criticisms on this part of my work.

The following are the principal writings which have been
published since the last edition, and which 1 have been able to
consult, besides those already named: E. Capps, papers in the
American Journal of Philology, American Journal of Archaeo-
logy, and Chicago Decennial Publications,vol. vi; Miss Harrison,
Prolegomena to the Study of Greek Religion; E. A. Gardner,
Ancient Athens ; Roberts and Gardner, Greek Epigraphy, vol. ii ;
Mazon, Sur le Proagon (Rev. de Philologie, 1903); A. Miiller,
Untersuchungen su den Bihnenalterthimern, and papers in Philo-
logus and Berlin. Philolog. Wochenschrift; Noack, Das Pro-
skenion in dey Theaterfrage (Philologus, lviii); Exon, 4 New
Theory of the Eccyclema (Hermathena, xxvi); Dorpfeld, papers
in Hermes and Athenische Mittheslungen; Frei, De certamsni-
bus Thymelsicis; Hampel, Was lehrt Aischylos’ Orestie fir die
Theaterfrage ? ; Flickinger, The meaning of éri tijs axpvis in the
Fourth Century B.c. ; Engelmann, Archdologische Studien zu den
Tragikern; P. Gardner, The Scenery of the Greek Stage (J. Hell.
Stud.,, 1899); Devrient, Das Kind auf der antsken Bihne
Dignan, The Idle Actor in Aeschylus; Volker, Berithmte Schau-
spieler im griechischen Alterthum ; J. W. White, An Unrecognized
Actor 1w Greek Comedy (Harvard Stud. Class. Phil, 1906);
Hense, Die Modsficirung der Maske in der griechischen Tragodie ;
Korte, Das Fortleben des Chors sm griechischen Drama (Neue
Jahrb. far Philol,, 19oo); Navarre, Utrum Mulieres Athentenses
scenicos ludos spectaverint; Romer, Uber den litterarisch-aesthe-
lischen Bildungsstand des attischen Theaterpublikums ; Foucart,
Le Culte de Dionysos en Attique ; besides the reviews of many
of these works, and the introductions and notes to Starkie’s,
Rogers’s, Sharpley’s, and van Leeuwen’s editions of a number
of plays of Aristophanes, and various articles in Pauly-
Wissowa, Real-Encyclopddie.

A. W. PICKARD-CAMBRIDGE.

Bavtior CoLrEGE, January, 1907.
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THE ATTIC THEATRE

CHAPTER 1
DRAMATIC CONTESTS AT ATHENS

§ 1. General Character of the Contests.

THE Attic drama, like most ancient forms of art and poetry,
was originally the offspring of religious enthusiasm. It was
developed out of the songs and dances in honour of Dionysus,
the god of wine and vegetation. In course of time, as it
assumed a regular dramatic shape, its range of subject was
extended far beyond the limits of the Bacchic mythology.
Its religious significance was also gradually diminished, and
it began to be written more and more from the purely human
point of view. But in spite of these changes, its outward
connexion with the Bacchic worship was preserved unimpaired
throughout the whole period of its history. Dramatic repre-
sentations at Athens were confined, from first to last, to the
great festivals of Dionysus. They were regarded as a religious
ceremonial, as an act of homage to the god. They never
became, as with us, an ordinary amusement of everyday life.
During the greater part of the year the Athenians had to be
content with other forms of entertainment. It was only when
the annual festivals of Dionysus came round that they were
able to gratify their passion for the stage. On such occasions
their eagerness and enthusiasm were proportionately great.
The whole city kept holiday, and gave itself up to pleasure,
and to the worship of the wine-god. Business was abandoned ;
the law-courts were closed ; distraints for debt were forbidden
during the continuance of the festival; even prisoners were
released from gaol, to enable them to share in the common
festivities,! The theatre, the chief centre of attraction, was
thronged with spectators; and the number of plays provided

1 Dem. Androt. § 68, and schol. ad loc.; Meid. § 10, &c.
HAIGH B
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was large enough to compensate for their scarcity at other
periods. Several days in succession were devoted to the
drama. Tragedies and comedies followed one another without
intermission from morning till evening. In the midst of these
pleasures the religious aspect of the performance, as a ceremony
in honour of Dionysus, established in obedience to the direct
commands of the oracle,! was not forgotten. The audience
came with garlands on their heads, as to a sacred gathering.
The statue of Dionysus was brought to the theatre, and placed
in front of the stage, so that the god might enjoy the spectacle
along with his worshippers.! The chief seats in the theatre
were mostly occupied by priests, and the central seat of all
was reserved for the priest of Dionysus.! The performance
of plays was preceded by the sacrifice of a victim to the god
of the festival. The poets who wrote the plays, the choregi
who paid for them, and the actors and singers who performed
them, were all looked upon as ministers of religion, and their
persons were sacred and inviolable. The theatre itself possessed
all the sanctity attaching to a divine temple. Any form of
outrage committed there was treated, not merely as an offence
against the ordinary laws, but as a sacrilegious act, and was
punished with corresponding severity. The ordinary course
of law was not considered sufficient, and they were dealt with
under an exceptional process at a special meeting of the
Assembly.* It is recorded that on one occasion a certain
Ctesicles was put to death for merely striking a personal enemy
during the procession.® Merely to eject a man from a seat
which he had taken wrongfully was a piece of sacrilege
punishable with death.® These various characteristics of the
Attic drama —its limitation to certain annual festivals, and its
religious associations—have no parallel on the modern stage,
apart from isolated survivals like the performance at Ober-
Ammergau. The modern theatre has long since been divorced
from ecclesiastical influence, and is unrestricted as to season.
But its original surroundings were not dissimilar. The Mysteries
and Miracle Plays from which it is descended, and which were

1 Dem. Meid. §§ 51-3. ¢ Dem. Meid. §§ 8-10.
3 See below, p. 9. 5 Ibid. § 180.
3 C. 1 A. ii.. 240-39¢4. Hesych. ¢ Ibid. § 178.

8.v. veunoes Oas.
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performed year by year for the instruction of the people on
the great Feast-days of the Church, suggest many points of
comparison with the exhibitions at the Attic Dionysia.

Another remarkable feature of the ancient theatre is the fact
that almost all the dramatic representations were arranged
in the form of a contest. Prizes were offered by the managers
of the festival, and poets and actors exhibited their plays
in competition with one another. The victory was awarded
by the decision of a carefully selected jury. It is curious to
notice how strongly implanted in the Greek nature was this
passion for anything in the shape of a contest. It was not
peculiar to the drama, or to the Athenian festivals, but pre-
vailed throughout Greece in all festal gatherings where music
and poetry were performed. Every Greek city of any impor-
tance had its annual meetings, with a long list of competitions.
There were contests in choral singing of various kinds ; contests
in original poetry, and in the recitation of ancient epics;
contests between harp-players, flute-players, trumpeters, and
heralds. In this respect a Greek festival was not unlike
a Welsh Eisteddfod, with its rival bards and choruses. In
the case of the drama the element of competition must have
added largely to the interest of the entertainment, and must
have acted as a powerful stimulus upon the minds of poets
and performers alike. The fertility of the old Attic dramatists,
and the energy which enabled them to produce, in extreme old
age, such masterpieces as the Agamemnon of Aeschylus, the
Oedipus Coloneus of Sophocles, and the Bacchae of Euripides,
may have been partly due to the invigorating influence of
the contests, and the rivalry which they engendered.

The management of the dramatic performances was in the
hands of the State, and was entrusted to the same official who
had the general control of the festival. The superintendence
which he exercised was not merely a formal one. His duties
were important and carefully defined. He had to select
the poets who took part in the competitions, and the plays
which they exhibited. He had to choose the actors, and distribute
them among the different poets. He was also responsible for
seeing that the work of preparation was carefully carried out.
The expense of the performance was one of the regular public
burdens, and was imposed in turn upon the richer citizens.

B2
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In modern times there is no example of a theatre so entirely
dependent upon the State. In England the drama is left solely
to private enterprise. In countries like France and Germany,
though certain theatres receive subventions from the State, and
are subject to a code of rules, the government takes little part
in the direction of their affairs. But the Athenian drama stood
on a different footing. As a sacred ceremonial, closely connected
with the religious worship of the State, it was naturally placed
under public control. Even from the secular point of view
it was considered a fitting object for the attention of statesmen.
« To provide for the amusement and instruction of the people
was, according to the Greeks, one of the regular duties of
a government; and they would have thought it unwise to
abandon to private venturers an institution which possessed
the educational value and wide popularity of the drama. For
the audience to which the Athenian poet addressed himself was
in reality a gathering of the whole body of his fellow countrymen.
The theatre of Dionysus was capable of containing nearly twenty
thousand people. Books were not plentiful, and their use was
confined to a limited class. The ordinary Athenian depended
for his literary pleasures upon the various public performances
and recitations of poetical compositions. The drama was,
therefore, much more to him than to a modern playgoer. At
the present day, when continual supplies of fresh literature
are accessible to every one, it is hard to realize the excitement
and expectancy with which an Athenian looked forward to the
annual exhibition of dramas at the Dionysia. It was here that
his taste for novelty in literature was gratified. It was here
that he found an equivalent for the books, magazines, and
newspapers of modern civilization. Hence he was able to sit
day after day, from morning to evening, listening to tragedy
and comedy, without any feeling of satiety. The enthusiasm
with which the drama was regarded, and the direct manner
in which the author was brought into contact with the whole
body of his countrymen, contributed to make the vocation of
the dramatic writer one of the very greatest importance.] The
leading tragic poets especially exercised a most profound
influence upon the national mind and character. They were
the teachers of the people. Their writings were invested with
an almost Homeric sanctity, and appealed to as authorities
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on questions of science and morality. Maxims and quotations
from their plays were upon every one’s lips. Many passages
in Aristophanes and Plato prove the enormous influence for
good and evil which was exercised by the Greek tragic poets,
and there is probably no other instance in history of a drama
which was so thoroughly popular, and formed so essentlal a part
of the national life.!

§ 2. Earliest history of Dramatic Compelitions.

The establishment of these dramatic contests under State
management dates, not from the earliest period of the drama,
but from the time when it had begun to assume a fixed and
definite shape. Originally there were no public competitions.
The various innovations upon the old hymns to Dionysus, out
of which the drama was evolved, were carried out at first by
voluntary effort. Thespis is said to have introduced tragedy
into Athens. But his earliest exhibitions were given on his
own responsibility, and as a private speculation.? The develop-
ment of comedy was also the result of individual enterprise.
The performance was for a long time left to amateurs, and
regarded as of no importance. It was only when the drama
had attained a certain pitch of excellence, and become widely
popular, that it was taken in hand by the State, and annual
contests introduced.? The date of their institution cannot always
be determined exactly. It differed in the case of different
festivals, and in the case of tragedy as compared with comedy.
But there is sufficient evidence to show that no contest was
earlier in date than the latter half of the sixth century.

All these competitions, as we have seen, were confined to the
festivals of Dionysus. In Attica these were of four kinds.
There were the Rural Dionysia, celebrated in the various Attic
demes; and there were the feasts held in Athens itself, the
Anthesteria, the City Dionysia, and the Lenaea.® The importance

! See esp. Aristoph. Ran. 1008 ff., ¢ For dramatic exhibitions in other
1054 fI. ; Plat. Rep. 508 D, E. parts of Greece, see The Tragic Drama
3 Plat. Solon. p. 95 B. dpxouévaw 3¢  of the Greeks, p. 436.
r&v wepl Oéamy 87 Ty 1paypliar xiveiv, $ Gilbert (Die Festzeiten der atti-
xal 33 T xawéryra Tots woAhois schen Dionysien, 1872) and more
dyorros rob wpdypatos, ovsm B¢ els recently Dorpfeld (Das griechische
&urar dvayéwiov ifnypivov k1A, Theater, p. 9) have attempted to show
? Aristot, Poet. c. v. that the Lenaea was only a part of the



6 DRAMATIC CONTESTS AT ATHENS [cH.

of these gatherings from the theatrical point of view varied
considerably. The Anthesteria seems at no time to have had
much connexion with the drama. The Rural Dionysia were
merely provincial celebrations, and depended almost entirely
for their supply of plays upon the Athenian theatre. The City
Dionysia and the Lenaea were the really significant festivals
in the history of the ancient stage. It was here that the great
Attic poets exhibited their works, and it was here that the drama
was first brought to perfection. Each festival had its peculiar
character. At the City Dionysia tragedy held the chief place;
at the Lenaea comedy was of most importance. Various
indications show that this was the case. In the list of pro-
ceedings at the City Dionysia tragedy is placed last of all,
as being the chief attraction; while in the list referring to the
Lenaea the same place is assigned to comedy, and for the same
reason.! Again, the dithyramb, the original source of tragedy,
was from the first a prominent feature at the City Dionysia,
though unknown at the Lenaea till a late period.? On the other
hand the comic actors’ contest was introduced into the Lenaea
long before it was extended to the City Dionysia. This difference
between the two festivals, as regards the type of drama preferred
by each, was probably due to some original difference in the cult
of the two deities, Dionysus Eleuthereus and Dionysus Lenaeus,
to whom they were respectively consecrated.?

§ 3. The City Dionysia.

The City Dionysia, the feast of Dionysus Eleuthereus,* was
the most famous and magnificent of all the Bacchic festivals, and

Anthesteria, and that the Anthesteria
was only the Athenian counterpart of
the Rural Dionysia. Gilbert was refuted
by Schomann, Alterth. ii. 579-99.
Wachsmuth,Abhandl.der Sachs.Gesell.
der Wissensch. xviii. p. 33ff.,and Korte,
Rhein. Mus., 1897, p. 168 fI, show that
an inscription C. 1. A. ii. 834¢b proves
that there must have been a consider-
able interval between the Lenaea and
Anthesteria. It is an account of the
sums expended by the émordra "EAev-
awéler in B.C. 329-328. In col. ii. 46
we read ¢mordraisénipraia els Aiovioa
6Poar AA; in ii. 68, twenty-two lines
later, els Xods 3npuocios lepeiov xTA.
(The adjective émAfvacos is also found

in the papyrus of Ath. Pol. c. 57, and
the inscription confirms the reading
¢mpraior, which editors alter to ém
Anwaig). [The whole subject of the
Dionysiac festivals has been investi-
gated afresh by Nilsson (Studia de
Dionysiis Atticis, 19goo), who proves
at length the separateness of the four
festivals.]

! Dem, Meid. § 10.

? See below, p. 9.

3 [See articles on Dionysus in Pauly-
Wissowa, Real-Encycl., and Preller-
Robert, Griech. Mythologie.

¢ Paus. i. 29; Philostrat. Vit. Soph.
P. 549-
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was therefore also called the Great Dionysia, or simply the
Dionysia, without any further epithet.! It was held from the
first inside the city, at the sacred enclosure of Eleuthereus?®
on the south of the Acropolis. Hence the name City Dionysia,
to distinguish it from the Anthesteria and the Lenaea, which, at
any rate in early times, were celebrated outside the walls,
A poet who brought out his plays at this festival was said
to exhibit them ‘in the city’; if successful, he was said to
have won ‘a city victory’® The feast lasted for at least five
days, and possibly for six. It took place in the month
Elaphebolion, at a date corresponding to the end of March.*
The spring was then just beginning, and the sea had again
become navigable.® Consequently the city was crowded with
visitors from all parts of Greece, It was at this season that the
allies came to Athens to pay the annual tribute. Ambassadors
from foreign states often chose this time for the transaction
of diplomatic business. Large numbers of strangers were
attracted by mere pleasure, and the celebrity of the festival,
Aeschines, in his rhetorical language, describes the audience
in the theatre at the City Dionysia as consisting of the ‘whole
Greek nation’ The presence of so many strangers gave
a lively appearance to the streets, in marked contrast to the
quietness which prevailed at the winter festival of the Lenaea.’
The Athenians gladly seized this opportunity of displaying
before foreign Greeks the glories of their city. The various
spectacles provided, the religious ceremonial, the trains of

! Awrdgia Td év dora C, L. A.ii. 341,
403, 404 ; Atovvaia 7d doried Thuc. v,
20; Aovvoia 7@ peyaia Athen. Pol. c.
56,C. L. A.ii. 312,331; Aworigia Athen.
Pol. c. 56.

.2 This is proved by the inscription
on the chief seat at the theatre, Tepéws
Awrigov "EAevdepias (C. 1. A. iii. 240).

3 yien dorum) Diog. Laert. viii. go.
To produce plays at the City Dionysia
was & dorea 8i3doxew Schol. Aristoph.
Ran. 67, or eis dorv xabiévar Arg. ii.
Aristoph, Aves: cf. &3agkaia doTiky
Plut. X Orat. 839 D.

* The feast of Asclepius and the
Proagon were on the 8th of Elaphe-
bolion, Aeschin. Ctesiph. § 67; the
Proagon took place ‘a few days’ before
the City Dionysia, Schol. ibid.: the

City Dionysia cannot therefore have
begun before the 1oth. The festival
must have terminated on the 1sth,
since after it came the Pandia, the
next day the ¢xxAngia tv Awovioov, and
the next day, when the first assembly
mentioned by Aeschines and Demo-
sthenes took place, was the 18th. See
Aeschin. Ctes. § 68; Fals, Leg. § 61;
Dem. Meid. § 8.

3 Stormy weather sometimes inter-
fered with the proceedings. In the
time of Demetrius a snowfall prevented
the procession. Theophr. Char. 3;
Plut. Demetr. p. 894 B.

¢ Aeschin. C(tes. § 43; cf. Dem.
Meid. § 74.

1 Aristoph. Ach. 505, 506 ; Thuc. v.
23.
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sacrificial victims, the choral songs and dances, the tragedies
and comedies exhibited before countless multitudes in the vast
open-air theatre, were all calculated to impress strangers with
the wealth, public spirit, and artistic supremacy of Athens.

The first day of the festival was devoted to a grand religious
procession, in which the ancient image of Dionysus Eleuthereus,
preserved in one of his temples at the foot of the Acropolis,
played a prominent part.! There was a tradition that this statue,
together with the cult of the deity, had been originally brought
to Athens from Eleutherae, a border town between Attica and
Boeotia. The procession was instituted to commemorate this
sacred event. The statue was taken out of its shrine, and
carried along the road to Eleutherae as far as a certain temple
near the Academy. It was then brought back again, following
on its return the actual route traversed on its first entrance into
Athens.? As a spectacle, this procession was the most mag-
nificent part of the whole festival. Athenians of every class,

men, women, and even girls, came out to witness or take part in °

it. The casual encounters which took place on these occasions
might serve as a foundation for the plots of the New Comedy.?
The membersofthe processionwere dressed inbrilliantly coloured

garments. Some of them wore ornaments of gold, and had masks -

upon their faces. The rich drove in chariots ; the poorer classes
walked on foot.* In front came the archon, the manager of the
festival, attended by various magistrates and priests. The ephebi,
equipped with shields and spears, acted as escort to the sacred
image.® A long train of victims followed, partly provided by the
State, partly offered by individuals, or by different classes of the
population.®* The canephori, young virgins bearing upon their
heads the baskets containing the sacrificial implements, formed
one of the most picturesque features in the show. The choregi
were also there, attended by their respective choruses, all dressed
in striking costume. When Demosthenes served as choregus to
his tribe, he had a gold crown and embroidered mantle made

! The procession must have been on 3 Paus. i. 99 n, g8. 8; Philostrat.
the first day, for (1) in Dem. Meid. Vit. Soph. p.
§ 10 it comes first in the list of pro- 3 Menand Fragm. 558 (Kock).
ceedings, (2) it was not till after the ¢ Plut. Cupid. Divit. 527 E.
procession was over that the statue 8 C. L. A. il 420, 470, 471.
was placed in the theatre to witness ¢ C. L A.ii. 471, 741.
the dramatic and dithyrambic contests.

S~ T



1] THE CITY DIONYSIA 9

specially for use at the procession. Alcibiades on a similar
occasion was dressed in purple, and excited much admiration by
his beauty.! From these few details, which happen to have been
recorded, we may form some notion of the general splendour of
the spectacle. The route followed by the procession was as
follows. On leaving the Temple of Dionysus it came first to the
market-place, where a halt was made, and a chorus danced and
sang before the statues of the twelve gods? It then marched
out through the city gates along the road to Eleutherae. 'When
it reached the Academy the statue of the god was placed on
a pedestal, and the different victims were sacrificed. The rest
of the day was spent in feasting and merriment.® At nightfall
they returned to Athens by torchlight. But the sacred image,
instead of being restored to its shrine, was carried to the theatre
by the ephebi, and set up in the orchestra, so as to be present at
the entertainments given on the following days.*

These entertainments were of two kinds. There were the
dramatic contests, in tragedy, comedy, and satyric drama; and
there were the lyrical contests, at which dithyrambs were per-
formed.* The dithyramb was a hymn in honour of Dionysus,
sung to the accompaniment of the flute by a chorus of fifty
members. The chorus stood in a circular form round the
altar, and was therefore called a ‘cyclic’ chorus. At the City
Dionysia there were two of these lyrical contests, one between
five choruses of boys, and the other between five choruses of
men.! The first contest of men took place in B.c. 509-508, in

! Dem. Meid. § 22 ; Athen. p. 534 C.

* Xen. Hipparch. iii. 2.

* Philostrat. Vit. Soph. p. 549.

* C. 1 A.ii. 470, 471. Hence Aris-
,tophanes in the Frogs selects Dionysus
as the most experienced of dramatic
critics. Cf. also Aristoph. Eq. 536
Oedoda As wapd 7§ Acovbog. Late
writers (Philostrat. Vit. Apoll. p. 161 ;
Dio Chrys., orat. g1, p. 631 R) pro-
test against shedding human blood in
gladiatorial combats in the very or-
chestra visited by the god Dionysus.

! In the lists of victors at the City
Dionysia (C. I. A. ii. 971 a-e, iv. 971
f-h) the contests enumerated are
always the same, viz. waidow, do3piv,
kwupdiy, rpayepdov. Cp. Athen. Pol.
¢ 56 xopn?;‘n 7paypdois kabioTno: Tpeis

.« . émaTa waparaBaw Tods xopnyods Tods
bmreypévovs 1md 1@ PuAaw els Aioviaia
dyv3pdow xal wawsly xal xwugdols xTA.
Dem. Meid. § 10 xal rois & Gore
Aworvgios 9 wouny) xal ol waides (xal ol
&v3pes) xal & kwpos xal ol xwpqedal xal ol
7paypdol. (The words xai ol dvlbim
have obviously fallen out.) Cp. also
C. L. A. ii. 553 (list of victors waaiy 4
dyv3pdarv).

¢ Dem. Meid. § 156 loosely calls the
choruses of men avAnral dvdpes, and
the author of the first Argument to the
speech, misled by this, states that
there were adAni1év xopol at the City
Dionysia. But other passages in the
speech, e.g. §§ 15, 17, show that the
expression means not that the men
were flute-players, but that they sang

.,
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the Archonship of Lysagoras, though the system of choregia
was probably not introduced till a few years later.! Each chorus
was provided by one of the ten Attic tribes. Hence all ten tribes
took part in one or other of the two competitions.? The contest
was essentially a tribal one. The members of each chorus,
together with the choregus, were selected exclusively from the
tribe which they represented.® The victory of the chorus was
a victory for the tribe. The prize of victory, the tripod, though
given to the choregus, and erected in some public place at his
expense, was regarded as equally the property of the tribe.* In
the records of dithyrambic competitions the name of the vic-
torious tribe was always placed in the most prominent position.
The dramatic contests, on the other hand, had no connexion
with the tribes. Actors, choruses, and choregi were chosen
indiscriminately from the whole population.® The performers
competed in their own interest solely, and not as representatives
of any other body. The records of dramatic victories give merely
the names of the choregus, the poet, and the principal actor.®
It is important to keep this difference between the two kinds of
contest clearly in view, since many mistakes have been caused
by attributing to the dramatic kind features which belong
exclusively to the dithyrambic.

§ 4. Tragedy at the City Dionysia.

Of the dramatic performances at the City Dionysia, which
we have next to consider, the tragic were the most important.

dithyrambs accompanied by the flute.
See Wieseler, Das Satyrspiel, pp. 46-
8

! [Marmor Par. ep. 46. For the
archon v. Munro, Class. Rev, xv. p.
357. For choregia v. Capps, Intro-
duction of Comedy to the City Diony-
sia, p. 27 ff.

2 Schol. Aeschin. Timarch. § 11 &
&ovs *Abpyvaio [ xaréoTnoar) xard PpuAny
wevrhikovra waidwy xopdy ) dvdpdv, Hare
yevéada Béxa xopovs, medy) xal Séxa
¢vAai. Adyorrar 32 ol &i8vpauBot xopol
xvKMot, kal xopds KUKAtos.

' Dem. Meid. § 13; Antiphon orat.
vi. §§ 12, 13.

¢ Lysias xxi. § 2; Dem. Meid. § 5
Tiis puAfs d3ixws dpaipedelans dv 7 piwoda.
The choregus of a dithyrambic chorus

was said yopyyeiv ) ¢vAf. Plut. X
orat. 835 B ixophymoe xvxAip xopd 13
abrob QuAj dywrioulvy 8ibupduBy :
Isaeus v. § 36 obros ydp T puév rv)\ﬁ els
Awovigia xopnyfoas térapros éyivero,
Tpaypdois 8¢ xal wuppixiorals Goraros,
(Bentley’semendation, Térapros éyévero
Tpayplois,kal mupixiarais loraros makes
Dicaeogenes fourth in the tragic con-
test, in which there were never more
than three competitors.)

% In the time of Aristotle the choregi
in comedy were appointedby the tribes.
But this was a late innovation, and
produced no change in the character
of the contest. See chap. ii. § 2.

¢ C.I. A. ii. 971 (printed in Appen-
dix B). Ibid. ii. rag4 ff.
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The City Dionysia was specially connected with the growth of
the tragic drama, and it was here that the earliest public contests
in tragedy were established. The first competition was held in
B. C. 535, and was rendered doubly memorable by the fact that
Thespis, now an old man, took part in the performance, and
won the prize of victory.! Shortly before this time Pisistratus,
who was a great patron of art and literature, had returned from
exile, and begun his last tyranny. It must have been under his
auspices, therefore, that tragedy was first officially recognized
by the State, and made an annual institution. As to the
character of these early contests, and the arrangements con-
cerning the number of poets and plays, nothing has been
recorded.! It is uncertain whether the regulations were the
same as those which afterwards prevailed during the fifth
century. But we are told that the tragic poet Choerilus, who
began to exhibit in 523, composed no less than a hundred and
sixty plays.® The largeness of the number would seem to show
that even in the sixth century it was the custom for each
competing poet to bring out several plays at each festival.
When we turn to the fifth century, the information is fairly
complete. Several records have been preserved, referring
chiefly to the three great tragic poets, and giving a more or
less detailed account of the results of the competitions. It
may be interesting to mention some of these records. The
earliest refers to the year 499, and tells us that three poets—
Aeschylus, Choerilus, and Pratinas—took part in the tragic
contest.* From the next we learn that in 472 Aeschylus won
the first prize, and that the plays he exhibited were the
Phineus, Persae, Glaucus, and the satyric drama Prometheus.®
In 467, Aeschylus was first with the Laius, Oedipus, Septem

1 Narm. Par ep. 43 d¢’ o) @éoms &
[éparn), wearos 3s i3idage
l.lp]a[;m tv &)or[e, xal i1réén & [1]pdyos
afior), Iy . The date is muti-
ated, but must have fallen between
542 and §20, the preceding and subse-
quent epochs. Suidas s.v. ©éoms
(43iBage 3 Il THs wphrrns xal £ SAvp-
mdBos) doubtless refers to the same
contest, which may therefore be
assigned to B c. 536-5
? [Capps (The Introduction of
Comedy into the City Dionysia) renders
it highly probable that choregia was

not introduced until about B. c. 502.)

3 Suidas s.v. Xopiros. The same
lexicon, s.v. Hparivas, says that Pra-
tinas composed fifty plays, of which
thirty-two were satyric: but it is
unsafe to draw inferences from this
as to relative proportion of satyric
plays and tragedies in these early
days, since the numbers may refer
merely to the plays which happened
to be preserved in the time of the
grammarians.

¢ Suidas s.v. Mparivas.

3 Arg. Aesch. Persae.
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contra Thebas, and the satyric play Sphinx; Aristias was
second with the Perseus, Tantalus, and the satyric play Palaestae,
written by his father Pratinas; Polyphradmon was third with
the Lycurgean tetralogy.! The name of one of the plays of
Aristias has doubtless dropped out accidentally, as there is no
other instance of poets competing at the same festival with a
different number of plays. A very interesting record is that
for the year 458, when Aeschylus was again victorious, this
time with the Orestean group of plays, the Agamemnon,
Choephori, Eumenides, and satyric Proteus.® In 438 Sophocles
was first ; Euripides was second with the Cressae, Alcmaeon in
Psophis, Telephus, and Alcestis. In 431 Euphorion was first,
Sophocles second, and Euripides third with the Medea,
Philoctetes, Dictys, and satyric play Theristae. In 428 Euripides
was first (the Hippolytus being one of his plays), Iophon second,
Ion third.* Among the last of the notices is that for the year
415, when Euripides, who produced the Alexander, Palamedes,
Troades, and satyric drama Sisyphus, was defeated for the first
prize by an obscure poet called Xenocles, who produced the
Oedipus, Lycaon, Bacchae and satyric play Athamas. After
Euripides’ death, in B.c. 406, his Iphigenia in Aulis, Alcmaeon,
and Bacchae were produced by his son at the City Dionysia.*
The evidence of these various records, when compared with one
another, proves conclusively that during the whole, or almost
the whole, of the fifth century there was no variation in the
arrangement of the tragic contests at the City Dionysia. The
rule as to the number of poets and plays was as follows. At
each festival three poets appeared as competitors,® and each
poet was required to exhibit four plays, consisting of three
tragedies and a satyric drama.® If the number seems surprising,

' Arg. Aesch. Sept. c. Theb.

2 Arg. Aesch. Agam.

* Args. Eur. Alcest., Med., Hippol.

¢ Aelian Var. Hist. ii. 8; Schol.
Aristoph. Ran. 67.

$ Athen. Pol. c. 56; C. 1. A.ii. 973,
973, 975.

¢ Cp. Diog. Laert. iii.56. ©pagiAdos
8 ¢not xal xard Ty Tpayiky TeTpa-
Aoyiay éxBotvas abrdv (sc. 7ov Mdrawa)
TOVS vs, olor &xeivoe Ttérpac:
Bpdpacv fyawi{orro, Aiovvalois, Anralots,
Iavabnvaioss, Xvrpois, &r 70 Téraproy v

garvpikcy Td 8¢ rérrapa Spapara dxa-
Aeito 7erparoyia. Thrasyllus was a
philosopher of the time of Tiberius.
The passage olor . . . 7erpakoyia is
probably an explanatory interpolation
by Diogenes himself. The statement
that the four plays of a tetralogy
were performed at four different fes-
tivals is absurd in itself, and abun-
dantly disproved by inscriptions and
other evidence (e. g. Schol. Aristoph.
Ran. 67).
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we should remember that an ancient drama was only about half
the length of a modern one, and that four plays of this type
could easily have been got through in a single day. On one
occasion the rule just mentioned appears to have been partially
relaxed. In 438 Euripides was allowed to substitute the
Alcestis, a tragedy with a slightly comic tinge, for the usual
satyric drama. Whether this practice ever became common in
the fifth century is uncertain. The records give no further
instance. In all other cases where they mention the names
of the four plays produced, the last is a satyric play. It was
this custom of concluding the three tragedies with the licen-
tious merriment of the satyrs which suggested to Ion of Chios
his well-known remark, that virtue, like a tragic poet’s group of
plays, should always contain a satyric element.!

The four plays exhibited by each poet might be composed on
two different systems. They might form independent works of
art, and have no inner connexion with one another; or they
might deal with successive phases of the same legend, and be
fused into a single artistic whole. The general name for the
group of plays was ‘didascalia’, or a ‘teaching’? because
in ancient times the author had to teach them to the actors.
But when they were connected together by unity of subject,
they were denoted by a special term. The four plays were
called a ‘tetralogy’;* the three tragedies, regarded apart
from the satyric drama, were called a ‘ trilogy’. As applied to
the drama, however, both words first occur at a comparatively
late date:* and as, to judge from their etymology, they seem

Thesm. 135), and the Lycurgeia of

! Plat, Pericl. p. 154 E.
Polyphradmon (Arg. Aesch. Sept. c.

? Plut. Lc.; Id. X orat. 839 D

3dagxarias dorixds xabijwey 8 . . .xal Theb.). All these were groups of
érépas 3vo Anrainds; Anthol. Pal. vii. 37  plays on a single subject.
¢ Schol. Aristoph. Ran. 1155

% 8 &l xepoly | xovpipos, ik woins #de
dageakins ; ' '

; rerparoylar pépovar Ty 'Opeareiav al
? That the word rTerparoyia was

Aldagrarias (i.e. the Aidaowaria of

applied only to a group of four plays
connected in subject is proved by the
statement of Suidas (s.v. ZogorAfjs)
that Sophocles abandoned the practice
of exhibiting ¢tetralogies’, though
we know that he exhibited four plays
at a time ; and also by the application
of the word by Greek writers to the
Oresteia of Aeschylus (Schol. Aristoph.
Ran. 1155), the Pandionis of Philocles
(Schol. Aristoph. Av. 282), the Lycur-
geia of Aeschylus (Schol. Aristoph.

Aristotle). The other passages where
Terpaioyia occurs in a dramatic sense
are Diog. Laért, iii. 56, ix. 45; Schol.
Plat. Apol. p. 330; Schol. Aristoph.
Ran. 1155, where it is said that the
grammarians Aristarchus and Apol-
lonius disregarded the satyric plays
and spoke only of trilogies; Schol.
Av. 282, Thesm. 143; Arg. Aesch.
Sept. c. Theb. 7piroyia is found only
in Schol. Aristoph. Ran. r155; Diog.
Laert. iii. 61 ; Suidas s.v. Nikéuaxos.
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properly to denote groups of speeches rather than groups of
plays, it is possible that their dramatic application is a secondary
one, and that the grammarians applied to the drama the word
‘tetralogy ’ which properly denoted such groups of four speeches
about fictitious cases as those of Antiphon, and afterwards
formed the word ‘trilogy’ by analogy to denote three plays
connected in subject with each other but not with the satyric
play. In earlier times such collective titles as Lycurgeia,
Oresteia, and the like were used.! The practice of writing plays
in trilogies and tetralogies is chiefly associated with the name
of Aeschylus. Whether it was invented by him, or inherited
from his predecessors, is uncertain. We have no information
as to the manner in which the poets of the sixth century were
accustomed to combine their plays together. But whatever the
origin of the system may have been, it was undoubtedly
Aeschylus who first perceived the various developments of
which it was capable, and brought it to perfection. In his
hands it became a mighty instrument for the inculcation of
religious truths. The central idea in the moral system of
Aeschylus was the disastrous effect of sin, not only upon the
sinner himself, but also upon his remote descendants. The
curse entailed in the sinful act clung to a family from one
generation to another. In the trilogy, with its wide range of
time and subject, he was able to trace the whole course of this
hereditary evil, and to follow the crime from its original com-
mission down to the period of its final expiation. The Orestean
trilogy, which has fortunately been preserved, is a magnificent
example of his method. The Agamemnon depicts the murder
of the returning chieftain by his adulterous wife. In the
Choephori vengeance is taken on the murderess, after years
of waiting, by her own son. In the Eumenides the matricide,
a prey to remorse, is hunted from place to place by the Furies
of his mother, until their rage is at length appeased by divine
intervention. These successive pictures of crime and vengeance
form a series of unapproachable grandeur. The general effect
of the whole may be appreciated even by a modern reader. But
in the ancient theatre the impression produced must have been
far more vivid, as one play followed another upon the stage, and

! Aristoph. Thesm. 135, Ran, 1124. Sece, on these titles, The Tragic Drama
of the Greeks, p. 114.

SISy
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the dark scenes of guilt were unfolded in due sequence before
the very eyes of the audience.

Apart from the Oresteia, very little is recorded about the
tetralogies written by Aeschylus. He is known to have com-
posed a Lycurgeia, on the fate of Lycurgus, the Thracian king
and opponent of Bacchus; and an Oedipodeia, on the fortunes
of the house of Oedipus. It is also fairly certain that he treated
the legends about Hector, Ajax, Prometheus, and the daughters
of Danaus in trilogic form. But these are the only instances
for which there is clear evidence. No doubt most of his plays
were written as tetralogies. Still, he does not seem to have
adhered to the system on every occasion. The plays which he
exhibited in 472—the Phineus, Persae, Glaucus, and satyric
drama Prometheus—had apparently no connexion with one
another.! There are also, among the titles of his lost dramas,
several, such as the Sisyphus and the Atalanta, which seem
to stand in an isolated position, and to be hardly capable of
combination. In some cases, again, he may have adopted the
tetralogic form only in part. The three tragedies may have
formed a trilogy, while the concluding satyric drama was on
a different subject. Thus the satyric Prometheus was produced,
not with the Promethean trilogy, as we should have expected,
but in a different combination altogether. There is no less
uncertainty as to the structure of the lost tetralogies. It
would be a mistake to assume that they were all as perfect
in arrangement as the Oresteia. Even from the few remains
and notices preserved we can see that the tetralogy was a
flexible form of art, and could be treated in various ways. The
connexion between the parts might be tightened or relaxed at
will. In the Theban trilogy—the Laius, Oedipus, and Septem
contra Thebas—there was a long lapse of years between the
separate plays. In the Oresteia the intervals of time are much
shorter, In the Lycurgeia, which described the invasion of
Thrace by Dionysus, his defeat, capture, and final victory, the
three plays followed so closely in point of time, that they must
have been like successive acts in a single drama. Again, the
trilogies might differ in respect of artistic completeness. The
Oresteia forms a perfect whole. The legend is traced to its

! [Donaldson, Theatre of the Greeks, p. 118, suggests possible connexions ;
but they are highly conjectural.]
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conclusion, and ends satisfactorily with the purification of Orestes,
But the Theban trilogy was treated more in the chronicle
fashion. It closed abruptly at a point where the course of
events was still unfinished. The final scene of the Septem is
full of forebodings of impending calamity. So marked is this
feature, that before the discovery in recent years of the record
which proves that the Septem was the last play of the three,
all critics were agreed that it must have been followed by
another tragedy.! This example shows us the necessity of
caution in dealing with the whole subject of tetralogies.
Since there is so much uncertainty as to the number of
them written by Aeschylus, and the manner in which he wrote
them, it is dangerous to go beyond the limits of direct evidence.
Various schemes have been propounded by scholars, in which
the titles of the lost plays are all arranged in tetralogic groups.
But these systems must be regarded as entirely conjectural.
The satyric drama, by which the three tragedies were followed,
was a survival from the primitive period of the Bacchic worship.
With its strange medley of incongruous elements, of valour and
cowardice, passion and merriment, heroic dignity and coarse
indecency, it reproduced the various qualities of the ancient
dithyramb. The chorus was always composed of satyrs. The
leading characters consisted partly of heroes from the tragic
stage, partly of semi-ludicrous personages, such as Silenus,
Autolycus, and Polyphemus. The presence of the tragic kings
and heroes in the midst of these disreputable associates and
undignified surroundings was one of the most curious features
in the performance. It had to be managed with great tact by
the poet. The dignity of the heroes was not to be unduly
lowered, and yet they must not seem too exalted for their
company.® In the case of a tetralogy the awkwardness of the
situation would be greatly intensified. Here the satyric drama
dealt with the same legend as the preceding tragedies, but from
a humorous point of view. It often happened that the very
same hero whose disastrous fate had just been exhibited in the

! [Other critics, however, suppose below, p. 74), which would often be
that the final scene was added in shorter than those of other poets, and
some later revision of the play, after might therefore be lengthened by the
Sophocles’ Antigone had been written, addition of a scene.
or when it became customary to pre- ? Cp. Hor. Ars Poet. aas fl.
sent single plays of Aeschylus (see
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trilogy was reintroduced under a sportive aspect. In the satyric
play Lycurgus, which concluded the Lycurgean tetralogy, the
chief part must have been taken by Lycurgus himself. In the
Sphinzx, the last play of the Oedipodeia, Oedipus must have
appeared in person. This practice of concluding the tragic
spectacle with a burlesque representation of the same or similar
characters and incidents seems a questionable proceeding to
modern taste. It would be difficult to defend it on artistic
grounds. It originated not so much in the desire to provide
a comic relief after the tragedies as in religious conservatism.
The dramatic performances were part of a Bacchic festival.
But the Bacchic element had long been discarded by tragedy.
The satyric play, which still remained true to the primitive
type, was therefore retained in the programme, in order to
appease the god and to keep up the religious associations of
the drama.

During the earlier part of the fifth century the practice
of writing plays in tetralogies seems to have been generally
adopted, not only by Aeschylus, but by all other tragic poets.
One such tetralogy, the Lycurgeia of Polyphradmon, happens
to have been recorded. It was Sophocles who first gave up
the system, and regularly composed his four plays on inde-
pendent subjects." The example set by Sophocles was followed
by the younger generation. Even as early as 467, when
Aeschylus brought out his Oedipodeia, and Polyphradmon
his Lycurgeia, the third poet, Aristias, competed with a group
of disconnected plays. After the death of Aeschylus the tetra.
logy speedily went out of fashion. It was never attempted by
Euripides. In fact during the latter half of the fifth century
only three tetralogies are mentioned. A Pandionis was written
by Philocles, the nephew of Aeschylus, who naturally followed

1 Suidas s.v. ZopoxAfjs: xal alrdspte chen (Philol. Wochenschr.,, 1887,

700 3papa wpds Spapua dyowifeobar, GAN
u0) Terpadoyiar. The words seem to
imply that he exhibited only one play
at each festival : but the didascalic
records show that this cannot have
been the case., Probably, therefore,
Suidas has misunderstood and mis-
quoted his authority, who meant to
say that Sophocles exhibited not single
plays but groups of plays unconnected
in subject. The suggestion of Oehmi-

HAIGH

p. 1058) that after the reform of
Sophocles each poet exhibited one of
his plays on each successive day of
the competition, and that this is what
Suidas means, is rendered most im-
probable by the fact that tetralogies
were still occasionally written ; and
that Sophocles would have no power,
as poet, to make such a change in the
arrangement of the festival.
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in his uncle’s footsteps. An Oedipodeia was composed by
Meletus, the prosecutor of Socrates. Plato is also said to have
written a tetralogy before he abandoned poetry for philosophy.
After the end of the fifth century all traces of the tetralogy
disappear. One reason for its decline in popularity and rapid
discontinuance may have been the increased length of plays.
A tragedy of the later poets was considerably longer, and
contained much more incident, than a tragedy of Aeschylus.
A trilogy composed of dramas of this bulk would have been
a vast and laborious undertaking. Another reason may have
been the gradual change in religious sentiment. The doctrine
of the hereditary curse in families, which the trilogy was
admirably adapted to exemplify, no longer held a prominent
place in the moral ideas of post-Aeschylean poets. The chief
motive of their tragedy was human passion rather than religious
truth. In such circumstances the trilogy, as a form of art,
had no advantages sufficient to compensate for the unwieldiness
of its size.

It has been worth while to discuss in some detail the arrange-
ment of the tragic contests at the City Dionysia during the fifth
century, because this was the great period of Attic tragedy.
The fourth century is of less importance. For the first half of
the century there is a complete blank in our information on the
subject. But when we come to the latter half, we have the
evidence of an interesting inscription, which contains a full
record of the tragic performances at the City Dionysia for the
years 341 and 340.* From this record it appears that considerable
changes had now been made in the annual programme. The
old system, by which each of the three poets was required to
exhibit a satyric play, had been abandoned. A single specimen
of this type of drama was now considered sufficient, and was
produced at the commencement of the proceedings. The satyric
drama, with its primitive coarseness, had little attraction for
the more refined taste of the fourth century; and it was only
religious scruples which caused it to be retained at all. The
satyric play was followed by an old tragedy, written by one of
the three great tragic poets. In 341 the play chosen was the
Iphigeneia of Euripides, in 340 it was the Orestes. This

! Schol. Aristoph. Av, 282 ; Schol. Var. Hist. ii. 30.
Plat. Apol p. 330 (Bekk.); Aelian  ? C.L.A.ii. 973 (quotedin Appendix B).
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practice was also a new departure.! In the fifth century the
exhibition of old tragedies was, with rare exceptions, unknown
at the City Dionysia. After these two preliminary performances
came the contest with original plays. The number of poets was
still there, as in former times. But the number of plays was
diminished, and seems to have varied from year to year. In
341 each poet exhibited three tragedies; in 340 each poet
exhibited two. Theodectes, who flourished in the middle of
the fourth century, wrote fifty tragedies and engaged in thir-
teen contests.®* Aphareus wrote thirty-five admittedly genuine
tragedies, and engaged in eight contests, between 368 and 341.°
This seems to imply that in most of the contests they produced
four plays ; but the conclusion is not certain, for they may have
written plays which were never intended for the stage, as their
contemporary Chaeremon did.* The reduction in the number
of original plays points to a gradual decline in the vitality of the
tragic drama at Athens. These various changes must have
been made in the course of the sixty years preceding the period
of the inscription. But the exact date of their introduction
cannot be determined.

With the close of the fourth century the famous period of
Athenian tragedy came to an end. After this date the only
tragic poets of any celebrity were those who flourished at
Alexandria. But though the genius of the Attic poets was
exhausted, there was no immediate cessation in the production
of new plays. The contests were still maintained. A long
series of inscriptions shows that, down even to the Christian
era, ‘original tragedies’ continued to be the chief ornament of
the City Dionysia. The names of several Athenian tragic
poets belonging to this period have been preserved in theatrical
records. One of them was a descendant of Sophocles. As
to the character of the contests, and the proportion of old
tragedies to new ones, nothing is known. After the first

! [If theinscription C.L. A.ii. 971 c re-
cordedby Pittakis, L’ancienne Athénes,
Pp. 168, is reliable, an old tragedy was
performed in B.c. 387-386. The
phrase used is waAadr dpaua wapedi-
Safay ol Tpaypdel: but the interpreta-
tion of this fragment is full of difficul-
ties, see Wilhelm, Urkunden dramat.
Auffohrungen in Athen,p.22 ff. The
use of the expression wapedidafay (cf.

wapaxopfiynua) seems to show that at
this date the performance of an old
tragedy was exceptional ; while in the
inscription recording the years 341,
&c., it would seem to be treated as a
regular part of the festival.]

3 Suidas s.v. OeodéxTys ;
Byz. s.v. ®danhss.

3 Plut. X Orat. 839 D.

¢ Aristot. Rhet. iii. 11.

Steph.

c2
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century A.D, the composition of original tragic dramas for
the stage was finally discontinued in all parts of Greece, and
must therefore have been abandoned at the City Dionysia.
But the festival itself still continued to flourish; and the
reproduction of old plays may have lasted, there as elsewhere,
for one or two centuries later.!

§ 5. Comedy at the City Dionysia.

Very little is known about the early history of the comic
contests at the City Dionysia. The date of their first institution
can only be fixed approximately. Aristotle tells us that they
were of later origin than those in tragedy.! This being so,
they cannot have reached back further than about 500 B.c.
On the other hand, there is an inscription which proves that
they were already in existence in 463.° Their establishment
must therefore be assigned to some period within the first four
decades of the century. The number of poets who were allowed

to compete differed at different epochs.

In the fifth century

it was always three, as in tragedy.! But early in the fourth

1 See The Tragic Drama of the
Greeks, p. 444 fl. : and (for the City
Dionysia in the second century A.D.)
cp. C. I. A.iii, 78 ; Philostr. Vit. Soph.
P- 549; Paus. i. 29, ii. 38, 8.

* Aristot, Poet. ch. v. xal +ydp
X0pOv Kwppdaw dé wored dpxow (Boxer,
GAX’ {0erovTal foay.

* C.LA. ii. 971 a (quoted, Appen-
dix B) (B.c. 463 is the latest
possible date of the events referred
to in this part of this inscription.
Capps (Introduction of Comedy into
City Dionysia) with great probabi-
lity dates them 473-472; he fixes
the date of the granting of a comic
chorus (whether at the Lenaea or City
Dionysia is uncertain) by the archon
at 487, when, according to Suidas s.v,
Xswwidns, Chionides began to exhibit;
and the date of the first choregia in
tragedy at about soa. This would
justify sufficiently Aristotle's &é wore.
Suidas’ date for Chionides’ first exhi-
bition is not really inconsistent with
the Dorian tradition recorded by Aris-
totle that Epicharmus was woAA$
wpbrepos XiaviSov xal Mdywyros, since
the generally recorded date of the

former, B.C. 488 onwards, is most
probably a ¢floruit’ date, based on
the time of his first performances at
Syracuse, not the date of the beginning
of his carecer at Megara Hyblaca,
which may have been a good deal
carlier. Capps shows ground for
believing that Aristotle and Suidas—
the former directly, the latter perhaps
indirectly—obtained their knowledge
from the official records, and are
therefore quite reliable. At the head
of the inscription, C L A.ii. 97148, are
the words wpd]rov xduoc Tlaw...,
which must originally have formed
part of the general heading of the
whole inscription, whose earlier
columns are lost. Capps conjectures
(with some reason) that it ongmally
ran dxd (name of archon) ¢’ oY mpiTor
xdpot fjoav TdY &y doret Acovvolanw oide
tvikev. But x@uos cannot mean
‘comedies’, as Kohler and Wilamowitz
assumed when they dated the begin-
ning of choregia in comedy by this
inscription. Cf. Wilhelm, Urkunden
dramatischer Auffthrungen in Athen,
pp. 11 ff, 241 .}

¢ Args. Aristoph. Nubes, Pax, Aves,
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century it was raised to five, both at the City Dionysia and
at the Lenaea, and this continued ever afterwards to be the
regulation number.! The increase was probably due, partly
to the growing popularity of the comic drama, partly also to the
fact that, owing to the curtailment of the chorus, comedies were
now less expensive to produce, and took less time to perform.
Each poet competed with a single play. This was the invariable
practice on the comic stage, both at the City Dionysia and at
the Lenaea. The exhibition of groups of plays, after the
manner of the tragic poets, was unknown in the history of
comedy. Still, in spite of this rule, an author was sometimes
enabled to bring out two plays at the same festival. But in
order to do so he had to take the place of two poets, and to
compete as it were against himself. The number of comedies
remained the same. Thus in 422 Aristophanes made a double
appearance, and was first with the Prelude, and second with
the Wasps. Leucon, his sole antagonist, was third with the
Ambassadors.? In 288 Diodorus was second with the Corpse,
and third with the Madman.® Such cases, however, were
apparently very rare, and must have been due either to some
exceptional dearth in the supply of dramatists, or to the marked
inferiority of the other poets who had applied for permission to
compete.

We have seen that comedy was much later than tragedy in
obtaining official recognition from the State. It also continued

! Arg. Aristoph. Plutus (festival
uncertain) ; Ath. Pol. c. 56 (City
Dionysia); C. 1. A, ii. 972 (Lenaea),
975 (City Dionysia). [If C.I. G. xiv.
1097 is rightly restored and inter-
preted by Wilhelm, L c., p. 195 fI., it
would seem as if there were five
competitors as early as 1.c. 434 at
the Dionysia ; this is very difficult to
reconcile with the consistent mention
by the Arguments of three only.]

3 Arg. Aristoph. Vespae. [The
passage, however, is almost certainly
corrupt, and most editors are now
agreed that in its existing form,
according to which Philonides brought
out both the Mpoaywr and the Z¢ixes,
it cannot stand ; and that even if both
plays can have been the work of
Aristophanes, they cannot both have
been produced by Philonides, For

the various emendations, vide Kann-
giesser, Uber die alte komische Bahne,
p.270 ; Petersen, Fleck. Jahrb. Ixxxv.
p. 662; Leo, Rhein. Mus. xxxiii. p. 404 ;
the introductions to Rogers and van
Leeuwen’s editions of the Wasps;
and a brief summary in Excursus I
of Starkie’s edition. It is very doubt-
ful whether there is good evidence for
the practice alluded to, as regards the
fifth century B.c.]

3 C.LA. ii. 972. [The inscription
leaves no room for doubt here, except
for the remote possibility that there
may have been two poets of the name
Diodorus. Capps, Amer. Journ,
Archaeol., 1900, argues almost con-
clusively that the inscription is to be
dated 290-288, and not 353, the date
given by Mr. Haigh, and generally
accepted until recently.]
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to grow and develop much longer. A sure symptom of decline,
both in tragedy and comedy, was the tendency to fall back
upon the past, and to reproduce old plays, instead of striking
out new developments. In the case of tragedy this custom had
already begun to prevail as early as the middle of the fourth
century. But comedy was still at that time in the height of its
career. A fresh direction was being given to the art, under the
leadership of Menander and Philemon, by the evolution of
the New Comedy, a comedy of manners and everyday life.
There was no desire as yet to have recourse to the ancient
poets. In a record of comic contests for the year 288,' the plays
exhibited are all new ones. But when we reach the second
century the custom of performing old comedies is found to
have been fully established. Numerous records of the comic
performances during that period have been preserved, and
in every case the five new comedies are preceded by an old one’
There had been occasional revivals before this, for instance
in the year 340, but these seem to have been exceptional.’
Among the plays reproduced are Menander’s Ghost and
Misogynist, Philemon’s Phocians, and Posidippus’ Outcast.
It is noticeable that all these revivals were limited to the New
Comedy. There is no trace of a reproduction of plays from
the Middle and the Old. Nor is this surprising. The comedy
of early times was so local and personal in its allusions, and
depended so much for its interest upon contemporary events,
that it could not be expected to attract the ordinary public
of a later generation.

From the records just referred to it is evident that during
the second century B.c. comedy still flourished as vigorously
as ever at the City Dionysia. The festival had sometimes

1 C. L A.ii. 97a2. [Mr. Haigh wrote
353, but see note on previous page.]

 C.I. A. ii. 975 (quoted, Ap-
pendix B). [If Capps is right in
dating the fragment 975 f between
B.C. 308 and 290, thc practice must
have been begun by that date; see
Amer. Journ. Arch., 1900, p. 891,
but Wilhelm, Urkunden dramat. Auf-
fabrungen in Athen, p. 68, disputes
the date, and with some reason. See
also Wilhelm, ibid., p. 149. The prac-
tice is proved for the early part of the

second century by fragment a.]

3 [The evidence for this is a frag-
ment of an inscription published by
Wilhelm, loc. cit., p. 27ff., and con-
necting with C. 1. A, ii. 971 h. See
Appendix B. The expression used
maAaidr 3pipa wapedidafav ol xwpgldol
(cp. wapayopfiynua), when compared
with the expressions used in 975 2, &c.,
shows that the performance was excep-
tional, and the play is not mentioned ;
cp. the parallel expressions in the case
of tragedy, p. 19, supra, n. 1),
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to be abandoned, owing to the pressure of war and other
calamities. But whenever there was a contest, five new plays
were exhibited, After the second century the notices about
this festival come to an end. But it is well known that in other
parts of Greece original comedies continued to form a part
of the programme at various festal gatherings down to the first
century of the Christian era! We may therefore conclude
without much doubt that they were retained at the City Dionysia
for an equally long period.

§ 6. Order of Contests at the Csty Dionysta.

Before leaving the subject of the City Dionysia, it may be
interesting to say a few words about the performances as
a whole, and the order in which they took place. The pro-
gramme to be gone through was a long one. In the fifth
century it consisted of five choruses of boys, five choruses
of men, three comedies, and three groups of tragedies, each
containing four plays. As to the arrangement of these various
items there is not much information.®* But one thing seems
certain, that the three groups of tragedies must have been
exhibited on three successive days. It is difficult to see what
other system was possible. Two groups, consisting of eight
dramas, would have been far too much for a single day.® Nor
can we suppose that plays belonging to the same group were
performed on different days. If this had been the case, the
value of the tetralogic form of composition would have been
almost entirely destroyed. Further than this, there is a passage
in Aristophanes which seems to prove that tragedies and
comedies were produced on the same day. In the Birds,*

1 C. 1. G. 1585, 1587, 2759 ; Athen.

lﬁttb 11894, PP.96,97; ‘E¢nu.’Apxaso.,

pp. 120, 124, 126; Rangab¢,
Anth Hellén., vol. ii. no. 965.

3 The fact that inscriptions (C. I. A.
971a-e, iv. 971 f-h) and the law of
Evegorus, quoted Dem. Meid. § 10, all
mention first chorus of boys, then
choruses of men, then comedy, then
tragedy, proves nothing, as there is
nothing to show that the contests are
beingspokenof inorder ofperformance,
rather than in order of relative import-
ance.

* Arist. Poet. ch. xxiv. suggests that
an epic poem should be shorter than
the old epics, and about equal to that
of the tragedics offered at one hearing
ﬁ:& wAiios Ty Tpaypdiav TV eis play

pbacy Tidepévay). A performance
of four tragedies a day would give
about 6,000 lines of tragedy (including
satyric drama), while the lliad contains
about 15,000 lines, and the Odyssey
about 13,000.

* Aristoph. Av. 785 ff. obdév lar
d,mvor odd’ fidiov ) pioar wrepd. | abrix’
Yudw 1@y Gcatdw o Tis fv bwomrepos, |
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which was brought out at the City Dionysia, the chorus remark
that it would be a delightful thing to have wings. They say
that if one of the spectators was tired with the tragic choruses,
he might fly away home, have his dinner, and fly back again
in time for the comic choruses. It appears to follow from this
that the comedies were performed after the tragedies. As there
were three comedies during the fifth century, and three groups
of tragedies, the arrangement must have been that each tragic
group was performed in the morning of three successive days,
and was followed in the afternoon by a comedy. The festival
as a whole lasted for five or six days. The first day was taken
up by the procession. Three more were taken up by the
tragedies and comedies. The remaining one or two days would
be devoted to the dithyrambs. Such was the system during
the life-time of Aeschylus and Sophocles. In the fourth century,
when the number of comedies had been raised to five, the
number of tragedies diminished, and a satyric drama and an
old tragedy placed at the head of the tragic contests, various
rearrangements would be necessary. But there is nothing
to show how they were carried out.!

§ 7. The Lenaea.

The Lenaea was a festival in honour of Dionysus Lenaeus.?
It was celebrated, at any rate, during the earliest times, in
a sacred enclosure called the Lenaeum.* Hence the feast was
also termed the ‘Contest at the Lenaeum’, or the ‘ Epilenaean
Dionysia’; and the poet who won a prize there was said to

have been ‘victorious at the

elra wayiv Tois xopoioi Tav Tpaypdav
fixBero, | ixnréuevos &v odros fplornoer
i0av olxalde, | xdr' &v luwAysbes &P’
Huds abfis a¥ karéwrero, Maller (Griech.
Bahn,, p. 322) and others take i@’ juds
to mean generally ‘to usin the theatre”.
But in that case there would be no
point in the sentence. There is obvi-
ously a contrast between Upueis, the
spectators, and fueis the comic chorus.
The same contrast is emphasized in
the previous group of trochaics, vv.
753-68. Lipsius accepts the change
of rpaypdav to Tpvyedav (‘the other
comic choruses’ as opposed to Hueis,
the Birds), and infers that all the

Lenaeum’.* The site of the
comedies were performed in one day
by themselves (Ber. der K. S. Ges.
der Wiss. zu Leipzig, philol.-histor.
Classe, 1885, p. 417). But the change
is quite gratuitous and makes the whole
passage feeble and cbscure.

! ESee p. 69.]

3 [Either connected with Anvés ‘wine-
press’ or Afjvat = Bdxxa, vid. Appen-
dix C.]

3 [See Appendix C for authorities
and for a discussion of the site of the
Lenacum and its relation to the temple
of Dionysus & Afpvas. |

¢ [See Appendix C.]



1) THE LENAEA 25

Lenaeum is unfortunately a matter in much dispute, and no
certain conclusion has been arrived at. Except that it was in
or close to the market-place, the site of which is itself uncertain,
nothing definite can be said about it.

The Lenaea was a winter gathering. It was held in the month
of Gamelion, at a time corresponding to the end of January.!
The weather was still often stormy, and the sea was not yet
considered safe for voyagers.! Consequently there were few
visitors in Athens. The festival was a domestic sort of
holiday, confined to the Athenians themselves. The proceed-
ings were simple and unpretentious, as compared with the
splendid ceremonial and vast audiences at the City Dionysia.
Aristophanes, in the Acharnians, which was produced at
the Lenaea, says he can now abuse Athens as much as he
likes, without being accused of degrading her in the eyes of
foreign Greeks.* The entertainments at the Lenaea consisted
of a procession, and of contests in tragedy and comedy.* The
procession was not an impressive spectacle, like that at the City
Dionysia, but was conducted in primitive fashion by men who
drove about in wagons, and assailed the bystanders with abuse
and ridicule.,* The festival as a whole was much shorter than
the City Dionysia.

The early history of tragedy at the Lenaea is veiled in
obscurity. The first piece of information on the subject which
we possess belongs to the latter part of the fifth century. It
consists of a record of the tragic performances at the Lenaea
for the years 419 and 418.* In both these years the number
of poets who competed was two, and each of them exhibited
three tragedies.” There is no mention of a satyric play. Again,

the festivals at which dithyrambic

! Bekk. Anecd. p. 235, 6; C. I. A.
choruses competed, viz. City Dionysia,

ii. 834 b, col. 2, where the expenditure

on the Lenaea is placed about the
middle of the sixth prytany, i.e. in
Gamelion. [Nilsson, Studia de Diony-
siis Atticis, pp. 1-37, confirms the date
here given, after a very full discussion.}

1 Plat. Symp. 223 c¢; Theophrast.
Char. 3.

3 Aristoph. Ach. so1 ff.

4 Dem. Meid. § 10 xal ) éxl Agval,
woum) xal ol Tpaypdol xal ol lm;upbut
That there were no dithyrambs at the
Lenaea is proved by this passage, and
by C. 1. A. ii. 553, which enumerates

Thargelia, Prometheia, Hephaesteia.
C.1. A. ii. 1367, recording a dithy-
rambic victory at the Lenaea, is of
comparatively late date.

8 Suidas s.v. 7d & Tav duafdv oxdpu-
uara,

¢ C. L. A. ii. 972 (see Appendix B).

7 Hence in Diod. Sic. xv. 74 3¢%3a-
Xx6ros Anvaios Tpaypdiav (of Dionysius’
victory in 367), the expression 3i3aoxey
7paypdiav probably means ¢ to compete
in the tragic contests’, and implies
nothing as to the number of plays
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we are told that in 416 Agathon won a tragic victory at the
Lenaea.! These two notices. comprise all that is known about
tragedy at this festival during the fifth century. They appear
to prove that towards the close of the century the tragic contests
had become a regular institution, though the number of poets
and plays was much smaller than at the City Dionysia. Whether
the contests were of recent origin, or reached back for many
years, cannot be ascertained. During the fourth century new
tragedies continued to be produced at the Lenaea without any
cessation. In 367 Dionysius, the tyrant of Syracuse, won the
tragic prize there. Aphareus, who flourished about 350,
exhibited there on two occasions. Theodectes, the pupil of
Aristotle, obtained one victory at the Lenaea; Astydamas, his
contemporary, obtained seven.!? As to the arrangement of the
contest during this period, and the number of plays produced,
there is no information. But it is probable that the new
tragedies were preceded by an old one, as at the City Dionysia.
After the fourth century nothing further is known about the
connexion of the Lenaea with the tragic drama?® The
festival continued to be celebrated down to the second
century A.p., and possibly later.* But whether tragedies,
either old or new, were still included in the programme, is
quite uncertain.

Comedy was the special product of the Lenaea, and was
regarded as of more importance than tragedy. It was doubtless
at this festival that comic contests were first regularly organized.
The date is not recorded. But they must have been in exist-
ence at any rate as early as 463,° since at that time they were
already included in the City Dionysia. There is also another
piece of evidence. Chionides, one of the early comic poets, is
said to have begun to exhibit plays in 487. It is unlikely that
the exact year of his first appearance would have been re-
membered, unless it had referred to a regular public contest.
Hence we may probably assume that comic contests had been

presented. Cf. Plat. Symp. 173 A &re ? [C.1.A. i, 1289 shows that tragedy
7)) ®phry Tpayedig tvikmaer 'Ayibow, was still performed in B.c. 307-306.
* won his first tragic victory’. This is the last mention of it. (Capps,
' Athen. p. 217 A. Amer. Journ. Arch., iv. p. 76.)
? Diod. Sic. xv. 74; Plut. X Orat. 4 C. 1. A. iii. 1160.
839 D; C. L A. ii. 977b,c (see Ap- 8 See above, p. 20, note 2.
pendix B),
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established as early as 487; and if so, they may have been
established at the Lenaea.! But they cannot go back beyond
about 500, since comedy in general was a later institution than
tragedy. The first definite and dated record of a comic contest
at the Lenaea is for the year 425, when Aristophanes produced
his Acharnians.? From this time forward the history of comedy
at the Lenaea is much the same as its history at the City
Dionysia. During the fifth century there were three competing
poets, and each brought out a single play.! In the fourth
century the number of poets was varied to five.* The practice
of exhibiting an old comedy as a prelude to the new ones was
introduced in the course of the next hundred years.* In the
second century original comedy was still flourishing as vigour-
ously as ever at Athens, though none of the records so far dated
with certainty refer to the Lenaea.® There is no evidence as to
its later course.

A few remarks may be made here on the relative importance
of the Lenaea and the City Dionysia from the theatrical point
of view. The City Dionysia was much the most splendid and
imposing gathering of the two. It was attended by larger
crowds of people, and was subjected to stricter regulations.
Aliens were not allowed to take part in the choruses; metics

were forbidden to serve as choregi.’

! [Capps (Introduction of Comedy
into the City Dionysia, p. 25) shows
that whether the victory of Chionides
recorded by Suidas was won at the
Dionysia or Lenaea, there is no reason
for doubting the existence of contests
in 487 B. C., on the evidence of inscrip-
tions. €. L A. ii. 977d as it stands
must have been preceded by another
column of names of victors, which
would almost certainly take us back
as far; and there was room for the
name of Chionides above that of
Magnes in 977 i (Dionysian victors) in
a position which would imply an early
date for his first victory; cp. also
Amer. Journ. Philol. xx. pp. 396, 397.]

* Arg. to Acharn.

* Args. to Acharn.,Equit.,Vesp.,Ran.

* See p. 31, note.

8 [If Capps is right, C. 1. A. ii. 975 f
proves that old comedies were acted
at the City Dionysia at a date between
308 and 290, but this date is very un-

No such prohibitions

certain ; see p, 23, note, C. I A, ii.
973, col. 1, which Capps, followed by
Wilhelm, dates soon after B.c. 2go,
does not show any sign of the prac-
tice ; it may have begun at the City
Dionysia, and have been afterwards
extended to the L ; but it is not
easy to believe this without confirma-
tory evidence; and the difficulty is
avoided if Capps’ date for 975f is not
accepted.]

¢ [C.1. A.ii. 977 gives lists of tragic
and comic poets and actors. In the
case of the comic poets and actors,
some names (those of Agathocles and
Biottus) are known from 975d to
belong to the middle of the second
century ; but it is not certain to what
festival the part of this inscription in
which their names occur (fragm. m)
belongs.]

7 Schol. Aristoph. Plut. 954 ; Plut.
Phoc. c. 30.
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existed at the Lenaea. It must obviously have been a much
greater honour for a poet to produce his plays at the City
Dionysia, before the vast concourse of citizens and strangers,
than in the comparative privacy of the Lenaea. In tragedy this
was more particularly the case. The great tragic poets, after
their fame had been once established, seem to have mostly
confined themselves to the City Dionysia. Sophocles, for
instance, won eighteen victories there, and only two or six
at the Lenaea.! The Lenaea would be generally reserved for
inferior poets, or for youthful authors who had still their
reputation to make. Thus in 418 one of the competitors was
an obscure poet called Callistratus.? In 416 the victor was
Agathon, who had never yet obtained a tragic prize.* Foreign
poets may also have been generally confined to this festival.
It was here that Dionysius, the tyrant of Syracuse, won his
solitary success. The circumstances were rather different in
regard to comedy. The leading comic poets seem to have
made little distinction between the two festivals. Aristophanes
produced his plays indifferently at both.* Cratinus won six
Lenaean victories as opposed to three in the City, Teleclides
five as opposed to three* In explanation of this fact we should
remember that comedy was the chief feature at the Lenaea,
tragedy an appendage. Also, as the competitors in comedy
only produced one play at a tine, a poet of a fertile mind would
need two contests in the year in order to exhibit what he had
written. Still, in spite of the more equal distribution of the
comic poets between the two festivals, there-can be little doubt
that even in comedy a ‘City victory’ was always the highest
distinction.’

! See The Tragic Drama of the
Greeks, p. 128, note 4.

? C.1.A. ii. 972, col. II.

! Athen. p. 217 A; Plat. Symp.
173 A.

¢ Diod. Sic. xv. 74.

3 The Acharnians, Equites, Vespae,
and Ranae at the Lenaea ; the Nubes,
Pax, and Aves, at the City Dionysia.

¢*C.1LA ii.g77d,i.

7 [See Capps, Amer. Journ. Philol.
XX. p. 396, who remarks that Ari-
stophanes (Equit. 517 fl.) referring to

the great poets of the past, omits
Teleclides and Hermippus, who had
been very successful at the Lenaea,
and was especially disappointed at
failing to obtain a ¢City victory’ with
the Nubes in 423, after his two
Lenaean victories. The reason sug-
gested, however, for the omission of
these two poets can hardly be cor-
rect, as Cratinus, who is mentioned,
was also especially successful at the
Lenaea.)
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§ 8. Rural Dionysia and Anthesteria.

The Rural Dionysia were provincial festivals, held about the
end of December! in the country districts of Attica. Originally
they were very simple in character.! The villagers, holding
aloft the phallus, marched in procession to the altar of Dionysus,
where a goat was sacrificed, and songs and dances performed in
honour of the god. Then came various country sports; and
the day ended in drinking and merriment. Later on, as the
people advanced in wealth and refinement, the dignity of many
of these festivals was much increased. Dramatic contests began
to be introduced, in imitation of those already established in
Athens. Eventually, by the end of the fifth century, all the
larger Attic towns appear to have provided themselves with
theatres and annual theatrical exhibitions. The most important
of these local gatherings was that in the Peiraeeus, which was
supported by contributions of money from the state treasury,
and attended by large crowds from Athens and the neighbouring
districts. The procession, with which the proceedings com-
menced, must have been a striking spectacle. The whole body
of the ephebi took part in it. Then there were contests in
tragedy and comedy. The fame of these contests is shown by
the fact that even distinguished poets, such as Euripides,
occasionally appeared as competitors; and that foreign am-
bassadors, if present in Athens at the time, were invited to
attend as a matter of course® Among other festivals which
seem to have acquired more than a local celebrity, we may
mention those of Collytus where Aeschines acted the part of
Oenomaus in the play of Sophocles,' Eleusis,® Salamis,® and
Icaria, and at these proclamation was made of crowns which had

! [Nilsson (Studia de Dionysiis
Atticis, g.‘ 108) shows that the festival
was probably not celebrated in all the
demes at precisely the same time,
though it always took place after the
autumn sowing, being in fact in origin
a ceremony designed to secure the
fertility of the new-sown seed. Cf.
Plat Rep V- P 475 D &owep Bi

€S T ¢ wav-
— xopuv wepbéovos Tois Aummlou obre
18 xard wéAas obre rawv xard xdpuas
dmoreiwdpueror. There must also have

been time for the troupes of actors to
move from one place to another.]

3 See Aristoph. Ach. 69, 241 ff.
Also Plut. de Cup. div. p. 527 D; id.
Non suav. viv, sec. Epic. p. 1098 B ;
Heraclitus fr. 127 Byw.

* Dem. Meid. § 10; C. L. A. ii. 164,
467, 468, 589, 741 ; iv. 3, 834 b; Aeclian
Var. Hist. ii. 13.

¢ Dem. de Cor. § 180; Aeschin.
Timarch. § 157.

5C.1LA. iv.574 b, ¢, 8.

¢ Ibid. ii. 469, 470, 594.
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been bestowed on deserving citizens.! At Aixone there were
performances of comedies, but tragedies are not mentioned.?
At Phlya there were dramatic performances, probably of both
kinds.* The remains of a theatre have been found at Thoricus.*

The plays produced at these rustic Dionysia were mostly
" old ones, which had already been successful on the Athenian
stage. The exhibition of new and original dramas was
exceptional, and confined to a few important towns." Usually
the proceedings took the form of a contest between troupes of
actors, who competed with plays of established reputation.
Prizes were offered by the different demes, and companies were
formed in Athens for the purpose of touring the country, and
contending against one another. Aeschines in his youth served
as tritagonist in a troupe of this kind, having been hired for
a provincial tour by ‘the ranters’, Simylus and Socrates.®
These constant revivals of old plays at the Rural Dionysia
are a fact of some importance in the history of the Attic drama.
It was in this way that the Athenian audience was familiarized
with the masterpieces of the past, which might otherwise have
been forgotten. In Athens itself there were not many oppor-
tunities of seeing them acted. There were only two dramatic
festivals in the year, and these were mostly given up to original
compositions. Yet the audience was obviously well acquainted
with the older dramas. The frequent parodies and allusions in
Aristophanes prove that this was the case.” It was at the Rural
Dionysia that they acquired their knowledge. The spectators
in the Athenian theatre consisted partly of natives of Athens,
partly of citizens from the country districts. For the natives
there were the festivals of the adjoining demes, such as
Collytus and the Peiraeeus; for the provincials there were

' C.1.A. iv. 1282 b, 1285 b.

* Ibid. ii. 585.

3 Isaeus viii. § 15. We also hear
of such celebrations at Brauron (Ar.
Pax 874, with Schol. ; Schol. in Dem,
Conon. § 35; Suidas s.v. Bpaipar);
and at Myrrhinus (C. I. A. ii. 575, 578).

¢ Dorpfeld u. Reisch, Griech. Theat.
p. 109 ff.

* In addition to the instance at the
Peiraceus recorded above, the only
known example is at Salamis, C. 1. A.
ii. 470 Awvvolov 7dv & Zakapin
Tpaypdav 1($ xawvy dylaw, if the

restoration be correct.

¢ Dem. de Cor. § 263.

7 [It must be admitted that it is not
easy to reconcile this with Aristot.
Poet. ix, where it is said that even
the well-known plays or legends are
well known only to few, éxel xal 1d
yvépipa Shiyos yvdpipd Earv, AN" Spes
ebppalves mavras. Aristotle may be
speaking particularly of his own day,
when probably few poets or plays had
the celebrity enjoyed by the plays of
the three great tragedians of the
previous century.]
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their own local gatherings. Both classes therefore would have
many chances of witnessing the reproduction of celebrated
plays.

The Anthesteria had so little connexion with the drama
that it is unnecessary to describe the manner in which it was
celebrated.! Regular performances of plays were apparently
unknown there during the classical period. The only trace
of anything theatrical is a certain contest between comic actors,
which took place on the Chytri, the last day of the festival.
The victor at this contest was allowed the undisputed right
of acting at the forthcoming City Dionysia a month later.?
Probably the performance consisted in the recitation of selected
portions of a comedy by the different competitors. The contest
had fallen into disuse during the latter part of the fourth century,
but was restored by the orator Lycurgus. In much later times,
during the first century A. 0., we hear of ‘tragic monodies’ and
‘comic parabases’ being performed at the Anthesteria.® But
the notice is too slight and vague to enable us to judge as to
the general character of the exhibition.

§ 9. The Judges.

The institution of the dramatic contests at the different Attic
festivals has now been described in detail. As regards the
management of the competition many points still remain to be
considered, viz. the selection of the judges, the mode of giving
the verdict, the prizes for poets and actors, and the public
records of the results. First as to the judges. The number
of the judges in the comic contests was five.* The number in
the tragic contests was probably the same, but there is no
direct evidence upon the subject. The process of selection

seems to have been as follows.?

! [Vid. J. E. Harrison, Proleg. to
the Study of Greek Religion, c. i.]

? This seems to be the meaning of
Plut. x orat. 841 F daﬁvqn 3¢ xal
n‘m (sc. Lycurgus), 7or wepl rav

d-yuml Tois XUrpots lnnhuv
Mpw\ov &v 79 Oedrpp, xal Tov v
darra ¢ls dorv xararéyeoba, wpdrepov
ok by, dvarauBivew 1dv dyiwa dx-
Acdowéra. The contest must be the
same as the dydwes Xdrpwor quoted

Several days before the actual

from Philochorus by Schol. ad Aristoph.
Ran. 220. [See Nilsson, Stadia de
Dionysiis Atticis, p. 57.]

3 Philostrat. Vit. Apoll. p. 158.

¢ Schol. Aristoph, Aves, 445; Suidas
s.v. v nlvre xpridw yévaos,

8 There is no consecutive account in
any ancient writer of the mode of
selecting the judges and of voting.
Our knowledge of the subject has to be
pieced together from the three follow-



32 DRAMATIC CONTESTS AT ATHENS

[cH.

commencement of the festival the Council, assisted by the

choregi, elected by vote a preliminary list of judges.

A certain

number of names were selected from each of the ten tribes

of Attica.

to get their own partisans upon the list.

The different choregi, as was natural, endeavoured

The names of the

persons chosen were then inscribed upon tablets, and the tablets
were placed in ten urns, each urn containing the names

belonging to a single tribe.

ing passages : (1) Plut. Cim. p. 483 E
evro 8 els wuny albrov xal Ty rav
Tpayedan xplow dvopasriy yevouirmy.
wplrny ydp Sidaoxaliav roi ZopoxAiovs
ére viov kablvros, "Ayeplov & dpxow,
udovexias ovans xal mapardfews 1&v
Oeardv, kpirds udv obk dxAfpwoe Tov
dydvos, ds 88 Kipow perd raw ovorpari-
yor wpoeAdov eis 70 OéaTpov Emomgaro
7§ Oep Tds vevomouévas agwovids), odx
dpficev abrods dweAdeiv, dAN’ Oprdoas
fvdyxace xabicw xal kpivar 3éxa Svras,
dxd ¢uAils wuds &wacrov. (a) Isocrat.
xvii. § 43 Mvdddapoy ydp TOv oxnviTny
xalovpevov, 8s imép Maoclwvos &Gwavra
xal Aéyet xal mparrer, 7is ovk oldev budv
wépvaw dvoifavra rds b3pias kal rovs xpirds
iterévra Tods bxd tiis BovAi)s elaBAy-
Oévras; xairos Boris puxpdv évexa xal
wepl 100 odparos Kxwdvredow Tabras
Ymavolyav iriAunoev, at geonuaouévar
puév foay imd T&v wpurdveaw, xareappa-
noubvar ¥ twd 1@ xopyyaw, EpuAér-
Tovro 8’ Uwo T@v Tamdw, Eavro &
&y dxpowéret, 7l 3¢t Gavpdalay e wTA,
(3) Lysias iv. § 3 éBovAduny 8 &v )
drodaxely abrdv xpriy Awrwvaios, v
buiv pavepds dyévero tpol dnAhayuévos,
xpivas Ty qupy PuA)y wikav. vov 8t
éypaye pdv Tavra els 70 vypappareioy,
dwéraxe 36, xal 57 dAndf Tavra Adyw
$ikivos xal AdoxAfjs loaow. dAN' olx
o7’ alrois pijoac py) Siopogauévos
wepl Ths alrias s lyw ¢elyw, iwed
gapis Eéyvarr’ &v Bre Hueis fuev abrdv ol
xpryy  dpBarbvres, xal Hudv eivexa
¢xadéfero. The first of these passages
refers to a dramatic contest, the third to
a dithyrambic one, It is uncertain to
which the second refers. But there is
no reason to suppose (with Oehmichen,
Bahnenwesen, p. 206) that the mode of
selecting the judges was different in
the dramatic and the dithyrambic con-
tests. That there were ten urns for
the names on the preliminary list of
judges is inferred from the plural H3pia:

The urns were then carefully

in Isocrates. That a second list of
judges was appointed by lot from the
larger list before the commencement of
each contest, and that this second list
consisted of ten persons, one from each
of the ten tribes, seems to be proved
by the words of Plutarch, xprds piv
obx éxAjpage Tob dydvos . . . dwd PuAs
wmds &kaorov. That there was another
selection of judges by lot affer the
contest, and that the number of judges
who actually decided the result was
smaller than the number of those who
sat through the performance and voted,
is proved by two expressions in the
above passages: (1) éypaje uév ravra
els 70 ~ypappareiov, dwéraye ¢, i.e. he
voted in my favour, but his vote was
not drawn ; (2) Hudv evexa ¢xadé{ero.
Kabi{ev and xadé(eadas were the regular
words used of a judge at a contest. It
is clear therefore that the person here
referred to sat through the performance
as a judge, but that after the perfor-
mance was over his vote was not
drawn by lot.

The above conclusions are those of
Petersen (Preisrichter der grossen Dio-
nysien). Mommsen (Bursian's Jahres-
bericht, lii. pp. 354-8) raises some
objections. He suggests (1) that the
plural $3pia: is merely rhetorical, and
that there was only one urn for all the
names, (2) that the selection of a second
list of judges before the contest is not
mentioned by Lysias, and was probably
a fiction of Plutarch’s. It may be
replied that Lysias had no occasion to
refer to this preliminary ballot. He
was not giving an account of the entire
system of judging, and therefore only
mentioned the points which enforced
his argument. Still, it must be con-
fessed that the evidence about the
judges is very fragmentary, and that
Petersen’s scheme depends largely on
conjecture.
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locked up and sealed in the presence of the prytanes and
choregi, handed over to the custody of the treasurers, and
deposited in the Acropolis. The preliminary list of judges
was kept a secret from every one except the Council and the
choregi, in order that no improper influence might be brought
to bear upon them. The penalty for tampering with the urns
was death. It is not known from what class the nominees
were selected, or whether any property qualification was neces-
sary. Obviously the judges in the dramatic and dithyrambic
contests had a very delicate office to perform. If their verdict
was to be of value, it was necessary that they should be men
of culture and discernment. It is most likely therefore that
there was some limitation upon the number of persons qualified
to act in this capacity.

Until the time of the festival the preliminary list of citizens
remained sealed up in urns in the Acropolis. On the first day
of the competitions the ten urns were produced in the theatre,
and placed in some prominent position. The persons whose
names were contained in the urns were all present in the
theatre. Probably they received a special summons from
the archon shortly before the festival. At the commencement
of the contest the archon proceeded to draw a single name
from all the urns in succession. The ten persons whose names
were drawn constituted the second list of judges, and each
of them represented one of the ten tribes of Attica. After
being selected by lot in the manner described, they were called
forward by the archon, and took a solemn oath that they would
give an impartial verdict.! They were then conducted to seats
specially appointed for them, and the contest began.? At the
end of the performances each of them gave his vote, writing
upon a tablet the names of the competitors in order of merit.*
These tablets, ten in number, were then placed in an urn, and
the archon proceeded to draw forth five of them at random.
The result of the competition was decided in accordance with

! Dem. Meid. § 17 duvdovar wapearn-  cp. Vitruv. vii. praef. § 5 cum secretae
xs Tois xpevais, Aristoph. Eccles, 1163  sedes iudicibus essent distributae.
) ‘mopreiv, dAAAQ xplvew Tods xopods 3 Aeclian Var. Hist. ii. 13 xai wpoo-
Spbivs dei, érarrov 10is KpiTais dvaley Apiavopdyny
3 Special seats were assigned to the  dAAG j) AAor ypdpev. Lysiasiv. § 3
judges at Alexandria, and no doubt ¥ypaye udv ravra is 7 ypauuareior.
the Attic custom was followed there :

HAIGH D
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these five lists, and the persons whose tablets were drawn from
the urn constituted the ultimate body of five judges. It thus
appears that up to the very last the judges who recorded their
votes were not sure whether the votes would eventually have
effect, or turn out to be so much waste paper. This uncertainty
was of course a great obstacle to intimidation and bribery.
After the competition was over, and the verdict announced, the
names of the five judges, whose votes had decided the day, were
not kept secret. It was known how each of them had voted.
But the other votes, which had been recorded but not drawn
from the urn, were destroyed without being made public.! It
was naturally considered a much greater honour to win a victory
by the unanimous vote of all five judges than by a mere
majority of one.® But it is very doubtful whether any public
record was kept of the number of votes by which a victory
was gained.

Whether the decision of the judges was generally given with
discernment, and how far it corresponded with the ultimate
verdict of posterity, is a question of some interest. Both
Aeschylus and Sophocles were usually successful, and this
speaks highly for the taste of the judges. Aeschylus won
thirteen victories; and as he produced four plays on each
occasion, it follows that no less than fifty-two of his plays
obtained the first prize. Whether the total number of his
plays was seventy or ninety, the proportion of victories was very
large? Sophocles was equally fortunate. He won eighteen
victories at the City Dionysia, and at least two at the Lenaea.*
The number of his plays, as given by different authorities,
varies from a hundred-and-four to a hundred-and-thirty.! Thus
on the lowest estimate considerably more than half his plays
gained the first position. Euripides was not so successful.
He only won five victories, though he wrote between ninety
and a hundred plays.® His failure was partly due to

! This follows from Lysias iv. § 3 | XO. e 3 wapaBainy, &l xprh vixdy
EBovAduny 8 &y u) dwohaxeiy abrdr xpi- vow. ’ i
v Aovvolos, v’ duiv pavepds dyévero 3 Vita Aeschyli; Suidas s.v. Aloxiros.
tuol JipAarypévos, kpivas Ty éuly Py ¢ See above, p. 28.

vikdy, viv 8¢ iypaye utv ravra els 1O ® The number of his plays is given

Ypappareiov, dwéraxe 3¢, as 1a3 by Suidas, and as 104 or 130 in
1 Aristoph. Aves 445-7 XO. §uvu’  the Life.

dmd Todrois, miow vundy Tois KpiTais | xal ¢ Vita Eur.

Tois Ocarais wdow, IIE. {orai Tavrayl.
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the fact that he often had the misfortune to contend against
Sophocles. He was beaten by Sophocles in 438 and 431, and
probably on many other occasions of which no record has been
preserved.’ But at other times he was defeated by very inferior
poets. In 415 he was beaten by Xenocles, and on another
occasion by the obscure poet Nicomachus.! But the most
surprising verdict of which there is any record is the defeat of
the Oedipus Tyrannus of Sophocles by Philocles, the nephew
of Aeschylus? Of course the other three plays, along with
which the Oedipus Tyrannus was produced, may not have been
of equal merit. Still it must always seem an extraordinary fact,
and a proof of the fallibility of Athenian judges, that a play
which is generally allowed to be one of the greatest dramas
of antiquity should have been defeated by a third-rate poet
such as Philocles.

Verdicts of this indefensible character might be due to various
causes. The judges might be corrupt, or might be intimidated.
The spirit of emulation ran very high at these contests, and
men were often not very particular as to the means by which
they obtained the victory. There is an instance in one of the
speeches of Lysias. The defendant is showing that the prose-
cutor had been on very friendly terms with- him a short time
before. The proof he brings forward is that when he was
choregus at the City Dionysia he got the prosecutor appointed
on the preliminary list of judges for the express purpose of
voting for his own chorus. The prosecutor was pledged to
vote for the chorus of the defendant, whether it was good or
bad. He appears to have actually done so; but unfortunately,
at the final drawing, his name was not selected, and his vote
was therefore of no value.* Another example of the use of
corruption is afforded by the case of Meidias, who is said to
have won the victory with his chorus of men at the City
Dionysia by bribing or intimidating the judges.* Similarly at
a contest of boys’ choruses, Alcibiades, in spite of his outrageous
conduct in assaulting a rival choregus, won the first prize, because
some of the judges were afraid to vote against him, and others

' Args. to Eur. Alcestis and Medea. * Arg. to Soph. Oed. Tyr.
3 Aelian Var, Hist.ii. 8 ; Suidas s.v. ¢ Lysias iv. § 3.
Nuwdpaxos. ® Dem. Meid. §§ s, 17, 65.
D2
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had been bought over to his side.)) The verdict of each
individual judge was made public. Hence it is easy to see
that judges might often be afraid to incur the hostility of rich
and unscrupulous citizens by voting against them. The above
instances all refer to dithyrambic contests, No doubt in these
cases, as the whole tribe was concerned with the result, party
feeling ran exceptionally high. In the dramatic competitions
only individuals were engaged, and there was less general
excitement about the result. Yet even here corrupt influences
were sometimes employed. Menander, the greatest comic poet
of his time, was often defeated by Philemon owing to jobbery
and intrigue similar to that described above.?

One not unfrequent cause then of unfair verdicts must have
been corruption and intimidation. There is also another point
to be kept in view in estimating the value of the decisions
of the ancient judges. The plays of Sophocles and Euripides
were no doubt immeasurably superior, as literary works, to the
plays of Philocles, Xenocles, and Nicomachus, by which they
were defeated. And yet in these and similar instances the
verdicts of the judges may perhaps have had some justification.
One is apt to forget the importance of the manner in which
the play was presented upon the stage. Even in modern times
an inferior play, if well mounted and acted, is more impressive
than a good play badly performed. This must have been still
more the case in the ancient drama, where the singing and
dancing of the chorus formed such an important element in the
success of the performance. It can easily be seen that, however
well a play was written, if it was ill-mounted, and if the chorus
was badly trained, this would greatly diminish the chances
of success. Now the ancient poet was dependent upon his
choregus for the mounting of the piece and for the selection
of the chorus. If the choregus was rich and generous the
play was put upon the stage in the very best manner, with all
the advantages of fine dresses and a well-trained chorus. An
ambitious choregus spared no pains to do his part of the work
thoroughly. But if the choregus was a miserly man he tried
to do the thing as cheaply as possible. He hired inferior
singers, and cut down the prices of the dresses and other

1 Andocid. Alcibiad. § 20 dAAQ rav  vuedy Ixpivay adréy.
Kpurév ol udv poBovpevor ol 8¢ xap{buevor 3 Aul. Gell. N. A, 17. ¢
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accessories. Hence the success of a play depended nearly as
much upon the choregus as upon the poet. Several examples
illustrate this fact. Demosthenes, shortly before his death,
is said to have dreamt that he was acting in a tragedy in
a contest with Archias; but although he was highly successful,
and produced a great impression upon the audience, he was
defeated in the contest because of the wretched manner in
which the play was mounted upon the stage.! Then there
is the case of Nicias. He was a man of great wealth, but not
of commanding talents, Accordingly he tried to win popularity
by the magnificence with which he performed his duties as
choregus. The result was that he obtained the victory in every
competition in which he engaged.? Antisthenes is another
instance of a rich choregus who, although he knew nothing
about music and poetry, was always successful in his contests,
because he spared no expense in the preparations.;’ There
is an example of a different kind of choregus in one of the
speeches of Isaeus. A certain Dicaeogenes regarded his office
of choregus merely as a burden, and tried to perform it in
the most economical manner. The consequence was that he
was always unsuccessful. He engaged in a dithyrambic and
tragic contest, and in a contest of pyrrhic dancers. On the first
occasion he was last but one, on the other two occasions he
was last.* Obviously the tragic poet who had the misfortune
to be associated with Dicaeogenes would have a very small
chance of success. The above examples show very clearly
that the money of the choregus was almost as important
towards securing victory as the genius of the poet.

The best critics would attend mainly to the merits of the
piece in itself, apart from the splendour of the accompaniments.
But the mass of the spectators would be dazzled by gorgeous
dresses and effective singing and dancing. And the mass of
the spectators had a great deal to do with the verdict. If
they were strongly in favour of a particular poet, it was difficult
for the judges to act in opposition to their wishes. The judges
were liable to prosecution and imprisonment if their verdict
was supposed to be unjust; and the case would be tried before

1 Plut. Demosth. 859 D elnuepar 32 1 1d. Nicias, 524 D.
xal xaréxaw 16 Oéarpov lvdeig xapaskevijs 3 Xen. Memor. iii. 4. 3.’
®al xopnyias kpareiogba, ¢ Isaeus v. § 36.
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a jury chosen from the very audience which they had thwarted.!
That the multitude on occasions made their wishes known most
emphatically, and brought great pressure to bear upon the
judges, is shown by Aelian’s account of the first performance
of the Clouds. The story is a fable, but is interesting as an
illustration of the occasional behaviour of an Athenian audience.
It is said that the people were so delighted with the Clouds, that
they applauded the poet more than they had ever done before,
and insisted on the judges placing the name of Aristophanes
first upon the list.? Plato laments on several occasions the
despotism exercised by the audience in the theatre. In former
times, he says, the verdict was not decided by ‘hisses and
unmusical shouts, as at the present day, nor by applause
and clapping of hands’, but the rabble were compelled by
the attendants to keep quiet. In another place he says that
the judge should be the instructor, not the pupil, of the
audience, and should refuse to be intimidated by their shouts
into giving a false verdict. But at the present day, he adds,
the decision rests with the multitude, and is practically decided
by public vote, and the result is the degeneracy of poets and
spectators alike.® These passages of.Plato prove how much
the judges were under the dominion of the audience; and
a general audience would be especially likely to be carried
away by the splendour of the choregic part of the exhibition,
by the music, dancing, and scenery. But on the whole, in
spite of “occasional cases of corruption, and in spite of the
despotism of the multitude, one would. be inclined to say,
arguing from results, that the judges performed their duties
well. The best proof of their fairness lies in the continued
success of Aeschylus and Sophocles.*

§ 10. The Prizes.

When the contest was ended, and the decision of the judges
had been announced, the names of the victorious poet and of
his choregus were publicly proclaimed by the herald, and they
were crowned with garlands of ivy in the presence of the

1 Aeschin. Ctesiph. § 23a. A-C,
* Aelian Var, Hist. ii. 13. ¢ [Cp. Butcher, Harvard Lectures,
* Plato, Legg. 700 C-701 A. 659 p. 173 ff.]
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spectators. The crowning probably took place upon the stage,
and was performed by the archon.! There is no mention of
any special prize for the choregus, in addition to the honour
of the crown and the public proclamation of his victory. Itis
often stated that the successful choregus received a tripod from
the State, which he was expected to erect upon a monument
in some public place, with an inscription recording his victory.
But this was only the case in the dithyrambic contests.. In
these contests each choregus appeared as the representative
of one of the ten tribes of Attica; the tripod which he received
belonged really to the tribe, and was intended to serve as
a tribal monument.? The dramatic choregi had no such repre-
sentative character, nor were they provided with any memorial
of victory by the State.

As to the rewards for the poets, the tradition was that in
the earliest times the prize for tragedy was a goat, the prize
for comedy a. basket of figs and a jar of wine?® After the
dramatic contests had been regularly organized, each of the
competing poets received a payment of money from the State,
differing no doubt in amount, according to the place he gained
in the competition.* Nothing is known as to the value of these
prizes. But as the ancient dramatist had not only to write his
plays, but also to superintend their production, the demands
upon his time and energy must have been very great, and the
rewards would be correspondingly large. Some idea of the
scale on which the amounts were graduated, according to
the place of each poet in the competition, may be gathered
from the analogy of the dithyrambic contests instituted by
Lycurgus in the Peiraceus. In these contests not less than
three choruses were to take part, and the prizes were to be

! Alciphron ii. 3; Plut. An seni &c.
P- 185 B; Athen. p. 217 A orepavoiras
Amwaios ; Aristid. vol. ii. p. 2 (Dindf.)
T0iTor oreavoiv xal wpdror dwayo-
pevewy,

* Dem. Meid. § 5; Lysias xxi. § 2;
Schol. Aeschin. Timarch. § 11 ; Isaeus
vii. § 40; and Arg. to Dem. Meid.
P.510. The monuments of Lysicrates
and Thrasyllus,which weresurmounted
With tripods (Stuart and Revett, Anti-
quities of Athens, vol. i. chap. iv. pt. 3,
vol. ii, p. 31), were in honour of vic-

tories with dithyrambic choruses; cp.
C. L. A.ii. 1243, 1247.

3 Marmor Par. epp. 39, 43.

4 Schol. Aristoph. Ran. 367 tdv
oy Tdv xoppdiv dueiwsay ; Eccles.
102 7oy moddy 1AV TounTdy ouvéreue;
Hesych. s.v. wolés 73 émabrov 18v
xopdw ., . {pmador 8 xévre fjoav. As
the competitors in comedy were five,
this last passage proves that all the
competing poets received a reward of
money.
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ten minae for the first chorus, eight for the second, and six
for the third.' The payment of the dramatic poets was
probably arranged in a somewhat similar proportion. Towards
the end of the fifth century the prizes were reduced in amount
by certain commissioners of the Treasury, named Archinus and
Agyrrhius. Accordingly in the Frogs of Aristophanes these
two statesmen are placed in the list of bad men who are not
allowed to join the chorus of the initiated? The fact that all
of the competing poets received a reward of money need cause
no astonishment. They were the poets chosen, after selection,
to provide the entertainment at the annual festivals. They were
not selected until their plays had been carefully examined by
the archon and found to be of the requisite merit. To be
allowed to exhibit at all was a considerable distinction. There
was nothing dishonourable for an ordinary poet in being placed
last in the competition. No doubt for one of the great dramatic
writers such a position was regarded as a disgrace. When
Aristophanes was third it is spoken of as a distinct rebuff®
But to obtain the second place was always creditable. It is
mentioned as a proof of the greatness of Sophocles that he
‘obtained twenty victories and was often second’. When he
was defeated for the first place by Philocles, the disgrace
consisted, not in his being second, but in his being beaten by
such an inferior poet.* At the same time to be second was
never regarded as a ‘victory’. The title of victor was reserved
for the first poet. This is proved by the passage about
Sophocles just quoted, and also by the fact that in the list
of victors at the City Dionysia only the names of the first poets
in the tragic and comic contests are enumerated.® It is clearly
owing to an error that the second poet is sometimes spoken
of as a victor.*

§ 11. Contests between actors.

In addition to the rewards just mentioned, prizes for acting
were instituted in later times. At first the principal competitors

! Plut. X orat. 842 A. 5 C. L A.ii. 971 a-e, iv. 971 f-h.

? Aristoph. Ran. 867, and Schol. ¢ Arg. Aristoph. Vesp. lvixa wp@ros
ad loc. Pihawidns. Arg. Nub. dre Kparivos v

3 Arg. Aristoph. Nub. tvixa Tvrivy, 'Apeaias 8¢ Koy, Arg.

¢ Vit. Soph. ; Aristid. vol. ii. p. 344 Pax tviknoe 3¢ 79 Spdpari é mopris . . .
(Dindf.). Sevrepos "Apiaropdims Elppvp.
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in the dramatic contests were the choregus and the poet.
Upon their efforts the success of a play mainly depended.
It was to them that the rewards of victory were assigned, and it
was their names which were recorded in the public monuments,
But as time went on the profession of the actor gradually
increased in importance. Eventually the success of a play came
to depend principally upon the actors. The competition was
extended to them. A prize was offered for the most successful
actor as well as for the most successful poet. The name of the
victorious actors began to be recorded in the official lists. As
regards the date of these innovations the following facts may
be gathered from existing monuments, At the City Dionysia
contests between tragic aetors were established for the first time
about the year 446 B.c.! Contests between comic actors at
this festival are not mentioned in the inscriptional records of
performances during the fifth and fourth centuries.? In the
second century they seem to have become a regular institution,
but nothing certain can be ascertained concerning the intervening
period.®* At the Lenaea, contests between tragic actors can be
traced back as far as 420 B.c,* and contests between comic
actors as far as about 289 with certainty,® and considerably
earlier with fair probability.*

'C.LA iv.gnf.

2 C.L A. ii. 971 a-e, iv. 971 f-h.
Hence Rose’s ingenious emendation
of the conclusion to the first Arg.
to the Pax—7d 3¢ 3pdua imexpivaro
'AwoAAéBapos, Hvixa dpuijy Aoioxpbrys
L&erin “Epparv 8 {moxpiris Rose]—must

regarded as very doubtful, as the
Pax was produced at the
Dionysia.

> C. 1. A.ii. 975 a-e: see also note
6 below.

¢ C. L. A.ii. 979, col.ii. The men-
tion of the victorious actor's name
shows that the comic list in this in-
scription, like the tragic, must refer
to the Lenaea.

¢ [C.1. A. ii. 973, col. i, as dated by
Capps (Amer.Journ. Arch. xx. p. 74 ff.),
who shows almost conclusive grounds
for substituting this date for the date
354 hitherto generally accepted, and is
followed by Wilhelm.]

¢ [Circ. B.c. 330, according to Capps,
Lc. p. 84. The date depends upon the

City

conjectural restoration of some frag-
ments of C.L A, ii. 977, especially
fragment u. If Wilhelm’s restoration
of C. . A. ii. 1289 is correct (Urkunden
dramat. Auffohrungen in Athen,
PP- 149, 209 ff.) there is evidence of
contests of comic actors in B. C. 307-6 ;
and the inscription 974 c, elucidated
by Wilhelm, {c., p. 43, shows that
there were contests in 313-312 ; but
it is not certain to which festival this
inscription belongs. Wilhelm, lc.,
P. 253, even infers, from a restoration
of C. L A. ii. 977 | (i’ according to his
numbering), that these contests existed
as early as the beginning of the fourth
or end of the fifth century : the restor-
ation is highly probable, and if it is
correct, contests of comic actors can
be traced back nearly as far as contests
of tragic actors; but again it is un-
certain to which festival the inscrip-
tion refers, and it is going too far to
use the combined evidence of this
inscription, and th¢ Arg. to the Pax,
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These contests were limited to the principal actors or prot-
agonists in each play. The subordinate actors, the deuter-
agonist and tritagonist, had nothing to do with them. The
principal actor in a Greek play was a much more important
personage than even the ‘star’ in a modern company. The
actors in a Greek play were limited to three in number, and
each of them had to play several parts in succession, by means
of changes in dress and mask. Hence the protagonist had to
perform not only the principal part, but also several of the
subordinate ones. Besides this, the composition of most Greek
tragedies was designed with the express purpose of bringing
out into strong relief the character of the principal personage.
The incidents were intended to draw forth his different emo-
tions: the subordinate characters were so many foils to him.
As a consequence, the success of a Greek play depended almost
wholly upon the protagonist. In the ordinary language of the
times he was said to ‘act the play’, as if the other performers
were of no importance. To take an example from existing
inscriptions, it is recorded that in 340 ¢ Astydamas was victorious
with the Parthenopaeus, acted by Thessalus, and the Lycaon,
acted by Neoptolemus’.! This is the regular form of the old
records both in tragedy and comedy. Demosthenes uses
similar language. Referring to the Phoenix of Euripides, he
says that ‘Theodorus and Aristodemus never acted this play’.
The form of the language is proof of the overwhelming impor-
tance of the protagonist. The only other point to be noticed is
that the success of the actor was quite independent of the
success of the play in which he was performing. Thus in
one of the comic contests of the second century the prize for
acting was won by Onesimus. But the play in which he acted,
the Shipwrecked Mariner, only won the second place. The
successful comedy, the Ephesians, was acted by Sophilus.
Similarly in the tragic contests of the year 418 the prize for
acting was won by Callippides ; but the poet Callistratus, whose
three tragedies he performed, was only second. The tragedies
of the successful poet were acted by Lysicrates.

The actors’ contests which we have hitherto been describing

as emended, to prove the existence of !
contests at the City Dionysia in 2
3

C. L A. ii. 973.
421 B.C.] C

Del;). Fals. Leg. § 246.
I. A.ii. 975 b, 972.
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took place at the performance of new tragedies and comedies,
and existed side by side with contests between poets and
choregi. But there were other occasions in which actors met
in competition. The reproduction of old plays generally took
the form of contests between actors. These contests were of
two kinds. In the first kind each actor performed a different
play. At the same time the victory was decided, not by the
merits of the play, but by the skill of the actor. There are
several references to competitions of this sort. For instance,
before the battle of Arginusae, Thrasyllus is said to have
dreamt that he was engaged in a contest in the theatre at
Athens, and that he and his fellow generals were acting the
Phoenissae of Euripides, while their opponents were acting the
Supplices.! The most frequent occasion for reproductions of
old plays in this manner must have been afforded by the Rural
Dionysia in the different townships of Attica. The dramatic
performances at these festivals were mostly confined, as we
have already seen, to the exhibition of old tragedies and
comedies. The town offered a prize for acting, and the leading
Athenian actors came down with their companies and took part
in the contest, each performing a different play. But at the
great Athenian festivals, the Lenaea and the City Dionysia,
there are no traces of such competitions to be found in the
records. They may have been introduced in late times; but
during the more flourishing period of the drama, when the
older poets were reproduced at these festivals, one play seems
to have been considered sufficient.?

The second kind of competition with old plays differed from
the first in this respect, that each actor performed the same
play. For instance, Licymnius, the tragic actor, is said to have
defeated Critias and Hippasus in the Propompi of Aeschylus.
Andronicus, another tragic actor, was successful in the Epigoni
on one occasion ; and it is implied that his opponents acted the
same play.* In contests of this description it is not probable

! Diod. Sic. xiii. 97.

* For the City Dionysia see above,
pPp- 18 and 24. For the Lenaea there
is no evidence, but the practice was
probably much the same. See p. 26.

? Alciphron iii. 48 xaxds xaxws dwé-
Axto mal dpowos €in Awxvprios O Tis

Tpaypdias iwoxpir)s. s ydp tvika Tods
dvriréxvous Kpriav 7dv KAeavaiov xal
“Isxacor 7v 'AuBpamiiryy rods Aloxv-
Aov Ilpowouwods x.7.A. Athen. p. 584 D
'AvBpovixov 8¢ rob Tpayedod dx’ dyawés
Twvos, &v @ 7Tovs 'Emydrovs ednpuephixer,
slvewr péAhorros wap’ abrp xTA.
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that the whole play was acted by each of the competitors, but
only special portions of it. The contest would be useful for
purposes of selection. When the custom arose of prefacing
the performances of new tragedies and new comedies by the
reproduction of an ancient drama, it would be necessary for
the state to choose the actor who was to manage the reproduction.
Very probably the selection was made by a competition of the
kind we are describing, in which a portion of an old play was
performed by each of the candidates. The contests between
comic actors at the Chytri have already been referred to.!
Most likely they were of the same description.

§ 12. Records of dramatic contests.

It is difficult in modern times to realize fully the keenness
of the interest with which the various dramatic contests were
regarded by the old Athenians, and the value which was
attached to victories obtained in them. The greatest statesman
was proud to be successful with a chorus in tragedy or comedy.
It was a proof both of his taste and of his munificence. The
tragic poet held as high a place in the popular estimation as
the orator or the general. Victorious competitors were not
content with the mere temporary glory they obtained. Every
care was taken to perpetuate the memory of their success
in a permanent form. Elaborate records were also erected by
the state. A description of the various kinds of memorials, of
which fragments have been preserved, will be a convincing
proof of the enthusiasm with which the drama was regarded
in ancient times.

First, as to the private monuments. These were erected
by the victorious choregi, and appear to have differed widely
in style and costliness, according to the wealth and taste of
the individuals. Thus the mean man in Theophrastus, when
he had been successful with a tragic chorus, was content to
erect a mere wooden scroll in commemoration of his victory.?
Another cheap device was to dedicate some article of theatrical
costume, such as an actor’s mask.* But the ordinary form of

1 See above, p. 31. Kngeaoddpy Evisaw, xal dviraga odr 7§

? Theophrast. Char. 22 rawia fvAby. 775 oxevijs dvadéaet éxxailexa pvds.
3 Lysias xxi. § 4 sxwuepdois xopnyav
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memorial, in the case of the dramatic contests, consisted
of a marble tablet, containing a painting or sculptured relief.!
At first, no doubt, these tablets were of small size and simple
workmanship; but in course of time, with the growth of
luxurious habits, they began to assume a more elaborate form.
For instance, the monument set up by Xenocles in 306 was about
fourteen feet high, the tablet being enclosed in a magnificent
architectural structure, with columns and entablature.? The
paintings and reliefs upon the tablets were no less variable.
Some of them depicted masks, or crowns of victory, or similar
emblems ; others contained representations of Dionysus or
Silenus. Sometimes groups of figures were portrayed, such
as a chorus of singers with the choregus in the centre. Some-
times a scene was inserted from the tragedy or comedy in
which the victory had been obtained.® But though the tablets
differed in magnificence, the inscriptions upon them were
generally simple and concise, and consisted merely of the
names of the poet and choregus, and of the archon for the year,
with the addition in later times of the name of the actor.
The record inscribed by Themistocles in honour of his tragic
victory in 476 ran as follows:‘—

Choregus, Themistocles of Phrearria :
Poet, Phrynichus :
Archon, Adeimantus.,

As regards public memorials, we can hardly doubt that from the
earliest period records of the different contests were preserved
in the official archives. But in addition to these documentary
registers, elaborate monuments of stone were erected by the
state in or near to the theatre of Dionysus. Considerable
fragments of these monuments have been discovered by recent
excavations. They may be divided into three classes. The
first class consisted of records of all the contests at some one
particular festival. Such records were of the most general
description, and contained merely a list of victors’ names.
Fragments have been discovered of the records of the contests

! Plut. Themist. 114 C wivaxa 7s 3 Reisch, Griechische Weihge-
vieys dvéOnee. Aristot. Pol. viii. 6 é¢  schenke, p. 118 ff.
rob wivaxos 8y dvédnxe Opbainwos. ¢ Plut. Themist. 114 C. Cp.C. 1. A.

* C.1 A. ii. 1289; Bull. Corr. Hell. ii. 1280, 1285 (a metrical inscription),
jii. pl. s. 1289, iv. 1280 b, 1282 b, 1285 b, &c. "
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at the City Dionysia during the fifth and fourth centuries.'
The style is the same throughout. The boys’ choruses are
mentioned first, then the choruses of men, then comedy, and
tragedy last of all. In the dithyrambic contests the names of
the victorious tribe and choregus are given; in the dramatic
contests the names of the victorious choregus and poet. The
only difference between the earlier and later portions of the
record is that towards the middle of the fifth century the name
of the tragic actor begins to be appended.

The second class of public monuments was devoted to the
record of one particular kind of contest at a particular festival.
Records are extant of tragedy at the Lenaea in the fifth century,
and at the City Dionysia in the fourth; also of comedy at
the Lenaea in the third century, and at the City Dionysia in
the second.? The names of all the competing poets are given,
together with the titles of the plays they produced, and the
names of the actors who performed them. At the end comes
the name of the actor who won the prize for acting. If there
was any reproduction of an old tragedy or comedy, the name
of the play is given, together with the name of the actor.

The third class of monument consisted of lists of tragic and
comic actors, and tragic and comic poets, with numerals after
each of them, denoting the number of victories they had won
in the course of their career. There were separate lists for the
City Dionysia and the Lenaea. There were consequently eight
lists in all, four for each festival. Numerous fragments have
been discovered, but unfortunately the most interesting parts
are not always the best preserved.® Still, they throw light upon
several small points in connexion with the drama. One fragment
confirms the statement of Diodorus, that the number of Sophocles’
victories was eighteen. At any rate that is proved to have been
the number of his victories at the City Dionysia. Cratinus is
represented as having won three victories at the City Dionysia
and six at the Lenaea. This tallies exactly with the account
of Suidas, who gives the total number of his victories
as nine.*

1C. L A. ii. 971 a-e, iv. 971 f-h. 3 C. L A.ii. 977, iv. 977

See Appendix B. ¢ Diod. Sic. xiii. 103; Suidas s.v.
3C I A. ii. 973, 973, 975 See Kparivos.

Appendix B.
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None of the public monuments, of which fragments have been
recovered, appear to have been erected before the third century,
or, at the earliest, the latter part of the fourth century B.c.
But there can be no doubt that similar monuments existed
at a much earlier period. These earlier records, together with
the choregic inscriptions and the documents in the public
archives, must have been the source from which Aristotle
derived the information contained in his two books about the
contests at the Dionysia. Of these two books the first was
called ‘ Dionysiac Victories’, and though it is never quoted by
ancient writers, it probably contained the same sort of informa-
tion as the first and third classes of public monuments. The
other book was called the ‘ Didascaliae’, and is very frequently
referred to and quoted from.! It contained lists of the poets
who competed at each festival, together with the names of
the plays they produced. It was therefore similar to the second
class of monuments. ‘Didascalia,’ in its dramatic sense, meant
originally the teaching and training of a chorus. It then came
to denote the play or group of plays produced by a poet at
a single festival.? Lastly, it was used to denote a record con-
cerning the production of a play or group of plays. It is in this
sense that Aristotle used it as the title of his book. The work
would not be a mere compilation from existing records and
monuments. It must have required some care and research.
For instance, when a poet had his plays brought out vicariously,
we cannot doubt that the name of the nominal author was
entered in the public records, and not that of the real poet.
Aristophanes usually brought out his plays in this manner.
Then again a poet’s plays were sometimes brought out after
his death in the name of his son. In these and similar cases
it would be the duty of the compiler of a work like Aristotle’s
to correct the mistakes of the public records, and to substitute
where necessary the name of the real author of the play.
Corrections of this kind were no doubt made by Aristotle and
his successors. The Didascaliae of Aristotle is the ultimate
source of our information as to the production and the success
of the plays of the great Athenian dramatists. Callimachus,

! Diog. Laért. v. 1. 26. A com- Aristotle, vol. v, p. 1572.
plete list of the quotations from Aris- ? See pp. 13 (note 2), 61.
totle’s Aidacxaria: is given in Bekker’s



48 DRAMATIC CONTESTS AT ATHENS

the grammarian of Alexandria, wrote a book of a similar kind,
based upon Aristotle’s work.! It was from Callimachus that
Aristophanes, the grammarian, derived the information which
he incorporated in his Arguments to the Greek plays.* The
existing Arguments are mainly fragments of the work of
Aristophanes.® Thus the process of derivation from Aristotle
can be traced step by step. The list of victors at the City
Dionysia for the year 458, which was dug up at Athens a few
years ago, tallies in every particular with the facts recorded

in the Argument to the Agamemnon of Aeschylus.!

1 Suidas s.v. KaAAipayos; Schol.
Aristoph. Nub. 55a.

3 Etym. Mag. s.v. wivag.

3 Trendelenburg, Gramm. Graec. de
Arte Tragica Iudiciorum Reliquiae,
p. 3 foll.

$C.LA. iv. 971 f. See above,
p- 20, note 8. [It is not at all impro-
bable that the extant inscriptions which
have been described in this section
were to a great extent based on the
work of Aristotle himself, this work
being itself based on earlier records
now lost. It would only be natural
that the theatre officials would take
advantage of so importanta compilation
as the Atdaoxaria and Nixa: Atovvaaxal
of Aristotle, and might well have
extracts from it engraved on stone in
the theatre. The fact that the last

record in C. I. A. ii. 971 belongs to the
year 328 B.c. has also led some
writers to conjecture that this whole
inscription represents the work of
Aristotle. This view is confirmed by
the fact that Aristotle, with Calli-
sthenes, prepared a record of Pythian
victors for the temple of Delphi, which
was engraved on stone at the public
cost, B.C. 331. (Homolle, Bull. de
Corr. Hell. xxii. 261, 631 ; Bourguet,
ibid. xxiv. 504 ; Dittenberger, Sylloge
Inscr. Gr. 915.) Cp. Reisch in Pauly-
Wissowa, Real-Encycl,, Art. Didas-
kaliai ; Wilhelm, Urkunden dramati-
scher Auffithrungen in Athen, pp. 13-
15. The latter work gives a very
complete account of the extant in-
scriptions.]



CHAPTER 11

THE PREPARATION FOR THE CONTESTS
§ 1. The Poets.

Dramartic performances at Athens, as was pointed out, were
entirely in the hands of the state. They were sacred institutions
in honour of Dionysus, and their regulation was as much the
duty of the government as the management of any other religious
ceremonial. Of the two festivals to which they were confined,
the City Dionysia was superintended by the archon eponymus,
the Lenaea by the archon basileus. These two archons were
therefore responsible for the dramatic exhibitions at their re-
spective festivals! They had not much to do with the details
of preparation. Their function was rather one of general
supervision. They had to select the proper persons, set them
to work, and see that they performed their work efficiently. At
Athens this was a complex matter, and required a good deal
of arrangement. The requisite number of poets had to be
chosen and their plays approved. Choregi had to be appointed
to pay the expenses of the different choruses. Actors had then
to be engaged and distributed among the poets. It was the
duty of the archon to make all these selections, and to bring
poets, actors, and choregi together. In the present chapter we
shall explain in detail the manner in which these various arrange-
ments were carried out.

When a poet wished to compete at one of the festivals, he

¥ Ath. Pol. cc. 56, 57. The ar.
choans superintended the various con-
tests themselves, but were assisted by
curators in the organization of the pro-

each tribe, and received 100 minae
from the state to cover expenses. In
the third century the system of election
was reintroduced. %"he curators at
the I were also curators of the

cessions. These émpueAnral Tijs wouwi
were tenin number at the City Dionysia.
Until 352 they were elected by the
people from the general mass of the
citizens, and paid the expenses of
the procession.themselves, After 352
they were chosen by lot, one from

HAIGH

Eleusinian mysteries (émpeAnral rawv
pvarypiaw), four in number, and elected
by the state, two from the people
generally, one each from the Kfpuxes
and EdpoAwidai. See Sandys’ notes
ad loc.
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sent in his application to the archon, together with copies of the
plays he proposed to exhibit. As it was a great honour to be
allowed to take part in the competitions, there was usually no
lack of applicants. The archon then read through the plays
submitted to him, and proceeded to select, from among the
various candidates, the number of poets required by the par-
ticular festival. If it was tragedy at the City Dionysia which he
was providing for, he would choose three poets ; if it was tragedy
at the Lenaea, he would choose two. * In comedy the number of
poets was originally three, and in later times five. When the
archon accepted a poet’s application, and placed him on the
official list of competitors, he was said to ‘grant him a chorus’,
because the next step was to provide him with a choregus, who
paid the expenses of his chorus. In the same way, when a poet
applied for permission to exhibit, he was said to ‘ask for
a chorus’! The task imposed upon the archon of deciding
between the rival claims of the dramatic poets must have been
a very difficult and a very invidious one. Even if he acted with
the best intentions, he could hardly avoid giving offence. Some-
times there were manifest cases of jobbery and favouritism. One
archon refused a chorus to the great comic poet Cratinus;
another gave a chorus to a certain Cleomachus in preference to
Sophocles.? But it is unlikely that instances of this kind were
very common. Probably in most years the poets of the highest
reputation were chosen. In a city like Athens, where the
magistrates were entirely at the mercy of the people, it would
be impossible for them to disregard popular opinion in a very
flagrant manner.

Some of the old scholiasts say that a poet was not allowed to
exhibit till he had reached the age of thirty or forty.* But this
is clearly a mistake. The only limit of age in any of these
Bacchic contests was that which prohibited a man under forty
from serving as choregus to a chorus of boys. As for the
dramatic poets, they were free to compete as soon as they had
reached twenty, passed their dokimasia, and been enrolled as
full citizens. Most of the great poets seem to have begun their
career at a very early age. Aeschylus was only twenty-five

1 Suil'c_ias S, V. xopdv 8(3ayu ; Athen. ? Cratinus 1. c.
p. 638 F; Cratinus fr. 15 (Kock); cf. 3 Schol. Aristoph. Nub, s10
Aristot. Poet. c. v, Ath, Pol. 1. g " 53%
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when he made his first appearance. Sophocles began to exhibit
at twenty-eight, Euripides at twenty-six,' while Aristophanes
must have been even younger when he brought out the Knights.?

It was not uncommon at Athens for a poet to have his plays
produced by a friend, instead of coming forward in his own
person. Various motives might lead him to do so. A young
poet, feeling diffident about his powers, might wish to make his
first experiments anonymously. This was apparently the reason
why the first three plays of Aristophanes—the Banqueters,
Babylonians, and Acharnians—were brought out by Callistratus.
It was not till 424, when the Knights was exhibited, that
Aristophanes applied for a chorus in his own name. In the
parabasis to this play he explains that the reasons which made
him keep in the background at first were caution and timidity,
and a feeling that one ought to proceed warily in the business
of comic writing, and advance by slow degrees, just as a steers-
man begins by serving as a rower.* Sometimes, again, a poet
wrote a play for his son, and allowed him to bring it out and
get the credit of the authorship, so as to give him a successful
start in his dramatic career. Aristophanes for this reason
entrusted his two last comedies to his son Araros; and Sopho-
cles is said to have entrusted his son Iophon with tragedies.®
It occasionally happened also that a wealthy citizen, with
literary ambitions, bought a play from a clever but needy author
and exhibited it as his own. Plato, the poet of the Old Comedy,
is said to have made an income by sales of this kind.* Probably,
however, the commonest reason for vicarious production was
the mere desire to escape trouble and responsibility. The older
poets had superintended in person everything connected with
the bringing out of a play. In later times, as play-writing
became more and more a purely literary pursuit, it was natural

1 Suidas s. v, Aloxdros; Marm. Par,
ep. 56; Vita I Eurip.

3 Schol. Aristoph. Ran. 504 ; Arg.
Aristoph. Equit. ; cf. Suidas s. v. Ej-
wohss. [The remarkable didascalic in-
scription (974 c) printed by Wilhelm,
Urkunden dramat. Auffohrungen in
Athen, p. 45, and reproduced in
Appendix B, notices of a certain
Ameinias (probably), who won the
third place with his play, that {¢nBos
é&v dvepfipy. Wilhelm shows that this

use of »éuew and its cognates, to signify
permission to compete, was a technical
one, and quotes conclusive parallels.]

3 Schol. Aristoph. Nub. 531 ; Anon.
de Com. (Kaibel Com. Fr. p.8) ; Suidas
s. v. Zaulav d Bijuos; Arg. Aristoph.
Acharn.

¢ Aristoph. Equit. 519-44 cf. Nub.
528-31.

8 Arg. Aristoph. Plutus; Schol.
Aristoph. Ran. 73.

¢ Suidas s. v. 'ApxdBas ppoduevor,

E2
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for authors occasionally to transfer the theatrical part of the
business to other shoulders. They hired stage-managers to
look after the rehearsals, and they got theatrical friends to make
the necessary arrangements with the archon. Aristophanes,
in the middle of his career, entrusted many of his comedies to
Philonides and Callistratus.! The Autolycus of Eupolis was
brought out by Demostratus; Philippus, son of Aristophanes,
is said to have competed frequently with plays of Eubulus.!
Aphareus, the rhetorician and tragic poet of the fourth century,
though he exhibited in eight contests, never brought out a play
in his own name.* In these and similar cases it is difficult to
suggest any other motive than love of ease.

As regards the relationship between the poet and the friend
who produced his plays for him, there are one or two points
which deserve notice. It was the nominal poet who applied to
the archon, received the chorus, and undertook the whole
responsibility. At the same time the name of the real poet
was often quite well known. Of course, if secrecy was an
“object, this would not be so. When a father wrote plays for
his son, or a needy author sold plays to a literary aspirant, the
real authorship must have been concealed, at any rate for a time.
But in other cases it seems to have been an open secret from
the first. Aristophanes, in the Knights, says that many people
had been asking him why he gave his plays to Callistratus
instead of applying for a chorus in person.* In the Wasps,
which is generally supposed not to have been brought out by
himself, he refers to the author of the play in terms only
applicable to himself* Here, then, there was no attempt at
concealment. At the same time the nominal author must have
been the one officially recognized by the state. It must have
been he who received the rewards of victory, and whose name
was stated as victor in the public records. It is true that in the
records which have been preserved the practice is to give the
name of the real author, and to add as a note that the play was
actually brought out by such and such a person. But this can
hardly have been the original form of the entry. It must be
due to the corrections of the grammarians who collected and
edited thesnotices.

1 Args. Aristoph. Av., Lysist., Vesp., 3 Plut. X orat. 839 D.
an. ¢ Aristoph. Equit. §13, 513,
3 Athen, p. 216 D ; Vit. Aristoph. 6 Id. Vesp. 1016-22.
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§ 2. The Choregs.

The next point to consider is the nomination of the choregi,
who provided the choruses. In the case of the dithyrambic
contests, which were tribal in character, the choregi were
appointed by the separate tribes, the appointment taking place
one month after the last festival.! But as the drama had no
connexion with the tribal system, the dramatic choregi were
taken indiscriminately from the general mass of citizens. They
were nominated by the archon in charge of each festival imme-
diately after his accession to office in July.? This, at any rate,
was the original system. But about the middle of the fourth
century a change was made in the case of the comic choregi.
Their appointment was transferred from the archon to the
tribes®* Ten choregi were required every year, and each tribe
had to supply one. By this innovation the election of the comic
choregi was assimilated to that of the dithyrambic. But the
change was a mere piece of administrative detail, and had no
further significance. The comic contests remained, as before,
independent of the tribal arrangement, and the name of the
tribe never appears in the records of the contests.*

The choregia was one of the public burdens which had to be
undertaken in turn by the richer citizens. Any man of sufficient
wealth might be called upon after he had reached the age of
twenty, though no one under the age of forty could be choregus
to a boys’ chorus.® The order was fixed by law. But a citizen
of unusual generosity and ambition might volunteer for the office
out of his proper turn. The defendant in one of the speeches
of Lysias tries to favourably impress the jury by explaining to
them that he has supplied eight choruses in nine years, in addi-
tion to such burdens as the war-tax and the trierarchy.* Some-
times, however, there was a difficulty in finding, even among
those who were liable, a sufficient number of rich men to fill the
office. This was especially the case towards the end of the
Peloponnesian War, when there had been long and heavy drains

1 Arg. ii to Dem. Meid. 8 Lysias xxi. §§ 1-5; Aeschin. Ti-
3 Athen. Pol. c. 56. march. §§ 11, 12; Harpocrat. s. v. 3t
3 Ibid. vépos.

{C. LA i.gjrd,iv.97t h, 4 Lysias 1. c.
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upon the resources of the state.! Accordingly in 406 it was
found necessary to lighten the burden. A law was passed that
each dramatic chorus at the City Dionysia should be provided
by two choregi instead of one, thus diminishing the cost to
individuals by half. This law was only intended as a temporary
expedient. It was not applied to the Lenaea?; and even at the
City Dionysia it was repealed in the course of the next fifty
years.®

The institution of the choregia lasted till nearly the end of the
fourth century.! But about the year 318 it was abolished, and
a new system adopted in its place.® The providing of the
choruses was now undertaken by the state, and an officer called
the Agonothetes was elected annually to carry out the arrange-
ments. This official had the general management of the musical
and dramatic contests, and had to perform all the duties which
had previously fallen to the choregi, and even to erect the tripods
and other memorials of victory.* Though assisted by contribu-
tions from the state, he had to bear the greater part of the
expenses himself, and was always chosen on account of his

! In the time of Demosthenes the
tribe Pandionis was for three years
unable to supply a dithyrambic cho-
regus. Dem. Meid. § 13.

2 Schol. Aristoph. Ran. 406, who
suggests that the system was also ex-
tended to the Lenaea. But this is
disproved by Lysias xxi. § 4, where
the defendant says he was choregus
(not synchoregus) to a comic chorus
in B.c. 402. The synchoregia cannot,
therefore, have been applied to both
festivals.

3 C. L. A, ii. 971 c (tragic choregus
at City Dionysia for 387) (but the in-
terpretation of this fragment is very
difficult]. Tragic synchoregi occur
twice in inscriptions at the beginning
of the fourth century (C. 1. A, ii. 1280,
iv. 1280 b); and are mentioned by
Isaeus v. § 36 (B.c. 389) and Lysias
xix. § 29 (B.cC.394-389); but as the
festival is not mentioned by either
author, it may have been the Lenaea,
and so no inference can be drawn as to
the discontinuance of the synchoregia.
In C. L. A. iv. 971 h we find a comic
choregus in 329 ; in C.I. A. iv. 1280 b
(beginning of fourth century) and ii.

1380 b (middle of fourth century) we
find comic synchoregi, but as the latter
inscription was found at a distance
from Athens, it may refer to the Rural
Dionysia, at which joint choregi were
sometimes appointed ; e.g. C. I. A. v,
1282 b mentions three tragic choregi
in partnership at Icaria.

¢ The_statement of Schol. Aristoph,
Ran. 406, that soon after the institution
of synchoregi the choregia as a whole
was abolished by Cinesias is dis-
proved by Ath. Pol. c. 56, which
shows that choregi were a regular
institution in the latter half of the
fourth century. Capps (Am. J. Arch.
1895, p. 316) conjectures that the
scholiast’s error arose from his mis-
understanding of the epithet xopoxté-
vos, applied to Cinesias as a bad poet,
not as a legislator against choruses.

® There were still choregi in 319
(C. L. A. ii. 1246, 1247). But Nicanor
was appointed Agonothetes immedi-
ately after the death of Antipater
(Plut. Phoc. 31), who died in 319.

s C. L. A.ii. goa, go7, 314, 331,
379.
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wealth.! At this time the cost of the tragic and comic choruses
would not be very great, as the choral part of the drama had
begun to disappear. But there were other expenses connected
with the dramatic choregia, all of which he would have to meet.
The change of system was no doubt rendered necessary by the
circumstances of the time and the dearth of rich citizens. But
it must have robbed the festivals of much of their interest. In
former days the keenness of the rivalry between the individual
choregi had contributed largely to the vitality of the contests.
All this source of excitement was now lost by the substitution of
a single all-powerful official. The name of the Agonothetes
occurs frequently in inscriptions during the third century.
After this date there is no mention of any further changes till
about the first century A.p., when there seems to have been
a sort of antiquarian revival, and an attempt was made to
reintroduce the old choregi.? But the Agonothetes was still
retained as general manager of the competitions,

When the archon had selected the poets who were to exhibit,
and had made up his list of the choregi who were to supply the
choruses, the next thing necessary was to arrange choregi and
poets together in pairs. Each choregus had one poet assigned
to him, for whose chorus (or choruses) he was responsible. The
process of pairing was a matter of great importance to the com-
petitors. A choregus who obtained an inferior poet would be
severely handicapped in the contest ; and a poet who was joined
to a mean and parsimonious choregus would be equally unfor-
tunate. If the arrangement had been left to the magistrate, it
would have given numerous opportunities for corruption and
favouritism. The Athenians, as usual, evaded this difficulty by
the use of the lot.

There is, indeed, no definite information as to the manner in
which the assignment was carried out in the case of tragic and
comic choruses. But in the case of the dithyrambic choruses
there are full accounts of the manner in which similar arrange-
ments were made ; and it will not be difficult, from the analogy

! C.1A.ii. 314, xal els ratra wévra éx  bore a part [e.g. C. I. A. ii. 1289,

rév 8oy dvardoas woAAd xpfiuara,
This phrase, however, does not imply
that he paid the whole of the expenses ;
and the formula é 3fjpos dxopfryes, con-
stantly found in agonothetic inscrip-
tions, seems to show that the people

quoted App. B].

2 C. L. A. iii. 78 (Agonothetes and
choregus together) ; ibid. 79, 83, 84
(choregi alone); ibid. 1, 10, 131, 457,
613, 731, 810, 1091 (Agonothetes
alone).
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of these proceedings, to form a fairly clear conception of the
proceedings in regard to tragedy and comedy. Some time
before the festival a meeting of the ecclesia was held, at which
the distribution took place under the superintendence of the
archon. The proceedings were quite public, and any Athenian
citizen who wished could be present. The choregi first drew
lots for order of choice, and then each chose his own flute-player.
~ The choregus who had obtained the privilege of choosing first
selected the flute-player whom he considered to be the best of
the ten. So they went on till all the flute-players were chosen,
The scene was a lively one. The success of the choregus, and
in consequence the success of his tribe, depended to a certain
extent upon his luck in getting a good or bad flute-player.
Hence the whole process was followed with the greatest interest
by the crowds of spectators present. As each lot was drawn,
the result was greeted with expressions of triumph or dis-
appointment by the partisans of the different choregi.! The
above information is derived from the account given by
Demosthenes, in the speech against Meidias, of the preliminary
arrangements for the dithyrambic contests. Nothing is there
said about the choice or assignation of the poets. Probably in
this contest only old dithyrambs were reproduced, and there
were no poets to be assigned. That such was often the case is
proved by inscriptions.? But when the contest was with original
dithyrambs, and poets were required, they seem to have been
allotted to the choregi in much the same manner as the flute-
players. The defendant in one of the speeches of Antiphon
says .that, when he was choregus to a chorus of boys at the
Thargelia, the poet Pantacles was assigned to him by lot?*.

! Demosth. Meid. §§ 13, 14; and {draxor [Mavraxdia 3ddoxador «TA.

Arg. to Meidias, p. s10.

3 C. L. A ii. 1246 Nuxlas Nuxodnpuov
Euweralow dvibnxe vicfioas xopmyaw Ke-
xponid maidaw: TlarraAéav Zixvdmios
noAer: dopa "Ernfrap Tipodéov Néarx-
pos Jpxev. In this case the dithyramb
performed was the Elpenor of the
celebrated poet Timotheus. When old
dithyrambs were performed, and no
poet was necessary, a professional
trainer was hired to look after the
chorus. Such was the &3doxaros men-
tioned by Demosthenes (Meid. § 17).

3 Antiphon, orat. vi. § 11 irad)
X0pYyds xareordbpy els Oapyfilia xal

Pantacles was a poet, and not a mere
trainer of choruses, like the 3:3doxaros
hired by Demosthenes, This is proved
by a passage in Etym. Mag. v. 3&34oxa-
Aos* 18iws Bi8aoxdAovs Aéyovory ol "ATrirol
Tods wouprds 7&v 8:0vpdpBow ) TEW Kepe-
$oor # rév rpay;ab«&v. ‘Avrigaw v 1@ wepl
ToU xopevrov: éAaxlr, ¢no:, Marraxiéa
S:3doxaror: &ri ydp & MavraxAils zomhs,
SedhAwner "Aparorérys bv Tais Adagea-
Mais. When there was a poet, a
professional trainer was not usually
required. The poet undertook the
training of the chorus.
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§ 3. Selection of the Actors.

Poets and choregi having been associated together in pairs,
there still remained the selection and appointment of the actors.
The manner in which they were appointed differed very con-
siderably at different periods. To take the case of tragic actors
first. Before the time of Aeschylus, when tragedy was more
a lyrical than a dramatic performance, consisting of long choral
odes interspersed with recitatives, actors did not exist as a
separate class. Only one actor was required in each play, and
his part was taken by the poet.! But when Aeschylus increased
the number of actors to two, and converted tragedy from a
lyrical into a dramatic form of art, the poets ceased to perform
in their own plays, and the actor’s profession came into exis-
tence. For the next fifty years or so it does not appear that the
state took any part in the selection of the actors. It left the
matter in the hands of the poets. Particular actors are found
to have been permanently connected with particular poets.
Aeschylus is said to have first employed Cleander as his actor,
and to have afterwards associated a second actor with him
in the person of Mynniscus.! Tlepolemus acted continuously
for Sophocles.® It is stated, on the authority of Ister, that
Sophocles was accustomed to write his plays with a view to
the capacities of his actors.* This story, whether true or
not, shows that he chose his actors himself, at any rate during
the earlier part of his career. But as the actors grew in
importance, their selection was no longer left to the choice of
individual poets, but was undertaken by the state. Henceforth
we cease to hear of particular poets and actors being perma-
nently associated together. The statement of Thomas Magister,
that Cephisophon was the actor of Euripides, appears to be
a mere conjecture, as Cephisophon is nowhere else described
in that way.®* The change in the method of selection was
probably introduced about the middle of the fifth century, when
the contests in acting were established, and the position of the
actors received its first official recognition. Under the new
arrangement, three protagonists were first of all selected by

! Aristot. Rhet. iii. 1. 3 Schol. Aristoph. Nub. 1267.
? Vita Aesch. ¢ Vita Soph. 8 Vita Eur.
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the archon. There is no information as to the way in which
they were selected. They may have been chosen by means of
a small competition, similar to that between comic actors at the
Chytri. The subordinate actors were apparently not chosen
by the state, but each protagonist was allowed to provide his
own deuteragonist and tritagonist,! When the three leading
actors had been chosen they were assigned to the three com-
peting tragic poets by lot. Probably the system was the same
as in the assignation of the flute-players to the dithyrambic
choruses. The poets would first draw lots for order of choice,
and then each poet would choose his actor. The actor per-
formed all the tragedies of the poet to whom he was allotted.
Thus in 418 the three tragedies of Callistratus were acted by
Callippides ; the three tragedies of his rival were acted by
Lysicrates.?* The actor who won the prize for acting was
permitted to compete as a matter of course at the next festival
without having to submit to the process of selection by the
archon. Such was the system adopted during the latter half
of the fifth century.* How long it lasted cannot be determined ;
but when we come to the middle of the fourth century, a further
alteration is found to have been introduced. By this time the
importance of the actors had increased to a still greater extent.
In fact, Aristotle says that in his day the success of a play
depended much more upon the actor than the poet* It was
probably felt that under the old arrangement the poet who
obtained by lot the greatest actor had an unfair advantage over
his rivals. A new system was therefore introduced, by which
the talents of the actors were divided with perfect equality
among the poets. Each tragedy was performed by a separate
actor. All the actors appeared in turn in the service of each of
the poets. Thus in 341 Astydamas exhibited three tragedies.

! Dem. Fals. Leg. §§ 10, 246; de
Cor. § 26a.

2 C. LA iig73

3 Suidas s. v. veufious iwoxpirdr ol
wounral EINduBaroy Tpets imoxpirds KAfip
veundévras, twoxpvouévovs (1 dwoxpivov-
pévovs) rd Spdpara dv & vinfioas els
robmdy dapiros waparauBéverar. Ob-
viously 8 wuioas denotes, not the vic-
torious poet, nor yet the actor who
acted for him, but the actor who won
the prize for acting. Tolwiér ap-
parently means ‘the next festival’,

The victorious actor was allowed to
act at the next festival as a matter of
course. The ‘three actors’ are the
three protagonists required at each
tragic contest, and not the three actors
required by each poet. This is proved
by the words d» & wfjoas, which
imply that the three actors mentioned
all took part in the actors’ contest. But
the actors’ contest was limited to the
protagonists; the subordinate actors had
nothing to do withit. See above, p. 42.
4 Aristot. Rhet, iii. 1.
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His Achilles was acted by Thessalus, his Athamas by Neopto-
lemus, his Antigone by Athenodorus. The three tragedies of
each of his competitors were performed by the same three
actors.! By this arrangement no poet had any advantage over
his rivals, but as far as the excellence of the actors was con-
cerned all were on exactly the same level. The system just
described appears to have been retained without alteration
during the remaining period of Attic tragedy.

The mode of distributing the actors in comedy was much the
same as that in tragedy. During the earlier part of the fifth
century the poets were left to choose their own actors, Thus
the comic poet Crates is said to have begun his career as actor
to Cratinus. But in later times no instances are to be found
of comic actors being permanently connected with particular
poets. The story that Philonides and Callistratus were actors
of Aristophanes is a mere fiction of one of the old commentators,
based upon a misunderstanding.! It is evident, therefore, that
the state began to undertake the selection and appointment of
the comic actors about the same time that a corresponding
change was made in regard to tragedy. No doubt the mode ot
distribution was identical. The actors were first appointed by
the state, and the poets then drew lots for them. As the comic
poets competed with single plays, only one method of distribu-
tion was possible, and there was no need of the further altera-
tion which was afterwards made in tragedy. The number of
poets in the comic contests was originally three, and in later
times five. A corresponding number of actors would be required.
Sometimes, however, a smaller number was selected, and one
actor appeared in two comedies. In 288 Aristomachus was the
actor assigned both to Simylus and Diodorus. About B.c. 160
Damon is found occasionally acting in two comedies at the same
competition.® It is not likely that such a course was adopted
except on occasions when it was impossible to obtain five comic
actors of fairly equal merit.

' C. L A.ii. 973. plays of Aristophanes were brought

2 Schol. Aristoph. Equit. 534; Vita out by Philonides and Callistratus
Aristoph. (Dindf. Prolegom. de Comoed.  ({334x6n &a &awidov x7A.), con-
pP- 36). The commentator, misunder- cluded that these persons were actors.
standing the expression that certain *C. L A ii. 9732, 975 c and d.
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§ 4. The Training of the Chorus.

The archon had now for the present finished his part of the
business. He had seen that the proper number of poets, actors,
and choregi had been chosen. He had seen that each choregus
was provided with his own poet and actor. It was now the
duty of choregus and poet to attend to the subsequent prepara-
tions. The choregus was responsible for the selection and
payment of the chorus. He had also to provide a room for
them to rehearse in.! Very little is known concerning the
relations between the choregus and his chorus. Such few
details as have been recorded refer rather to the dithyramb
than to the drama. The dithyrambic choruses were selected
exclusively from the tribes which they represented in the
competition. [Each tribe had a specially appointed agent, who
was employed by the choregus to collect his chorus for him.?
But the drama having nothing to do with the tribes, there was
no limitation upon the selection of the dramatic choruses.
Aristotle happens in one place to remark that a tragic and
a comic chorus often consisted of much the same individual
members.® It is quite clear, therefore, that the dramatic
choruses were chosen from the general body of citizens, and
that a man might serve in two of them at the same time.
There was probably a class of professional singers who made
their livelihood by serving in these choruses. A rich choregus
would have a great advantage over his rivals by offering higher
pay, and so securing better singers., The stories about the
boarding and lodging of the choreutae also refer mainly to
the dithyrambic choruses. The choregus in Antiphon’s speech
lodged his chorus in his own house, and gave special directions
that every delicacy which was ordered by the trainer should be
provided for them.* But this was a chorus of boys. The
professionals who served in the dramatic choruses are not
likely to have been lodged in the house of the choregus,
especially as they were often in the service of two choregi at

! Xen. Hiero ix. 4, Resp. Athen. i. ? Antiphonorat. vi. §§ 11-13; Pollux
13. The training-room was called iv. 106. The agent was called xopo-
83aokakeiov (Antiphon orat. vi. § 11), Aéerps.
or xopyyeiov (Bekk. Anecd. p. 72, 17; 3 Aristot. Pol. iii. 3.

Pollux iv. 106, ix. 42). ¢ Antiphon L. c.
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the same time. However, it seems that the diet of the choruses
was well attended to, so that the members should appear in
the best possible condition on the day of the contests. Plutarch
mentions eels, lettuce, garlic, and cheese as delicacies provided
for this purpose. The appetite of the Attic choreutae passed
into a proverb.! ’

During the earlier period of the Athenian drama the principal
part in the training and instruction of the chorus was under-
taken by the poet himself. In fact, the regular name at Athens
for a dramatic or dithyrambic poet was didaskalos, or ‘the
teacher’, owing to the part he took in teaching his play or
poem to the chorus. In the same way, when a poet brought
out a tragedy or a comedy, the technical expression was that
he ‘taught’ such and such a play. The play, or group of
plays, exhibited by a single poet was called a ‘teaching’?. In
addition to the evidence supplied by these expressions, there
is also no lack of direct testimony as to the important part taken
by the older poets in the production of their plays. In fact,
they were quite as much stage-managers as poets. The older
dramatic writers, such as Thespis, Pratinas, Cratinus, and
Phrynichus, were called ‘dancers’, not only because of the
prominent part which the chorus and the dancing filled in
their plays, but also because they gave instruction in choric
dancing.® Aeschylus is said to have superintended personally
the whole of the training of his choruses, and to have invented
many new dances and movements for them. His innovations
in regard to the scenery and the dresses of the actors entirely
transformed the outward appearance of the drama.* This
intimate connexion between the poet and the stage, between
the literary and the theatrical part of dramatic production,
continued to exist during the great period of Athenian drama.
Sophocles appeared personally in some of his plays. In the
Thamyris he played the harp. In the Nausicaa he won great
applause by the skill with which he played ball in the scene

! Plutarch Glor. Athen. 349 A;
Suidas s, v. papryylvdnpy: &s dporiviny:
oxdmrovres ydp T YyaoTppuapylay TV
Xopevrdw "Arrinol olrer Adyovor.

? Suidas s, v. 3i3doxaros ; Aristoph.
Ran, 1026 elra &3éfas Tipoas x7A.;
Anthol, Pal. vii. 37 (of a mask of An-
tigone or Electra) éx wolns %3¢ 33a-

axahins; Plut. Pericles 154 E dAA’ “Tawa
puiv &owep Tpayimy Sidaoxaiiar dfiotvra
T dpery Exav 11 mhvras xal caTupikdy
pépos tper.

3 Athen. p. 23 A.

4 Athen. p. a1 C; Vit. Aeschyli;
Philostrat. Vit. Apoll. p. 244.

I



62 THE PREPARATION FOR THE CONTESTS ([cH.

where Nausicaa is sporting with her maidens.! Euripides also
seems to have superintended the training of his choruses in
person, as there is a story in Plutarch which represents him
as singing over one of his odes to the choreutae®

The poet was assisted in his task by a subordinate, who
looked after the routine part of the work, and was called
a hypodidaskalos, or ‘assistant teacher’. This was the proper
term to denote the professional trainer, as opposed to the
didaskalos, or poet.* But towards the end of the fifth and the
beginning of the fourth century the practice in these matters
underwent a change. Poetry and stage-management began to
be sharply discriminated from one another. A class of literary
dramatic writers arose, such as Theodectes and Aphareus, who
were quite as much rhetoricians as poets. They knew nothing
about the details of training a chorus, or preparing a play for
representation. In these circumstances the greater part of
the management was undertaken by the professional instructor.
The term didaskalos, which had originally been confined to
the poet, was now applied to these hired trainers.* A class
of men came into existence who made choral instruction their
regular business. One of these, named Sannio, is mentioned
by Demosthenes, and was celebrated for his skill in training
tragic choruses.® These professional teachers were hired and
paid by the choregus. A rich choregus had a great advantage
in being able to secure the best assistance. Xenophon mentions
the case of a certain choregus called Antisthenes, who knew
little or nothing about music and choruses himself, but was
always successful in his competitions, because he took care to
provide himself with the most skilful trainers procurable.® It
is obvious that in these later times, when the poets ceased to
attend to the details of stage-management, the importance of
the professional trainers must have been very much increased.
The hiring of a good trainer would be one of the first conditions
of success.

! Eustath. Odyss. p. 1553. sthenes for his chorus is called 334-
? Plut. De Audiendo, 46 B. oxalos, Dem. Meid. § 17.
3 Photius v. iwodiddararos; Plat. Ion 8 Dem. Meid. §$ 58, s9.

P- 536 A. ¢ Xen. Mem. iii. 4. 3.

¢ Thus the trainer hired by Demo-
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§ 5. The Expenses of the Choregia.

It will now be possible to form some conception of the
expenses which the choregus had to meet. The principal
item was the hire of the chorus during the whole period of
training. This part of the expenditure was borne entirely by
the choregus without any assistance from the state.! Then
again, he had to provide an instructor for his chorus. As the
competition between rich choregi was of the keenest character,
the services of a really good instructor must have been ex-
pensive. In the third place, a flute-player was required. In
the dithyrambic choruses the flute-players were selected by the
state, and assigned by lot to the choregi. But in the dramatic
choruses they appear to have been chosen by the choregus
himself, who would therefore have to pay their salary.!
Fourthly, the various mute characters that appeared upon the
stage, such as the attendants upon kings and queens, were
supplied by the choregus. This is proved by the story in.
Plutarch of a tragedian at Athens who was going to act the
part of a queen, and who refused to perform unless the
choregus would provide him with a train of female attendants
dressed in expensive fashion.® The number and splendour of
the mute characters would add greatly to the magnificence
of the spectacle, and form a considerable item in the expenses
of a wealthy choregus. It is also probable that in early times,
when the actors were chosen by the poets, their salary was

1 Xen. Rap Athen. i. 13 xopnyoia:
pév ol wAovowo, xopryeiras 8¢ & Sijpos ..
&0t o dpyipiov AapBdvev 8 Bjuos xal
§Baw xal Tpéxav mal Spxoduevos. . .lva
abrés Te Ixp xal ahobaion wevé-
orepoc Yyiyvowras. First Arg. to Dem.
Meid., p. 509 xopnyds...o 1d dvard-
para wapéxow 1d wepl TOv xopbv. Plut.
Glor. Athen. 349 B. The statement
of the Scholiast on Dionysius Thrax
(Bekk. Anecd. p. 746), that every
comic and tragic poet was supplied
with a chorus ‘ supported by the state ’,
appears to be merely a loose way of
saying that the dramatic choruses were
provided by choregi appointed by the
state. The author of the and Arg.
to the Meidias says that the choregus

¢received sums of money for the sup-
port of the chorus’. But his authority
is of the weakest descnphon He is
quite mistaken as to the Dionysiac
festivals, imagining that the Great
Dionysia was a triennial affair, as
opposed to the Small or annual cele-
bration, Hence his testimony is of no
value in the face of other authorities.

3 The name of the flute-player is
inserted in all dithyrambic records
except the earliest, but never in the
dramatic records. This seems to show
that their status was different, and
that the dramatic flute-player was not
appointed officially.

3 Plut. Phocion p. 750 C.
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paid by the choregus. But later the selection and payment
of the actors were undertaken entirely by the state.! The
principal part then of the expenditure of the choregus consisted
in paying the salaries of the various persons just mentioned.
In addition to this, he had to provide the dresses of the chorus,
which were often very magnificent. For example, the comic
poet Antiphanes mentions the case of a choregus who ruined
himself by dressing his chorus in gold. Demosthenes supplied
his chorus of men with golden crowns.! Sometimes the love
of splendour degenerated into mere vulgar ostentation. Un-
necessary magnificence in the appointments of a comic chorus
is mentioned by Aristotle as a proof of vulgarity. On the
other hand, economical choregi saved expense by hiring second-
hand dresses from the dealers in theatrical costumes.* Another
item in the expenses of the choregia was the supply of dresses
for the various mute characters and subordinate personages.
With the dresses of the actors themselves the choregus had
probably nothing to do. As for the ordinary kinds of scenery,
they were part of the permanent fixtures of the theatre, and
would be provided by the lessee. But when anything very
special in the way of scenery was required by the necessities
of a particular play, it is most probable that the expenses
were borne by the choregus. As far, then, as can be
gathered from ancient notices, the expenses of the choregia
consisted in the hire of the chorus, the instructor, the flute-
player, and the mute characters; in providing dresses for the
chorus and the mute characters; and in supplying such
exceptional scenery as the theatre did not possess.

- A choregus who was anxious for victory, and who was ready
to spend money over the production of the play, would easily
be put to very considerable expense. The defendant in one
of the speeches of Lysias tells us that a tragic chorus cost
him thirty minae, a comic chorus sixteen, a chorus of boys
fifteen. It follows that 2 comic chorus was only about half as
expensive as a tragic one, and cost about the same as a chorus

1 The actors were assigned by the 3 Antiphanes apud Athen. p. 103 E;
state to the poets, and not to the Dem. Meid. § 16.
choregi : hence it is quite clear that in 3 Aristot. Eth. Nic.iv.6. Pollux vii.
later times the choregi did not pay for 78 7rods 8% 7ds éobfiras dwomaboivras
them. See Suidas 8. v. veufioes dwoxp-  Tois xoprryois ol uév véo {pariopiodas
o0, ixdrowy, ol 82 xahmol {pariouaborrds.
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of boys. On the other hand, a chorus of men at the City
Dionysia cost fifty minae. These figures bear out the states
ment of Demosthenes, that a chorus of men was much more
expensive than a tragic chorus. The chorus of men consisted
of fifty members; and the payment of so large a number,
together with the dresses and crowns which the choregi used
to provide them with, would easily account for the expense.
A tragic chorus consisted of only fifteen members, and yet it
cost about twice as much as a comic chorus, which consisted
of twenty-four. 'But we must remember that the tragic chorus
had to perform in several plays, the comic chorus in only one.
Also it does not appear to have been customary to spend very
much money upon a comedy. In another speech of Lysias,
a certain Aristophanes is said to have expended fifty minae
over two tragic choruses. He was therefore rather more
economical than the -person mentioned above, who spent thirty
minae over one.! It would be very interesting to be able to
form some conception of the amount which these sums would
represent at the present day. It appears that in the time of
Aristophanes the daily wages for common and unskilled labour
were three obols.? If we take as a modern equivalent the case
of the agricultural labourer who gets ten shillings a week, or
one shilling and eightpence per day, it follows that three obols
in ancient Attica were equivalent to about one shilling and
eightpence at the present time. If this calculation is any-
where near the mark, then a choregus who spent thirty minae
on a tragic chorus would be spending a sum equivalent to
about £500 of our money. The sixteen minae paid for a comic
chorus would represent about £266. Comparisons of this kind
are very conjectural ; but they enable one to form some idea
of the immense sums of money which must have been spent
at Athens in the course of a single year upon dramatic and
choral performances. There were eight dramatic and ten
dithyrambic choruses at the City Dionysia. There were seven
or eight dramatic choruses at the Lenaea. Besides this there
were dithyrambic choruses at the Thargelia, Prometheia, and
Hephaesteia; and dithyrambic and pyrrhic choruses at the

' Lysias xxi, §§ 1-5, xix. §§ 29, 42; Public Economy of Athens, i. p. 157
Dem. Meid. § 156. (Engl. transl.).
* Aristoph. Eccles. 307; Bockh,
HAIGH F
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Panathenaea. The expenses of all these choruses were drawn
from a single small state, about the size of an English county,
in which wealth was by no means abundant. It is easy there-
fore to see that there was not much exaggeration in the
complaint of Demosthenes, that the Athenians spent more upon
their festivals than they ever spent upon a naval expedition.!

. If the choregi neglected their duties, and were careless about
the efficiency of their choruses, it was the duty of the archon to
bring pressure to bear upon them.? But such interference was
not often necessary. On the contrary the rivalry between the
choregi was so keen, and their desire for victory so great, that
it often led them into expenses which they could not afford.
Demosthenes says that men frequently spent all their property
upon these competitions.® The choregus in Antiphanes has
already been referred to, who reduced himself to beggary by
his extravagance in providing golden dresses for his chorus.
Besides the mere spirit of emulation there was another induce-
ment to lavish vast sums upon these choregic displays. For
a wealthy politician it was an easy means of gaining popularity,
and increasing his influence in the state. Nicias is said to
have owed a great deal of his power to the splendour of his
choruses, upon which he spent more money than any of his
contemporaries or predecessors.! With the double motives of
ambition and emulation at work, it was natural that considerable
jealousy should be excited between the rival choregi, the ‘anti-
choregi’, as they were called. Sometimes this hostility ended
in blows.. When Taureas and Alcibiades were competitors with
choruses. of boys, a- dispute having arisen as to the parentage
of one of the boys in Alcibiades’ chorus, the matter ended in
a personal conflict in the orchestra.® Demosthenes, in his
speech against Meidias, cites many examples of the bitterness
and animosity with which choregi regarded one another. He
adds that there would have been some excuse for the assault
of Meidias upon himself if it had been caused by the jealousy of
a rival choregus.*

! Demosth. Philipp. i. § 35. dvBeds Tt worobow.

? Xen. Hiero ix. 4 xai ydp Srav 3 Dem. Meid. § 61.
Xopods Huiv BovAdueba dyowi(eabas, d0Aa 4 Plutarch Nicias, p. 524 D.
puiv & Gpxow wporibnow, dfpoifay Bi % Andocid. Alcibiad. § ao, -
avrods wpoorérastas xopnyols xal dAAois ¢ Dem. Meid. §§ 58-66.
B.3doxev, xal dvdyxny wpoorévas . Tois .
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§ 6. The Performances in the Theatre.

When the preparations were all completed, a few days before
the actual festival there was a preliminary ceremony called
the Proagon. It took place in the Odeum, a sort of smaller
theatre to the south of the Acropolis, not far from the theatre
of Dionysus. The Proagon was a kind of show or spectacle,
and served as an introduction to the actual performances at the
festival. Each of the tragic poets who were about to compete
in the approaching contest appeared upon the stage in the
presence of the people, accompanied by his choregus, his actors,
and the members of the chorus. All of them wore crowns upon
their heads ; but the actors were without their masks and their
stage dresses. As they paraded upon the stage some announce-
ment was made to the people, of which the exact nature is not
krown. But it is very likely that this occasion was taken for
making known to the people the names of the poet and his
actors, together with the titles of the tragedies shortly to be
performed, and other information of a similar character. At the
same time the people would have an opportunity of becoming
acquainted with poets and actors who were making their first
appearance. The splendour of the dresses of choruses and
choregi, upon which great sums of money were spent, would
make a spectacle of some magnificence, and appeal to the
popular taste. At the Proagon which followed shortly after
the death of Euripides, it is said that Sophocles appeared upon
the stage in a dark-coloured dress, and introduced his actors
and chorus without the usual crowns. It is nowhere definitely
stated that the comic and dithyrambic poets and choruses took
part in the Proagon. But the whole of our information about
the ceremony is derived from one or two brief and casual
notices, in which very few details are given. It is hardly
probable that only tragedy was represented. The magnificence
of the spectacle would be very much increased by the large and
gorgeously-dressed choruses of boys and men.!

1 Our knowledge of the Proagon is
derived from the following passages:—
Aeschin, Ctesiph. §§ 66,67 § ydp waa-
AdgarSpos vowl pdaxow dvm .. ‘yMu
¥hpopa . . . ixaAngiay woweiv TObs Wpu-
réves T 618611 lorapévov Tov EAagnbo-
Advos umwés, 5t' v v 'AckAqme
Ovgia xal 6 wpodyaw. Schol. Aeschin.

Ctesiph. § 67 dyiyvovro wpd Tdv peyd-
Aaw Aworvvoioy Huépais 6M7ms éunpoolev
& 79 Pleip onuplvq Ta@r Tpayeddv
Gydw xal lntu{n v péAAovar Spapdraw
d-ymi(m&m v 7§ OedTpyp- 8’ 8 lnmm
rpoa'ymv Kareirac. - elofaoe 3 Sixa wpoo-
dwow ol Uwukpiral yvpvoi. Vita Eurlpld
Aéyovar 82 xal Zopoaxiia, deodoarra &1

F 2
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During the period of the actual contests the audience met in
the theatre every morning soon after daybreak. Considering
the number of plays which had to be produced, it was necessary
that the proceedings should begin at an early hour.! The vast
gathering of spectators, like all public meetings at Athens, was
first of all purified by the offer of a small sacrifice. Then liba-
tions were poured in front of the statue of the god Dionysus.*
If the festival was the City Dionysia, before the tragedies began
the opportunity was taken to proclaim the names of citizens
upon whom crowns had been bestowed, together with the
services for which they had been granted. The proclamation
before such a vast multitude of citizens was naturally considered
a very great honour.® -During the period of Athenian supremacy
another striking ceremony preceded the tragedies at the City
Dionysia. The tribute collected from the dependent states was
divided into talents, and solemnly deposited in the orchestra.*
Then the orphans whose fathers had been killed in battle, and
who had been educated by the state, and had now reached the
age of manhood, were brought forward upon the stage equipped
in complete armour. The herald made a proclamation, recount-
ing what the state had done for them, and they were then

publicly discharged from state

reaevrnoe, alrdv pdv lparip pa§ fro
woppupP wpoeAdeiv, Tdv 52 xopdr xal Tods
Imoxpiras dorepavirovs eloayayeiy &
7§ wpodyaw:, xal Saxpioa -rx: Shpov.
Schol. Aristoph. Wasps 1104 ol &' &
@iy {ori Téwos Oearpoesdfs, & &
débac: rd wofjuara dwayyéArer wplv
Ths els 10 Obarpor dwayyeAlas. That
the Proagon was a contest is out
of the question. The contest was to
follow some days later. Nor can it
have been a dress rehearsal, as part of
one day would not have sufficed for
the rehearsal of twelve tragedies and
five comedies. Mpodyar denotes ‘the
ceremony before the contest’, just as
wpbyauos means ‘the ceremony before
the marriage’. The expression of the
Schol. on Aeschines 7av 7paypdin
dyév is probably due to a misunder-
standing of the word wpodyww. The

passage in Plato’s Symgoslum 194 A
(dmkjopaw perrdy iyv, d "Ayifay, . . .
o 13av Ty oy drdpelar xal peyaroppo-
ovryy dvaBaivorros iml 1dv dxpiBavra
perd Taw bxoxpiriw xal BA&parrosivarria

control to take their place as

TogoUTY OedTpp, péAAorros imdeifecbas
gavrui Adyous, kal od3’ SwmoTioly iswAa-
yérros x7A.) probably refers to the
Proagon. If so dmayyéAAewr in the
Schol. and é&mdelfeobar Adyous both
probably refer to an announcement of
the plots or subjects of the plays
(Aéyos is so used, Aristoph. Vesp. s4,
Pax 50, and Hesych. Adyos § rou Spd-
paros Ynbfeors). gee Mazon, Revue de
Philologie, 1903, pp. 263 fl. That there
was a Proagon before the Lenaea as
well as the City Dionysia seems
natural in itself, and is implied by the
use of the plural in such inscriptions
as C. 1. A. ii. 307 iwerérege 3& xal Tods
#podyawas Tods &v rois lepois xTA.

' Aeschin, Ctesiph. § 76 dpa 79
Huépg dyeiro rois zpéoBeoaty els 10 0da-
7pov. Demosth. Meid. § 74.

? Suidas s. v. xa8dpaior ; Pollux viii.
104 ; Plut. Cimon p. 483 E; Philo-
strat. vit. Apoll. p. 161,

3 Aeschin. Ctesiph. §§ 48, 230.

¢ Isocrat, viii. § 8a.
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ordinary citizens." After these preliminaries had been gone
through the dramatic performances commenced. The order in
which the different plays were to be performed was determined
by lot.? [Each poet, as his turn came, was summoned by name
by the public herald and ordered to produce his play.® The
summons to each poet was accompanied in later times by the
blowing of a trumpet, a custom which originated as follows.
On one occasion an actor called Hermon had left the building,
-expecting that his comedy would come on late. But as it was
called for sooner than he expected, there was a hitch in the
proceedings owing to his absence. The blowing of the trumpet
was therefore instituted to mark the commencement of each
new performance, and let people in the neighbourhood of the
theatre know at what rate the contest was progressing.! The
order in which the poets competed was determined by lot, as
stated above. It was considered an advantage to be drawn last,
as the latest performance left the most vivid impression upon
the minds of the judges. This would be especially the case in
such competitions as lasted over three days. The Ecclesiazusae
of Aristophanes was drawn first for performance. The poet
therefore, in the course of this play, implores the judges not
to let the ballot damage his chances, but to judge the choruses
on their merits, unlike the courtesans, who forget all except
their latest lovers.®

At the end of each competition the judges wrote their
verdicts upon tablets. Five of these tablets were drawn by
Jot, and decided the result. The names of the victorious poet
and choregus were then proclaimed by the herald, and they
were crowned with a chaplet of ivy in the presence of the

spectators. At the conclusion

1 Aeschin. Ctesiph. §§ 153, 154.

* Aristid. wepd pnropixis, vol. ii. p. 2
(Dindf.).

3 The passage from Philochorus
(Athen. p. 464 E xal rois xopois elaiov-
aw dvéxeor zivay xal Sipyomiopévors 87
dfemopevovro ivéxeov mdAv) affords no
warrant for assuming, with Maller
(Griech. Bithnen, p. 373), that before
the commencement of each play the
poet and his chorus entered the or-
chestra and offered a libation to
Dionysus. [Aristoph. Ach. 11 aAN’

&3urhfny Erepov al Tpaypdikiv, | S7e 8)

of the festival the successful

‘xexhrn 'poaaoxm v Algxvror, | & &
dreiver, eloay, & Oéoym, Tov xopdy, is
generally taken to refer to this point
in the proceedings. But it is not
likely that the names, &c., of the poets
would be unknown to the spectators,
when the Proagon had taken place
only a few days before; see p. 66;
and Mazon is probably nght (Rev. de
Philologie, 1903, p. 264) in making
the lines refer to the Proagon itself.)

¢ Pollux iv, 88.

8 Aristoph. Eccles. 1154 ff.
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poet celebrated his victory by a solemn sacrifice, followed by
a grand banquet, at which most of his friends were present.
The members of the chorus were also there, and probably
the choregus and the actors. The scene of Plato’s Symposium
is laid in Agathon’s house the day after the banquet in honour
of his first tragic victory. Socrates had avoided the banquet
itself, because of the crush of people, but came next day to
a more private gathering.! A victory, especially at the City
Dionysia, was regarded as a splendid distinction. On one
occasion Ion of Chios, after winning the first prize in both
the tragic and the dithyrambic contests at the same festival,
showed the extent of his joy by making a present of a jar of
Chian wine to every Athenian citizen.?

The next day but one after the conclusion of the City
Dionysia a special assembly of the people was convened in
the theatre of Dionysus to discuss matters connected with
the festival. No doubt a similar assembly was held after the
Lenaea, though the fact is nowhere actually stated. At this
assembly the conduct of the archon, who had had the manage-
ment of the festival which was just over, was taken into con-
sideration. Any neglect of his duties, or any unfairness in the
choice of poets and actors, would be punished. At the same
time crowns and other distinctions were voted in honour of
officials who had performed their duties in connexion with the
festival satisfactorily. It has been pointed out that the judges
in the dramatic and dithyrambic contests were liable to prose-
cution and punishment if they were suspected of dishonesty in
their verdicts. Probably such charges were brought forward
and decided at this assembly in the theatre. Then came the
hearing of complaints as to any violation of the sanctity of the
festival.® The aggrieved person stated his charges before the
assembled people: the defendant made his reply: the people
then proceeded to vote. If they acquitted the defendant there
was an end of the matter. But if they voted against him the
prosecutor then carried the case before the ordinary law-courts,
where, of course, the previous verdict of the people weighed
very much in his favour.*

1 Plat. Symp. 173 A. 174 A. 3 Cf.ch.i.§r.
2 Athen. p. 3 F; Schol. Aristoph. ¢ Dem. Meid. §§ 8-10; C. 1. A. ii.
Pax 83s. 114, 307, 430
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§ 7. Reproduction of Old Plays.

At Athens, during the fifth century, when the drama was in
its most flourishing state, plays were usually exhibited once, and
once only. There were only two festivals in the whole year
at which regular theatrical performances could be held. Conse-
quently, as long as the creative period of the drama lasted, the
few days given up to them barely sufficed even for a single
performance of the various new compositions. Nor were repeti-
tions necessary. The theatre at Athens was of enormous size,
so that every man had a chance of seeing a play when it was
first brought out. If it was successful, and he wished to see
it again, he had numerous opportunities of doing so at the
Rural Dionysia, where reproductions were the rule. For these
reasons the Athenian stage of the fifth century was confined
almost exclusively to original works. When a play had once
been performed, it was never seen again, as far as Athens was
concerned, unless it happened to be of extraordinary merit. It
is stated on the authority of Dicaearchus that the Frogs of
Aristophanes ‘was so much admired on account of its para-
basis that it was actually repeated’.! The language here used
implies that such a repetition was a very unusual circumstance.
It is true that when the Capture of Miletus, the historical play
of Phrynichus, caused so much commotion in the theatre the
Athenians are said to have passed a law that ‘for the future
no one should exhibit this drama’.? But the law must have
referred to its reproduction at the Rural Dionysia.

At Athens then during the fifth century even successful plays
were only exhibited once. But if a play was unsuccessful, the
poet was allowed to revise and rewrite it, and to compete with
it again in its improved shape.®* The revision of unsuccessful
plays seems to have been a common practice with the Athenian
dramatic writers. It is mentioned as rather a peciarity in the
comic poet Anaxandrides, that when one of his comedies was
unsuccessful, he used to destroy it at once, without taking the
trouble to emend it and try his fortunes with it a second time.*
Many plays were revised and re-exhibited in this manner, and

1 Arg. Aristoph. Ran. offrw 8¢ &av- 3 A revised edition of a play was

pdaby v Spdpa Sid Tip tyalrp wapéBacwy  called daowevs), Athen. p. 110 C.
SoTe xal dveddbxOn, &s $pnov Awxaiapyos. 4 Athen. p. 374 A.
? Herod. vi. a1.
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in consequence many plays existed in ancient times in a double
form. Such was the case with the Lemnian Women of Sophocles,
and the Autolycus and Phrixus of Euripides.! The Hippolytus
of Euripides which we at present possess is a revised edition
pruned of its original defects.* The Clouds of Aristophanes
on its first appearance was very unsuccessful, and was altered
in many important particulars before it reached the form in
which it has come down to us® Among the other plays of
Aristophanes, the Peace, the Plutus, and the Thesmophoria-
zusae were brought out a second time in a corrected form.*
Instances of the revision of plays are not uncommon among
the writers of the Middle and New Comedy. Sometimes the
original title was retained in the revised version, as for instance
in the Heiress of Menander. Sometimes a new title was
adopted. Thus the Braggart Captain of Diphilus appeared
subsequently as the Eunuch.®

One remarkable exception to the general practice demands
notice. In the Life of Aeschylus it is said that the Athenians
felt such an admiration for him, that they passed a decree after
his death that any one who offered to exhibit his plays should
receive a chorus from the archon. This does not mean that his
plays were to be performed as a mere isolated exhibition, apart
from the regular contests, but that any person might be allowed
to compete at the ordinary tragic contests with plays of Aeschylus
instead of new plays of his own. If any one offered to do so,
the archon was bound to give him a chorus. He would then
take his place as one of the three competing poets; but while
his rivals exhibited new and original tragedies, he would confine
himself to reproducing tragedies of Aeschylus. Probably the
men who undertook these revivals were in most cases celebrated
actors. In this way the plays of Aeschylus were often brought
into competition with the plays of later writers, and appear
to have been generally successful. Philostratus refers to the
custom.®* He says that the Athenians invited Aeschylus after

! Nauck, Frag. Trag. Graec. pp.
218, 441, 627.

* Arg. Eur. Hipp.

3 Arg. Aristoph. Nub.

4 Arg. Aristoph. Pax; Meineke,
Frag. Com. Graec. i. pp. 1074, 1130.

8 Meincke, iv. 116, 377. Additional
instances of revision ot plays are to be

found in the Autolycus of Eupolis, the
Synoris of Diphilus, ard the Phryx
of Alexis. The Demetrius of Alexis
appeared subsequently as the Philetae-
rus, the “Ayporcoc of Antiphanes as the
Butalion. See Meineke, ii. 440; iii. 36,
403, 500; iv. 413,
¢ Philostrat. vit. Apoll. p. a4s.
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his death to the festivals of Dionysus, and that his plays were
acted over again, and were victorious a second time. This
passage makes it quite clear that the tragedies of Aeschylus
were exhibited in the ordinary contests, and not as a separate
performance by themselves. There is a reference in the begin-
ning of the Acharnians to a competition of this kind. Dicaeo-
polis had come to the theatre to see the tragic contests.! He
was expecting that the performance would commence with plays
of Aeschylus; but to his disgust the frigid Theognis was the
first to be called upon.? Here then is a picture of a contest
in which the tragic poet Theognis was opposed by a competitor
who exhibited, not plays of his own, but plays of Aeschylus.
It is to the practice of reproducing his plays after his death that
Aeschylus alludes in the Frogs, when he remarks that his
poetry has not died with him, like that of Euripides.® Quintilian
refers to the same custom, though his language is not quite
accurate. He says that the tragedies of Aeschylus were sublime,
but rough and unfinished; and therefore the Athenians per-
mitted subsequent poets to polish and revise them, and exhibit
them at the competitions in their amended form; and in this
way many of them won the prize.* This story, however, of the
revision of the plays of Aeschylus by subsequent poets (as
distinct from their corruption by actors) is not otherwise
supported.®

From this reproduction of old plays of Aeschylus must be
carefully distinguished those instances where plays, which
Aeschylus had left unpublished at his death, were produced
for the first time by his son Euphorion. It is said that
Euphorion won four victories with his father’s unpublished
tragedies. In a similar manner the Oedipus Coloneus of
Sophocles was produced for the first time by his grandson
four years after the poet’s death. And after the death of
Euripides, his Iphigeneia in Aulis, Alcmaeon, and Bacchae were
brought out by his son at the City Dionysia.* On such occa-
sions as these, although no doubt the real authorship of the
plays was perfectly well known at the time, the relative appeared

! [Or more probably to the Odeum 8 [See, however, note on p. 16, on
to see the Proagon; see p. 69, n. 3.] the Septem of Aeschylus.]

3 Aristoph. Acharn. 9-13. ¢ Suidas s. v. Edgpopiav ; Arg. Soph.

3 Id. Ran. 868. Oed. Col. ; Schol. Aristoph. Ran. 67.

¢ Quint. Inst. x. 1. 66.
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as the nominal author. He asked for a chorus from the archon
in his own name. The plays he produced were new ones.
There is therefore no similarity between instances of this kind
and those occasions when a man asked for a chorus, not in his
own name, but in order to produce old plays of Aeschylus.

It was not till the fourth century that the reproduction of
old plays developed into a regular custom. The practice
was at first confined to tragedy. This branch of the drama
had passed beyond the period of healthy growth, and already
showed symptoms of decay. The three great tragic poets of
the fifth century had in their several lines exhausted the
capabilities of Attic tragedy. Their successors were mostly
feeble imitators of Euripides. Under such circumstances
the tendency to fall back upon the early drama naturally
became more prevalent. In the records of the City Dionysia
during the latter half of the fourth century it is found that
the series of new tragedies was invariably preceded by the
performance of an old one.! The same practice was also
no doubt adopted at the Lenaea. The actors who had the
privilege of conducting these revivals would be selected by
the archon, probably after a small preliminary competition
of the kind described in the previous chapter.? It appears
that these actors, in preparing the old plays for reproduction,
were sometimes inclined to tamper with the text, and to intro-
duce what they considered improvements, just as the plays
of Shakespeare were adapted for the stage by Garrick in the
last century. A law was passed by the orator Lycurgus to put a
stop to this practice. It was enacted that a public copy should
be made of the works of Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides,
and deposited in the state archives; and that the actors, in
their performances, should not be allowed to deviate from the
text of the copy.® It is very probable that this authorized
version eventually found its way to Alexandria. Ptolemy the
Third was a great colléctor of manuscripts. He borrowed from

! See above, pp. 18 and 26.

2 See above, p.

? Plut. X orat. 84! F elofveyne 32
xal véuovs . . . TOV M &5 xahxas elxbvas
dvabcivar 7&v woupréw, AloxvAov, Zopo-
xAéovs, Evp&m&w xal Tds Tpaypdias
abrav &r Ko ypajapévovs Purdrrew,
xal T0v Tis wOAews ypapparéa wapava-

yyvioxey Tois vxoxpwopévoist obx ei-
vas ydp abrds iwoxpivesbas. The general
meaning of the passage is clear, though
the text is corrupt. Various emenda-
tions have been proposed, e.g. wap’
abrds Uwoxpivesba, Wyttenbach ; adrds
&\ dwonpiveadas, Grysar : s bwo-
spivesda, Ditbner.
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the Athenians an old copy of the works of Aeschylus, Sophocles,
and Euripides, promising to return it after he had made a
transcript, and depositing fifteen talents as security. The
transcript was made in the best possible style. Ptolemy then
proceeded to keep the original manuscript for himself, and sent
back merely the transcript to Athens. The Athenians had to
console themselves with the fifteen talents which were forfeited.
This old copy of the tragic writers was most probably that made
in accordance with the law of Lycurgus.!

Athenian comedy, as was previously pointed out, continued
to grow and develop long after tragedy had been reduced to
a state of stagnation. The need for the reproduction of old
comedies was therefore not felt until a much later epoch. The
first recorded instances of revivals of this kind belong to the
second century B.c. The system which was then introduced
appears to have been identical with that adopted in the case
of tragedy. A single old comedy was exhibited at each festival
as a prelude to the new ones. As far as our information goes
the specimen selected was taken in every case from the works
of Menander and his contemporaries.?

To turn once more to tragedy. The fourth century was an
age of great actors, just as the fifth century had been an age
of great poets. The principal actors of the fourth century filled
a more important place in the history of tragedy than the
dramatic poets themselves. Their fame was chiefly derived
from their impersonations of characters out of the great
tragedies of the past. A novel interpretation of a celebrated
role, such as that of Antigone or Medea, was a much greater
event in dramatic circles, and excited far more discussion, than
the production of a new play. In exactly the same way the
great English actors of the last hundred years or so are
remembered, not so much for the new dramas which they
brought out, as for their impersonation of parts like Hamlet
and Othello. From the numerous references to Athenian actors
of the fourth century, and to the old tragedies which they
exhibited, it is possible to glean some interesting facts in
regard to these revivals. We are able to trace the course of
the popular taste, and to discover who were the favourite poets,

! Galen Comm. ii. on Hippocrat. Epidem. iii. (p. 607 Kahn).
3 See above, pp. 232 and 27.
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and which were the plays in most demand. The three great
masters of tragedy, Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides,
occupied a position by themselves in popular estimation, and
quite overshadowed all other poets. This is proved by the law
of Lycurgus. But though the existence of the law shows that
the tragedies of Aeschylus were occasionally reproduced, and
were therefore liable to corruption, it does not appear that in
this later age Aeschylus was very popular upon the stage. The
only allusion to a particular revival of his plays is that which
occurs in one of the letters of Alciphron, where the tragic actor
Licymnius is said to have been victorious in the Propompi of
Aeschylus.! On the other hand, the reproductions of plays of
Sophocles and Euripides are very frequently referred to. And
it is a significant fact that when the actor Satyrus was consoling
Demosthenes for the ill-success of his first speech before the
assembly, and wished to point out to him the defectiveness
of his elocution, he asked him to repeat ‘a speech out of
Sophocles or Euripides’, implying that these were the two
poets whom every one knew.! In the Poetics of Aristotle
the laws of the drama are based upon the plays of Sophocles
and Euripides, while Aeschylus is comparatively disregarded.
The simplicity of his plots and the elevation and occasional
obscurity of his language were distasteful to an age which
looked for ingenuity in the management of the incidents, and
rhetorical facility in the style. These qualities were found to
perfection in Euripides, and there can be no doubt that he
was the favourite poet of the fourth century. The records of
the tragic performances at the City Dionysia for the years
341-339 B.c. show that in each of these years the old tragedy
selected for exhibition was one by Euripides. In 341 it was
the Iphigeneia, in 340 it was the Orestes. The title of the play
produced in 339 is lost, but the author was Euripides.* Other
plays of his which were favourites at this time were the Cres-
phontes, the Oenomaus, and the Hecuba, in all of which
Aeschines is said to have played the part of tritagonist. The
Oenomaus and the Hecuba are also mentioned as plays in
which the great actor Theodorus was especially effective. In
the dream of Thrasyllus before the battle of Arginusae the plays

! Alciphron. Epist. iii. 48. ? Plut. Demosth. p. 849 A.
* C. 1. A ii. 973.
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which were being acted were the Phoenissae and the Supplices
of Euripides.' Though the story of the dream is apocryphal,
these two tragedies were doubtless popular ones during the
fourth century. As to the plays of Sophocles, it is said that
Polus, the contemporary of Demosthenes, and the greatest
actor of his time, was celebrated for his performance of the
leading parts in the Oedipus Tyrannus, the Oedipus Coloneus,
and the Electra. The Antigone of Sophocles was often acted
by Theodorus and by Aristodemus. A certain Timotheus used
to make a great impression in the part of Ajax. Lastly, the
Epigoni of Sophocles is mentioned in connexion with Androni-
cus, another contemporary of Demosthenes.? It is interesting
to observe that of the plays which the popular taste of the
fourth century had begun to select for revival by far the greater
number are among those which are still extant. :

! Demosth. de Cor. §§ 180, 267; 28 (ii. p. a1z Meineke); Demosth.
Aclian Var. Hist. xiv. 40; Plut. Fort. Fals. Leg. § 246; Schol. Soph. Ajax

Alexand. 333 F; Diod. Sic. xiii. 97. 865 ; Athen. p. 584 D.
2 Aul. Gell. vii. 5; Stob. Flor. 97,



CHAPTER 111

THE THEATRE

§ 1. Introductory.

THE theatre at Athens, whether regarded from the historical
or the architectural point of view, is one of the most interesting
buildings in the world!' It was apparently the first stone
theatre erected in Greece, and may therefore be regarded as
the prototype of all other ancient theatres, both Greek and
Roman. It cannot indeed claim to have been contemporary
with the most glorious period of the Attic drama. ' Reeent
investigations have shown that the greater part of it cannot
be dated before the middle of the fourth century with any
certainty. Still, it occupied almost exactly the same site as
the old wooden theatre in which the plays of Aeschylus,
Sophocles, and Euripides were first exhibited. It no doubt
reproduced in a more permanent form the main features and
characteristics of that ancient theatre.. It was itself the scene
of those great revivals of Attic tragedy in the fourth century
to which we have already alluded. In connexion with a building
of such importance the smallest details are not without interest.
"The object of the chapter will be, firstly, to give an account
of the existing remains and present condition of this theatre;
secondly, to determine what must have been its original form
and appearance, before the primitive design had been obscured
by later alterations; thirdly, from the evidence thus collected,
and from other sources, to draw such inferences as seem
possible concerning the older theatre of the fifth century. It

! Throughout thepresent chaptermy minute and admirable description of
account of the existing remains of the the theatre has superseded all previous
Athenian theatre hasbeen taken almost  treatises on the subject. For the old
entirely from Dorpfeld and Reisch, Das  authorities see Preface to the First
griechische Theater,18g6. Dorpfeld’s  Edition, p. viii. .
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will be necessary at the same time to make occasional references
to various other Greek theatres, both for the purpose of illus-
tration and comparison, and also in order to fill up the gaps
in our information caused by the ruinous condition of the
Athenian theatre. Many of these other theatres have lately
been excavated in a thorough and systematic manner, at
Epidaurus, Megalopolis, Delos, Eretria, and elsewhere. The
discoveries made in the course of the excavations have added
greatly to our knowledge of the Greek stage.

The construction and general arrangement of a Greek theatre
differed widely from any form of theatre to be found at the
present day. The Greek theatre was exposed to the open air,
and had no roof or covering of any kind. It was generally
built upon the slope of a hill in or near the city. It was of
enormous magnitude, compared with a modern theatre, being °
intended to contain at one and the same time the whole theatre-
going population of the city. The largest part of it consisted
of the auditorium, or tiers of seats for the spectators. These
seats rose one above the other like a flight of steps, and
were arranged in the form of a semicircle with the two ends
prolonged. The flat space at the bottom of the auditorium,
corresponding to the stalls and pit in a modern theatre, was
called the orchestra or ‘dancing-place’, and was used by the
chorus only, the spectators being entirely excluded from it.
At the further end of the orchestra, facing the tiers of seats,
rose the stage and the stage-buildings. The stage was a long
platform, much narrower than a modern stage, and was reserved
for the actors, as opposed to the chorus. The open-air building,
the performance in broad daylight, the vast crowds of spectators,
the chorus grouped together in the centre, the actors standing
on the narrow stage behind them—all these characteristics of
a Greek theatrical exhibition must have combined to produce
a scene to which there is no exact parallel at the present day.
This fact should be kept clearly in view, in discussing all
questions connected with the Greek stage. Many errors have
been caused, and many unnecessary difficulties have been
raised, owing to the failure to realize the essential difference
between the external features of the ancient and the modern
drama.



80 THE THEATRE [cn.

§ 2. The old Wooden Thealres at Athens.

The type of theatre described above was of course only
developed very gradually by the Athenians. It came into
existence side by side with the growth of their drama. At
first there was no permanent theatre. Attic tragedy grew
out of the dithyrambs performed by choruses in honour of
Dionysus. For such exhibitions all that was required was an
orchestra, or circular dancing-place. The chorus performed
in the middle, the spectators ranged themselves all round the
ring. The first innovation was the introduction of a dialogue
between the coryphaeus and the choreutae in the intervals
of the choral odes. For the purpose of carrying on this
dialogue the coryphaeus used to mount upon the sacrificial
table which stood beside the altar in the centre of the orchestra.
Such sacrificial tables are often found in ancient vase paintings
by the side of the regular altars, and were used for cutting up
the victims, or for receiving various bloodless offerings such
as cakes and vegetables.? Both the table and the altar were
called by the same name, Thymele.* This table, on which
the coryphaeus took his stand, surrounded by the choristers,
was the prototype of the stage in the later Greek theatre.
The next step in the development of the drama and of
the theatre was the introduction of a single actor by Thespis.
This actor took the part in the dialogue previously played
by the coryphaeus. But the part was now much expanded
and developed. The actor, instead of remaining in the centre
of the orchestra throughout the performance, used to come and
go, and appear in many roles in succession, using a different
costume on each occasion. A booth was erected just outside
the orchestra, for him to change his dress and mask in. The

! Pollux iv. 123 éAeds &' v 7pdwea
dpxaia, i¢’ iy #pd Oéanidos €is 1is dvaBds
Tois xopevrais dwexpivaro, Etym. Mag.
S. V. upéAy Tpdwela 82 v &’ s doTdTes
v 7ol dypois gdov, piwe Téfwr AaBodons
7paypdias.  Dorpfeld (Griechische
Theater, pp. 34, 278) thinks the éreés
was the altar step, which in some cases
was of great size. Cp. the specimen
he gives on p. 34. He quotes Pollux
iv. 123 Ouuédn, eite Bijput 11 oboa, eire
Baudés. But this passage does not

mean that Pollux thought the thymele
was partly an altar and partly a plat-
form. It means that he was uncertain
which of the two it was. Probably he
was thinking of the later sense of
OGuuéAn = ¢ the stage’.

? Cp. Cook on the Thymele in Greek
Theatres, Classical Review, October
1895, p. 371, and below, p. 108, with
notes.

3 Suidas s. v. oxnp ; Pollux iv. 1235
Etym. Mag. s. v. 6upéry.
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platform on which he stood during the delivery of the dialogue
was removed from the centre of the orchestra, and placed
immediately in front of the booth, to facilitate his exits and
entrances. This change led inevitably to others. The chorus,
which had previously stood in a circle round the coryphaeus,
now drew themselves up in lines facing the actor’s platform, so
as to converse with him in a natural manner. The spectators,
instead of being ranged all round the orchestra, were confined
to two-thirds of it. The remaining portion was taken up by
the stage.

Such then was the arrangement of the theatre in the latter
part of the sixth century. There was a booth with a small
platform for the actor. In front of it lay the orchestra, occupied
by the chorus. The audience sat in rows round the orchestra,
facing the platform. At this early period the seats provided
for the audience were only temporary erections. They were
called ‘ikria’, and consisted of wooden benches rising in tiers
one above the other, and resting on wooden supports! The
booth and platform were also mere temporary constructions
of wood. But in these rude erections, hastily put up each
year for the annual performances, were already to be found
all the essential parts of the later Greek theatres. Nothing
more was required than to change the material from wood to
stone, and to introduce greater elaboration into the design.
In course of time the old wooden benches developed into the
magnificent amphitheatres of which the remains still survive.
The booth and platform were converted into imposing stage-
buildings. The recollection of their origin was preserved in
their name. Even in the latest times, when the stage-buildings
of a Greek theatre had come to be elaborate structures of stone,
they were still called by the name ‘skene’, which means
properly a booth or tent.

In this sketch of the early history of the Greek theatre one
point deserves especial notice. The most important part of
the whole building, and that which formed the starting-point
in the process of development, was the orchestra, or place for

! Hesych. s.v.#ap alyeipov@éa.. .7da  @éarpov. Cp. Bekk. Anecd. p. 354 ;
Ixpa, & doTev Bpbd fVAa &xorra oavidas Hesych. and Suidas s.v. Ikpia; Eustath.
#poodedepévas, oloy Pabpovs, &' als Od. p. 1473
txadé{orro ®pd 10U KaTATKEvaghivas 7O

HAIGH G
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the chorus. The auditorium and the stage-buildings were
only later additions. In all theatres of purely Greek origin
the orchestra continued to maintain its prominent position.
All other parts were subordinated to it. The general con-
ception of a Greek theatre was that of a building with a circular
dancing-place in the centre, and with tiers of seats arranged
round two-thirds of the ring, while the remaining side was
occupied by the stage. The result was that all the spectators
had an equally good view of the orchestra, while many of
them had only a very poor view of the stage. This arrange-
ment was no doubt quite natural at first, when the chorus
was still the most conspicuous feature in the drama. But
it may seem remarkable that it should have been retained
in later times. We should remember, however, that ancient
theatres were built, not only for the drama, but also for choral
and musical competitions of the most various kinds. Among
the Greeks these latter were held solely in the orchestra,
and had nothing to do with the stage. As they far exceeded
the dramatic performances in number, it was essential in
a Greek theatre that every member of the audience should
have a clear and direct view of the orchestra; the view on to
the stage was a matter of secondary importance. In Roman
theatres the case was different. Here all performances, choral,
musical, and dramatic, were transferred to the stage; the
orchestra was given up to the spectators. The arrangements
were, therefore, considerably modified. The orchestra and
auditorium were reduced in size to a semicircle.! The con-
sequence was that the stage became a much more prominent
object, and that all the spectators had a fairly good view of it.
To return to the wooden theatres of the sixth century. As
regards the place in which they were erected, there is some
difficulty. The remains of an old orchestra belonging to
the sixth century were discovered not many years ago in
the enclosure of Dionysus Eleuthereus at the foot of the
Acropolis. It follows, therefore, as a matter of practical certainty
that the dramatic performances at the City Dionysia must have
been given from the first in this orchestra, within the enclosure
of the god of the festival. No doubt in the same way the

! Alltheatres, in whichthe orchestra  either Roman, or built under Roman
consists of an exact semicircle, are influence. See Vitruv. v. 6.
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Lenaeum was the original site of the performances at the
Lenaea ;! but the site of the Lenaeum itself is much disputed.
The most probable view is that it was in or adjoining the
market-place : but it is not certain where the market-place itself
lay.? There was an old proverb in use at Athens, by which
a bad seat at any spectacle was called the ‘ view from the poplar’.
The grammarians, who apparently follow Eratosthenes, give the
following explanation. They say that at the old dramatic
exhibitions the wooden benches for the spectators reached as
far as a certain poplar; and that the people who could not
get seats on the benches used to scramble up the poplar.? It is
possible that the story is an attempt to account by conjecture
for a current proverbial expression; but it may represent a
genuine tradition.

Till the end of the sixth century the Athenians were
contented with the rough temporary erections just described.
But in 499, the year in which Aeschylus made his first appear-
ance, there was an accident at one of their dramatic perform-
ances. The wooden benches on which the spectators were
sitting collapsed. In consequence of this accident, as Suidas
tells us, they resolved to build a more permanent theatre.* It
was generally supposed, until quite recent times, that the theatre
here mentioned was the great stone theatre still in existence.
But Dorpfeld has made it certain that at least a great part of
this building is not earlier than the middle of the fourth century;
and though Puchstein is possibly right in seeing traces of a stone
theatre dating from the end of the fifth century, this does not
take us back to the time of Aeschylus.® What then was the
building to which Suidas refers? The answer to this question
has been supplied by a recent discovery of a very interesting
kind. On digging down into the earth foundations of the
present auditorium it has been ascertained that these founda-

tions consist of two layers.
fourth century, as is shown

! The term @éaTpor Anraixéy men-
tioned by Pollux (iv. 131) may refer
to the old wooden theatrc in the
Lenaecum.

? See Appendix C for a discussion
of the site of the Lenaeum.

? Suidas s.v. 4= alyeipovdia. Hesych.

The upper one belongs to the
by the fragments of pottery

s.vv. alyeipov Oéa, map’ alyeipov Oéa, Oéa
wap’ alyeipp. Eustath. Od. p. 1473.

4 Suidas s.v. Mparivas .. .ovwiBn
ikpa, &9’ Oy darinecay ol Oemrai, meaeiv,
‘ag ix TovTov Oéarpov grodopfy Adn-
vaios.

$ See below, p. 130.
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embedded in it; the lower one is proved by similar evidence
to be not later than the fifth.! It follows, therefore, that the
Athenians must have built earth embankments for the support
of the auditorium as early as the fifth century, and it is doubtless
to this work that Suidas alludes. The innovation adopted in
499, in consequence of the accident, was not the erection of
a stone theatre, but the substitution of solid earth foundations
for the ‘ikria’ or wooden supports on which the seats had
previously rested. The new theatre still resembled the old one,
in that the benches and the stage-buildings were made of wood ;
but greater security and permanence were afforded by the
erection of the embankments. The site chosen for this new
theatre was the enclosure of Eleuthereus, where the City
Dionysia, the most important of the dramatic festivals, was
held. From this time forward all theatrical performances were
transferred to the same enclosure. The Lenaeum was abandoned
as a place of dramatic entertainment. The contrary opinion,
that the old wooden theatre at the Lenaeum continued to be
used for the Lenaean festival until the erection of the stone
theatre in the fourth century,? is most improbable. The need
for a secure auditorium in place of the previous ‘ikria’ would
be felt just as much at the Lenaea as at the City Dionysia. But
there is no trace or record of a permanent theatre at the
Lenaeum. The recurrence of the expression ‘contests at the
Lenaeum’ down to the latter part of the fourth century proves
nothing.®* The phrase might easily have been retained, after its
local significance was gone, by a kind of survival common in all
languages. In just the same way the performances at the City
Dionysia were still distinguished from all others as perform-
ances ‘in the city ’, when the reason for the distinction had long
since disappeared.

A few faint traces of this theatre of the fifth century are
still to be discerned amid the remains of the later building,
and will be found indicated in the plan (Fig. 3).* The orchestra
was the same as that which had already existed in the sixth
century. Its position is determined by two fragments of

! Dorpfeld and Reisch, Griechische 327D; Dem. Meid. § 10 (law of

Theater, p. 31. Evegorus); C. L. A, ii. 741 (334-331
? Wil,amowitz, Hermes, xxi. p. 623. B.C.). ’ 8
Griech. Theater, p. 9. ¢ Griech. Theater, pp. 36 f.

* Aristoph. Acharn. 504 ; Plat. Prot.
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the border, marked ¢ and 7, and by some excavations in the
rock at + It lay a few yards to the south-east of the later
orchestra. One peculiarity of this orchestra of the sixth and
fith centuries is that, when it was originally constructed, its
southern portion stood about six feet above the level of the
adjacent ground. It was, therefore, supported and enclosed on
this side by a wall of the same height, to which the fragments
¢ and r belong. Later on the inequality of level was re-
moved by piling up earth along the border-wall. Probably
this alteration was made towards the end of the sixth century,
when stage-buildings began to be erected; though it is
possible that at first the gap between the orchestra and the
stage-buildings was merely covered over with a wooden floor-
ing. A similar instance of an orchestra built on a slope, and
ending on one side in a raised terrace, has been found at
Thoricus.! But in this case, as there were no stage-buildings,
the inequality was allowed to remain. Very likely the theatre
was not used for dramatic purposes. As regards the auditorium
of the fifth century, the earth embankments for the reception
of the seats have already been described. Three pieces of
ancient masonry, marked £, /, and s in the plan, may perhaps
be regarded as parts of the supporting walls which terminated
these embankments on each wing. The stage-buildings, being
made of wood, have left no trace behind them of any kind.
Their probable character will be discussed later on.

It is evident, from the above description, that the theatre
of the fifth century was a far less imposing structure than
was once supposed. The result of recent excavations has
been to modify largely all our previous notions as to the
great period of the Athenian drama. In place of the majestic
stone theatre, in which it was once thought that the plays of
Sophocles dand Euripides were produced, we have now to
picture to ourselves a simple wooden building, resting on
earth foundations, and devoid of all architectural ornament.
The difference is no doubt a great one. Still, it is not perhaps
so great as might appear at first sight. The impressiveness
of the old Greek drama, regarded as a spectacle, depended
on other considerations than the magnificence of the building

! Griech. Theater, p. 111.
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in which it was exhibited. #When the vast roofless amphi-
theatre was filled from end to end with the concourse of
citizens and strangers, it would make little difference in the
significance of the scene whether the benches were of wood
or stone. The orchestra of a Greek theatre was always much
the same in character, in the grandest as well as in the simplest
theatres; and the graceful evolutions of the chorus under the
open sky would be equally effective in both. The long scenic
background, with its painted decorations, cannot have varied
much in appearance, whether it rested on a wall of stone or
on a wall of timber. Although, therefore, the theatre of the
great Athenian dramatists was an unpretentious structure, as
compared with those which were erected in after times, it
is unnecessary to suppose that there was any corresponding
inferiority in the outward splendour of the performances.

§ 3. The Stone Theatire.

The stone theatre, which we have now to describe, is ascribed
by Dorpfeld to about the middle of the fourth century. His
reasons for assigning this date to it are as follows.! In all the
older portions of the building, which belong to the original
plan, there is a certain similarity in the style of the workman-
ship, and in the nature of the materials employed, which points
to the fourth century as the date of erection. We have seen,
too, that the upper foundations of the auditorium are proved
to be not earlier than the fourth century by the fragments of
pottery which they contain. Further than this, various minute
pieces of evidence, leading to the same conclusion, have been
discovered in different parts of the building. One of the stones
used in the western wing of the auditorium bears, as a mason’s
mark, the Ionic letter Omega—a letter which was not introduced
into Athens before the year 403 B.c. (It must, however, be
admitted that the argument drawn from this stone is not quite
conclusive, as it is probable that the lonic alphabet was in
private use before the archonship of Euclides in 403.2) Another
stone in the same wing contains an inscription, and has been

! Griech. Theater, pp. g6 ff. p. 415. Roberts and Gardner, Greek

* Fartwingler, Sitzungsber. der Epigraphy, ii. Introd. p. xiii.
Akad. der Wiss. zu Manchen, 1901,
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built into the wall with the inscription inverted.! As the
inscription itself is not earlier than the middle or end of the
fifth century, the wall for which the stone was employed must
obviously belong to a later period. Again, part of the basis of
a statue has been found in the theatre, inscribed with the first
half of the name ‘ Astydamas’. The basis is shown by its shape
to have fitted on to the inside corner of the west wing of the
auditorium. As it is known that a statue of Astydamas was
erected in the theatre about the year 340, it follows that this
portion of the auditorium must have been finished at that
date.* These archaeological indications are supported by
literary evidence. A decree of the people has been preserved,
belonging to the year 330 B.c., in which a vote of thanks is
passed to a certain Eudemus of Plataea for lending a thousand
yoke of oxen for ‘ the construction of the Panathenaic race-
course and the theatre’.? There is also the series of decrees
and notices, referring to the finance administration of the
orator Lycurgus, and ascribing to him, among other things, the
‘completion of the theatre’* Lycurgus was finance minister
between 338 and 326, and died about 325. The evidence shows
beyond doubt that Lycurgus did important work in connexion
with the theatre, and that the theatre was considerably changed,
in the third quarter of the fourth century B.c.® But it has been
recently argued by Puchstein that there are traces of a stone
theatre of earlier date, which he assigns to the last years of the
fifth century. He would throw back to this date a great part of
the work generally termed Lycurgean, and would ascribe to
Lycurgus the construction of the stage-buildings generally
termed Hellenistic and assigned to the first or second century
B.C. The evidence for this must be considered later. The
theory is not improbable, and would solve some difficulties ;

1 C.I.A.i. 499. Cp. p. 132.

? Tragic Drama of the Greeks, p. 430.

3 C.L A ii 176,

4 Plut. X orat. 841 C xal 7 &
Awrvaov béarpor imoraran &n)&cv’";at.
I1d. Psephism. iii. rp&: 3t Tovrois
ﬂphm wxaparaBdv ToUs TE Vewooixovs

xal Ty oxevobixny xal 10 ®éaTpov T
Aiovvoaxdy dfupyicaro xal iwmerédege.
Paus. i. 29. 16 oixodoufiuara 8¢ éweré-
Aeoe pdv 13 Oéarpor érépav bmaptapévaw.
Hyperid. or. dep. 118 Kenyon raxéeis

83 xl 1p Siohoes T xpnudrow elpe
w6povs, pxo&f;n)c( 12221 Ohrpov,rdwaﬂav,
Td vedpia, Tppess ixoifjoaro, Apévas,

8 [Aristoph. Thesm. 395 (B.cC. 411)
and Cratinus, Frag. Incert. 51 (before
B.C. 423) call the spectators’ seats
{spa, ¢ benches ’ : but the name
might survive after the material had
been changed from wood to stone;
and Puchstein may be right in dating
this before the end of the fifth century.
See below, p. 131.]
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but at the same time it is not so certain as to justify the definite
rejection of the older view, and it will be more convenient to
discuss it separately.’

In the so-called Hellenistic reconstruction of the stage-build-
ings which has been referred to, the essential feature was the
building of a stone-columned proscenium or stage front, and it is
this which Puchstein now refers to Lycurgus. In the first
century A.D. the stage-buildings were again reconstructed.
Part of the frieze still remains, with an inscription dedicating
the work to the Emperor Nero.? About two centuries later
a certain Phaedrus erected a new stage, and commemorated
the fact by some verses on one of the steps.® At this point all
traces of the history of the theatre are lost. During the Middle
Ages it disappeared so completely from view that its very site
was forgotten. For a long time modern travellers knew nothing
upon the subject. The true site was first pointed out by
Chandler in 1765. In 1862 excavations were commenced by
the German architect Strack, and continued for three years.
The theatre was again exposed to view, and large portions of it
were found to have been preserved. Some further discoveries
were made in 1877. Lastly, in 1886, 1889, and 1895 new
excavations have been carried on under the direction of
Dorpfeld, acting for the German Archaeological Institute.
The result of these latest investigations has been to clear up
many doubtful points in the history of the building, and the
arrangement of its various parts.

The new theatre, like the old one, was erected in the
enclosure of Dionysus Eleuthereus. This enclosure lay at the
foot of the Acropolis, by which it was bounded on the northern
side. Its southern boundary may possibly be identical with
certain fragments of an old wall, marked x in the plan.
Within the enclosure were two temples of Dionysus, of which
the foundations have recently been discovered. The oldest,
marked /4 was the nearest to the Acropolis, and is assigned by
Dorpfeld to the sixth century. It contained the ancient image
of Dionysus Eleuthereus which was carried in the annual
procession at the City Dionysia. The more recent temple (%)

1 See below, p. 130. Pirbppe Biipa odrrpwJ $aidpos ZaxAov
3 C. L A, iii. 158, Bioddropos *AT6iSos dpxbs.
¥ C.I. A.iii. 239 gol 763¢ xaAdv Erevte
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lay a few yards to the south of the old one. In it stood a gold
and ivory statue of Dionysus made by Alcamenes towards the
end of the fifth century. The temple itself was probably of
the same date.! Near this temple are the remains of a square
foundation (w), also of the fifth century, which possibly served
as the basis for an altar.? The site chosen for the new theatre
was almost identical with that of the old one, but lay a few
yards further to the north-west. The reasons for this change
were apparently twofold. By bringing the auditorium closer
to the Acropolis, it was possible to make a more extensive use
of the slope of the hill as a support for the tiers of seats. At
the same time a larger space was left between the orchestra
and the old temple of Dionysus, and so afforded more room for
the stage-buildings. In one respect the position of the theatre
differed from that usually adopted in later times. The audi-
torium faced almost directly towards the south. This arrange-
ment was generally avoided by the Greeks, and Vitruvius
expressly warns architects against the danger of adopting it,
because of the terrible heat caused by the midday sun glaring
into the concavity of the theatre.® But at Athens there were
special reasons on the other side. If the theatre was to be
built in the enclosure of Eleuthereus, the only natural position
was along the slopes of the Acropolis, and facing towards the
south. The rising ground supplied an excellent foundation
for the central portion of the auditorium. The choice of any
other situation would have involved the erection of costly and
elaborate substructures. The Athenians, therefore, from motives
of economy, preferred the southern aspect, in spite of its obvious
disadvantages. The same course was also adopted in the
theatres of Eretria and Syracuse.

In proceeding to describe in detail the form and construction
of the theatre it will be convenient to take the different portions
in succession. A Greek theatre is naturally divided into three
parts, the auditorium, the orchestra, and the stage-buildings.
In the following description the auditorium will be considered
first, the orchestra next. The stage-buildings, as forming the
most difficult part of the whole subject, will be reserved for
the last.

1 See E. A. Gardner, Ancient ? Paus. i, 20. 3; Griech. Theater,
Athens, p. 435. pp. 10ff. 3 Vitruv. v. 3. 2.
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§ 4. The Auditorium.

The auditorium, or the portion of the theatre containing the
seats for the spectators, was called the ‘cavea’ in Latin; but
there was no technical name for it in Greek. In almost all
Greek theatres it was built upon the side of a hill, so that the
natural slope of the ground might serve as a foundation for the
tiers of seats. At Athens, as we have seen, the rising ground
at the foot of the Acropolis was utilized for this purpose, and
supported the central part of the building. It was only at the
two wings, on the east and west, that artificial substructures
were necessary, in order to bring the back seats up to the
proper height. The walls by which the auditorium was bounded
on the outside have been preserved to a certain extent, and
suffice to mark clearly the original shape of the building. On
the western side of the theatre, from a to & in the plan (Fig. 3)°,
where a strong support was required for the embankment,
a device was adopted which is still commonly employed at
the present day. If a single wall had been erected, it must
have been of enormous width. As a substitute two narrow
walls were built in parallel lines, with cross-walls at intervals,
and the intervening space was filled up with earth. Thus the
same result was obtained at a less expense. Along the north-
western curve of the theatre, between & and ¢, a single wall
proved sufficient, owing to the diminishing size of the embank-
ment. At the point ¢ the rock of the Acropolis abutted upon
the theatre, and was hollowed out into a regular curve. This
is without doubt the portion of the theatre referred to by the
ancients as Katatome, or ‘the Cutting’.? In the rock at this
place is a natural grotto enlarged by artificial means, and 34 ft.
long by 20 ft. broad. Here Thrasyllus erected an elaborate
monument to commemorate his victory with a chorus of men
in 319 B.c. In front of the grotto stood three columns
supporting an entablature, and surmounted by a statue of
Dionysus. On the architrave was an inscription recording the

1 The plan is copied from that given
in Griech. Theater, Tafel I.

? Harp. s.v. xararop) "l‘n;m&qslv ¢
xard Anpoodivovs. xal xabfjuevos xiTe
wd 7)) xararoup. duAbxopos 8 & Exrp
obras’  Aloxpaios "Avayvpdoios dv“qxe
70v Undp Bedrpov Tpivola sarapyvpdias,

vevumuds Ty mpbrepor Ires xopnyaw waual,
Am) twéypayev ixt Ty xararouny TRs
wérpas. Bekk Anecd. p.270. 91 xara-
Top) § Spxiiorpa § viw olypa, 4 pipos
7t 70U Oeatpov sareruhiy, iwed & Spe
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victory of Thrasyllus. Inside the grotto were statues of Apollo
and Artemis destroying the children of Niobe. In modern
times the grotto has been converted into a chapel of Our Lady.
The columns and entablature were in excellent preservation
when Stuart visited Athens, but they were shattered by a mine
during the Greek revolution. Above the grotto are two columns,
which were erected to commemorate victories with dithyrambic
choruses. On the capitals can still be seen the holes made
to receive the legs of the tripods.! After the Katatome the
eastern boundary wall, from f to g, is very peculiar in shape.
But the reason of the irregularity has not yet been explained,
owing to the scantiness of the remains in this part of the theatre.
The two wings of the auditorium are terminated on the south
by the walls marked a-a and g-g. These walls are of unequal
length, the eastern wall being about 111 ft., the western only
88 ft. They are not in the same straight line, but if continued
inwards would meet in an obtuse angle in the orchestra. This
arrangement was the one generally adopted by the Greeks.

The above description, together with the plan, will give a fair
idea of the general outline of the auditorium. If we compare it
with the theatre of Epidaurus (Fig. 6), which was built at the
end of the fourth century, and designed on one harmonious plan,
we shall perceive at once the great inferiority of the Athenian
theatre in point of grace and symmetry of outline. In most
Greek theatres the auditorium was of the same width from one
end to the other, and was shaped in a symmetrical curve.
In the theatre at Athens the two wings of the auditorium are
narrowed so considerably towards the south as to be less than
half the depth of the central part. The outside boundary does
not run in a regular curve, but is very much flattened where
it encounters the rock of the Acropolis, and terminates in a
straight line at each of the southern corners. But the strangest
point of all is that the eastern wing, at its termination, is several
yards wider than the western wing—an arrangement utterly
destructive of symmetry of design. The theatre at Athens was
built for use rather than for show. Its shape was determined

! Paus. i. 21. 5; C.I. A, ii. 1247; Harrison and Verrall, Mythology and
Stuart and Revett’s Antiquities of Monuments of Ancient Athens, pp. 266
Athens, ii. 8. For a detailed descrip- ff.; E, Gardner, Ancient Athens, p. 403.
tion of the Thrasyllus monument see
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by the conformation of the ground and by the situation of the
adjoining rocks. Although, therefore, it is the most interesting
of Greek theatres on account of its historical associations, in
point of mere beauty it cannot take the highest rank.

We now come to the interior of the auditorium. The boundary
between the auditorium and the orchestra is denoted by the
dark line in the plan. It will be observed that in the theatre
of Dionysus the inside boundary of the auditorium consists of a
semicircle with the two ends prolonged in parallel straight lines.
This was not the plan usually followed in Greek theatres. In most
of the later theatres the two ends of the semicircle were prolonged
in the same curve as before, so that the inside boundary of the
auditorium formed about two-thirds of a regular circle. The
effect of this arrangement was that the spectators sitting at the
extremities of the two wings faced towards the centre of the
orchestra, and away from the stage. Nor is this surprising. It
was previously pointed out that in Greek theatres, where the
choral and musical contests greatly outnumbered the dramatic,
the orchestra was always the most important part of the whole
building. But the arrangement adopted at Athens, of prolonging
the two ends of the semicircle in a straight line, had the advantage
of giving the spectators in the wings a much better view of the
stage. The same plan was also adopted in the theatre of the
Peiraeeus, and in the theatres of Assos, Acrae, and Termessos.
At Epidaurus and Magnesia a third plan was pursued, differing
from both the above. The two ends of the semicircle were
prolonged, not in a straight line, nor yet in the same curve
as before, but from a new centre, and with a longer radius, so
that while they converged to a certain extent, they did not
converge so much as in the ordinary Greek theatres. This
arrangement, which may be regarded as a compromise between
the other two, is perhaps the most beautiful of them all. It is
apparently recommended by Vitruvius, though the passage in
which he refers to it is extremely ambiguous and has been
interpreted in various other ways.!

The interior of the auditorium consisted of a series of stone
seats rising tier above tier in a gentle slope from the boundary
of the orchestra to the outside extremities of the building.

! See Griech. Theater, pp. 169 ff.; Capps, Vitruvius and the Greek Stage,
pp. 18 ff.
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Immediately under the cliff of the Acropolis the seats were
carved out of the living rock. With this exception they were
made of Peiraic limestone. In some of the upper portions of
the theatre they were fixed upon conglomerate foundations.
But in most parts they were placed directly upon the bare
earth, and were therefore easily capable of being removed.
For this reason the greater number of them have disappeared,
having been taken away during the Middle Ages for building
purposes. All that remain are from twenty to thirty rows in
the bottom of the theatre, and portions of a few rows at the
top. From these, however, it is possible to obtain a clear
conception of the style and arrangement of the auditorium.
In order to make the following description more intelligible, an
illustration is here inserted, consisting of a restoration of the
extremity of the eastern wing (Fig. 4). In this illustration a is
the orchestra, b the eastern entrance into the orchestra, ¢ the
southern boundary wall of the east wing of the auditorium.'

To proceed with the description of the seats. The lowest
step of the auditorium rose about ten inches above the level of
the orchestra, and then sloped gently upward towards the front
row of seats, where it reached a height of fourteen inches. It
was built of large slabs of stone, and formed a sort of passage
between the orchestra and the seats. The curve of the seats
did not coincide exactly with the curve of the orchestra, but
was drawn from a centre rather more to the south, and receded
slightly on the two wings. As a consequence the passage was
wider at the sides than in the centre, the width at the sides
being about eight feet, the width at the centre only four. The
same variety of curve is found in the theatre at the Peiraeeus ;
and Ddrpfeld supposes that it was adopted in order to give
more room at the entrances of the passage, where the press -
of people would be the greatest.®* The first row of seats was
far superior to the others, and consisted of marble thrones
with backs to them. Each throne was about 25 inches wide
and 23 inches deep. In the centre was the throne of the priest
of Dionysus, slightly larger than the others, and elaborately
and beautifully carved. This throne, unlike the rest, was pro-

' The illustration is copied, with bildende Kunst, xiii. p. 197.
a few alterations, from Zeitschrift far 2 Griech. Theater, p. 51.
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vided with a canopy resting on wooden posts, the holes for
which are still visible. Many of the thrones, including that
of the chief priest, had receptacles in front of them in which
footstools might be placed. The thrones were originally sixty-
seven in number, but only sixty of them are now preserved.
Fourteen of these were no longer standing in their proper
position at the time of the first excavations. Some of them
had been designedly removed in Roman times, when certain
alterations were made in the front row; others had been
accidentally displaced. Most of them have now been restored
to their original sites. That the thrones were erected at the

A (3

FiG. 4.

latest by the time of Lycurgus appears to be proved by the
excellence of the workmanship. Each of them has an inscrip-
tion in the front, recording the title of the priest or official for
whom the seat was reserved. These inscriptions are all of the
Hellenistic or Roman period ; but behind them are faint traces
of older inscriptions, which may possibly go back to the fourth
century. The practice of erecting superior seats in the first
row for people of distinction was a common one in Greek
theatres. At Megalopolis, for example, the front bench was
provided with a back, though it was not divided into separate
seats, as at Athens. In the theatre of Epidaurus there were
three rows of superior workmanship, one at the bottom of the
auditorium and two others half-way up the slope, one on each
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side of the longitudinal passage. But the most peculiar arrange-
ment was that adopted at Oropus and Priene. At Oropus five
magnificent thrones were placed inside the ring of the orchestra
itself, and well in front of the lowest tier of seats, each throne
standing a few yards distant from the other. At Priene
a long stone bench with a back was erected in the same
position, and in this bench five thrones were inserted at regular
intervals.! )

Immediately behind the line of thrones there was a vacant
space about 33 inches wide. Then came what appears to be
a small step. But Dorpfeld has shown that this step is
merely the back part of an ordinary seat, of which the front
portion has been removed. In the original theatre there was
a regular tier of seats following closely on the thrones. But
in later times the front half of this tier was taken away.
The object of the change, as Dorpfeld thinks, was to open out
a wide space for the reception of a row of wooden thrones,
which might serve as a supplement to the marble ones.?
After the step, which we have just described, began the first
of the ordinary tiers of seats, which were continued in exactly
the same style from this point up to the top of the building.

The shape of the seats is very much the same as in other .

Greek theatres. Their dimensions are as follows. Each seat
was 13 inches high, and was hollowed out slightly in front,
so that the person sitting on it might have more freedom
for his legs. The surface of the seat was 33 inches across,
and was divided into three distinct portions. The first part
was for sitting upon, and was 13 inches deep. The second
part was 2 inches lower, and was intended to receive the feet
of the persons upon the seat above. It was 16 inches across.
The third part was merely a narrow edge, of the same level
as the first part, and 4 inches deep. The height of the tiers,
as we have seen, was 13 inches. If we add to this the 2 inches
of the depression in front, it raises the height of the actual
seat to 15 inches. A seat of this kind would be rather low
for a man of average size. But it was the practice of the
Greek spectator to provide himself with a cushion, which

1 Gardner and Loring, Excavations Wochenschrift, April 16, 1898, p. 508.
at Megalopolis, p. 74 ; Griech. Theater, 2 Griech. Theater, p. 44.
pp. 101, 131; Schrader, Berl. Phil,
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would raise the surface to a more comfortable level. The
structure of the tiers in the manner described appears to
have. been due to a desire for economy in the use of space.
In a Greek theatre, where an immense number of people had
to be accommodated with seats in tolerable proximity to the
orchestra and stage, it was necessary to place them as close
together as possible. If the surface of each tier had been
perfectly flat from front to back, the distance between the
successive tiers must have been considerably increased, in
order to obtain a height of 15 inches. The depression in the
tiers provided the requisite height, while allowing a much
smaller interval. Along the front of the rows of seats were
two sets of vertical lines engraved in the stone. The lines
in the first set were 13 inches apart; the lines in the second,
which are rather fainter, were at intervals of 16 inches.
Probably the second series of lines was intended to mark off
the separate seats. In the first series the intervals are too
narrow for this purpose, and can only have served as general
measures of distance.

For the purpose of giving access to the different parts of
the auditorium a series of passages ran in divergent lines,
like the spokes of a wheel, from the orchestra up to the
outside boundary. The passages were fourteen in number,
and the two upon the extreme south at each side adjoined
immediately upon the boundary walls. In theatres of large
size, such as those of Epidaurus and Aspendos, it was usual
to insert extra passages in the upper part of the auditorium.
The manner in which they were arranged will be seen by
looking at the plan of the Epidaurus theatre (Fig. 6). At
Athens the upper portion of the building has so entirely
disappeared that it is impossible to say whether it ever con-
tained additional passages of this kind. But the great size
of the theatre makes it probable that such was the case.
These vertical passages were always very narrow, in order
to save room. At Athens they were only about 27 inches in
width, the result being that not more than one person could
ascend at a time. The arrangement of the steps along the
passages in the Athenian theatre was altogether exceptional,
and is only paralleled at the Peiraeceus. In all other Greek
theatres each tier of seats had two steps corresponding to it

HAIGH H
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in the vertical passages. But at Athens, and also at the
Peiraceus, there was only one step for each tier of seats.
As the seats were 13 inches high, while the steps were only 8%,
it was necessary to make up the difference by building the
steps with a sloping surface. The surface was furrowed over,
to make the ascent more easy. The fourteen passages divided
the auditorium into thirteen blocks. Such blocks were called
‘cunei’ or ‘wedges’ in Latin, because of their shape. In
Greek they were called ‘kerkides’, from their resemblance to
the ‘kerkis’, a tapering rod used in weaving.! The front row
in each ‘kerkis’ contained five marble thrones, with the
exceptien of the two ‘kerkides’ on the extreme south of each
wing, which contained six thrones each; so that the total
nuimber of marble thrones was sixty-seven.

In addition to the vertical passages all Greek theatres of
any size were also intersected by one or two longitudinal
passages, called ‘praecinctiones’ in Latin. These passages
divided the auditorium into sections, called ‘ belts’ or ‘girdles’
in Greek technical terminology.? A passage of this kind may
still be traced in the upper part of the theatre of Dionysus.
Its course is determined by the foundations at d, by certain
excavations in the rock at ¢, and by the two entrances at
b and f. The great width of the passage—about 15 feet—is
explained by the fact that it was also intended to serve as
a road. From ancient times there had been a road at the
foot of the Acropolis, running from east to west. Traces of
this old road have been discovered during the excavations
of 1889, and lie about 26 feet below the level of the present
auditorium. When its course was intercepted by the erection
of the theatre, this passage was constructed on a larger scale
than usual, to serve as a substitute. On ordinary occasions,
when the theatre was empty, it would be used as a public
highway.* That it formed a conspicuous object in the midst
of the auditorium is shown by a coin in the British Museum
(Fig. 5), which contains on one side a rude representation

1 Pollux iv. 123. belt of seats is called ¢mbéarpor in the
* Sia{dpara, C. 1. G. 4283; (@va:, inscription for 250 B.c. See Bull Corr.
Malal. p. 222. The longitudinal pas- Hell., 1894, pp. 162 ff.
sages are called 3/o%a in the Delian 3 Griech. Theater, p. 41.
inscription for 269 B c. The upper
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of the theatre at Athens.” On this coin, in spite of the rough-
ness of the design, the passage stands out very prominently.
Whether there was a second longitudinal passage in the
Athenian theatre is uncertain. But the space to the north
of the existing passage is so small when compared with the
space to the south of it, that it seems reasonable to infer that
there was another passage lower down, dividing the under part
of the auditorium into two sections. It was the fashion in
Roman theatres to erect a portico along the top of the
auditorium, following the line of the uppermost tier of seats.?
But there are no traces of such a portico in the theatre at
Athens, or in any other theatre of purely Greek origin.

FiG. s.

The following facts and measurements will give some idea
of the size and capacity of the Athenian theatre. The distance
between the inside corners of the auditorium was 72 feet. The
distance between the outside corners was 288 feet. In the
centre of the auditorium, from north to south, it is calculated
that there must have been 78 tiers of seats. Of course on each
of the two wings the number of tiers would be considerably less
than half that amount. The arrangements throughout were
designed with the view of bringing together the largest possible
number of people within the smallest possible compass. The
vertical passages were little over 2 feet in width. The seats
were constructed in such a manner that the spectators could

! The copy is taken from Wieseler's Denkmiler des Bohnenwesens, i. 1.
2 Vitruv. v. 6. 4.
H 2
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be packed tightly together, without any space being wasted.
As the theatre was in the open air the close crowding of the
audience was no doubt much less intolerable than it would have
been in a covered building. At the same time the situation
of the spectator cannot have been a very comfortable one.
He had to remain cramped up in one position, with no back
to lean against, and with very little opportunity of moving his
limbs. That the Athenians were willing to put up with such
inconveniences for several days in succession is a proof of
their enthusiastic devotion to music and the drama. The total
number of people who could be accommodated in the theatre
at Athens is shown by recent calculations to have been about
17,000.) The theatres at Epidaurus and Megalopolis held
nearly the same number.! Plato, referring to the wooden
theatre of his own time, speaks of ‘more than thirty thousand
spectators’.® But this must have been an exaggeration. The
old theatre of the fifth century is not likely to have been larger
and more capacious than the theatre of Lycurgus.

The auditorium, unlike the rest of the building, was subjected
to very little alteration in later times. The parts of it which are
still preserved remain in much the same state as in the age
of Lycurgus. The various successive changes in the style of
the dramatic performances, while they led to corresponding
changes in the orchestra and the stage-buildings, had naturally
no effect upon the structure of the auditorium. A few innova-
tions were introduced in the Roman period, mostly for the
purpose of increasing the comfort of the more distinguished
spectators. We have seen that in the old theatre the only person
provided with a canopy was the priest of Dionysus. The same
luxury was now extended to all the people in the front benches.
An awning was erected on wooden posts to protect them from

1 Griech. Theater, p. 45. Dorpfeld
obtains this result by allowing for
each person a space of 16 inches—
the distance between the vertical lines
already mentioned (p. 97). If 19
inches is allowed, he calculates that the
theatre would have held about 14,000
people.

1 Megalopolis held about 17,000
(Gardner), or 18,700 (Schultz); Epi-
daurus about 17,000 (Gardner). These
calculations,however,should be slightly

reduced, as they are based on an
allowance of only 13 inches for each
person (see above, p. 97), which is
certainly too small, though the experi-
enceof modern theatremanagersshows
that, where the seats have no dividing
arms, 14 inches is sufficient and 16
inches ample, (See Gardner, Ancient
Athens, p. 439.) See Excavations at
Megalopolis, p. 69.
3 Plat. Symp. 175 E.

|
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the sun. Three lines of holes for the reception of the posts
 may still be traced in the stone-work, one in front of the
thrones, one behind, and one in the second row of ordinary
seats. It seems that about this date there was an increase in
the number of people for whom seats of honour were required.
The front row of the ordinary benches was removed, in the
way already described, to supply the necessary space. Single
marble thrones were also set up here and there in the rows
further back. Another change, which involved some disfigure-
ment of the building, was made about the same time. A large
stone basis, approached by steps, was erected in front of the
sixth vertical passage, thus closing the approach to that passage,
and also necessitating the removal of four of the marble thrones,
which were placed elsewhere. The basis was probably intended
as a sort of royal box, and held a special throne reserved for
people of imperial rank. A similar basis was also erected,
probably for the same purpose, behind the seat of the priest
of Dionysus.

§ 5. The Orchestra.

After the auditorium the next great division of the theatre
is the orchestra. This was the name given to the flat surface
enclosed between the stage-buildings and the inside boundary
of the auditorium. It was called the orchestra, or ‘dancing-
place’, because in Greek theatres it was reserved for the
performances of the chorus.! In later times it was also called
~ the Sigma, because its shape resembled the semicircular figure
which was adopted in the fourth century as the symbol of the
letter sigma.? In one place the word ‘konistra’ is employed
to denote the orchestra.® Konistra means properly the arena
of a wrestling-school. It would hardly be applicable as a term
for the early Greek orchestras, which were used for music and
dancing, but not for gymnastic contests. Probably therefore
this meaning of the word was of late origin, and first arose
in the Roman period, when Greek theatres occasionally became

1 Phot. 8.v. dpxfiorpa. . . Tob BedTpov 3 Suidas s.v. oxp) . . . %) xovigTpa,
70 xbraw Punvariov, od xal ol xopol fdov  TovréoT: T KdTw EBagos Tov Oedrpov.
| xal dpxov¥To. The same scholium is repeated in

2 k. Anecd. p. 270. a1 7 dpxhorpa  Schol. Gregor. Nazianz. laud. patr.
# vor aiypa Aeyopévy  Ibid. p.286.16. 355 B.
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the scene of gladiatorial contests. Among the Romans the
orchestra was given up to the spectators, and the performances
of singers and dancers took place upon the stage. Hence the
later Greek commentators and grammarians often used the word
‘orchestra’ improperly to denote the stage, which in Roman
theatres had now become the actual dancing-place. This later
signification of the term has given rise to much confusion.
When a Greek scholiast speaks of the orchestra, it is necessary
to look carefully to the context, to see whether he means the
stage, or the orchestra in its proper sense.!

The orchestra in the Athenian theatre is mostly of very late
date, and contains but few traces of the original structure.
Our knowledge of the early Greek orchestra has to be derived
from other sources. Before proceeding to discuss this part of |
the subject, it will be convenient in the first place to give a brief
description of the existing remains in the theatre at Athens.
The only portion of the old orchestra of Lycurgus which has
been preserved is the gutter. This gutter, which was intended
to drain off the water from the tiers of seats, ran immediately
inside the border-line of the auditorium. It was made of
limestone, and was about a yard in width, At the western
corner it was 31 inches deep, but increased in depth all the
way round to the eastern corner, where the depth was 43
inches. Here it made a sudden drop of about a yard, and
then ran off in a south-easterly direction underneath the stage-
buildings. It had no covering, except opposite the vertical
passages, where it was bridged over with slabs of limestone.
Apart from this gutter the greater part of the present orchestra
belongs to the time of Nero. At this date considerable changes
were made. The stage was probably pushed forward as far
as the two corners of the auditorium. The orchestra, having
been thus largely reduced in size, was covered over with the
marble pavement which still remains. This pavement consists

-for the most part of rectangular slabs, placed in lines parallel

1 ¢, g. Schol. Aristoph. Equit. sos
(of the chorus) éordo: uiv ydp xard
aroixor ol mpds 1y Spxhorpay dwoBAé-
wovres® Srav 8 wapaBaow, lpetils
&ardres xal wpds Tos Oeards BAéwovres
70v Aéyor wowovrrar. Here dpxfarpa
obviously = Aoyeiov. Cp. Suidas s.v.

oxnvh) ; Isidor. Origg. xviii. 44 ‘orche-
stra autem pulpitum erat scacnae’. (A
full history of the meanings of the word
is given in A. Maller's Untersuchungen
zu den Bahnenalterthdmern, pp. 77-
88]
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to the stage. But in the centre there is a large rhombus-shaped
figure, bordered with two strips, and paved with small slabs
also of a rhombus shape. In the middle of the figure is a block
containing a small circular depression, which was probably
intended to receive an altar of Dionysus. At the time when
the pavement was constructed, the gutter was also covered over
entirely with slabs of marble, with rosette-shaped openings at
intervals. Some of these openings have been preserved, and
are indicated in the plan. At the same time a marble balus-
trade was erected in front of the first step of the auditorium.
It is marked by the dark line in the plan. Most of it is still
standing, and consists of marble slabs bound together by iron
clamps, and 43 inches high. The purpose of the balustrade
must have been to serve as a protection to the spectators in
the front rows, when the orchestra was given up to gladiatorial
combats or similar exhibitions. After these innovations of the
Neronian period the orchestra seems to have been untouched
until about the end of the third century A.p., when Phaedrus
erected his new stage. It was then made water-tight, for the
purpose of holding mimic sea-fights in it. The gutter was filled
up, and the rosette-shaped openings closed. Traces of the pipes
used for letting on and letting off the water for the sea-fight
have been discovered in various parts of the building.

In the course of recent excavations underneath the orchestra
two discoveries have been made. It appears that at some
unknown period certain tunnels of irregular shape, and too
small to serve as passages, were bored through the rock, but
filled up again as soon as made. Also, just in front of the
Roman stage, the rock was cut away in a straight line, and the
cutting was continued as far as the stage-buildings, the interval
being filled up with earth. The purpose of both these works is
quite uncertain.’

It will be seen, from the above description, that the remains of
the Athenian theatre throw very little light upon the character
of the ancient orchestra. Fortunately, during the last ten or
fifteen years, a large number of other theatres have been exca-
vated, which suffered less from reconstruction, and in which
the orchestras have been left more or less in their original
condition. The finest and best preserved of these is the theatre

1 Griech. Theater, pp. 57, 58.
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of Epidaurus, which was built at the end of the fourth century.!
It is described by Pausanias as the most beautiful theatre in
the world.? A plan of the building (Fig. 6) is here inserted,
together with a view taken from the north-east (Fig. 7).® The
evidence derived from this and other theatres will enable us
to clear up many questions in connexion with the orchestra, to
which the Athenian theatre supplies no answer.

10X (;. s0u)

Fie. 6.

In the early Greek theatres, as already pointed out, the seats
of the spectators were so arranged that every one had an
excellent view of the orchestra, while the view of the stage was
in many cases a very poor one. When the Romans gaye up the
orchestra to the spectators, and transferred all the performances
to the stage, they made various alterations in the arrangement

! For the date see Griech. Theater,
pp. 129 fI. ; Christ, Sitzungsber. bayer.
Akad. der Wissen. 1894, pp. 30 fl. ;
Lechat, Epidaure, p. 106.

2 Paus. ii. 27. § 'Emdavplois 3¢ dore
Oéatpov v TH lep, pdhiora tuol Soxely
Oéas Gfiorr 7d piv ydp ‘Pwpalor woAd
3 1 bwephipee TGv mavraxov TY xéopg,
peyéle 5t "Aprddav 1O v Meydrp wéAe-
dpuovias 58 #) xaAAovs évexa dpxirénTaw

wotos &s duAday MoAvarelry yévor’ &»

dgiéxpews ; TloAUsAatos ydp 70 Oéatpor

%oC'ro xal olknpa 70 wepipepés & wouijoas
V.

3 The view is copied from a photo-
graph taken by Prof. Ernest Gardner,
and kindly lent for reproduction. The
plan is from Baumeister’s Denkmiler,

iii. p. 173s.
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and proportions of the theatre. They largely diminished the
size of the orchestra by bringing the stage several yards for-
ward ; and at the same time they cut off considerable portions
from the two ends of the auditorium. In this way they were
enabled to make the stage much deeper, so as to accommodate
a larger number of performers. By shortening the wings of the
auditorium they abolished those seats which looked away from
the stage. Vitruvius gives some interesting directions for deter-
mining the proper proportions of a Greek and Roman theatre.!
According to his figures the orchestra in a Roman theatre
constituted an exact semicircle. The front line of the stage
coincided precisely with the diameter of the orchestra. In
a Greek theatre the stage was placed much further back. The
distance between the central point of the front line of the stage
and the central point in the opposite circumference of the orchestra
was six-sevenths of the diameter of the orchestra. In a Greek
theatre therefore, according to this statement, if the circum-
ference of the orchestra was prolonged so as to form a complete
circle, it would be found that the front line of the stage only
intersected a very small portion of that circle. None of the
existing theatres coincide exactly with the rules laid down by
Vitruvius. Sometimes the stage stands further back than he
directs, as at the Peiraceus. Sometimes it reaches further
forward, as at Megalopolis. But in most cases the deviation is
very slight, and his description, taken as a general statement,
may be regarded as approximately true. The fact is instructive.
The largeness of the space allotted to the orchestra by the
arrangement above described enables us to realize very clearly
the subordinate position of the stage in Greek theatres.
Vitruvius in the above account uses the word ‘orchestra’ in
its ordinary sense, to denote the whole space included within
the border-line of the auditorium. But we may limit the mean-
ing of the word, and confine it to the actual dancing-place,
excluding the gutter which usually ran inside the auditorium.
If this is done, it will be found that in many Greek theatres
the circumference of the orchestra, when prolonged, forms
a complete circle, without touching the stage. The theatre of
Epidaurus (Fig. 6) offers a good example.? The dancing-place
! Vitruv. v. 6 and 7. and the plans in Griech. Theater,

# OtherexamplesarefoundatAthens, pp. 98 and r1a.
the Peiraeeus, and Eretria. See Fig. 3,
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is here surrounded by a circular kerbstone, fifteen inches
wide, which only reaches within a yard of the stage-buildings.
It has been contended that all Greek theatres were constructed
on this principle ; that the stage was pushed back sufficiently
far to allow the orchestra, in its narrower sense, to form a
complete circle. The line of the orchestra might be marked
out in stone, or it might not; but there was always room for
it This, however, is an exaggeration. There are many Greek
theatres, such as those of Delos, Assos, and Sicyon, in which
the circle of the actual dancing-place could not be completed
without encroaching upon the stage.* At Megalopolis (Fig. 11),
if such a circle was completed, about a third of it would be
intersected. Here the orchestra was unusually large, and the
stage was therefore brought further forward, in order to be
within areasonable distance of the auditorium. These examples
show that the Greeks had no pedantic feeling on the subject
of the orchestra circle. No doubt in ancient times, before the
development of the drama, their orchestras formed complete
circles; and possibly they were enclosed all round with a kerb-
stone. The old orchestra at Athens seems to have been
so encircled. But when regular theatres with stage-buildings
began to be erected the architects appear to have discarded
the stone border, and with it the imaginary circle, and to
have contented themselves with allowing a sufficient space for
the chorus, according to the requirements of each particular
theatre. In many cases, as it happened, they left room enough
for a full circle. At Epidaurus such a circle was actually
marked out in stone. But this is the only known example ; and
there are several theatres in which the stage was so placed as
to make a complete circle impossible. :
At Athens, as we have seen, there was an interval of
several feet between the front row of benches and the circuit
of the orchestra. The interval was filled by a broad sloping
step, which served as a passage to the auditorium. A similar
passage is found at the Peiraceus. But in most Greek theatres
there was no passage of this kind, and the line of seats bordered
immediately on the orchestra and the gutter by which it was
encircled. The gutter was a regular feature in Greek orchestras,

1 Griech. Theater, p. 17s.
? See the plans in Griech. Theater, pp. 117, 144, 149.
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and was constructed in various styles. The Athenian type,
with its broad and deep channel, and bridges at intervals,
seems to have been exceptional and antique, and is not found
elsewhere except at Sicyon and the Peiraeceus. In some places,
such as Megalopolis, the gutter was much narrower, so as to
need no bridges. At Epidaurus and Eretria, on the other hand,
it was very broad and very shallow, and might be used as a pas-
sage to the auditorium in dry weather. The gutter at Epi-
daurus is no less than 7 feet across, and only 8 inches deep.
The surface of the orchestra was in most cases, as at Athens,
a few inches below the level of the front row of seats. It used
often to be asserted that the surface was boarded over with
planks. But this is an error, due to the fact that the Greek
grammarians often used the word ‘orchestra’ to denote the
stage.! The evidence of the theatres lately excavated shows
that in almost every case the Greek orchestra consisted simply
of earth beaten down hard and flat. It is true that the orchestra
at Eretria was paved with slabs of limestone, and that at Delos,
which lay on the rock, was covered with a ‘coating’ of some kind
or another.? But in all other instances, as far as we know, the
surface was merely of earth. Marble pavements are never found
in Greek theatres, except when they had been built or recon-
structed in the Roman fashion. Lines were sometimes marked
on the floor of the orchestra, to assist the chorus in their
evolutions.® Similar lines are used on the modern stage when
complicated ballets are produced. Aristotle mentions cases of
orchestras being strewed with chaff, and remarks that when this
was done the choruses were not heard so well. But it is uncer-
tain to what theatres or to what occasions he is referring.*

In every Greek orchestra there was an altar of Dionysus.
The fact is proved by the express testimony of ancient writers,
and also by the circumstance that the dramatic performances

were preceded by a sacrifice.®

! Suidas s.v. oxp1) . . . pera TV
oxpriyy Vs xal Td wapagkpra #
Spxfiorpa. abirn 8é torwv 8 véwos & ix
oaviBaw éxawv 70 &8agos, &’ ob Oearpi-
{ovouwr o pipor. Here the word épxjorpa
clearly = Aoyeiov. Cp. p. 103, note.

? Griech, Theater, p. 116. Bulletin
de Corr. Hell. 1894, p. 163 mj» opxh-
arpay 7ov BedTpov xaraxpicas (date 269
B.C.). .

However, there is only one

* Hesych. s.v. ypappai.

¢ Aristot. Prob. xi. a5 &ad 7i, Srar
dxvpabowr al 8pxhoTpas, frrov ol xopol
yeydvaow ;

8 Suidas s.v. oxyr7. . . era perd Ty
8pxhorpay (i.e. the stage) Bwuds rov
Awovboov. Poll. iv. 123 # 8 épxforpa
Tou xopov, &v i xal 3 Bupérn, eire Bijud
71 ovoa eite Bapbs. For the sacrifices
in the theatre see p. 68.
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theatre, that of Priene, in which any remains of an altar have
been discovered. In this theatre, which was excavated for the
first time in the year 1897, the altar is still found standing
in its original position. It is placed just in front of the first
row of seats, and exactly opposite the centre of the stage.!
Whether this was the usual position of the altar in a Greek
theatre seems doubtful. In the earliest period, when the drama
was still a purely lyrical performance, the altar stood in the
centre of the orchestra, and the chorus danced round about
it. The evidence supplied by the remains at Athens and
Epidaurus rather favours the view that in these theatres it still
occupied the same position. In the middle of the theatre at
Epidaurus there is a round stone, 28 inches in diameter,
let into the ground, so as to be on the same level with the
surrounding surface. In the middle of the stone is a circular hole.
A similar hole, as we have seen, is found in the later Athenian
orchestra. The only plausible explanation of these holes is
that they were intended for the reception of small stone altars.
It is probable, therefore, that the practice varied in regard to
the situation of the altar. In some theatres, such as those of
Athens and Epidaurus, it may have been placed in the middle
of the orchestra, after the ancient fashion. In others, such
as that of Priene, it may have been drawn further back towards
the auditorium, so as to leave a clear space for the evolutions
of the chorus. The altar of the theatre was called the Thymele,
because of the sacrifices offered upon it. It is called by this
name in a fragment of Pratinas.’ In later times the use of the
word was extended, so as to denote, not only the altar, but
also the space round about it; and ‘thymele’ became a regular
name for an orchestra.®* Later still, when the Romans sub-
stituted the stage for the orchestra, the word ‘thymele’, having
become identical in meaning with the word ‘orchestra’, was
employed in similar fashion to signify the ‘stage’.

1 Schrader, Berl. Philolog. Wochen-
schrift, 1898, April 16, p. 509

* Suidass.v. oxnviy. .. per a 7y pxi-
orpay Bwpds Toi Aiovigov, ds wakeiTar
OuuéAn mapd 70 Gvev. Etym. Mag. s.v.
Guuéry. Pratinas apud Athen. 517 B
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Taya fupéray ;

3 Phrymchus p. 163 (Lob.) fvuérnr:
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In one or-two Greek theatres subterranean passages have
been discovered, leading from the stage-buildings to the middle
of the orchestra. These passages are generally rather more
than six feet in height, and from two to three feet wide. There
is one in the theatre of Eretria, with a flight of steps leading
down to it at each end.! Another has been found at Magnesia ;
but as only a small portion of it still remains, it is impossible
to say where it began and where it ended, or whether it had
any exit into the orchestra.! The passage at Sicyon is rather
peculiar. A small drain runs underground from the auditorium
to the centre of the orchestra, where it falls into a square tank.
From the tank onwards there is a regular vaulted passage,
which is continued as far as the back of the stage-buildings,
and finally ends in a tunnel in the rock. Where it passes
under the stage, a flight of steps leads down to it; but no traces
of an entrance from the orchestra can be detected.* These
three passages, when first discovered, were thought to have
some connexion with the dramatic performances; and it was
supposed that they might be used to enable ghosts to appear
suddenly in the middle of the orchestra. But this theory seems
to be untenable, for the following reasons. In the first place,
no traces of such passages have been found at Athens, and
Epidaurus, and other theatres where excavations have been
carried on. But if they had been a regular contrivance in
dramatic exhibitions, it is impossible to suppose that the
Athenians would not have made use of them. Secondly, the
passage at Sicyon not only reaches as far as the stage, but
also runs right on to the back of the stage-buildings, where it
would have been of no use for the purpose suggested. Thirdly,
there is no decisive evidence that the passages at Sicyon and
Magnesia opened out into the orchestra. Fourthly, similar
passages of Roman workmanship have been discovered at

in front of a temple. But Robert’s

Equit. 149 &s &v Bupérp 82 79 dvaBawve.

Cp. Robert, Hermes xxxii. p. 441;

ethe, ibid. xxxvi. p. 597, and Dorp-
feld, ibid. xxxvii. p. 249 for more recent
discussions of the meaning of GuuéAsn.
Dorpfeld may be right in explaining
the various meanings of the word by
its having originally included not only
the altar, but the broad base or stone
platform on which the altar stood, e.g.

connexion of the word with GeuéAior
and m0éva: instead of with 6w is
more than doubtful. See also Miller,
Unters. zu den Bahnenalterth., pp.93-
108.]

! Griech. Theater, p. 116.

2 Ibid. p. 156.

3 Amer. Journ. Arch., 1891, p. 281 ;
1893, P. 404.
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Tralles and at Magnesia, the passage in the latter place I

been substituted for the previous Greek one. But these R
passages had no exit into the orchestra, as the remains ¢
show. After running from the stage-buildings to the n

of the orchestra, they branched off to right and left lik:
letter T, and then stopped.! The fact then that the Roi.....
built tunnels of this kind, which had no connexion with per-
formances in the orchestra, is a strong reason for assuming
that the Greeks might do the same. What the purpose of the
tunnels was, whether Greek or Roman, has not yet been
explained, and remains very mysterious.?

In all Greek theatres the front of the stage-buildings was
separated from the wings-of the auditorium by a vacant space
several feet in width. Two open passages, one on the right
and one on the left, led into the orchestra. The passages
were closed on the outside by large gates, and these gates
formed the only architectural connexion between the auditorium
and the stage-buildings.®* In some theatres, such as those
of Epidaurus and Assos, the gates which led into the orchestra
stood side by side with other gates leading into the stage-
buildings.* Sufficient remains of the gates at Epidaurus have
been preserved to admit of a complete restoration of them.
The present illustration represents the two gates on the
western side of the theatre (Fig. 8). The gate to the right leads
into the orchestra; that to the left leads into the stage-
buildings.® In the Athenian theatre, owing to the defective
character of the remains in this part, it is impossible to

1 Athen. Mittheil.,, 1893, p. 407;
Griech. Theater. p. 157.

3 [Sharpley (Aristoph. Pax Introd.,
p. 27) thinks that it is ¢ trifling with
words’ to say that the purpose has
not been explained. He thinks it
certain that these tunnels were used
for the appearance of actors in the
orchestra, and constructs a theory of
the scenic arrangements of the Pax
on this hypothesis, assuming the
correctness of Dorpfeld’s theory of
the stage. But if Dorpfeld’s theory of
the stage is to be rejected, owing to
a balance of considerations against it
(see below), then these tunnels do
remain unexplained and their purpose
mysterious. The fact that at Eretria

they could be used as Sharpley sug-
gests proves nothing as to the manner
in which they were used, unless the
theory of their use fits in with other
evidence as to theatrical performances.
‘We know nothing of the performances
in the theatre at Eretria ; there are no
such tunnels at Athens, and there are
other ways of explaining the Pax.]

' Remains of such gateways are
to be found at Sicyon, Delos, and Per-
gamon. See the plans in Griech.
Theater, pp. 117, 144, I5I.

* Griech. Theater, pp. 129, 150.

5 The illustration is taken from
Mpaxrikd rijs & "Abfv. dpxatol. éraipias
for 1883.
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determine whether there were two gates on each side or
only one. The passages at Athens measured nine feet across
on the outside. But they grew gradually wider, as one
-approached the orchestra, because of the oblique position of
the boundary walls of the auditorium. These orchestral
passages answered a double purpose. In the first place, they

Fia. 8.

formed the principal entrance to the theatre for the general
public. In many theatres they were the only entrances. In
Athens there were two others at the upper end of the audi-
torium; but the main approaches in all theatres were those
between the auditorium and the stage-buildings. The spectators
came in by the orchestra, and then ascended the vertical
passages to their proper seats. In the second place, it was
by these passages that the chorus entered the orchestra at
the commencement of each play. The technical name for
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the passages was ‘parodoi’ or ‘eisodoi’.! In Roman theatres
they were of course done away with, as the Roman stage was
brought much more forward than the Greek, and the two
ends coalesced with the wings of the auditorium. In place
of the old open passages the Romans built vaulted entrances
underneath the auditorium, and parallel with the stage. Later
Greek writers, misled by the analogy of the Roman theatres,
sometimes apply the terms vault’ and ‘archway’ to the open
side-entrances of the Greek theatre. But such language is
inaccurate.?

§ 6. Ruins of the Stage-busldings at Athens.

The third and last division of the theatre consists of the
stage-buildings, the ‘skene’, as they were called. This word
has a curious history in connexion with the drama. Originally
it meant the booth or tent in which the single actor of the
Thespian period used to change his costume. Then as this
booth gradually developed into a large and elaborate structure,
the word ‘skene’ extended its meaning at the same time, and
came to be the regular term for the stage-buildings of a theatre.®
Later on it began to be applied not only to the whole of the
buildings, but also to the more important parts of them. It
was used to denote the stage or platform on which the actors
performed ¢; and also the back-scene, with its painted decoration,
in front of which they stood.® Eventually it was employed
as a general term for the scene of action, or for the portions
or scenes into which a play was divided.®* These last three

1 Médpodo in Schol. Arist. Equit. 149; ™) oxpiy.

Poll. iv. 126; €igodo: in Arist. Nub. 326,
Av. 296. The word mépodos was also
used to denote the entrances on to the
stage, e.g. in Plut. Demetr. go5 B ;
Poll. iv. 128 ; Athen. 623 D.

3 Vitruv. v. 6. The side-entrances
are called yaAis in Poll. iv. 123; dyis
in Vit, Aristoph. (Dindf. Prolegom. de
Comoed. p. 36).

} e.g. Tijs oxnvis 10 Téyos warahei-
Yavre . . . els 7O Aoyeiov Tiis oxqvils
(Delian inscription, 279 B. c., in Bull.
Corr. Hell. 1894, pp. 163 f.).

¢ e. g. Aristot. Poet. c. 24 70 &ml 7ijs
axnvijs kal T&v Ymoxpiraw pépos. Polyb.
XXX, I3 wUKTas Téooapes dvéBnoav iml

5 Plut. Demetr. goo D feye »iw
wpiov &upulvw wbpyyy rpoepxoylvnr éx
Tpavyiijs oxyrijs. So h oxnri) § péom, fds
twdve oxyds wavds wofjoar, ypdjat Ta
axyvéds, x.7.A. (Delian inscription, 374
B.C., in Bull, Corr. Hell. Lc.). Hence

xr,voypanﬂa = scene-painting (Aristot.
Poet. c. 4). [Maller, Unters. zu den
Bahnenalterth., pp. 1 ff., gives fully the
history of the various meanings of
oxpri. ]

¢ Arg. Aesch. Pers. xal &orwv ¥) pév
axnr) Tob Spduaros wepl 7§ Tdpy Aapelov.
Bekk. Anecd. iii. p. 1461 els wérre oxnprds
Suacpel 79 Jpdpa.
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meanings of the word are still retained in its English
derivative. :

The question as to the structure of the stage-buildings in
a Greek theatre is one of the greatest interest, because of its
intimate connexion with many disputed points of dramatic
history. Unfortunately, it is a subject upon which the in-
formation supplied by the existing ruins is very defective.
In all the remaining theatres of purely Greek origin little has
been left of the stage-buildings beyond the mere foundations,
and it is impossible from such evidence to go very far in the
process of conjectural reconstruction. Our knowledge of the
upper part of the building has to be derived mainly from
casual notices in the old grammarians. In treating this
question it will be best to follow the same arrangement as
in the case of the orchestra, and to begin by giving a short
account of the ruins in the theatre of Dionysus at Athens.
The stage-buildings at Athens were very frequently altered
and reconstructed in the course of their history, and the task
of distinguishing between the confused remains of the different
periods has been by no means an easy one. The recent
investigations of Dorpfeld have for the first time placed the
matter in a fairly clear light. The results of his discoveries
are indicated in the plan of the theatre already given.

The oldest stage-buildings, which Dorpfeld dates soon after
the middle of the fourth century and Puchstein at the end of the
fifth, are marked by cross-shading in the plan, and denoted by
the letter ». They consisted, as will be seen, of a long and
narrow rectangular structure, In the front, towards each end,
were two projecting side-wings. The length of the building was
152 feet, and its depth, measured between the wings, 21 feet.
The wings themselves were 25 feet wide, and projected about
17 feet on the inside. The roof of the building was originally
supported by a line of columns running along the centre, of
which some traces still remain. At the back of the building
there was a low narrow wall, running immediately in front of
the supporting wall, and fitted with square holes at regular
intervals. The purpose of the wall is very obscure; but
Dorpfeld conjectures that the upper story was of wood, and
not of stone, and that it rested on wooden beams which were
placed in these holes. Puchstein, on the other hand, believes

HAIGH I
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that there was an upper story of stone. The evidence is not
sufficiently clear to render a decision possible.! As regards
the appearance of the building in the front nothing can be
ascertained with certainty. The space between the side-wings
evidently contained the stage, but no traces of it are to be
found. It must therefore have been a temporary erection of
wood. Dorpfeld supposes that the front of the two side-wings,
and the front of the wall between them, were decorated with
columns and entablatures about thirteen feet high® But the
evidence for this opinion is far from conclusive. It is founded
on the fact that the stylobates used in the later side-wings were
not originally designed for that position, but had obviously
been used somewhere else before. Dorpfeld supposes, perhaps
correctly, that they stood at first in front of the Lycurgean
side-wings.® But this is no justification for assuming that
the wall between the wings in the Lycurgean building was
also decorated in the same way. The stylobate used for this
part of the later building was a new one, and not an old one
rearranged ; and this fact seems to show that there was no such
stylobate in the building of Lycurgus. Otherwise there would
have been just as much reason for using it, as for using the two
stylobates from the wings. On the whole then it is clear that
we know very little about the old stage-building of the fourth or
late fifth century beyond the shape of its ground-plan. As to its
height, the material used in its upper stories, and the manner in
which its front was embellished, there is no certain evidence.
The history of the stage-buildings during the next two
hundred years or so is a blank. Nothing can be ascertained
on this subject from the ruins. The first great alteration of
which traces remain was carried out in the course of the
first or second century B.c. according to Dérpfeld, the fourth
century according to Puchstein. A permanent stone pro-
scenium was then erected in the space between the wings.
It is marked o in the plan. The front of this proscenium
consisted of a row of columns supporting an entablature. Its
height, as may be calculated from the traces of the columns,
! Puchstein, Die Griech. Bahne, are not long enough for the foundation
p. 136. walls of the Lycurgean building, and
2 Griech. Theater, pp. 62 ff. cannot therefore have been originally

? Puchstein, 1. c., p. 103, denies this, male for them.
on the ground that these stylobates
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was about 13 feet; its depth between 9 and 10 feet. It was
covered on the top with a wooden platform, resting on beams,
the holes for which are still visible in fragments of the archi-
trave. In the centre of the front part of the proscenium was
a door leading out into the orchestra. This door varied in
width at different periods from 4} to 5% feet, but there is
nothing to show which was the earlier and which the later
of the two widths. Traces of a smaller door, to the west of
the central one, have also been discovered; but there are no
traces of a door to the east. As this new stage was only
about ten feet deep, smaller side-wings were required. The
old wings of the earlier theatre were therefore thrown back
about 5% feet, thus adding several feet to the width of the
‘parodoi’. Beyond the construction of the stone proscenium
no further remains of new erections belonging to this recon-
struction have been discovered ; but it is probable that the upper
part of the building was considerably altered at the same time.
The second great reconstruction of the stage-buildings took
place in the reign of Nero, after a lapse of perhaps two hundred
years. The whole of this part of the theatre was then adapted
to the Roman fashion. An elaborate architectural fagade, con-
sisting of columns and entablatures, was erected at the back of
the stage, the old Lycurgean wall » being used as a foundation.
A portion of the frieze from this fagade is still in existence,
and contains the dedication to Nero which has already been
referred to.! Two of the columns are also preserved in
part. Behind the columns and frieze a wall was erected,
according to the Roman custom; and at the same time new
side-wings were built, slightly diminishing the length of the
whole structure. The foundations of these erections are marked
2 in the plan. In Roman theatres, as we have seen, the stage
projected much further forward than in the Greek. It was also
reduced in height to five feet, so that the spectators in the
orchestra might be able to see over the top. A stage of this
type was doubtless erected in the Athenian theatre at the time
of these reconstructions, though it has now entirely disappeared.
But part of it seems to have been used for the existing stage,
that of Phaedrus, by which it was replaced in the third century

1 See above, p. 88.
12
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A.p. This stage, which is four feet three inches high, is adorned
in front with a bas-relief. The bas-relief has obviously been
constructed out of old materials, and has been much cut about,
and curtailed several inches in height, before being placed in its
present situation. It seems clear that it was intended originally
for the Neronian stage, which must therefore have been about
five feet high. The position of the front-wall in the Neronian
stage cannot be determined from the ruins, but was probably
much the same as in the stage of Phaedrus (k-4). One
peculiarity of the Neronian reconstruction is the fact that the
old Greek side-wings, with their rows of columns, were
allowed to remain. But how they harmonized with the new
Roman wings and columns it is difficult to conjecture.!

The last change of which we have any trace or record was that
effected by Phaedrus about two centuries later. The stage was
then lowered several inches, and the front-wall erected in its
present position. Half of it still remains, together with a flight
of steps leading down from stage to orchestra. Such steps were
common in Roman theatres, and had no doubt existed previously
in the Neronian theatre. The bas-relief, which had formerly
been a continuous one, was cut into sections, and arranged with
recesses at intervals, the recesses being filled with stone figures.
One of these—a kneeling Silenus—has been preserved. As to
the purpose of this reconstruction by Phaedrus there is much
uncertainty. But Dorpfeld conjectures that it may have been
due, partly to the ruinous condition of the old Neronian stage,
partly to a desire to make the orchestra water-tight for the
purpose of holding mimic sea-fights in the manner already
described.*

§ 7. The Earlier Stage-buildings.

We have now described the various traces of stage-buildings
in the Athenian theatre down to the time of Phaedrus. It
remains to consider the subject from a more general point of
view, and to supplement and illustrate the previous narrative

1 [Dorpfeld has, since the publica-
tion of his book, changed his mind, and
now thinks that the Neronian stage
was higher, and belonged to the
Vitruvian Graeco-Roman, not to the
Roman type (Ath. Mitth. 1897, p. 459;

1898, pp. 330, 347). Puchstein is in-

clined to agree sdie griech. Bdahne, ,

p. ror). But,in fact, the evidence is
insufficient to prove anything as to the
height of the stage.]

2 Gricch. Theater, pp. 8g9-9o.
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by evidence derived from other sources. The first and most
interesting question concerns the structure of the stage-buildings
during the great period of the Attic drama from Aeschylus to
Aristophanes. On this point the existing remains throw very
little light. Still there are a few general conclusions which
seem to be fairly well established. It is evident, in the first
place, that the stage-buildings from the fifth down to the middle
of the fourth century, if Dorpfeld’s dates are adopted—those of
the greater part of the fifth century, according to Puchstein—
must have been made of wood, and not of stone. If they had
been made of stone, it is difficult to believe that they would
have left no traces behind them. As regards their shape,
they probably resembled in general outline the earliest stone
structure, and consisted of an oblong building with projecting
side-wings. These side-wings were called ‘ paraskenia’, because
they lay on each side of the ‘skene’ or stage, and are actually
mentioned by Demosthenes in his speech against Meidias as
forming a part of the theatre at that time.! But though the
stage-buildings of the fifth century were constructed of wood
only, they must have been firm and substantial erections, and
at least two stories in height. The use of such contrivances
as the ‘mechane’ and the ‘theologeion’, by which gods were
exhibited high up in air, would require buildings of not less
than two stories, and of considerable solidity. Hence we may
also conclude that they were permanent structures, and that
they were not put up and taken down at each festival. No
doubt, in the course of a century and a half, they were often
renewed, and often changed and modified in detail, as experience
suggested. During the first years of the fifth century, when there

! Harpocrat. (s.v. wapaosfina) quotes
Theophrastus for the definition of para-
skenia as places on oneside of the stage,
used for storage purposes. The wapa-
oxpvia Td 7€ dxdre xal Td bwowdrw
mentioned along with the oxpval in the
Delian inscription of 274 B.c. (Bull.
Corr. Hell. 1894, pp. 162 fl.) were
doubtless side-wings. Demosthenes
(Meid. § 17" accuses Meidias of ¢ nailing
up the paraskenia’, and so preventing
his dithyrambic chorus from making its
appearance. Probably he nailed up the
doors out of the side-wings into the
parodoi. The word is also explained

by the commentators as = (1) the en-
trances to the orchestra (Didymus
quoted by Harpocrat. l. ¢.), or (a) the,
entrances to the stage (Phot.and Etym,
Mag. s.v.; Bekk. Anecd. p. 293;
Ulpian on Dem. Meid. § 17), or (3) the
doors on each side of the main door in
the back-scene(Suidas s.v. sxnpi). But
these explanations are probably false
inferences from the passage in Demo-
sthenes, or from some other source.
Cp. Miller, Unters. zu den Bithnenalt.,
PP. 57-63, for the history of the word
Tapagaira.
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was only one actor, they must have been much smaller than
they afterwards became, when the number of the actors had
been raised to three. But after the middle of the fifth century,
when they had reached their full size, it is unlikely that they
should have been pulled down and re-erected more often
than was rendered necessary by the mere process of decay.
Whether the stage in these early buildings was protected by
a roof or covering, running from one side-wing to the other, is
uncertain. But a roof of this kind would have been a distinct
advantage, for the purpose of concealing the crane-like mechanism
by which the deus ex machina was exhibited.

To consider next the character of the early stage. The stage
in Greek was called ‘skene’, for the reason already mentioned*;
and ‘ okribas’, because it consisted originally of a wooden plat-
form:? It was also called ‘logeion’, or the ‘speaking-place’,
because the actors stood there and carried on the dialogue. It
was opposed to the orchestra, or dancing-place, in which the
chorus went through their performances.®* Another name for
it was the ‘proskenion’, from its position in front of the ‘skene’,
or back-wall.* As regards the shape of the early stage, there
is even less archaeological evidence than in the case of the
stage-buildings. The stage continued to be constructed of
wood long after the rest of the building had begun to be made
of stone. As a result, all traces of it have disappeared. But
certain inferences may be drawn from the structure of the

1 See above, p. 112,

* Hesych. s.v. 8xpiBas* 70 Aoyeior i’

ot ol Tpayplol fryevi{ovro. Plat. Symp.
194 A dvaBaivorros int Tdr SxpiBarra
perd 1é&v bwoxprdv. The stage re-
ferred to in this latter passage was pro-
bably in the Odeion. See above, p. 68,
and Mazon, Rev. de Philologie, 1903,
p- 265.
3 Delian inscription of 279 B.c. s
73 [Aoyeliov rijs axnrijs ; 180 B. C. Ta¥
wvdxwr 18y Exl 70 Aoyeiov (Bull, Corr.
Hell. 1894, pp. 162ff.). Phryn. p. 163
(Lob.) 0¥ pévroi, &vba utv xapgdol xal
Tpaypdol dyawi{orrai, Aoyeiov peis.
Cp. Maller, L c., pp. 49-57, for the
history of this and similar words.

¢ Delian inscription of 290 B.cC. T)»
axqviyy ¢pyoraBhoas: xal 7O Tpooxivior ;
282 B.C. els 70 wpooxnwiov yphygarre
wivaxas (Bull. Corr. Hell. Lc.). In-

scription on architrave of proscenium at
Oropus (Griech. Theater, p. 1032'&1»
voberfioas T wpooxfvioy xal Tods wivaxas.
Polyb. xxx. 13 Tovrous 8¢ onjoas éwi
70 wpooxfmor uerd 7ot xopov. The
word wpooxfrior also denoted (1) the
painted scenery at the back of the
stage. Cp. Suidas s.v. wpooxfivior: 7o
wpd 1@)s oxnvijs wapanéraocpa. Nannio
the courtesan (fourth century B.c.)
was called ¢proskenion’ because of
the deceptive character of her beauty
(Athen. p. 587 B). A representation
of Demetrius (third century B. c.) was
painted ém rob wpooxnriov. (2) The
drop-scene (in late Greek). Cp. Syne-
sius (about 400 A.D.), Aegypt. 128 C
el 3 7is . . . xvvopbarui{oiro Bd Tob
wpoaxnviov. Cp. Miller, l.c., pp. 35 ff.,
for history of the meanings of the
word.
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earliest stage-buildings represented in the ruins. If we look
at the outline of these buildings (#-7), we shall see that the
side-wings project about seventeen feet. But in the reconstruc-
tion which Dorpfeld assigns to the Hellenistic period, Puchstein
to the fourth century, when a stone stage (0-0) was erected, the
wings were drawn back about five feet on each side. It follows
almost as a matter of certainty that the wooden stage of the
earlier theatre must have been about fifteen feet deep, so as to
fill up the space between the wings.! This conclusion is con-
firmed by the remains of the original stage-buildings at Eretria,
which are the oldest hitherto found outside Athens, and which
apparently belong to the same period as the earliest ruins found
at Athens.® Here too we find the same outline and dimensions,
There is a long narrow building, with wings projecting about
seventeen feet on each side.® From this evidence we are justified
in assuming that the early Greek stage was considerably deeper
than the later one, and was not less than about fifteen feet
across. As to its height, we have no information beyond that
which is supplied by the existing dramas. These dramas how-
ever show that in the theatre of the fifth century it was easy for
the actors on the stage to converse with the chorus in the
orchestra; and that there was nothing to prevent actors and
chorus from passing from stage to orchestra and from orchestra
to stage whenever they desired. Hence the stage of the fifth
century cannot have been raised many feet above the level of
the orchestra. The object of the stage was to place the actors
in a prominent position, and to ensure that they should not be
hidden from view by the chorus in front of them. This purpose
would easily be effected by a stage of only a few feet in height.
Some easy means of communication between stage and orchestra
must have been provided, to enable actors and chorus to pass to

1 Dorpfeld (p. 69) denies that there
was ever a wooden stage between the
wings of the Lycurgean building. He
thinks the space was originally filled up
with a wooden proscenium, of the same
height as the later Hellenistic one of
stone ; and that both these proscenia
served asbackgrounds,and notasstages.
He arguesthat if there had been astage,
it must have been made of stone. But
if he is justified in assuming the exist-
ence of an early wooden proscenium,

we are surely justified in assuming
the existence of a stage of the same
material.

2 The theatres of Epidaurus and
Megalopolis were formerly assigned to
about the middle of the fourth century.
But it now appears probable that
they were not earlier than the end of
that century. See Dorpfeld, Griech.
Theater, pp. 129 fI., 140.

3 See the plan in Griech. Theater,
p. 112,
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and fro. A long flight of steps, or a sloping ascent, may have
been used for the purpose.

Such then, as far as we can tell, was the character of the
stage and stage-buildings during the early period of the Greek
drama. The stage-buildings consisted of a long and narrow
rectangular structure, made entirely of wood, not less than two
stories high, and with side-wings at each end. Between the
wings was a platform about fifteen feet deep, and a few feet in
height, connected with the orchestra by a flight of steps or in some
similar way. Thistype of building lasted till the end of the fifth or
middle of the fourth century. A new departure was then made.
Stage-buildings began to be constructed of stone, at any rate in
the lower stories. The earliest known examples are those at
Athens and Eretria. But the stage itself still remained
a wooden one.! Its depth was still about fifteen feet. As to
its height we have no information.! The fourth century was
a period of transition and development in the history of the
Greek theatre; and it was probably during this century that
various new experiments were made in the structure and arrange-
ment of the stage and stage-buildings. But the first steps in the
process cannot be traced in detail, owing to. the lack of evidence.
The final results of the various experiments, as exemplified in
the theatres of a later period, will be discussed in the next
section.

§ 8. The later Stage-buildings of the pre-Roman period.

In describing the ruins of the stage-buildings in the Athenian
theatre we showed that the first great alteration made in the
older structure was the erection of a stone stage. This stage
was about thirteen feet high, and from nine to ten feet deep,
and was enclosed between shallower side-wings. The change
effected at Athens is a type of similar changes which were

! This was probably for acoustic
reasons ; see below, p. 133.

2 Dorpfeld (p. 69) argues that the
original erection put up between the
wings of the Lycurgean building must
have been 13 ft. high, since the back-
wall was adorned with columns and
entablature of that height. But there
is no proof of the existence of these
columns and this entablature. In fact,
the evidence is all the other way. Sce

above, p. 114. Prof. E, Gardner (Ex-
cavations at Megalopolis, p. 84) thinks
there is actual proof of the existence
of a low wooden stage at Megalopolis
in early times. The question really
depends on the date of the three lower
steps of the Thersilion, which he sup-
poses to be considerably later than the
stone auditorium. Dorpfeld, however
(Griech. Theater, p. 140), assigns them
to the same period.
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carried out in most of the other Greek theatres with which
we are acquainted. The recent excavations at Megalopolis,
Delos, Eretria, and many other places, show that from the
beginning of the second century onwards, and probably earlier,
stone proscenia of the kind just described became a regular
feature in ordinary Greek theatres.! Moreover there is evidence
to prove that as early as the beginning of the third century
proscenia made of wood, but resembling the later stone ones in
height and depth, had begun to be erected in various cities. The
theatre at Sicyon was built about this period, and the stage-
buildings were to a large extent excavated out of the rock. The
slopes which led up to the stage on each side, being cut out of
the rock, still remain, and prove that the stage was about eleven
feet above the level of the orchestra. The old wall which served
as a foundation for the wooden proscenium is also partly pre-
served, and runs along the line of the later stone erection. In
it are holes for the posts on which the wooden stage was
supported.! At Eretria, again, the theatre was reconstructed
about the beginning of the third century, and the orchestra
was sunk about eleven feet into the rock, but the stage-buildings
were left at their original level. Hence the wooden stage
built in front of them must have been eleven feet high.> The
theatre at Priene is somewhat exceptional. Here there are
the remains of a proscenium belonging to the third century,
but built of stone like those of later times. This, however, is
the only instance yet discovered of a stone proscenium which
can be ascribed with certainty to such an early period.* From
these various indications it seems probable that the tall and
narrow stage of the later type began to become general at the
close of the fourth century, though at first it was usually made

! Griech. Theater, pp. 100, 1032,
113, 120, 143, 147, 150, 156. Puch-
stein in'many cases assigns an earlier
date, e.g at Megalopolis. (Die Griech.
Bahne, p. 9o0.)

2 Griech. Theater, p. 118.

3 ]bid., p. 115. There is the founda-
tion-wall of a wooden proscenium at
Megalopolis, apparently of the third
century, and running on the same line
as the later stone proscenium. But
whether it was of the same height is
unknown., See Excavations at Mega-

lopolis, p. 8s.

3 Schrader, Berl. Philolog. Wochen-
schrift, 1898, April 16, p. 508. The
stone proscenium at Epidaurus has
sometimes been assigned to the end of
the fourth century, when the rest of the
theatre was built. Dorpfeld thinks
it more probable that it was a later
structure (Griech. Theater, p. 232).
Puchstein, however, dates the stone
proscenium at Megalopolis in the third
or even the fourth century.
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of wood. In the course of the second and first centuries this
wooden stage was replaced in most theatres by a permanent one
of stone. The evidence derived from the ruins as to the size
and shape of the later stage corresponds, in most cases, with
the statement of Vitruvius, the Roman architect, who wrote
about the end of the first century B.c. In his account of the
Greek theatre of his own time he lays it down as a rule that
the proscenium should be from ten to twelve feet high, and
about ten feet deep.!

From the numerous remains of these later stone proscenia
which have been excavated during the last few years it is

OGN

3. 4.

FiG. 8a.

possible to obtain a fairly accurate conception of their general
character. The upper surface, or stage proper, was made of
wood. The front seems to have consisted in every case of a
series of stone columns supporting an entablature. The spaces
between the columns were filled in with painted boards or
‘pinakes’, these, like the stage, being made of wood for acoustic
reasons.? The columns themselves were adapted sometimes
more and sometimes less carefully, to the purpose for which
they were required.* In some cases, as at Athens and Sicyon,
they consisted simply of entire columns. In others, the columns
were provided with rims running down the centre of each side,
to hold the pinakes, as at Megalopolis and Eretria. In others,
the place of the columns was taken by half-columns resting

! Vitruv. v. 7. 3 Ibid., pp. 17,18. Seebelow, p. 130.
* Puchstein, Griech, Bihne, pp. 41 ff. ' ’ '
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against pillars, as more convenient for holding the pinakes.
These pillars were in some cases without grooves or projections
for the pinakes, as at Epidaurus; in others, as at Priene, New
Pleuron, and Delos, they were regularly provided with them.!
A diagram is here given (Fig. 8 A, after Puchstein) representing
the shapes of these supports. The row of pillars would not only
serve as a support to the stage, but would serve as a back-
ground for the choral performances in the orchestra so far
as one was needed.! Dorpfeld, who believes that the dramatic
performances also took place entirely in the orchestra, supposes
that the pinakes were painted in scenic fashion so as to serve as
a background to the actors. There is not a particle of evidence
to support this view.? Not only would a back-scene interrupted
by columns be peculiar; but the accounts of the theatre of Delos
in the third century B. c. appear to demonstrate that the pinakes
were not used for this purpose. We find there that the joiner
who made a single pinax received 30 drachmae, while the painter
who painted two only received 3 drachmae 1 obol.* The small-
ness of the latter sum seems a clear proof that the painting was
not of the artistic kind we should expect in a back-scene, but
a very simple affair, suitable to the supporting wall of a stage.
It is very probable that the pinakes were painted in imitation of
folding-doors, or of wood-work divided into panels. Puchstein
conjectures that the stone structures found at Priene and Ter-
messos, made to resemble such doors or panelled work, are
reminiscences of the earlier pinakes, and similar instances of
vacant spaces made to imitate doors are common on Lycian
grave ® monuments and Pompeian wall-paintings. This archi-
tectural front was called the ‘hyposkenion’, from its position
beneath the ‘skene’ or stage. Pollux says it was adorned
with ‘ columns and small statues’.® Statues, however, were not

1 See (besides Puchstein, lc.)
Excavations at Megalopolis, p. 87;
Griech. Theater, p. 116, Cp. ibid.,
PP- 103, 150, for similar traces at Assos
and Oropus. The architrave of the
proscenium at Oropus bore the inscri
tion dyavolerfigas 74 wpooxfivior xal Tovs
wivaxas (ibid., p. 103). The Delian
inscriptions of 283 B.c. and 180 B.cC.
mention wivaxes els 13 wpooxfvior,
wivaxes ¢xl 73 Aoyeiov (Bull. Corr. Hell.
1894, p. 162).

2 [See Bethe, Jahrb. Arch. Inst.,
1900, p. 79. There is nothing absurd,
as Dorpfeld seems to think (ibid. 1901,
P- 33), in the proscenium thus serving
two purposes in the two different types
of performance. Why should it not 1]

3 See Puchstein, L. c., p. 23.

4 Bull. Corr. Hell. 1894, p. 162.

5 Puchstein, l.c., p. 38.

¢ Poll. iv, 124 13 8¢ imwooxfviov xioot
xal dyahparios xexbounro Wpos T
Oéarpov TeTpapuévos, twd 13 Aoyeior
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used as a decoration during the pre-Roman period. In Roman
times they appear to have been sometimes inserted in the
intercolumnia, in place of the painted boards. At Epidaurus,
for instance, the space between the columns in the side-wings
was filled in at some late period with groups of sculpture. At
Delos, statues and other votive erections were placed along the
front of the proscenium.' Possibly Pollux may be referring to
these later customs; or he may have been thinking of the
Roman stage, which was sometimes decorated in front with
a sculptured frieze, like that of Phaedrus in the Athenian
theatre. It is evident from the ruins that there was no per-
manent means of communication between the orchestra and the

Fic. 9.

top of the stage. As regards the connexion with the interior
of the stage the custom seems to have varied. At Priene there
were three doors leading out into the orchestra.? At Athens
the proscenium had one door in the centre, and another smaller
one on the western side. But in most theatres there was only
a single door, that in the centre; and this door varied in width
from 3 feet 3 inches at Delos to 4 feet at Epidaurus.® At
Megalopolis, however, and also at Thespiae, there is no door
of any kind leading out from the front of the proscenium into
the orchestra.* Probably most theatres had doors leading from

xeipevov. 'When Athenaeus (631 E) stein, L c., pp. 19, 50.

speaks of a flute-player waiting in the
hyposkenion till his turn came to per-
form, it is uncertain whether the word
there denotes a room under the stage,
or is used generally for the whole
of the stage-buildings. See Mailler,
Unters. zu den Bahnenalt., pp. 62-5.

1 Griech. Theater, pp. 137, 147.

3 Schrader, Berl. Philolog. Wochen-
schrift, 1898, April 16, p. 509; Puch-

* Griech. Theater, pp. 99, 102, 115,
135, 147, 150, 384. Dorpfeld now
thinks that there may have been three
doors at Delos, but the matter is very
doubtful (Bull. Corr. Hell. 1896,

p. 570).

¢ Excavations at Megalopolis, p. 86.
Chamonard, Bull. Corr. Hell. 1896,
p. 396.



) STAGE-BUILDINGS OF PRE-ROMAN PERIOD 125

the end of the stage-buildings into the ‘parddoi’ or side-entrances,
though they cannot always be traced, owing to the scantiness of
the remains. Their position would no doubt vary, according
to the struecture of the different theatres. At Epidaurus doors
of this kind were placed immediately beyond the side-wings, at
each extremity of the proscenium. The illustration which is
here inserted (Fig. g) will give a clear idea of the appearance
of these proscenia. It represents a restoration of one end of
the hyposkenion at Epidaurus. The front of the proscenium is
denoted by the letter a, the side-wing by 4, while ¢ marks the
door leading out into the parados.’

In size these proscenia usually conformed to the rules of
Vitruvius, and were about ten feet deep, and from ten to twelve
feet high. But sometimes they were much lower than he
directs. The proscenium ‘at Oropus was only 8 ft. 2 in.
in height, that at Priene only 8 ft. 8 in? The proscenium at
Delos is given variously as 8 ft. 3 in. and g ft. 2 in® On
the other hand, the stages at Athens and at the Peiraeeus
were thirteen feet above the level of the orchestra.* The wings
by which the stage was enclosed on each side sometimes
projected a few feet beyond the front line of the proscenium,
as at Athens. Sometimes, as at Eretria, there was no pro-
jection, and the front of the wings was continuous with that of
the stage. In many theatres, again, such as those of Megalo-
polis and Sicyon, there were no permanent side-wings, and the
stage was terminated at each end by a mere wall.® In such
cases it is probable that during the dramatic performances
temporary side-wings of wood were erected. The theatres of
Epidaurus, Oropus, Sicyon, and the later buildings at Eretria
exhibit a peculiar feature in the shape of certain ramps or
sloping passages visible to the audience and leading up from
the parodos and the outside of the stage-buildings to the door
in the walls terminating the ends of the stage. The position of
those ramps is clearly shown in the plan of the Epidaurian

1 The illustration is taken from
Baumeister’s Denkmdler, iii. plate Ixv.
3 Griech. Theater, 103. Bull. Corr.
Hell x896. P. 595
amonnrd(Bnll Corr. Hell. 1896,
P- 996), judging from the width of the
supporting columns, makes the height
of the Delian proscenium 8 ft. 2 in.

Dorpfeld (ibid., p. 564), arguing that
these columns must have been the same
heightasthe pillarsat theside-entrance,
supposes the proscenium to have been
9 ft. ain.

4 Griech, Theater, p. 99.

8 See the plans in Griech. Theater.
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theatre (Fig. 6). It is possible that they were used by the
chorus for the purpose of descending from the first floor of
the stage-buildings to the entrance of the parodos. But probably
they served mainly for the entrance of actors who represented
persons supposed to be coming from a distance. The objection
of Robert and Dorpfeld ' that the actor would have to come up
the ramps and wait at the door of the side-wings in view of the
audience for his cue, before he could enter—which they justly
say would be a ridiculous sight—assumes what it is quite
unnecessary to assume, namely, that plays were performed
without practice or proper stage-management. Very little
rehearsal would be required in order that the actor’s arrival
might be duly timed. A different device for the entrance of
such actors is found at Priene and Assos. There are no
side-wings, but the stage is rather longer than the back-scene
or the buildings of which the back-scene formed the face, and
is continued for some distance down each side of the buildings.
The ends of the stage are terminated by a wall containing no
door. The idea seems to have been that the persons supposed
to come from a distance should make their way down one of the
passages on each side of the skene, and so come round the
corner of the stage. The theatres at Delos, Termessos, and
Ephesus seem to have employed variations of this device.?
When we turn from the stage to the stage-buildings of this
period, our information is very incomplete owing to the scanty
nature of the ruins. But it is probable that the stage-buildings
began about this period to assume a more imposing appearance
than in former times. We have seen that in the case of the
earlier buildings there is some doubt whether the upper stories
were made of wood or of stone. After the beginning of the
third century it is probable that stone began to be used for
all stories alike’ The buildings must also have been of a

considerable height, to allow of a suitable back-scene above the '

tall proscenium.* As to the decoration of the wall at the back of

1 [Robert, Gott. Gel. Anz. 1903, ? Puchstein, Griech. Bihne, pp. 49,
P- 435; Dorpfeld, Ath. Mitth. 1903, 58, &c.
p. 407. The latter’s suggestion (l. c. * The remains at Sicyon and Eretria
1898, p. 351I) that they were used to  show that at any rate the firs? story—
bring stage machinery into the 6eo- that above the proscenium—was made
Aoyetoy, which he identifies with the of stone.
stage or Aoyeiov, is met by the rejection ¢ The phrase af ¢wére axyral in the
of this identification ; see below, p.164.]  Delian inscription of 274 B. c. appears
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the stage nothing is known. In the later Greek theatres,
built in the Roman fashion, this wall was constructed in an
elaborate architectural design. It usually consisted of two
or three rows of columns, rising one above the other, and
each surmounted with appropriate entablatures and pediments.
Its height was often as great at the top of the auditorium—an
arrangement which was found to improve the acoustic properties
of the theatre. Back-walls of this sumptuous character are still
in part preserved in the Graeco-Roman theatres of Aspendos,
Tauromenium, and various other cities. But it is uncertain
how far they can be traced back into or beyond the Hellenistic
period.! It is still keenly disputed whether the supporting
walls for the stage-buildings, found in the ruins of different
theatres, are really strong enough to bear the weight of two
stories. As regards the doors which led from the back-wall
on to the stage there is no positive evidence to be obtained from
the existing ruins. But Pollux and Vitruvius state that they
were three in number.? ‘

The most essential difference between the theatre which we

to show that the back-scene of that Inst. 1900, p. 61). There is also a

time must have been two stories high
(Bull. Corr. Hell. 1894, p. 163), [and
the large sum of 2,500 drachmae paid
for painting the oxnrai and wapaceira,
when compared with the 6 drachmae
2 obols for painting the four =ivaxes és
70 wpooxvior suggests that the former
was elaborate and artistic decoration,
the latter something much simpler.
See above, p. 123, and Bethe, Jahrb.
Arch, Inst. 1900, p. 64; P. Gardner,
J. Hell. Stud. 1899, p. 259, shows
reason for thinking that the painting
on the oxnrai represented architectural
g_ec:mtion, perhaps of an elaborate
ind.

1 [Vitruvius, vii. §. 5, says that
Apaturius of Alabanda, about the
middle of the first century B.c., treated
the architectural back-scene in a fan-
tastic manner, and it is therefore
probable, though the inference is not
certain, that the style in a simpler
form had been in vogue for some time
previously. A terra-cotta from the
S. Angelo collection, belonging to the
first or second century B. c., presents
a back-scene of two stories (Rom.
Mitth. xii. p. 140 ; Bethe, Jahrb. Arch.

vase-painting from Magna Graecia in
Madrid by Assteas, representing the
Mad Heracles murdering his child
(Baumeister, Denkm. 732; Bethe, l.c.,
p. 60), with an architectural back-
ground of two stories enclosed on
both sides, and with a roof. As
Assteas painted in the fourth century
B.c. (Robert, art. Assteas, in Pauly-
Wiss. Encycl.), Bethe, l.c., argues that
the architectural back-scene was
known in Magna Graecia, and prob-
ably therefore in Greece proper, at
that date. But it is uncertain whether
the scene represents an actual stage
performance. The murder, so far as
we know, was never presented on the
stage: it took place in a room. The
scene depicted may therefore repre-
sent the scene as narrated by a mes-
senger, and the buildings cannot be
assumed to be a stage background.
The inferences from the terra-cotta
are equally disputed.  (Dorpfeld,
Jahrb. Arch. Inst. 1901, pp. 27 fI;
Graef., Hermes 1901, pp. 81 ff.) Cp.
note on p. 173.]
? Vitruv. v. 6; Poll. iv. 124.
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are considering and that of the fifth century lay in the substitu-
tion of a tall and narrow stage for a low and comparatively deep
one. This change was far more important than a mere change
of material from wood to stone. The question naturally arises,
what was the reason for the alteration? The answer is to be
found in the fact that the Greek drama itself passed through
a no less radical transformation at the same time. In the
course of the fourth century it was gradually transformed from
a choral to a non-choral drama. When we come to the third
century we find that the chorus, which once played the chief
part both in tragedy and comedy, had sunk into insignificance.
It was often discarded altogether. When retained, it had
nothing to do but to sing interludes between the successive
acts. Its presence no more implied that the play was a choral
play than the presence of the band in a modern theatre implies
that the performance is an opera. The old intercourse between
actors and chorus was a thing of the past.! The low deep stage
was no longer necessary, to enable actors and chorus to converse
together, or to supply room, when required, for the presence of
the chorus by the side of the actors. Under these circumstances
it would obviously be an advantage to make the stage as high as
possible, in order to improve the view of the upper rows of
spectators. The ancient theatres were of enormous size. At
Athens, for example, the topmost tier of seats was 300 feet
distant from the stage, and 100 feet above the level of the
orchestra. In such a theatre, the higher the stage, the better
would be the view of the majority of the audience. It was
doubtless for this reason that the stage was raised to about
ten or twelve feet in the course of the third century. At the
same time its depth was necessarily diminished, in order that
the spectators in the lowest rows might be able to see down to
the end of it. The loss of depth was of no importance in the
acting of a play, because of the practical exclusion of the chorus
from the stage.

! The point of course is not, as
Dorpfeld seems to imply (Jahrb. Arch,
Inst. 1901, p. a5; Ath, Mitth, 1903,
Pp. 389, 406), whether there was ever
a chorus or not at this time ; but that
there was no longer a chorus in close
communication with the actors, as in

some plays of Aeschylus, and therefore
requiring a low stage. Betheis, how-
ever, not justified in assuming that
there was no stage in Aeschylus’ time
(see below, p. 173). A low one would
allow sufficient intercourse between
chorus and actors.
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In connexion with this subject a difficulty has been raised by
some scholars which deserves consideration. It is generally
admitted that the Vitruvian stage was well adapted for the later
kind of drama. But from the fourth century down to Roman
times the theatre was used quite as much for the revival of old
plays as for the representation of new ones. It is contended
that the ancient plays, with their intimate connexion between
actors and chorus, could not possibly have been exhibited on
a stage which was raised twelve feet above the level of the
orchestra. In answer to this objection it may be pointed out
that the only ancient plays which were ever revived during the
period with which we are now dealing were those of Sophocles
and Euripides. Aeschylus and Aristophanes had gone out of
fashion. The plays of Sophocles and Euripides could easily
have been adapted for the Vitruvian stage by excisions and
modifications in the choral part. If the chorus, as sometimes
happened, took an important share in the dialogue, its part
on such occasions might be given to extra characters on the
stage. That the old plays were revised and adapted in this
manner at a later period is proved by the express testimony of
Dion Chrysostomus,! and there is no improbability in assuming
that the same practice had begun to prevail as early as the third
century B. c. It might, however, sometimes be necessary,
during the revival of the ancient dramas, to provide a means
of communication between stage and orchestra. In such cases
temporary wooden steps were placed in front of the proscenium.
There is ample evidence for the use of this contrivance. Pollux
tells us that when the players entered by the orchestra they
ascended the stage by means of steps.! Athenaeus, the writer
on military engines, speaks of the steps which were placed in
front of the stage for the use of the actors.®* Steps of this kind
are depicted in several vase-paintings from Magna Graecia,
belonging to the third century B. c., and representing theatrical

! Tragic Dramaofthe Greeks, p. 453.
2 Poll. iv. 137. See below, p. 148.
3 Athen. de Mach., p. ag (Wesch.)
xareoxevacay 3é Twes &v moliopaig KAi-
pbxorvy yévy) wapawAfoia Tois Tibepévors
év Tois @edTpots wpds Td wpooxhwva Tois
{wospirais.  The meaning of this
passage has been much disputed. But

HA.GH

W eissmann (Scenische Anweis. pp. 49
fI.) bas shown conclusively, as it
seems to me, from a parallel passage in
Apollodorus wepl xAipdxav, that Athe-
naeus is referring, not to ladders used
on the stage for mounting the back-
scene, but to steps about 12 feet high,
placed in front of the stage.
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scenes.! There is also a wall-painting at Herculaneum, which
shows us one of these flights of steps standing by itself, with an
actor’s mask at the top? From these indications we see that,
although there was no permanent means of communication
between stage and orchestra in the Hellenistic theatres, a tem-
porary connexion could always be supplied when necessary.

§ 9. Puchstein’s Theory of the Stage-busldings.

The theory of Puchstein, already so often alluded to, ascribes
to Lycurgus the construction of the proscenium consisting of
stone columns and pinakes, and throws back to the end of the
fifth century the Lycurgean structures usually so called. His
principal ground for this change of date lies in the development
which he traces in the form of the columns in question® He
thinks it certain that the use of full columns must have preceded
that of half-columns, and that columns without special con-
trivances for holding pinakes must be earlier than simple ones.
Thus the full columns of the proscenia of Athens, Sicyon, and
the Peiraeeus, which have no such contrivances, will belong
to the earliest period of stone proscenia; they will be earlier
than those of Megalopolis and Eretria, which have rims for
holding the pinakes, and still earlier than the plain half-columns
of Epidaurus and the grooved half-columns of Priene, Assos,
Delos, Pleuron, Oropus, &c. The proscenia of Priene, Pleuron,
and Delos appear to belong to the third century B.c.; and
Puchstein accordingly throws back the Athenian columned
proscenium to the latter half of the fourth century, the time of
Lycurgus. The theory is at least plausible; but it is not cer-
tain. Development is not always in a straight line or in logical
order, and does not always require intervals of many years
between one stage and another; different experiments may be
tried simultaneously in different cases, and recurrence to old
types, or preservation of them after new ones have been invented,
is a common thing in the history of architecture. The form
of the proscenium, therefore, cannot be used with certainty
as a chronological criterion, though it may be very suggestive.

! See Fig. 13. Other specimensare  pp. 322-334.

given in Baumeister, Denkmaler, ii. 2 Wieseler, Denkmal. iv. §.
Pp. 819, 820; Griechische Theater, 3 Puchstein, Griech. Bahne, pp.171f.

——
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It follows, in Puchstein’s view, from the earlier dating of the
stone proscenium, that the so-called Lycurgean stage-building,
with its deep side-wings, must have been erected some time
before Lycurgus, towards the end of the fifth or beginning of
the fourth century. The date which Puchstein suggests for
the stone proscenium at Athens is certainly more probable on
a priors grounds than that given by Dorpfeld. According to
Dorpfeld’s chronology, the earliest stage-buildings at Athens
were apparently later than those at Eretria and other Greek
cities. Dorpfeld has conceded that the old skene at Eretria
is of the fourth or fifth century, and may be older than the
Lycurgean.! But it is hard to believe that the city in which
the drama was first developed should not have been the first
also to provide itself with a permanent stage.

Professor E. A, Gardner also shows reasons of a technical
character in favour of the earlier date.? The foundations of
the chryselephantine statue of Dionysus by Alcamenes are
of conglomerate and breccia. Alcamenes was at work during
the latter half of the fifth century; and the later temple in
the precinct below the theatre was built to contain this statue.
Now, as Professor Gardner points out, it is unlikely that the
Athenians would have undertaken so costly a work in the later
part of the Peloponnesian war. On the other hand, there is no
trace of the use of breccia in foundations in the Periclean age.
The temple probably therefore dates from the time between the
Peace of Nicias in 421 B. c. and the Sicilian expedition in 415 B.c.
And if the temple was built then, it is not unlikely that the theatre
may have been begun atthe same time. The fact that the architec-
tural technique of the theatre, particularly in the use of conglome-
rate blocks, is the same as that of the temple points the same way.
The work may have begun about B. c. 420, and progressed gradu-
ally and continuously up to the time of Lycurgus. The exact year
in which the higher stage was erected cannot, of course, be fixed.

Puchstein also doubts whether the whole of the existing
auditorium was built in the time of Lycurgus.* There is a frag-
ment of a wall (not marked) in front of a—a in the plan,
which Dorpfeld does not mention in his text, though he marks

1 Griech. Theater, p. 113. Akad. der Wiss. zu Manchen, 19071, pp.

3 Ancient Athens, p. 435. 411-6: q.v. for further arguments.
3 Fartwingler, Sitzungsber. der ¢ Puchstein, Lc., p. 138.

K 2
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it in one of his plans.! This, Puchstein suggests, is the support-
ing wall of an auditorium older than the Lycurgean. Besides
this he finds evidence of stone seats in the fifth century. It has
already been mentioned that a stone built into the western wing
of the auditorium contains a fifth-century inscription.? This in-
scription consists of the words Bo\ijs myperdv, and was probably
part of a seat-step, reserved for the servants of the BouAs.
If so, there must have been a stone auditorium before the time
of Lycurgus.

A further point in Puchstein’s theory concerns the height of
the stage in the building which he assigns to the fifth century.?
The only possible purpose of the deep side-wings was to en-
close a stage. The analogy of later theatres of the same type,
such as those of Tyndaris and Segesta, where traces of the
stage still remain, render any other conclusion indefensible.
No other hypothesis has any support from any monuments
whatever. This stage may have been of wood, proscenium
and all, and this would account for its disappearance ; or it may
have had slight stone supports, which might easily have left
no trace. The height of this old stage at Athens may be
determined approximately by a comparison with the almost
contemporary stage-buildings at Eretria, where there is evidence
to show that the stage must have been not less than nine or ten
feet from the ground. But this does not mean that still earlier
the stage was not, as previously contended,' a comparatively
low one, such as would be suitable for the plays of Aeschylus
and the earlier plays of Aristophanes. Nor is the existence
of a high stage about 400 B. c. inconsistent with the presence
of a chorus, as Dorpfeld thinks.* The decision depends not
on the presence of a chorus, but on the intimacy of the con-
nexion between the chorus and the actors. As long as they
freely commingled together, the stage must have been moderately
low. But when the chorus ceased to take any active part in
the play, the raising of the stage would do no harm, and would
be an advantage, as giving the audience a better view of the
actors. Now it was precisely towards the end of the fifth

1 Tafel iii. lc., p.139. The inscriptionis C.I. A.
3 Cp. p.87. Dorpfeld’s objectionthat  i. 499.
the shape is not that of such seat-steps 3 lc,p. 136.

is disposed of by a comparison with ¢ Above, p. 119, and below, § 13.
other seat-steps elsewhere ; Puchstein, 5 See note on p. 128,

i
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century that the chorus began to lose its old significance, and
to assume the functions of mere singers of interludes.! Hence
there would be nothing surprising if it were proved, and not
merely rendered likely, as by Puchstein, that at this date
the stage began to be of a greater height than formerly.

§ 10. The Slage-buildings tn Roman Times.

We have now followed the development of the stage-buildings
from the old wooden erections of the fifth century to the more
solid and elaborate structures of the Hellenistic period. All
that remains is to trace their history during the later ages of
Roman supremacy. We have shown that at Athens the stage-
buildings were practically reconstructed after the Roman fashion
in the time of Nero. The same tendency had already become
prevalent in other places at a much earlier period. After the
middle of the first century B.c. most of the new theatres built
by the Greeks were constructed in the Roman style. The
majority of the old ones began about the same time to be
altered and modified under Roman influence. This latter pro-
cess, however, was never carried out universally. It was con-
fined mainly to the more outlying parts of the Hellenic world,
such as Sicily and Asia Minor. In Greece proper it was a
comparatively rare occurrence. Athens and Argos are the only
cities on the Greek mainland which are known to have Romanized
their theatres. Still, looking at the Greek world as a whole,
it may be said that from the time of the Christian era the great
majority of Hellenic theatres were adapted to the Roman model.
It was at this period that the stage-buildings began to be con-
structed on a more lofty scale, and their front adorned with the
gorgeous architectural embellishments which we have previously
described. Some idea of their magnificence may be obtained
from the existing remains, and especially from those of the
theatre at Aspendos, which is well preserved. A restoration of
part of the interior of this theatre (Fig. 10) is here inserted.?
The back-wall erected at Athens in the time of Nero was of the
same type, though smaller in size. Fagades of this imposing
character may perhaps be thought too elaborate for the back-

! Aristot. Poet. c. 18, ad fin. und Pisidiens (Wien, 1892), vol. i.

? The illustration is taken from plate 27.
Laockoronski, Stidte Pamphyliens
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wall of a theatre. When dramas were being performed, and
they were covered with painted scenery, their architectural
beauty would be concealed from the eyes of the spectators.
But ancient theatres were regularly used, not only for dramatic
performances, but also for various other purposes, both artistic
and political. On such occasions, when the stage was without
scenic decoration, the architectural grandeur of the back-wall
would add greatly to the beauty of the stage-buildings, and
form a pleasing object to the eye. Probably, too, at many of the

F16. 10.

dramatic exhibitions, when the action was laid before a temple or
palace, painted scenery was dispensed with, and the architectural
fagade supplied an appropriate background.

It will be seen from the illustration that in the theatre of
Aspendos there were five doors at the back of the stage. There
was a large door in the centre, and two smaller ones on each
side. The same arrangement was generally adopted in Graeco-
Roman theatres. But Pollux and Vitruvius speak of three doors
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as the regulation number.! Possibly, therefore, the five doors of
the later theatres were not all used during the dramatic repre-
sentations. When the stage was prepared for the performance
of a play, the two doors on the outside may have been covered
up with scenery; or temporary side-wings may have been
erected in front of them. Another noticeable feature in the
theatre of Aspendos is the roof over the stage. Traces of
a similar roof are also found at Orange, and justify the con-
clusion that in most theatres of the Roman type the stage
was covered over.! Whether the same practice prevailed in
the Hellenistic theatres there is no evidence to show. But
the convenience of the arrangement is so obvious, that we can
hardly doubt that it began to be employed at a comparatively
early period.

In a large number of cases the process of Romanizing
the Greek theatres was not carried out completely. Many
theatres, whether built or reconstructed on the new model,
still retained features which were essentially Greek. This was
the case at Athens. The Greek stage was usually the same
length as one diameter of the orchestra. The Roman stage
was twice as long, and extended some distance into the wings
of the auditorium on each side. There was no open space
between the auditorium and the side-wings ; the place of the old
Greek ‘parodoi’ was supplied by vaulted subways. But at
Athens, when the Neronian alterations were made, the stage
was not prolonged in the Roman style, but remained of the
same length as before. The entrances into the orchestra at
a and g were thus left open (Fig. 3). In many other places,
especially in Asia Minor, the Romanization was of a still
more partial kind. In theatres such as those of Termessos,
Perge, and Sagalassos the general outline of the building was
hardly affected by the change. The front line of the stage
was not pushed forward; the orchestra still remained nearly
a complete circle; open passages were left between the audi-
torium and the stage-buildings. The only important alteration
was in the size of the stage, which was lengthened at each end,
and deepened by throwing the front of the stage-buildings
farther back. The height of the stage was but slightly

1 Vitruv. v. 6 ; Poll. iv, 124. 2 Maller, Bahnenalt., p. 28.
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diminished. In a Roman theatre it was usually five feet.
But the stages at Termessos, Sagalassos, and Patara vary
from eight feet to nine, and were therefore very little lower
than the ordinary stage of the Vitruvian type.'

These examples show how trifling in many cases was the
difference between the Graeco-Roman theatres and those of
the purely Greek type. They also throw some light on another
question of considerable interest. In Roman theatres all per-
formances were confined to the stage; the orchestra was given
up to spectators of distinguished rank. It may be asked whether
the Greeks, when they built their theatres in the Roman style,
adopted the same custom. The answer seems to be that they
did not. It is most improbable that theatres should have been
constructed in Asia Minor with the old full-sized orchestra,
unless this orchestra had been intended as a place for choral
performances. The fact that in many of these theatres the stage
was eight or nine feet high proves the same thing. If the
spectators had been placed immediately in front of it, their view
would have been very much obstructed. We know, too, that in
the Athenian theatre, even after the Roman stage had been
introduced, the marble thrones round the orchestra continued
to be the chief seats of honour. Hence it is evident that the
orchestra must have been still a place for the performers, and
not a place for distinguished spectators. The chief purpose of
the Greeks, in Romanizing their theatres, was to provide a deep
and capacious stage for spectacles of the Roman type, such as
pantomimes and pyrrhic ballets. The old Greek performances
were given as before in the orchestra. As far as the drama is
concerned, the orchestra would seldom be required at this
period, the lyrical part of tragedy and comedy having now
practically disappeared. But the choral and musical competitions
still flourished as vigorously as ever, and these were kept to
their original place, and not transferred to the stage.

1 See Lanckoronski, Stddte Pamphy- at Sagalassos g feet. At Magnesia

liens und Pisidiens, vol. i. pp. 51 ff,,
and plate 14 (Perge), vol. ii. pp. 92 ff.,
and plates 10-13 (Termessos), pp. 152
fl., and plate 26 (Sagalassos); Texier,
Description de I’Asie Mineure, vol. iii.
plates 181 and 182 (Patara), plate a15
(Myra). The stage at Termessos was
8 feet high, that at Patara 8} feet, that

and at Tralles, where in other re-
spects the theatres were more com-
pletely Romanized, the height of the
stages was 7 ft. 6 in. and g ft. 10in.
respectively (Griech. Theater, p. 156).
See also Puchstein, Griech. Bahne,
on all these theatres.
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§ 11. Exceptional Stage-buildings.

The stage-buildings which we have hitherto described have
been those of the normal type. But there are several places
in which peculiar and exceptional structures were erected, either
for reasons connected with the nature of the ground, or for
mere love of variety. Some of these may be worth mentioning.
The theatre at Pergamon was apparently built about the be-
ginning of the second century B.c.! But the stage-buildings,
instead of being made of stone, as was usual at that period,
consisted of temporary wooden erections, which were put up
and taken down at each festival. Stone blocks were let into
the ground, with holes for the reception of the beams by which
the building was supported. When the performances were
over, the whole ‘apparatus might be removed in a short time.
It was only at a later period that permanent stage-buildings
were constructed. The reason for this curious arrangement,
according to Dorpfeld, was to leave the way open to a temple
in the neighbourhood. As the auditorium lay on a terrace, with
not much room in front of it, permanent stage-buildings would
have filled up the whole space, and blocked the passage to the
temple.

Another remarkable instance of deviation from the ordinary
practice is supplied by the theatre at Megalopolis.? In this
theatre (Fig. 11) the place of the stage-buildings was taken
by a vast council-chamber, called the Thersilion, which faced
towards the auditorium. Its fagade consisted of a vestibule,
26 feet high, and resting on a flight of five steps. Originally,
when dramas were to be performed, a temporary wooden stage
was erected in front of the Thersilion. The foundation-wall
for a stage of this kind has been discovered, and lies at a
distance of 24 feet from the columns of the vestibule. It is
obvious therefore that the vestibule cannot itself have formed
the background. A stage 24 feet across would have been far
too deep for a Greek theatre. Temporary scenic decorations
must have been erected some feet in front of the council-

1 Griech. Theater, pp. 150 ff. Studies, 1892; Puchstein, Griech.

* See Excavations at Megalopolis, Bahne, pp. 88 fi. The plan is copied

Supplementary Paper published by the  from Griech. Theater, p. 134.
Society for the Promotion of Hellenic
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chamber. In later times a stone proscenium of the ordinary
type was erected on the site of the old wooden one. But
when this was done, it is probable that the Thersilion had
fallen into ruins. Otherwise the beauty of its appearance
would have been altogether marred by the stone structure
in front of it.

F16. 11,

But the most peculiar of the stage-buildings which have
hitherto been discovered is that at Delos. A representation of
the ground-plan (Fig. 12) is inserted on the next page.! This

1 From Griech. Theater, p. 144. Corr, Hell,, 1896, pp. 256 ff. ; Puch-
For the description of the theatre, see stein, l.c., pp. 53 ff.
ibid., pp. 144 ff.; Chamonard, Bull.
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building consisted of a single oblong room. In front of it
was an ordinary proscenium, about ten feet deep, and eight or
nine feet high, resting on half-columns. The spaces between the
columns were filled, as usual, with painted boards. The curious
feature is that this same proscenium was continued in a modified
form round the rest of the building, so as to serve as a portico.
On the sides and in the rear it rested on rectangular pillars instead
of on columns. The spaces between the pillars were considerably
wider than the spaces between the columns, and were left open,

FiG. 12. .

instead of being filled up with boards. Porticoes of this kind
were often erected close to the stage-buildings, as a shelter from
the rain; but the position of the one at Delos is altogether
exceptional. Another remarkable feature in this building is
the fact that the proscenium was open at each end, and was
not even enclosed with a wall. When dramas were being
performed, wooden side-wings must have been put up for the
occasion.!

1 Side-wings (mapacxfvia) are men-  proscenium was probably erected in
tioned not infrequently in the Delian  the second century. At that date the
inscriptions for 274 and 269 B.C. (Bull.  permanent side-wings must have been
Corr. Hell., 1894, p. 16a) as forming  abolished.
part of the theatre. But the present
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§ 12. Wieseler's Theory of the Greek Stage.

In a Greek dramatic performance the relative position occupied
by actors and chorus was quite unlike anything to be seen in a
modern theatre. The actors appeared upon a raised platform,
the chorus performed in the orchestra underneath. When the
actors were present, and the dialogue was proceeding, the chorus
stood with their backs towards the audience, and their faces
towards the stage.! In the early period the stage was only
of moderate height, and communication between stage and
orchestra was therefore a matter of no difficulty. Later on,
when the chorus began to be excluded from all share in
the action, the stage was raised several feet, and the actors
were thus placed some distance above the heads of the chorus.
But both in the earlier and the later period, and whether the stage
was a high or a low one, there was always a clearly marked
distinction between the normal position of actors and chorus
respectively. This fact places prominently before us the radical
difference between a Greek chorus and that of a modern opera.
It shows us that in the groupings of actors and chorus in a
Greek theatre there could be none of that realistic imitation of
ordinary life which is sometimes seen upon the modern stage.
To produce effects of this kind would be impossible, where the
chorus was standing beneath the actors, and with their backs
towards the audience. This position of the chorus in the Greek
theatre, which seems peculiar to our modern notions, was not
due to any abstract considerations of propriety, but was merely
the result of the peculiar circumstances under which the Greek
drama was developed. Originally the performance was almost
entirely lyrical, and the stage and the actors were a mere
appendage. The chorus, being the principal performers, and
the most prominent object of attention, occupied the central
position in the orchestra. The actors were placed on a stage
behind them, so as to be visible to the spectators. Eventually
the dialogue between the actors completely overshadowed the
songs of the chorus, and the lyrical element in the performance

! Dindorf, Prolegom. de Comoed. 7dv 3fjuov dweorpépero. Ibid, p. 36
P- 29 xal ére plv wpds ToVs Umoxprds  elaer (8 xopds & xoyunds) &y TeTpaydvy
Sehéyero (3 xopds O koyunds), mpds Thv  oxhpats, dpopdw els Tods bmoxpirds. Cp.

axnviyy dpedipa, Sre 82 dweA@évraw 7&v  ibid. p. at; Dibner, Prolegom. de Co-
Uxoxpirdy Tovs dvamaiorovs Siefye, wpds  moed. p.20;Schol. Aristoph. Equit.505.

a




m) WIESELER’S THEORY OF THE GREEK STAGE 141

was treated as a kind of interlude. But the chorus still con-
tinued to occupy that prominent position in the theatre which
its original importance had assigned to it,

Since the beginning of the last century various difficulties
have been raised in connexion with this subject, and various
theories have been invented for the purpose of removing the
supposed difficulties. All this speculation appears to have
had its origin in the same source. Until quite recent years
it was assumed by every scholar that the stage of the fifth
century must have been of the same height and structure as
the later stage described by Vitruvius. But it was felt that
the dramas of the fifth century could not possibly have been
written for a theatre in which the actors were raised about twelve
feet above the level of the chorus. The relationship between
actors and chorus in these early dramas is far too close to
allow it to be supposed that they were separated by a barrier of
this kind. Still, there was the testimony of Vitruvius, who said
the stage was about twelve feet high, and whose measurements
were supposed to apply to all theatres, early as well as late.
The first attempt to meet the difficulty was made by Hermann,
at the beginning of the century; and his theory was afterwards
adopted and developed by Wieseler. According to this view
the chorus did not stand upon the level of the orchestra,-but
upon a sort of subsidiary platform, erected immediately in
front of the twelve-foot stage. The height of the platform, they
said, was so arranged as-to bring the chorus into moderate
proximity to the actors, without concealing them from the view
of the audience. This platform for the chorus was generally
accepted by writers upon the Greek drama until about ten
years ago. Its existence was defended, partly on general
grounds, partly by an appeal to certain passages in ancient
authors. To take the ancient authorities first. Hermann
supposed that the platform was called ‘orchestra’ in a narrower
sense. He cited a passage in Suidas, where the orchestra is
described as coming next to the ‘skene’, and as being a wooden
erection on which mimes performed. But in this passage
the context clearly proves that the word ‘orchestra’ is used
in its later sense as the ‘stage’.! Woeiseler endeavoured to

1 G. Hermann, Opusc. vi. 2, pp.152 Etym. Mag., s.v. oxnv) ; and in a more
fl. The passage occurs in Suidas and complete form in Schol. Gregor.
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prove that the platform for the chorus was denoted by the
word ‘thymele’. Now ‘thymele’, as we have seen, was a
word which had a great many meanings in connexion with
the theatre. It denoted, first, the altar of Dionysus; secondly,
the orchestra ; thirdly, the stage.! If the passages are carefully
examined in which it is asserted that ‘thymele’ denotes a
platform for the chorus in front of the stage, it will be found
that in the majority of them the word is much more naturally
explained as meaning the stage itself, or the orchestra. In
one or two cases the language used is apparently due to
a confusion between the different meanings of the term. In
no case is there a clear and definite description of a platform
standing halfway up between the orchestra and the stage.?
If such a platform had really existed, it seems incredible
that there should have been no mention of it. As far, then,
as ancient authorities are concerned, the theory as to the

existence of a platform for the chorus finds no support.
On general grounds there are several fatal objections to

the theory.

In the first place, if it were correct, we should

have to believe that the Greeks first of all constructed an

Nazianz. 355B. The last version runs as
follows : —uerd T o)y €bOds xal 7d
wapacxhvia 3 Spxfiorpa. abry 8¢ loTww
8 Tomos & éx oavidaw Exawv 70 Bagos, i’
o¥ Oearpllovary ol pipoi. elra perd Tiv dp-
xfioTpay Bapds ijv 1ot Atovioov, TeTpd-
yavov olxodéunpua xevdv ¢xt Tob péoov, §
xaAerrat Qupédn wapd Tob Bbewv. perd Ty
Oupérny % xoviorpa, Tovréom T3 xbTw
&agos Tob Gedrpov. It is clear that
dpxfioTpa here means the stage. This
appears not only from the context, but
also from the fact that it is said to have
been the place for the utpuoi. Wieseler
bases upon the above passage his
peculiar theory that the ‘thymele’ was
the platform for the chorus, and not an
altar at all. He relies on the words
TeTpaywvor olkodounua xevov. It is
true that the passage is obscure. But
if it proves one thing more than an-
other, it proves that the ‘thymele’
was the altar of Dionysus, and stood in
the orchestra.

1 See above, p. 108.

? In addition to the scholium quoted
in the preceding note, the following
passages are cited to prove that GuuéAn

sometimes = the special platform for the
chorus, between the orchestra and the
stage :—(1) Anthol. Pal. vii. a1 #oAAdmts
&v Bupérpat xal &y axnyiio: TednAos | BAw-
ads "Axapvirys xoods k.7.A.  (2) Corp.
Ins. Gr. 6750 36¢ar pamjecoay &i oxn-
vaiot AaBovoay l warroins dperils &
pelpots, elra xopotoe | woAAduis ¢v Guué-
Aass.  (3) Schol. Aristid. iii. p. 536
(Dindf.) 8 xopds 7€ elajes &v 9 SpxHh-
arpa ] (MS. 9) tor Gupérn. (4) Poll. iv.
123 % 8¢ dpxhaTpa Tov xopod, &v i xal %
Ouuérn, eire Bijua 11 odoa elTe Barubs.
(5) Isidor. Origg. xviii. 47 ‘et dicti
thymelici, quod olim in orchestra
stantes cantabant super pulpitum quod
thymele vocabatur.’ In the first and
second passages OuuéAn obviously =
dpxforpa. In the third passage it =
SpxhoTpa or Bapds Awvdgov, according
as ff or J is read. In the fourth pas-
sage there is apparently a confusion of
the two meanings of fuuéAy as ‘a
stage’ and ‘an altar’. In the fifth
passage the two meanings of ‘or-
chestra® and ‘stage’ are confused.
{Cp. p. 108, n.]
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orchestra for the chorus to perform in; then built a stage
twelve feet high ; then, finding they had made their stage a great
deal too lofty, got out of the difficulty by erecting a platform
each year, to bring the chorus within reach of the actors.
To suppose that the Greeks acted in this way would be to
suppose that they were altogether deficient in common sense.
In the second place, it must not be forgotten that the per-
formances at the City Dionysia consisted of dithyrambs as
well as dramas. The dithyrambic chorus consisted of fifty
members, and stood in a circular position. They must
therefore have required a very considerable space for their
performances. The oblong platform in front of the stage
would not have been large enough to accommodate them, but
would have been large enough to encroach very extensively
upon the orchestra, and to drive the dithyrambic choruses into
one end of it. That such was the case is most improbable.
In the third place, in the recently excavated Greek theatres
there are no traces of any appliances for the erection of the
supposed platform. We should have expected to find holes
in the floor of the orchestra, and sockets in the hyposkenion,
for the reception of the beams by which the platform was
supported. But there is no theatre in which any such traces
are to be found. Fourthly, on the floor of the orchestra at
Epidaurus a large circle is marked out with a stone border
immediately in front of the stage (Fig. 6). It is difficult to
resist the conclusion that this circle was intended for the
performances of the chorus. For these reasons, combined
with the silence of ancient writers, there appears to be no
doubt that the platform for the chorus in front of the stage
must be regarded as a fiction of modern times.

All the difficulties which this platform was invented to explain
will disappear, if we assume that the stage of the fifth cen-
tury was considerably lower than that of later times. It was
only in the earlier period of the drama that a close communi-
cation between actors and chorus was required. In the subse-
quent epoch the existence of a lofty stage presents no difficulty.
And the assumption of a low stage for the period of Aeschylus
and his immediate successors is on general grounds the
most natural one. We are told that originally, when the drama
was still a lyrical performance, the coryphaeus used to mount
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upon a small table, in the intervals between the odes, in order
to converse with the rest of the chorus. Later on, an actor
was substituted for the coryphaeus. Later still, in the course
of the fifth century, a second and a third actor were introduced.
Now it is absurd to suppose that, while the coryphaeus was
replaced in this tentative way by a gradually increasing number
of actors, the old table on which he performed should have
been suddenly converted into a complete Vitruvian stage,
twelve feet high, and fifty feet long. It is much more natural
to imagine that the development of the stage was also a slow
and experimental process, and that in the fifth century its
size was intermediate between the low table of the sixth
century and the tall proscenium of later times. The few traces
of archaeological evidence which we possess concerning the
early stage are distinctly in favour of this view. It is also
supported by the well-known description in Horace. Horace,
in his account of the development of Greek tragedy, tells
us that Aeschylus ‘erected a stage on beams of moderate
size’' Horace’s information, as we know, was derived from
Greek sources. Hence it appears that the ordinary Greek
tradition favoured the belief that the early stage was a low
one, and that it contrasted in this respect with the stage of
later times.

§ 13. Dorpfelds Theory of the Greek Stage.

Another theory of a far more revolutionary kind has been
propounded in recent years by Hopken? and amplified and
developed by Darpfeld. Dorpfeld assumes, like Wieseler,
that the proscenium of the fifth century must have been of
the same height as that described by Vitruvius. But he
gets out of the consequent difficulty by supposing that the
proscenium was intended, not as a stage for the actors, but
as a background. He denies the existence of a stage in
purely Greek theatres either of the earlier or of the later

1 Horace, Ars Poet. 278-80 f post
hunc personae pallaeque repertor
honestae | Aeschylus et modicis in-
stravit pulpita tignis | et docuit ma-
gnumgque loqui nitique cothurno.’ [The
passage becomes still more significant
if we translate ‘tignis’ ‘posts’, i.e.

uprights., It bears this sense in Caes.
B. G. iv. 17, 3. ‘Tigna bina sesqui-
pedalia paulum ab imo praeacuta . .
in flumen defixerat.’ See P, Gardner,
J. Hell. Stud. 1899, p. 257.]

! Hopken, De Theatro Attico,
Bonn, 1884.
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period. He believes that in all Greek theatres the actors
and the chorus performed together in the orchestra. The
proscenium represented the palace or other building before
which the action took place. The front-wall of the stage-
buildings immediately behind the proscenium represented merely
the sky. This theory has been the subject of much discussion
and controversy during the last twenty years. As it has been
accepted by several scholars, it will be necessary to consider
it in detail. I propose in the present section to explain the
grounds on which, as it seems to me, it must be regarded as
untenable; and to discuss at length the evidence on which
the belief in the existence of a Greek stage is founded. In
dealing with this subject it will be convenient to divide the
period covered by the Greek drama into two parts, and to
consider first the later part, from about 300 B.c. onwards;
and then to return to the earlier period, that of the fourth
and fifth centuries. The evidence in the two cases is some-
what different, and will be more clearly understood if taken
separately.

1. THE LATER Srtace.—First, then, as to the later or
‘Hellenistic’ period. Recent excavations, as was previously
pointed out, have now given us a fairly clear idea as to the
shape and structure of the stage-buildings during this period.
We now know that from the beginning of the third century
onwards, or, if Puchstein is right, from a considerably earlier
date, the stage-buildings in an ordinary Greek theatre, though
varying in detail, conformed to the same general type. They
consisted of a long rectangular structure, in front of which was
a narrow platform, usually about twelve feet high and ten feet
deep. This platform was called the ‘proskenion’. In the third
century it appears to have been generally made of wood. But
in the course of the second and first centuries, or in the fourth
century, if Puchstein is right, a stone proscenium was substi-
tuted for the old wooden ones in almost every theatre. What
then was the purpose of this proscenium, this long platform,
twelve feet high and ten feet deep, which we find in all Greek
theatres after the fourth century? For an answer to this
question we naturally turn to Vitruvius, who wrote a book
about architecture towards the end of the first century B.c.,

RAIGH L
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and in the course of it gave a detailed description of Greek
and Roman theatres. Vitruvius tells us that every Greek
theatre has a stage, and that this stage is from ten to twelve
feet high and about ten feet deep. Its narrowness is due to the
fact that it is only used by the actors in tragedy and comedy ;
all other performers appear in the orchestra.! He adds that
the Roman stage is much lower and much deeper, and this for
two reasons. It had to be deeper, because all the performers
appeared upon it. It had to be lower, because in a Roman
theatre the spectators sat in the orchestra, and would not
therefore have been able to see over the top of a twelve-foot
stage.! Here then we seem to have a clear and final answer
to our question. The proscenium which we find in all Greek
theatres after about 300 B.c., and in some perhaps a century
earlier, answers exactly to the description of Vitruvius. It must
therefore have been intended to serve as a stage.

Dorpfeld, it is well known, refuses to accept this conclusion.
But his method of dealing with the testimony of Vitruvius has
changed since he wrote his book on the Greek theatre. He
then supposed that Vitruvius had been guilty of an error.
While admitting that he was correct in his measurements of
the Greek proscenium, he asserted that he had made a mis-
take as to its purpose; that he had confused the background
of the Hellenistic theatre with the stage of the Roman.?
But this explanation is one which it is impossible to accept.

It is absurd to suppose that Vitruvius was mistaken.

! Vitruv. v. 7 ‘ita a tribus centris hac
descriptione ampliorem habent orche-
stram Gracci et scaenam recessiorem
minoreque latitudine pulpitum, quod
Aovyeior appellant, ideo quod eo tragici
et comici actores in scaena peragunt,
reliqui autem artifices suas per orche-
stram praestant actiones, itaque ex eo
scaenici et thymelici graece separatim
nominantur. Eius logei altitudo non
minus debet esse pedum decem, non
plus duodecim.” Whether under * reli-
qui artifices’ Vitruvius included the
dramatic chorus is very doubtful. The
dramatic chorushad almostdisappeared
in his day. Moreover ‘thymelici’ as
opposed to ‘ scaenici’ generally means
the competitors in musical and literary
contests, as opposed to the competitors

He

in dramatic contests. But the words
of Vitruvius about the position of the
actors upon the stage are free from all
ambiguity. [Cp. Frei, de Certaminibus
Thymelicis.  Dorpfeld’s suggestion
(Deutsche Littztg. 1901, p. 1816) that
dramatic actors were called gy
because they were nearer the owpi),
and musical performers fupehixol as
being in the centre of the orchestra,
round the QuuéAy, forces the words to
fit his theory, but gives a far less
natural meaning to the distinction.
According to this, the members of the
chorus in the drama also ought to be
called GupeAxoi.)

2 Ibid. v. 6.

3 Griech. Theater, p. 364.
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was a professional architect, writing about his own special
subject, and writing at the very time when many of these
Greek proscenia were being erected. His remark about
the Greek stage is not introduced as an obier dictums, but
is made the basis of the distinction which he draws between
Greek and Roman theatres. He had evidently therefore
thought about the subject. But even if we suppose that he
could make a mistake of this kind, even if we suppose that
he had never been in Greece, and never seen a Greek play
acted there, still it is incredible that such an absurd error
should have remained uncorrected in his book. The con-
nexion between Greece and Rome was so intimate, that there
must have been thousands of people in Rome who had seen
Greek plays performed in a Greek theatre, and knew how
it was done. If Vitruvius had made this absurd blunder,
some one would have been sure to point it out to him, and
he would have had it corrected.

Since the publication of his book Dorpfeld has shifted his
ground on this question.'! He now suggests a new method of
explaining away the testimony of Vitruvius. He supposes that
Vitruvius, when speaking of the stage in the Greek theatre,
was referring, not to the ordinary Greek theatre, but to the
peculiar type of Graeco-Roman theatre found in various cities
of Asia Minor, such as Termessos and Sagalassos. These
theatres, as we have shown, exhibited a sort of transition
between the Greek and the Roman model. While their
general design was Greek, their stages were partially lowered
and deepened, so as to come nearer to the Roman practice.?
In theatres of this kind Ddorpfeld admits that the actors per-
formed upon the stage; and he contends that it is to them
that Vitruvius refers, and not to the regular Greek theatres,
in which the actors always appeared in the orchestra. But
in the first place it is difficult to believe that Vitruvius, when
he speaks of the ‘ Greek’ theatre, should mean something
quite different. Why should he describe as ‘Greek’ a type
of building which was not found in Greece proper, and which
was essentially a combination of Greek and Roman attributes ?
In the second place, the evidence of the existing remains is

1 Bull. Corr. Hell. 18¢6, pp. 577ﬂ' Athen. Mittheil. 1897, pp. 444 fI. ; 1903,
p- 386, &c. ? See above, p. 13s.
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inconsistent with the new hypothesis. Vitruvius says that the
proscenium in the Greek theatre should be from ten to twelve
feet high, and in ordinary cases about ten feet deep. Now what
do we find in the remains of the regular Greek theatres? We
find that in the great majority of cases the height and depth
answer exactly to this description. But when we turn to the
Asia Minor theatres what do we find? The average height is
from eight to nine feet, the average depth from twelve to eighteen.
In the face of these measurements it is useless to contend that
Vitruvius is alluding to the Asia Minor theatres. The type
which he describes is the ordinary Hellenistic type.!

The two facts already mentioned—first, the fact that Vitruvius
tells us that every Greek theatre should possess a stage of
a certain height, and secondly, the fact that all Greek theatres
after about 300 B. c. are found to possess a stage corresponding
to his description—these two facts appear sufficient in them-
selves to decide the whole question. But there is no lack
of further evidence. Various ancient writers may be cited as
witnesses. Pollux, in his description of the Greek theatre,
says that ‘the stage is appropriated to the actors, the orchestra
to the chorus’.? Later on he says that the actors, when they
‘enter by the orchestra, ascend the stage by means of steps’.*

1 [The discussion is continued by

Bethe, Hermes, 1898, pp. 313 ff., and.

Dorpfeld, Ath. Mitth. 1898, pp. 326 ff. ;
1903, pp. 424 fl. The latter admits that
the Hellenistic stage corresponds
better in depth with Vitruvius’ rule,
and his further arguments in support
of his theory are very unconvincing.
SAs regards some of them,see pp.1581T.)
n various other details the Hellenistic
and Asiatic theatres nearly all deviate
from the exact figures given by Vitru-
vius, though the approximations are
in most cases close. One theatre
corresponds in one point with the
figures given, one in another, as one
would expect: and in most points,
other than -those above mentioned,
neither the Hellenistic nor the Asiatic
type has much advantage over the
other in respect of precise correspon-
dence. (See Noack, Philologus, lviii,
pp. 9 f.) The clearest result of Dorp-
feld’s controversy with Bethe, and
later with Puchstein, is that theatres
of both types varied much more than

most writers have allowed. Why
should they not have done so? At
the same time, Vitruvius’ rules are as
nearly in accordance with the general
features of the Hellenistic type as
general rules can be reasonably ex-
pected to be.]

? Poll. iv. 123 xal axnyi) udv dxoxperay
18w, # 3¢ Spxhorpa Tov Xxopot. Dorp-
feld (p. 347, and Ath. Mitth. 1903,
P- 419) says that oxp) here = ¢ the
stage-buildings’. But the mention
of the Aoyeiov in the previous line of
Pollux, and the description of the
dwooxfiviov, almost immediately after-
wards, as U®md 70 Aoyeior xeipevor,
clearly show that the type of theatre
described by Pollux was one which
possessed a stage. If so, this stage
must have been used by the actors.

3 Poll. iv. 137 elger@évres 8¢ ward
v Spxhorpay ixl Ty oxpiy dva-
Balvova: &id kAipdkwrv. Here too Dorp-
feld (p. 347, and Ath. Mitth. 1903,
P. 406) thinks ganrf) = the house in
the background, and that the sentence
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The scholiasts to the extant dramas often speak of the perform-
ance in a Greek theatre as being partly in the orchestra and
partly on the stage. The commentator on the Frogs asserts
that the scene with Charon and the ferry-boat must be ‘either
upon the logeion, or in the orchestra’. Later on he says that
Dionysus here appears ‘not on the logeion, but in the or-
chestra’. The scholiast on the Knights discusses the question
why the sausage-seller should ‘ascend from the parodos on
to the logeion'. There are other scholia to the same effect,
which it would be tedious to quote.! In these passages from
the scholiasts and from Pollux the point to notice is the
following. They do not merely say that there was a stage
in Greek theatres, but they describe the performance as one
partly on the stage, and partly in the orchestra. Dorpfeld
says they are all mistaken; that they lived after the Christian
era, and were confusing the Greek theatre with the Roman.
But this would not account for their mistake, if mistake there
were. In Roman theatres all performances were confined
to the stage; the orchestra was occupied by senators and
other distinguished persons. How then can Pollux and the
scholiasts have got this notion of a performance in which stage
and orchestra were used at the same time? There was nothing
in the Roman practice to suggest it. It can only have been
derived from the Greek theatre. But apart from this, the
suggestion that Pollux and the scholiasts were misled by their
recollection of Roman customs is not a fortunate one. It
implies that their writings were the result of personal observa-
tion. But no one can read a page of them without perceiving
that they were merely compilations from Alexandrian sources.

refers to cases like Aristoph. Nub.1486, 4&AX’ &ni 7ijs 8pxforpas. Schol. Equit.

where Strepsiades climbs on to the
roof. But why should the actors have
used steps to mount the house only
when they eatered the theatre by the
orchestra? They would need them
just as much if they entered by the
doors in the back-scene.

1 Schol. Ran. 183 #AAawabac xp)
;?v axnri)y kail vas xnrd Ty "Axepovaiay

oy Tdv Téwov dml TOb Aoyelov #) iml
7iis dp)ojorpas. Ibid. 299 dwopovor 3é
Tives mis dxd ToD Aoyeiov wepieAddv xal
xpuplels Smobev Tov lepéws TotTo Adyer,
gaivorras 8¢ obx evas dwl 1o Aoyeiov

149 iva, ¢naiv, ik Tis mapbdov iwl 7o
Aoyeiov dvaBfi. Sid Tl olv I 1ijs
wapbdBov ; TobTo ydp odk dvayxaiov. Ibid.
506 Aéyerar 8¢ mapdBaois . . . lwedy)
wapaBalver 3 xopos Tov Téwov. éordo:
puiv ydp xard oroixov ol wpds Tiv
Spxforpav (i.e. the stage) dwoSAémovres
orav 3¢ wapaBiow, petfs dordres xal
wpds Tovs Oeards BAéwovres TO¥ Adyov
woovrrar.  Vit, Aesch. p. 8 (Dindf.)
7d ydp 3pdpara guuwAnpovow ol wpeo-
Burarot rav Oedv, xal ioTi 1d dwd Tijs
axnvijs xal Ths dpxnorpas Oeia whvra
wpboerma.
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The scholiasts in many cases mention their authorities, and
these authorities often go back as far as Aristophanes and
Aristarchus, and even beyond. They do indeed confuse the
evidence a good deal, when they try to reconcile different
statements, or when they misapply statements of earlier
authorities to particular passages, and explain the passages
wrongly ; but the statements themselves are due to Alexandrian
tradition, not to their own observations. When they say that
Greek dramas were performed partly on the stage and partly
in the orchestra, it is evident that the Alexandrians thought the
same. The testimony of Pollux and the scholiasts is really
testimony of the third century B.c.

Another writer whose words appear to be decisive on this
question is Horace. His statement about Aeschylus, to the
effect that he ‘erected a stage on beams (or posts) of moderate
size’, has already been quoted.! It is true that Horace is
often inaccurate in his description of the early Greek drama.
It may be contended, therefore, that his account of the reforms
of Aeschylus is only of doubtful authority. But one thing is
certain, that Horace, in describing the development of the
Greek theatre, would never have mentioned the erection of
a stage, unless a stage had been a regular part of the Greek
theatres of his own day. Dorpfeld, in dealing with this passage,
offers two alternatives. He first suggests that ‘ pulpitum ’ means
the ‘stage-buildings’. But he cites no authority for such a
meaning, and none is to be found. The word ‘pulpitum’ in
Latin always means a stage or platform. Then, if the first
alternative seems unsatisfactory, he suggests that Horace has
made a slip, and that he was confusing the Greek stage with
the Roman.! But Horace, as we know, was for a long time
in Athens, and must have often seen Greek plays performed.
It is hardly conceivable, therefore, that he should have made
a mistake on such a simple matter as the presence or absence of
a stage.

To turn next to the archaeological evidence. Excavations
have brought to light several facts which bear closely upon
this subject of the stage. The evidence derived from this
source appears to be even more fatal to the new theory than

! See above, p. 144, and note 1. ? Griech. Theater, p. 348.
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the literary testimony. One of the most convincing proofs
is that afforded by the structure of the stage-buildings at
Sicyon, Eretria, and Oropus.! We have seen that, according
to Dorpfeld’s view, the proscenium was the background,
and the action of the drama took place in front of it, in
the orchestra. Obviously, if this was so, the most impor-
tant part of the stage-buildings must have been the rooms
immediately behind the proscenium, or in other words,
behind the back-scene. Now what do we find at Sicyon?
We find that one-third of the space behind the proscenium
consisted of solid rock. The Sicyonians, in order to save the
expense of erecting a lofty auditorium, excavated their theatre
out of the rock to a depth of about twelve feet. But they
attached so little importance to the rooms behind the pro-
scenium, that they did not take the trouble to excavate the
whole of this part. They left one-third of it as it was. It was
only when they came to the first floor of the stage-building,
the floor on a level with the top of the proscenium, that they
provided clear room from end to end of the structure. Their
conduct, on Dorpfeld’s theory, was very peculiar.? But the
people of Eretria acted in a still stranger manner. They too
excavated their theatre out of the rock. But they left the whole
of the space behind the proscenium unexcavated. Consequently
at Eretria the ground-floor of the stage-buildings was on a level,
not with the floor of the orchestra, but with the top of the pro-
scenium. There could hardly be a more decisive proof that
at Eretria the actors appeared, not in front of the proscenium,
but on the top of it. Then there is the case of Oropus. Here
the stage-buildings were built upon the ground, and the rooms
behind the proscenium were originally open from end to end.
But later on the Oropians proceeded to fill up the greater
part of the space with earth, and left only a narrow passage
immediately behind the proscenium. Such conduct is irrecon-

3} Griech. Theater, pp. 103, 113 16,
118.

3 [Noack (Philologus, lviii. p. 6)
argues that the reason was that at the
north end, where the 10ock is not cut
away, it is much higher, and the cut-
ting and removal would be very ex-
pensive. But we know nothing of the

willingness or unwillingness of the
Sicyonians to spend money on public
and religious objects, and the simpler
theory seems to be that the space was
not wanted. The same remark applies
to Noack’s explanation of the case of
Eretria by considerations of expense. ]
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cilable with the supposition that the proscenium was the
back-scene.!

Another proof is afforded by the height of the proscenium.
The normal height, as already shown, was about twelve feet.
But some proscenia, such as those at Athens and the Peiraeeus,
were as much as thirteen feet. On the other hand others were
considerably less. That of Oropus, for instance, was only about
eight feet high; and the columns which supported the entabla-
ture were only six feet six inches.? On Dorpfeld’s view these
proscenia, with their architectural front, represented the palace
or other building before which the action took place. What then
are we to think of a palace about fifty feet long, and only eight feet
in height? The background at Oropus during the performance
of a tragedy must have been a most peculiar one. We should
remember that the Greek tragic actor walked upon ‘cothurni’,
which added about six inches to his stature. He also wore
a mask with a lofty ‘ onkos’, which raised his height by another
six inches. Consequently the Greek tragic actor, when equipped
for the stage, can hardly have stood less than about six feet six.
This being so, if Dorpfeld’s view is correct, it follows that the
actor who took the part of the king at Oropus must have been
just about the same height as the columns which supported
the roof of his own palace. When he made his entrance
through the central door of the palace, he would have to bend
his head, in order to avoid knocking it against the cross-beams.
Surely the theory is a weak one which involves such ridiculous
consequences. If the Greeks had adopted a background of
this absurdly diminutive height, without any reason for doing
so, this fact alone would have been strange enough. But it
must appear stranger still that, having once adopted it, they
should proceed to add about twelve inches to the stature of their
actors, in.order to make the disproportion between the size of
the actors and the size of the palace still more preposterous.®

The reason which Dorpfeld gives for the lowness of the

1 [Noack, l.c., contends that the
division of the skene and filling of
half the space with earth is later
work, and throws no light on the
scheme of the Hellenistic theatre.
This is very doubtful ; but even if it
were proved the other cases quoted

would be sufficient for the argument
in the text.]

2 See above, p. 135.

? This point is well brought out by
Chamonard, Bull. Corr. Hell. 1896,

p. 296.
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proscenium—the background, as he calls it—is as follows. He
says that such proscenia were first erected at Athens in the
fifth century, and were intended to represent an ordinary house
of that period. But the ordinary Athenian house of the fifth
century was, he asserts, about twelve feet high.! To this theory
there are several answers. In the first place, as we have seen,
some proscenia were only about eight or nine feet in height;
which is far lower than any ordinary Greek house, either at
Athens or elsewhere. In the second place there is no clear
evidence to show that the Athenian house of the fifth century
was twelve feet high. From the remains lately discovered at
Delos it appears that in the better class of houses there even the
first story was more than twelve feet.* But granting, for the
sake of argument, that an Athenian house of the fifth century
was of the size which Dérpfeld supposes, it is difficult to see
what this has got to do with the height of the scenic background.
The Athenian theatre, we should remember, was developed
originally as a place for tragedy rather than as a place for comedy.
The background therefore must have been intended to represent,
in most cases, a palace or a temple. But why should this palace
or temple have been made the same height as an ordinary
house? Moreover, the proportions must have appeared extra-
ordinary. A structure about fifty feet long, and twelve feet high,
would be altogether unlike any palace or temple. Dorpfeld replies
to this that it is impossible on the stage to represent buildings
as large as they really are; that in modern scene-paintings
the representations of palaces and temples are much reduced
in size as compared with the originals.® This is quite true.
But they are reduced to scale, and in a proper proportion.
A modern scene-painter, in representing St. Paul’s, would no
doubt have to make his representation much smaller than the
actual St. Paul’s. But in diminishing the height he would
diminish the width at the same time. No modern scene-painter
would produce a temple fifty feet long and twelve feet high ; nor
can we suppose that the ancients would have put up with a
similar disproportion.

Again, there is the question as to the doors in the pro-
scenium. If it was the background, it ought to have had three

! Griech. Theater, p. 381. 2 Chamonard, L. c., p. 294.
3 Griech, Theater, p. g81.
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doors, the usual number in a Greek back-scene, as Pollux and
Vitruvius tell us. But in most of the proscenia discovered
there is only one door. In two of the proscenia, those at
Megalopolis and Thespiae, there is no door of any kind.
Even the single door, when it is found, is very narrow for
the central door of the back-scene.. At Epidaurus it is only
four feet wide, at Oropus only 3 feet 8 inches, at Delos only
3 feet 3 inches.! A door so narrow as this would be altogether
unsuitable as the central door of the palace, and quite in-
consistent with the use of the ekkyklema. When we come to
the Graeco-Roman theatres, where the wall at the back of
the stage has in many cases been preserved, there we find
everything corresponding closely with the descriptions of the
grammarians. There is always the requisite number of doors,
and the central door is of considerable width. At Termessos
it is about seven feet.® As regards the absence of the three
doors in the proscenium Dérpfeld gives the following explana-
tion. These Hellenistic proscenia, as we see from the remains,
consisted of an entablature resting on columns. The spaces
between the columns were filled in with wooden boards.
Dorpfeld suggests that when doors were required they might
be provided ad /sbitum by removing the intervening boards.®
But if three doors were regularly required in the dramatic
performances, it is most improbable that they should not have
been provided as a permanent fixture in the proscenium. It
is most improbable that the Greeks should have put them-
selves to the trouble of opening out these temporary doors
at each festival. In any case we can hardly doubt that, if
the proscenium had been the back-scene, the Greeks would
always have provided at least one permanent door, and
would not, as at Megalopolis and Thespiae, have erected
proscenia in which there was no door of any kind. The
absence of a door in these two places seems to prove
conclusively that communication between the orchestra and

! See above, p. 124. of the vases (see below), where actors
’Lanckoronskl,StadtePamphyhens, are shown acting on a stage with
&c., vol. ii. plate ro. columns in front, is conclusive against

+"Griech, Theater, p. 380. [Also
Noack, Philologus, lviii. pp. 2 ff. ; to
whom Puchstein, Griech. Bihne, pp. 30
fl., replies sufficiently. The evidence

his contention that the only proper
support for a stage is a wall, and that
therefore the columnsof the proscenium
can only represent a back-scene. ]
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the space behind the proscenium was a matter of no
importance. :

Another piece of archaeological evidence is supplied by the
vase-paintings found in the Greek cities of South Italy! Two
specimens are here inserted.? These paintings, which have
already been briefly referred to, belong to the third century B.c.
They represent comic scenes acted by the Phlyakes. The
Phlyakes were a sort of farcical comedians, whose performances
were not unlike those of the oldest Attic comedy. In many

Fic. 13

of these paintings they are represented as acting on a stage.’®
The stage, in most cases, is obviously made of wood, and
varies in character from a rude and simple platform to an
erection of some solidity. In one or two instances, however,
it is a tall and elaborate structure, apparently built of stone,
and adorned with columns in front, just like the proscenia

! On the subject of these vase-
paintings see especially Heydemann,
Die Phlyakendarstellungen auf be-
malten Vasen, Jahrb. Kais. Deutsch.
- Archiol. Inst. 1886, pp. 260 fI. Bethe,
Prolegomena zur Geschichte des
Theaters, pp. 278ff. Reisch,inGriech.
Theater, pp. 311 fl.

2 They are taken from Wieseler's
Denkmiler,ix.14 and 15( = Baumeister.
figs. 1828 and 1830).

3 Fig. 13. Cp. the specimens in
Wieseler's Denkmadl. ix. 8; Griech,
Theater, pp. 315, 323, and 323 ; Bau-
meister's Denkmadl., figs. 9oz, go3,
1826, 1827, 1829.
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we have been discussing.! Often there is a flight of steps
leading down to the orchestra? In one case the action is
taking place partly on the stage and partly in the orchestra.
One of the actors is represented as actually ascending the
steps to the stage.® This evidence seems to prove beyond
a doubt that in the Greek cities of South Italy, during the
third century B.c. performances were sometimes given in
theatres with a tall stage, and that both stage and orchestra
were employed for the purpose, and were connected by steps.
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Dorpfeld now admits that this was the case. But he contends
that the arrangement was an exceptional one, intended only
for the farces of the Phlyakes. For these performances, he
allows, wooden stages were erected, and the exhibition took
place partly on the stage and partly in the orchestra. But
the regular dramas—the tragedies, and the comedies —were
performed solely in the orchestra.* All this, however, is the

! Fig. 14. Cp. also the specimen in ® Baumeister, fig. 903. Griech.’
Griech. Theater, p. 318. Theater, p. 322.

* Fig. 1. Cp.also Griech. Theater, 4 Griech. Theater, p. g327.
PP. 332-4 ; Baumeister, figs. goa, go3.
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purest assumption.! There is not a particle of evidence to
support it. It is altogether improbable that a different arrange-
ment should have been adopted in the case of these farces,
and in the case of the regular drama. Besides this, as we have
already pointed out, in one or two of the paintings the stage
on which the Phlyakes are performing is apparéently a per-
manent stone erection, and not a mere temporary platform
of wood. It seems certain, therefore, that the Greeks of South
Italy during the third century B.c. provided a stage for their
actors in all dramatic performances; and, this being so, we
can hardly doubt that the same was the case in Greece
generally.

One or two further objections to the new theory may be
briefly mentioned. If we look at the plan of the theatre at
Epidaurus (Figs. 6 and 7), it will be found that the stone
border of the circular orchestra reaches to within two or three
feet of the proscenium. If the actors had performed in front of
the proscenium, they would have been sometimes inside the
stone border, and sometimes outside of it; and the whole
arrangement strikes one as awkward and unsymmetrical. Again,
in the theatre at Delos (Fig. 12), statues and other votive offerings
were erected immediately in front of the columns of the pro-
scenium. The bases on which they rested still remain.? But,
if the proscenium had been the background, it is difficult to
suppose that this place would have been chosen for such
erections. When the proscenium was uncovered by scenery,
and represented an ancient palace, these votive offerings and
statues would have been altogether inappropriate as a part of
the back-scene. When painted decorations were to be set up,
they would have formed an inconvenient obstacle in the way of
the mechanical arrangements. And if they were required to
serve as scenery, why were they only employed at Delos?
The probability therefore is that they were a mere architectural
decoration of the stage-front.®

We have now gone through the principal arguments, literary
and archaeological, which demonstrate the existence of a stage

1 [The same must be said of his a taller stage, but are complete and
later suggestion (Jahrb. Arch. Inst. imply a stage between three and four
1901, p. 36) that the columns on the feet high.]

Phlyakes vases are not really cur- 2 Griech. Theater, p. 147.
tailed, and do not therefore point to 3 Puchstein, Griech. Bahne, p. 24.
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during the Hellenistic period. It remains to consider the
reasons which induce Dorpfeld, in spite of this apparently
overwhelming evidence, to deny the existence of such a stage.
And in judging this question we must remember the fact already
mentioned, that the chorus, at this time, had ceased to take an
active share in the play, and that its functions were hardly more
important than those of a band of musicians in a modern theatre.
To turn now to Darpfeld’s reasons. He says, in the first place,
that these proscenia of the Vitruvian type would have been too
narrow for the performance of a play.' But their narrowness
has often been exaggerated, owing to inaccurate calculations.
None of them, as it now appears, were less than from nine to
ten feet in depth.®* But a stage about ten feet deep, and from
fifty to sixty feet long, would be amply sufficient for the per-
formance of a Greek play, when the chorus was confined to the
orchestra. The fact has been proved by actual experiment.
Most English scholars have probably seen the Greek plays
produced in the open-air theatre at Bradfield. The stage there
is only ten feet deep and thirty feet long. Yet every one who
has been present at one of these performances must admit that
there was plenty of room upon the stage. I am informed that
on one occasion, in the funeral procession in the Alcestis, as
many as sixty people were brought upon the stage at the same
time, and without any inconvenient crowding.® It is clear then
that the Vitruvian stage, which was just as deep and twice as
long as that at Bradfield, would have been large enough to
accommodate the chorus as well as the actors in an ancient
Greek drama, and would have been more than large enough for
the performance of a play in which the chorus was practically
confined to the orchestra.

Dorpfeld further objects that these Hellenistic proscenia were
too high to have served as a stage, since the spectators in the
front rows would have been too far below the actors to see the

! Griech. Theater, p. 361.
2 The stage at Athens was about
9oft. 3in.; at Epidaurus about 10} ft.

to take into account the projecting
cornice. In some cases, as he also
remarks, the wall of the back-scene may

(Griech. Theater, pp. 78, 128). That
at Delos was about 10 ft. (Chamonard,
Bull. Corr. Hell. 1896, p. 306). As
Lechat (Epidaure, P. 208) points out,
itis necessary, in calculating the depth,
not to measure from wall to wall, but

have been narrower than the wall
beneath, on which it rested ; and this
would add slightly to the depth of the
stage.

3 Thesefacts and measurements have
been kindly supplied to me by Dr.Gray.
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latter properly.! It is onlyin the Asiatic theatres, where the front
seats of the auditorium were raised so as to give a good view of
the actors, that he will allow that the actors appeared on the high
stage ; in such cases the height of the seats would make a ten-foot
stage virtually equivalent to a five-foot one, such as the Romans
employed. But in the first place, we find that at Mantinea also
the lowest seats were raised four feet above the orchestra, so that
this is not a peculiarity of Asiatic theatres.? In the second place,
if these proscenia were too high for a stage, they would have been
much too low for a background. Their height varied from eight
to thirteen feet; and a stage of thirteen feet would be far less of
an anomaly than a back-scene of eight feet. Further, it has been
shown by Maass® that the height of the proscenium varies very
regularly with the distance of the proscenium from the central
point of the circle of the auditorium. The nearer this point,
the lower the-stage. The object of this can only have been to
accommodate the height of the stage to the view of the audience.
It would be inexplicable unless the actors were on the top of the
proscenium. It seems also to be proved that in most cases the
greater part of the actor’s person would easily be visible from
the greater number of seats,* including the lowest or front rows.
When it was necessary, as it was through the greater part of
the fifth century, for chorus and actors to communicate more or
less intimately with one another, the stage was lower, and the view

1 Griech. Theater, p. 343; Ath.

Mitth. 1898, pp. 337, 345, &c.

p- 260.
* kFor controversy on this point,
? Fougéres, Mantinée et I'Arcadie, cf. A.

Maller, Unters. zu den Bah-

pp- 165 . According to Dorpfeld's
theory that the proscenium was the
back-scene, these lowest seats would
be on a level with the roof of the
back-scene, which is absurd. His
argument that in cases where a removal
of the lower rows or steps of seats is
certain (as at Assos, Pergamon, and
Delphi), we may assume that the
theatre was converted from thc sup-
posed stageless Hellenistic type to the
Asiatic, is most unconvincing. Why
were the rows not similarly removed
at Priene and Magnesia, though the
high stage was erected there? If he
can suppose that in these cases seats
were allowed to remain which were
bad for dramatic performances, why
not in other cases ?

3 Wochenschr. for Klass. Phil. 1899,

nenalt., pp. 108 fl.; Dorpfeld, Ath,
Mitth, 1899, p. 310; Mauller, Philo-
logus, lix. p.330. Milleraccepts Maass’
conclusions, though he corrects some
of his figures. Both Maller and Dorp-
feld calculate how much of the or-
chestra or of the actor on the stage
could be seen by the spectators in
different parts of different theatres.
But any conclusions drawn from such
calculations are precarious; we have
no reason to suppose that there was
a larger proportion of good seats in
ancient theatres than in modern ; still
less that the front seats were all
necessarily better for seeing the actors,
any more than front seats or other
seats of honour are in many cases in
modern theatres.)
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from some seats therefore less good ; but when the chorus ceased
to take a share‘in the dialogue, it became both possible and
natural to raise the height of the stage and so improve the view.

Another objection of Dorpfeld’s is that in the existing pro-
scenia there is no trace of any means of communication between
the stage and the orchestra.! But we have shown that such
communication was seldom required at this time, owing to the
insignificance of the chorus; and that, when it was wanted, it
was supplied by temporary wooden steps. Dérpfeld replies
that, if the stage was thirteen feet high, the steps must have
been so large as to project a long way into the orchestra, and
produce an unsightly appearance. But this result could have
been avoided without difficulty. Where the stage was excep-
tionally lofty, the steps might have been placed in a parallel
line to it. At Tralles, where there is a proscenium of the
Graeco-Roman type, and nearly ten feet high, such steps are.
actually found, lying parallel to the stage, and on each side
of the door which leads out from the front wall of the stage
into the orchestra.! A similar arrangement might easily have
been adopted, when necessary, in the Hellenistic theatres.

In support of his theory Dorpfeld brings forward an argu-
ment based on the theatre at Megalopolis (Fig. 11). We have
already described the peculiar construction of this theatre, in
which the Thersilion took the place of the ordinary stage-
buildings. In front of the Thersilion, and twenty-four feet
distant from it, is the foundation-wall of a wooden proscenium.
This proscenium, however, appears to have been of later date
than the original theatre, Dorpfeld supposes that, before its
erection, the actors performed their parts immediately in front
of the Thersilion, and on the level of the orchestra. He bases
his belief on the following grounds. The fagade of the Thersi-
lion rested on a flight of five steps, each about thirteen inches
high. To one side of the Thersilion was a building, apparently
called the Skanotheka, and probably used for storing the scenic
decorations. In this building are the remains of a low wall,
running in the same straight line as the bottom of the flight of
steps, and about the same length as the stage must have been.
Dorpfeld supposes that this wall was used, in the original state

! Griech. Theater, p. 34a. ? Athen, Mittheil. 1893, p. 410.
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of the theatre, for working a ‘scaena ductilis’. He supposes
that, when dramas were to be performed, a wooden scene-
painting was pushed out along this wall immediately in front of
the lowest step of the Thersilion, and served as a background.
The actors in front of it must have been on the floor of the
orchestra! But this arrangement appears to be impossible.
If the back-scene had been placed in the position he sup-
poses, immediately in front of the steep flight of steps, the
representation of dramas would have been little short of
ridiculous. The actor entering from the back-scene would
have had to come down these steps to reach the threshold of
the door. At first little more than his legs would have been
seen, at any rate by the spectators in the upper part of the
theatre. His whole person would hardly have become visible
until he reached the lowest step. For a tragic actor to make
his entrance in this way would have been far from dignified.
Also, in plays like the Hippolytus and the Alcestis, when a sick
woman on a couch had to be carried out, it would have been
extremely awkward to have to carry her down a flight of steps
as steep as those at Megalopolis. The ekkyklema would, of
course, have been quite impossible to work. Again, it seems
certain that the supposed ‘scaena ductilis’ would itself be quite
unworkable. Is it likely that a huge painted board, more than a
hundred feet long and more than twenty-five feet high, was pulled
out in front of the Thersilion to serve as a back-scene? The
‘scaena ductilis’ (cf. Serv. ad Verg. Georg. iii. 24), which Dorpfeld
thinks was such as has been described, was not a contrivance of
this sort, but was a small affair, a variety of the ‘scaena versilis’
or periaktos ; it was drawn apar?, to disclose a new scene behind,
and was not drawn across the stage. Moreover, the construction
of ancient theatres, even of those with side-wings, shows that there
was no room and no opportunity for the hauling to and fro of huge
boards such as Dorpfeld imagines. It is true that much remains
obscure in regard to the theatre at Megalopolis; but this solu-
tion at least is out of the question.? Although, therefore, the
Skanotheka at Megalopolis may very likely have been used for
the storage of scenery, it is clear that this scenery, when used,
cannot have been put up in the place which Dorpfeld suggests.

' Griech. Theater, pp. 138, 139. p. 88; and P, Gardner, J. Hell. Stud.

3 See Puchstein, Griech. Bohne, 1899, p. 258. .
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Another argument against the ordinary theory is based by
Dorpfeld on the remains of the theatre at Delos (Fig. 12).
We have shown that at Delos the proscenium was continued,
though in a different form, round the sides and back of the
stage-buildings.! Dorpfeld argues that it cannot have been
a stage, as it would be absurd to erect a stage all round the
stage-buildings.? If this is so, we might reply that it cannot
have been a background either, since it would be equally absurd
to construct a background in the same .position. But as a
matter of fact there is nothing in the arrangement at Delos
which conflicts in any way with the ordinary opinion about
the Greek stage. The erection at the sides and the back of the
stage-buildings, though of the same height as the erection in
front, was different in structure, and formed an open portico.
The erection in front was like the usual Hellenistic proscenium,
and must have been designed for the same purpose. If the
proscenium in other theatres was intended for a stage, it must
have been intended for a stage at Delos.

Dorpfeld has a theory about the origin of the Roman stage,
which he brings forward as a strong argument in favour of his
other views. According to Vitruvius the Roman stage was

* developed out of the Greek. The difference in size was due to
the following reasons. The Romans preferred to give up the
orchestra to the spectators and to transfer all performances to
the stage, It was necessary, therefore, to deepen the stage,
in order to find room for the additional performers. It was
also necessary to lower it, in order to allow the spectators in
the orchestra to have a clear view.* Dorpfeld says that this
account of the matter is erroneous. According to his theory the
Roman stage was discovered by accident rather than by design.
The Romans, when they first began to adapt the Greek theatre
to their own purposes, found the orchestra too large, and con-
sequently divided it in two. The half nearest the auditorium
they dug out to a depth of five feet, and placed spectators there,
The other half they used for theatrical and other performances,
just as it had been used by the Greeks. In this way they found
that they had got what was practically a stage five feet high-;
and for the future, instead of digging out the nearer half of the

! See above, p. 138, ? Griech. Theater, p. 146. 3 Vitruv. v. 6.
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orchestra, they started on the level, and built a raised stage.
The Roman stage therefore represents, not the Greek pro-
scenium, but the further half of the Greek orchestra; and
this fact proves that it was in the orchestra that the Greek
actors performed.! This theory is no doubt extremely ingenious.
But unfortunately it appears to be inconsistent with the facts
of the case. If it was true, we should expect to find the
stage in all Roman theatres occupying the site of one half
of the Greek orchestra, and the back of the Roman stage
corresponding to the front of the Greek proscenium. Now
in the normal Roman theatre this is more or less the case.
The Romans eventually reduced their orchestra to a semicircle,
and brought their stage forward to the position described by
Dorpfeld. But the Graeco-Roman theatres of Asia Minor, to
which we have already referred, fail entirely to correspond to
his hypothesis. These theatres were among the earliest to be
built in the Roman fashion, and might therefore be expected,
more than any others, to exemplify the process of transition
which he describes. But what do we find? We find that the
stage, so far from occupying one half.of the orchestra, stands
in exactly the same position as the old Greek proscenium.
The orchestra in these theatres still forms nearly a complete
circle. The stage is deepened by pushing the back-scene more
into the rear, Further than this, the height of the stage is
not five feet, as it ought to be, but from eight to nine feet.
These examples seem to prove that Vitruvius is more correct
than Dorpfeld in his view of the matter; and that the Roman
stage was really a modification of the Greek. When we find
in these Asia Minor theatres a Roman stage standing in exactly
the same position as the proscenium in the Greek theatres, and
differing only in being longer and deeper, and two or three
feet lower, we can hardly resist the conclusion that the Greek
proscenium was the prototype of the Roman, and that it was
intended for the same purpose.

The proscenium in a Greek theatre was called, among other
names, the ‘logeion’ or ‘speaking-place’. It is so called by
Vitruvius, and the word *logeion’ occurs in Delian inscriptions
as early as the third century B.c.®* This being so, we are

1 Griech. Theater, pp. 385 fi. ‘2 See above, p. 135.

3 See above, p. 118,
M 2
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naturally led to ask how this fact is to be reconciled with
Dorpfeld’s theory. If the proscenium was the background,
and not the stage, why should it have been called ‘logeion’ or
the speaking-place? Dorpfeld gives the following answer. He
says that in Greek tragedies the gods, when exhibited in a super-
natural manner, used to make their appearance on the palace
roof, or, in other words, on the proscenium; and that it was
therefore called the ‘theologeion’, or for shortness the ‘logeion’.!
But this statement will not bear examination. The usual device
for revealing gods in supernatural splendour was the mechane,
and not the theologeion. Even when the theologeion was
employed, there is no evidence to show that it was identical
with the palace roof.? The contrivance for enabling actors to
stand on the roof of a palace or other building was called the
‘distegia’. Instances of its employment are rare. In the
extant dramas there are only eight or nine certain examples.®
If, therefore, the proscenium really represented the building
in the background, the top of it cannot have been called the
‘speaking-place’ because the actors spoke from it. Eight or
nine instances out of forty-four dramas are insufficient to justify
us in regarding it as a regular speaking-place. The plain
statement of Vitruvius, that the ‘pulpitum’ of the actors was in
Greek called ‘logeion’, Dorpfeld attempts to get round by
supposing that the place which had been the ‘theologeion’, or,
more shortly, ‘logeion’—the speaking-place of gods—retained
its name by a natural conservatism when employed by actors,
This is ingenious ; but it is surely far more natural to suppose
that it was called ‘logeion’ all along because it was the regular
speaking-place for all actors, and not only for occasional gods.*

! Griech. Theater, p. 365. Ath. 1903, p. 403) that, because in all the

Mitth. 1908, p. 395.

2 On these points see below, pp. 209-
15. Even if we suppose that the
theologeion was used in the cases men-
tioned on p. 213 to exhibit the deus
ex machina, the text of the plays
shows that the god appeared above
the roof, and not upon it. Cp. Ion.
1549 UwepreAs oikav, Orest. 1631 &
al@épos wruyais.

3 See below, p. 186,

4 [It is also argued (Noack, Philo-
logus, 1899, 1; Robert, Gott. Gel.
Anz. 1903, 418 ; Dorpfeld, Ath. Mitth.

Roman and Graeco-Roman theatres,
where the actors stood on the logeion,
the back-scene which formed their
background was decorated with
columns, while the proscenium was
not so decorated, it follows that when
the proscenium was so decorated, i. e.
in the earlier periods, it and not the
wall above and behind the logeion
must have been the actors’ background,
and the actors must have played in
front of the proscenium, But this is
no proof at all, unless it is assumed
that decorations were only employed
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We have now considered the principal arguments which
can be brought forward on either side concerning this stage
question, as far as it relates to the later period. Some minor
points have been omitted; but they would not affect the question
very much either way. The result appears to show that, at any
rate as far as the later period is concerned, the evidence in
favour of a stage altogether outweighs any considerations which
can be adduced on the other side.

2. THE EARLIER STAGE. We now come to the earlier and
more important period, the period of the fifth century, when the
drama was still in reality a choral drama, and the fourth century,
during which the chorus was rapidly declining in importance, but
was still commonly employed.

For the fourth century we have the testimony of Aristotle.
Aristotle in many places speaks of the songs of the actors as
Ta dwo s axmyifs, in opposition to the songs of the chorus, ra rod
xopov.! Further he speaks of the actor’s part as being played
éri s oxprijs.t  According to the usual interpretation of these
passages, he means that the actors played their part ‘upon the
stage’, and sang their songs ‘from the stage’. Dorpfeld, how-
ever, proposes in these cases to translate the word oxpn) as the
‘background’, and not as the ‘stage’. He supposes Aristotle
to mean that the actors performed ‘at the background’, and
sang their songs ‘from the background’. He denies that the
two expressions imply the existence of a stage® Now the
translations which he suggests may be possible, as far as

to make backgrounds for actors, and
only disused because not wanted for
this purpose. This is neither likely in
itself, nor is it confirmed by anything
in the evidence.

Dorpfeld also argues (Ath. Mitth.
1903, p. 396) that the grooves for
wheels, of which traces are found
lcading out of the door in the back-
scene on to the logcion at Eretria,
prove that the logeion was used by
gods only, as ordinary personages
in chariots came only thrqugh the
side entrances into the orchestra.
But all that can be argued from these
grooves is that the logeion was used
for something on wheels, whether
chariots or theekkyklema, which Dorp-
feld rejects. Therce is nothing to show

who used the vehicle, whatever it may
have been. If an actor could do so
when representing a god,he could do so
when representing a mortal. Cp. Fos-
sum, Amer. J. Arch. 1898, p. 187; cp.
P. Gardner, J. Hel\. Stud. 1899, p. 352.2

! Aristot. Probl. xix. 15 rd ul» dm
axnvijs ovx dyriorpopa, Td 8¢ ToU Xopov
dvriorpopas & piv ~yap dwospris dyw-
viaths, 8 8t xopds frrow pupeirac. Poet.
c. 12 Bia 8 7d dwd 71ijs ownvijs xal
woppol . . . xopuds 8¢ Opfivos xowvds xopov
xal wd oxnris.

2 Poet. c. 24 did 70 &v uiv 7§ Tpaypdig
p) &3éxeobas pa mparTépera woAAd
pépn pepeioba:, dANQ 7O Ewl Tijs axmrils
xal raw Umoxpirdy pépos pévor. Cp.
cc. 13, 17.

3 Griech. Thcater, pp. 284, 346.
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the Greek is concerned. But it is very difficult to believe
that they are the right translations in these particular passages
of Aristotle. Aristotle’s words seem to clearly imply that there
was some essential and conspicuous difference between the
position of the actors and that of the chorus.! But if, as
Dorpfeld thinks, they all performed together in the orchestra,
there would be no such distinguishing mark. It is true that
the actors might, for the most part, be rather nearer to the
stage-buildings; and the chorus might, for the most part, be
rather more distant from them. But practically they would
be standing in the same place; there would be no pronounced
difference. Aristotle’s words appear to be explicable only on
the supposition that the actors appeared upon a stage, the
chorus in the orchestra.

For the fifth century we have the evidence supplied by the
use of certain words in Aristophanes. In three places, where
an actor is approaching the back-scene, he is said to ‘mount
up’ (dvafaivew).? In two other places, where he is leaving the
back-scene, he is said to ‘go down’ ( karaBaivew).® In all these
passages there is nothing in the circumstances of the drama to
suggest that the action was taking place on raised ground.
The expressions can only refer, as the scholiast says, to the

stage.

! [Flickinger (The Meaning of énl
7ijs oxqpviis in Writers of the Fourth
Century, Chicago, 1902) tries to show
that éml Tis osxqviis in Aristotle and
Demosthenes does not mean ‘on thé
stage’ in any sense which would imply
an clevated stage, but simply ‘at the
performance’, ¢ as part of a play’, &c.,
like xt 6éarpov later. He succeeds in
interpreting the passages consistently
with this, and in showing that in later
writers the words often bore this
meaning. But the changed npphcatlon
of many technical terms, e.g. dpxfio7pa,
Gvuély, &c., in later writers shows
that no reliance is to be placed on the
supposed analogy; and the other
meaning still seems by far the most
natural in Aristotle. Dorpfeld (Deutsch.
Littztg. 1901, p. 1817) thinks that the
absence of the expression dwd 7fjs
Spxhorpas to balance dwd s axnvijs is
very significant as proving that all

It has been proposed to translate the two words as
‘come on’ and ‘depart’ respectively.*

But such a usage of

performers alike were in the orchestra.
It needs only the most clementary
logic to dispose of this argument. Cp.
Mailler, Unters. zu den Btthnenalt., for
the full history of the words gxnpr), &c.]

3 Equit. 148 3eipo debp’, & pirrare. |
dvdBave carp TD woAew xal vV paveis.
Acharn, 732 dpBare wmorrdv palddav.
Vesp. 1342 dvédBawve Seipo xpvoounho-
Adr6iov,

3 Eccles. 1151 7i 8fjra Sa7plBeis Exow,
dAX’ odx dyeis | Tagdi AaBaw ; v Gop 8
xaraBaives, dyw | dndoopa x.7.A. Vesp.
1514 drdp wxaraBaréov %’ ix’ adrovs.
In the last passage xaraBaréor might
pcrhaps mean ‘I must contend with
them’. _But it is more probable that
the meamng here is the same as in the
other passage.

¢ Bodensteiner, Scenische Fragen,

p. 699, 700. Capps, The Stagc in
the Greck Theatre, pp. 67, 68
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the terms is otherwise unknown in Greek. Moreover, in  one
place—the scene in the Knights—this translation is proved to
be impossible. Here Demosthenes calls out to the sausage-
seller, ‘mount up here’ (dvdBawe de¥po). He then shows him the
people, the markets, and the harbours; and tells him that he
will be lord of all. But this is not enough. He says, ‘you have
not seen all yet’, and bids him ‘mount up on to this table
also’; and then proceeds to show him the islands round about.!
These words show conclusively that évaBaivev must mean ‘mount
up’ in the previous passage, and likewise determine the meaning
of this ward, and of xaraBaivew, in the parallel passages.

The extant dramas have been carefully ransacked during the
last few years,® and it is not likely that many new points will
now be discovered. Much of the evidence that has been brought
forward on both sides of the question is really of little value. It
depends upon a too scrupulous and literal interpretation of the
text, or upon a forgetfulness of the fact that there is much that
is conventional in all dramatic performances. For instance,
when old men are approaching the palace, and complain of the
steepness of the way, this fact is supposed to be a proof of
the existence of a stage.’ It is suggested that they enter by the
orchestra, and that the ascent of which they complain is the
ascent on to the stage. But, if this was so, these old men must
have timed their entrance very exactly, so as to reach the foot
of the stage just when they came to the verses in which they
began to grumble about the ascent. And this, combined with
the obvious inadequacy of the ascent on to the stage to represent
a really fatiguing road, would make the whole proceeding rather
ludicrous. It seems more natural to assume that their remarks
had no reference to the stage, and that the steepness of which
they complain was left to the imagination of the spectators.

! Equit. 169 dA\' ¢wavdBnét xdwl schen Dramen, 1893. Hampel, Was

Orestie far die

rotAeor 708{. The significance of this
line, as regards the present question,
was first pointed out by Zacher, Philo-
logus, 1896, p. 181. Cp. Maller, Lc.,
pp. 1 fl.

2 Harzmann, Quaestiones Scenicae,
1889. White, The Stage in Aristo-
phanes, 1891. Capps, The Stage in the
Greek Theatre, 1891. Bodensteiner,
Scenische Fragen, 1893. Weissmann,
Die scenische Auffihrung der griechi-

Jehrt Aeschylos’
Theaterfrage ? 1899, Engelmann,
Archdiologische Studien zu den Tragi-
kern, 190o. Krause, Quaestiones Ari-
stophaneae Scenicae, 1903.

3 Eur. El 489, lIon 727, Herc. Fur.
119. In the last passage it is the
chorus which makes the complaint ; so
that in this case, if there was any
visible ascent, it cannot have been the
ascent on to the stage.
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Then again, the appearances of ghosts and spectres are cited

as evidence in favour of a stage. It is said that,they could not -

be made to appear from underground, unless there was a raised
platform out of which they ascended. Now there is no doubt
that in the later theatre ghosts were made to arise from beneath
the earth. Pollux gives a description of the mechanism by
which it was done. But there is no certain proof that they
made their appearance in this way during the fifth century.
It would be unsafe, therefore, to infer anything from these
spectral apparitions concerning the structure of the early theatre.
Again, there are those scenes in which the chorus might be
expected to enter the palace, but fail to do so. For instance,
when Medea’s children are being murdered, and call out for
help, the chorus, after proposing to rush to their assistance,
eventually remain where they are and sing an ode.! But it is
unnecessary, in this and in similar cases, to explain their inaction
by supposing that there was any difficulty in passing from the
orchestra to the palace because of the stage which lay between.
A sufficient reason is to be found in the fact that, if they had
gone into the palace, the scene of action would have been left
empty.

It will be best to disregard all evidence of this inconclusive
kind, and to confine our attention to those points which really
throw light upon the question as to the relative position of
actors and chorus during the fifth century. The following
facts seem to be established. It is evident that the chorus
sometimes entered and sometimes departed through the back-
scene. Instances are not very common; there are only about
six in the extant dramas.? Still, they undoubtedly occur. It is
evident, too, that the actors sometimes entered by the orchestra.
They must have done so when they entered along with the
chorus, and they probably did so when they entered in chariots
or wagons.® This gives us about seven instances where the
actors came in by the orchestra. They may have done so much
more frequently. This is a point which will be considered later

! Eur. Med. 1275. Cp. Agam. 1344, player of the chorus) enters from the
Cyclops 630, Hipp. 780, Hec. 1042, back-scene, and then descends into the
&c. orchestra. Several other instances are

? Aesch, Choeph. 23, 1063 ; Eum. given by Capps, pp. 9, 10; but they
140. Eur. Troad. 176; Hel. 385, 517.  are all very doubtful.

In Aristoph. Av. 667 Procnc (the flute- 3 Sec below, pp. 191, 201,
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on. But these seven cases are the only ones for which there is
any convincing evidence. On the other hand, it was a common
thing for actors and chorus to depart together through the
orchestra. Many plays end in this way, such as the Eumenides
and the Septem. In Aristophanes it is a favourite form of
conclusion for actors and chorus to go off through the orchestra
in a joyful procession.! The general result then is this, that it
was plainly permissible in the fifth century for the chorus to
enter or leave by the back-scene, and for the actors to enter
or leave by the orchestra; though the last of these practices
is the only one of which there are many certain examples. But
when we pass on from these entrances and exits, and look at
the rest of the play, we find that it is very unusual, during the
course of the action, for the chorus to come on the stage, or for
the actors to go into the orchestra. The instances in which,
apart from entrances and exits, the actors and the chorus can
be shown to have come into close physical contact with one
another, are remarkably few. We may mention, as examples,
the scene in which the chorus tries to prevent Creon from seizing
Antigone, and the scene where the farmers mount the stage to
draw the statue of Peace out of the well. Opinions may differ
as to individual cases, but the total number of instances of this
kind does not amount, at the outside, to more than about fifteen.*
The conclusion we may draw from this evidence is as follows.
There was nothing in the fifth century theatre to prevent the
actors from moving into the place occupied by the chorus, and
there was nothing to prevent the chorus moving into the place
occupied by the actors. . But, except when they were entering
or leaving the scene of action, they do not appear to have
done so usually, but to have kept apart from one another.
What then does all this prove as regards the stage? On
the one hand, it proves conclusively that the stage of the fifth
century cannot have been as high as the ordinary later or
Hellenistic stage. If the fifth-century stage had been twelve
feet above the level of the orchestra, there would have been
the greatest awkwardness in actors and chorus passing from
! See below, p. 191. Rhesus 681 ; Iph. Aul. 509. Aristoph.
? The following instances appear to Pax 246 fi. Many other examples
be certain—Aesch. Suppl. 208, 832; will be found in the treatises already

Choeph. 22 fi. Soph. Oed. Col. 826 mentioned ; but the evidence for most
ff. Eur. Suppl.1,815; Hel. 1627 fl.;  of them appears to be very slight.
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one place to the other. But, on the other hand, it does not in
any way exclude the possibility of there having been a stage
of some kind or another. If we suppose that the fifth-century
stage was lower and deeper than that of later times, and that it
was connected with the orchestra by a long flight of steps, or
by a sloping ascent, all difficulties about the performance of the
extant dramas disappear. Actors and chorus could easily pass
from stage to orchestra, or vice versa. The fact that they so
seldom came into contact with one another, except when entering
or leaving the theatre, is a strong confirmation of the view that
there was a stage of some kind, and that it was reserved in most
cases for the actors, while the usual place for the chorus was in
the orchestra.

The main reason for the employment of a stage must havc
been to make the actors clearly visible to the audience, and
to prevent the view of them being impeded by the chorus in
the orchestra. A few feet of elevation would be sufficient to
produce this result. Doérpfeld, it is true, denies that any such
precaution was necessary. He denies that the actors, even
without a stage, would have been hidden from view by the
chorus.! But if we look at the plan of a Greek theatre, it
is clear that if the actors were in the orchestra, and the chorus
stood in front of them, the chorus must have obstructed the
view of a great many of the spectators. In fact we have
ancient testimony to that effect. The tragic chorus stood in
three rows. We are told that the worst and most ungainly
choristers (the ‘laurostatae’, as they were called) were placed
in the middle row, because they were not clearly seen by the
spectators.! But, however the chorus stood, there could only
have been one row between these ‘laurostatae’ and the audience.
If, then, the actors had been in the orchestra, with #ree rows
of choristers in front of them, the obstruction to the view would
obviously have been very much greater. And it is important
to remember that the spectators who would have suffered most
by this arrangement would have been the occupants of the
lowest tiers of seats. Now these seats were reserved as seats
of honour, and were confined to high officials and distinguished
citizens. Hence, if Dorpfeld’s theory is correct, the distinction

! Gricch. Theater, pp. 353 fi. ? Phot. and Hesych. s.v. Aavpoordrar.
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which the Athenians bestowed upon their leading citizens cannot
have been one of very much value. The benches which they
assigned to them must have been the worst seats for view in the
whole theatre.! ‘

Dorpfeld further objects that, if we suppose a low stage at
Athens in the fifth century, the history of the Greek stage
becomes a very fantastic and peculiar affairr We have first
a stage of five or six feet, then in the next period it rises to
about twelve feet, then later on in the Roman period it suddenly
drops to five again. His own theory, he says, is much simpler.
There was no stage at all till the Roman period, and then a
stage of five feet was erected.? But the figures given by Dérpfeld
are quite fallacious. There was no sudden rise and fall of the
kind he describes. We have no means of determining the
exact height of the stage during the fifth century. But when
we come to the later period we find that it was not fixed at
twelve feet, but varied from eight to thirteen. There was no
settled rule. Architects naturally tried new experiments.
Different heights were adopted in different places. Prabably
there was just the same variety and love of experiment in the
early period. Again, when we come to the Roman period, we
do not find that the height of the stage was suddenly fixed
at five feet. In many places it was as much as eight or nine.
Wherever we look in the history of the Greek theatre, we
perceive a gradual transition from one type of stage to another;
and the reasons for the successive changes are generally to
be explained by the varying circumstances of the contemporary
drama.

The archaeological evidence on the subject of the early stage
has already been discussed.®* Unfortunately it amounts to very
little. The oldest stage-buildings, being made of wood, have
disappeared without leaving any trace behind them. However,
such evidence as can be obtained tends to confirm the testimony
of the dramas themselves, and to show that the stage of the
fith century was lower and deeper than that of subsequent
times. There is also this point to be taken into consideration.
The existence of a lofty stage during the Hellenistic period and

! [Seats of honour are not of course  are not likely to be the worst.]

necessarily the best for seeing or ? Griech. Theater, p. 363.
hearing (see p. 159, note), but they 3 Sec above, p. 118.
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perhaps from the fourth century onwards appears to be now
proved by irresistible testimony. This being so, it is altogether
improbable on general grounds that there should have been no
stage at all during the preceding period. To suppose that the
Greeks began without any stage of any kind, and then after so
long a time suddenly erected a stage about twelve feet high, is
a most unlikely hypothesis. But if we imagine that a stage
existed from the first, and that it was a low one in the fifth
century, and was then gradually raised in consequence of the
changed character of the drama, the process becomes much more
intelligible. The presence of a stage during the later period is
strong presumptive evidence in favour of an earlier one.!

The last few years have been prolific in new theories on
the subject of the stage. Most of them may be regarded as
developments or modifications of Dorpfeld’s views. Before
leaving this subject it may be well to give a brief account of
the more important of them. Bethe considers that there can
no longer be any doubt as to the existence of the Hellenistic
stage. He also agrees that the passages in Aristophanes prove
the use of a low stage at the time when Aristophanes wrote.
But for the greater part of the fifth century he denies its
existence. He considers that the first Greek stage was erected
in 427 or in 426, and that this date was an important epoch in
the development of the theatre. He founds his belief on the
fact that after this date there is no further instance of the use
of the ekkyklema, while before this date there is no example of
the use of the mechane, the theologeion, and the drop-scene.?
But, in the first place, it is by no means clear why the presence
or absence of these contrivances should involve the existence
_or non-existence of a stage. In the second place, his dates are

! [Frei, De certaminibus thymelicis,
traces back to the second half of the
fourth century the distinction of
Guuerixol and oxnvirol dyaves, and so
proves the existence of a stage at that
time. Engelmann, Archiol. Stud. zu
den Tragikern, supports Dorpfeld's
view by reference to vase paintings,
which he thinks were suggested by
theatrical scenes, and represent actions
taking place in the orchestra, with the
columnar wpogxyriov as background.
But the background could in most cases
be equally well the back of the stage;

and it is not certain that the vases in
question present dramatic scenes at
all. Columns, &c., are common on all
vases to indicate a house or a temple,
where there is no reference to a stage:
and in black-figured vases, where all
such reference is out of the question,
we find Prometheus and Odysseus tied
to columns instead of to a rock or a
mast. See E. A. Gardner, Class.
Rev. 1901, p. 4332.]

2 Bethe, Prolegomena zur Geschichte
des Theaters, pp. 205 ff.
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open to question. There is no proof, as we shall see later on,
that the machinery which he mentions was introduced or
discontinued at the time specified. Another theory has been
put forward by Weissmann. He, too, accepts the Hellenistic
stage, but agrees with Darpfeld that in the fifth century actors
and chorus performed on the same level. However, he thinks
that the passages in which old men complain of the steepness
of the road prove that there must have been a raised plat.
form which they had to ascend. As one of these passages—
that in the Hercules Furens—is spoken by the chorus, he comes
to the conclusion that there was a large platform for actors
and chorus combined. This platform extended from the back-
scene over a considerable part of the orchestra, and on it stood
the actors and chorus, both on the same level.! To this it may
be answered, that the evidence on which he relies is far too
slight a justification for such a sweeping hypothesis. Also on
general grounds it is inconceivable that the Greeks, when they
already possessed an orchestra which was admirably adapted
for choral performances, should have taken the trouble to erect
a huge platform on the top of it. Christ agrees in the main
with Weissmann. He accepts the Hellenistic stage for the
later period, and also the platform for the chorus in the
orchestra during the fifth century. But he thinks the passages
in Aristophanes prove that the actors even then stood higher
than the chorus. He therefore supposes two stages: one
immediately before the back-scene, for the actors; and another
larger and lower one in the orchestra, for the use of the
chorus.* He thus eventually comes round to the same con-
clusion as Wieseler, though by a very different process. His
theory, however, is open to the same objections as that of
Weissmann. This orchestral platform is utterly improbable in
itself, and is unsupported by any sufficient evidence. Lastly,
there is Robert’s hypothesis. Robert denies the existence of
a stage during the fifth century; but supposes that one was
erected in the course of the fourth century for the performance
of new plays, in which there was practically no chorus. Hence-
forth new plays were acted on the stage, old plays in front of

1 Scenische Auffohrung, p. 37. ? Jahrb, fiir class, Philologie, 1894,

Jahrb. far classische Philologie, 1895, pp. 161 ff.
pp. 673 fl. See above, p. 167.
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it, in the orchestra,! But it is impossible to suppose that in
the same theatre, and at the same festival, the proscenium should
have served at one time as a stage, and at another time as
a background. Nor is there anything in the ancient authorities
to support such a view.

§ 14. Various Details.

To return to the subject of the construction of the theatre
in general. It is obvious that, considering the enormous size
of the building, and the immense numbers of spectators which
it was intended to accommodate, the greatest attention must
have been bestowed upon its acoustic properties. Vitruvius
is most emphatic upon the necessity of keeping this object
in view, when choosing a site for a theatre. The situation
against the side of a hill, and the gentle and symmetrical
upward slope of the tiers of seats, are mentioned as qualities
by which acoustic excellence was ensured. The height of the
stage-buildings was also of great importance, It was found
that the best results were obtained by making them exactly
the same height as the uppermost parts of the auditorium.?
That this was the ordinary practice during the Roman period
is proved by the remains of various theatres, such as those
of Aspendos and Orange. But whether, at any time during
the Greek period, stage-buildings were constructed on this
enormous scale is very doubtful. Another matter on which
the ancient architects insisted was the wooden flooring of the
stage, which tended to make the voices of the actors more
audible. When Alexander the Great wished to have a stage
built entirely of bronze, it was pointed out to him that this
material would be fatal from the acoustic point of view.?
Vitruvius mentions a peculiar practice which was adopted for
the purpose of adding resonance to the voices of the actors.
Hollow vessels of bronze, of different tones, were suspended
in niches in various parts of the auditorium. When a sound
was uttered of the same tone as that of any of the vessels,
its resonance was increased. He states that this custom,
though not adopted in Rome, existed in many Greek and

! Hermes, 1891, PP- 450 fI. ® Plut,, Non posse suaviter, &c.
* Vitruv. v. 1096 B, -
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Italian theatres; and that Mummius, after his capture of
Corinth, brought back several of these vessels from the theatre
there.! In the remains of the existing theatres no traces are
te be found of the niches he describes. It is probable that
the whole plan was merely an experiment adopted in a few
special .cases. As far as Athens was concerned, no such extra-
neous assistance to the voice was necessary. Experiments at
the present day have shown that the acoustic properties of the
theatre of Dionysus are excellent; and this must have been
still more the case when the stage-buildings were standing.
Probably therefore, in spite of the vast numbers of the audience,
the persons in the back rows could hear the words spoken in
the orchestra and upon the stage much more clearly than might
at first have been supposed.

Another point mentioned by Vitruvius in connexion with
the theatre is the advantage -of erecting porticoes in the rear
of the stage-buildings, to serve as a shelter for the people
in case of a sudden shower of rain, and also for the con-
venience of the choregi. He adds that at Athens there were
three buildings close to the theatre, which served admirably
for this .purpose. These were the Odeion, the temple of
Dionysus, and the Portico of Eumenes.? The Odeion here
referred to was that built by Pericles, which probably stood
on the eastern side of the theatre, though its exact site has
not yet been determined with certainty.® The temple of
Dionysus mentioned by Vitruvius is apparently the older of
the two temples, marked ¢ in the plan, and lying to the
south-west of the stage-buildings. The Portico of Eumenes
is supposed to have becn built by Eumenes 11, in the beginning
of the second century, and it is thought that traces of it are
to be .found stretching westwards from the theatre.* Immedi-
ately to the south of the stage-buildings are the foundations
of a long rectangular erection, belonging to the same date
as the stage-buildings themselves, and marked s in the plan,
This erection was no doubt a portico, built in the fourth
century for the purpose described by Vitruvius. In the theatre
itself there was no protection for the general mass of the
people either from the sun or from the rain. The huge canvas

} Vitruv, v. 5. 14. I. See Gardner, Ancient Athens;

+1d. v. 9. . Harrison, Primitive Athens,
3 Plut. Pericles, 160 A. Pausan. i. ¢ Same references,
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awnings, suspended upon masts, which the Latin writers refer
to, were an invention of the Italians, and were only adopted
in Greek theatres at a very late period.*

The interior of the theatre at Athens was decorated with
the statues of various public persons, some distinguished, others
not. In the time of Lycurgus bronze statues were erected in
honour of Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides.! Pausanias
mentions that in his time there were several statues of dramatic
poets in the theatre, but, with the exception of Sophocles,
Euripides, and Menander, they were all very obscure indi-
viduals.® The base of Menander’s statue, with an inscription
recording his name and the name of the sculptor, has been
discovered near the western parodos. Its original site, however,
is unknown.* Astydamas, the tragic poet, was voted a statue
in the theatre on account of the excellence of his tragedy
called Parthenopaeus. He wrote an epigram to be inscribed
upon the base, regretting that he had not:been born in the
time of the great tragic writers, so as to be able to compete
with worthy antagonists. The Athenians were so disgusted
with his conceit, that they refused to allow the epigram to
be inscribed, and the expression, ‘to praise one’s self like
Astydamas,’ passed into a proverb.® The statue of Astydamas
originally stood at the inside corner of the auditorium on the
western side, and there was probably a corresponding statue
on the eastern side.* One of the grammarians says that there
were also statues of Themistocles and Miltiades in the theatre,
each with a captured Persian standing beside him. But his
statement is probably a fiction, invented to explain the passage
on which he was commenting, and which he misunderstood.?
In later times, it is stated, a statue of Eurycleides the
conjuror was erected in the theatre.® It is probable that
during the reign of Hadrian thirteen statues of him were
placed in the thirteen different blocks of the auditorium. The
inscriptions on the bases of four of these statues have been

1 Val, Max. ii. 4. 6. C.I1.G. 3283. i. p. 263. Christ, however (Sitzungs.
* Plut. X. orat. 841 F. ba er. Akad. der Wissen. 1894, Pp. 3),
3 Pausan, i. a1. L. thmks the statement about the statues
¢ Griech. Theater, p. 71. is true, though the scholiast was mis-
® Suidas s.v, gavriy éxawreis. taken in applying it to the passage in
¢ See above, p. 87. Aristides,

? Schol. Aristid. iii. p. 535, Dindf. ¢ Athen., p. 19 E.
So Wilamowitz,Aristoteles und Athen,
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found in the existing remains of the theatre! In addition
to the statues, various votive offerings were erected in the
two side-entrances. Many of the bases were still in their
original position when the theatre was first excavated, but
they have now mostly disappeared. Four of them, however,
still remain. One of them supported the memorial erected by
Xenocles in 306, to commemorate his services as Agonothetes.
The other three belong to the Roman period.* There were
also various inscriptions and tablets connected with theatrical
affairs. A copy of the decree of the Amphictyonic Council,
conferring certain privileges upon the Athenian actors, was
inscribed on stone and put up in the theatre.* Numerous
records of dramatic and dithyrambic contests were erected
either in the theatre or in the immediate neighbourhood.
There were lists of the victors in all the competitions at the
Lenaea and the City Dionysia. There were lists of all the
tragedies and com.dies ever produced in the theatre at Athens.
There were lists of all the poets and actors who had competed
there, with the number of their victories appended to each
name. An account of these various records has already been
given at the end of the first chapter.

Before concluding this description of the theatre of Dionysus
it may be interesting to give some account of the various other
purposes far which it was used at different times, in addition
to its primary object as a place for dramatic representations
and contests of dithyrambic choruses. The recitations of the
rhapsodists, and the competitions between the harp-players,
were also transferred to the same place from the Odeion, in
which they had been held previously.* Besides this, various
ceremonies unconnected with art took place in the theatre
during the festivals of Dionysus. Those which took place at
the commencement of the City Dionysia have already been
mentioned.® The annual cock-fight in commemoration of the
Persian invasion was also held in the theatre.® But the most
- ¥ C. L A, iii. 469. outside of the arms, in the throne of the

2 Griech., Theater, p. 70. For the priest of Dionysus, there are two bas-
inscription on the Xcnocles monument  reliefs, in which kneeling Cupids are

see C. I. A.ii. 1289. depicted in the act of setting cocks to
3 C. LA, ii. 551. fight. The significance of the reliefs is

- ¢ Hesych. s. v, geiov. : explained by the fact that the annual
3 See ch. ii. cock-fight was held in the theatre. -

¢ Aelian. Var. Hist. ii. 28, - On the
HAIGH ) N
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important of the non-dramatic purposes for which the theatre
came to be used was that of a meeting-place for the assemblies
of the people. In the fifth and fourth centuries the regular
place of assembly was the Pnyx. But already at a very early
period special assemblies used to be held in the theatre after
each festival of Dionysus, to discuss matters connected with
the festival.! These semi-religious meetings probably paved
the way for the later practice of holding ordinary meetings
there. As early as the year 411, on the occasion of the over-
throw of the Four Hundred, Thucydides mentions that an
assembly of the people was held in the theatre? It was in
the theatre that the meeting was convened which condemned
Phocion and his friends to death in 317 B.c.® In 295 Demetrius,
after capturing the city, summoned a gathering of the people
in the theatre.* These meetings were all of a special character,
and were not regular assemblies of the people ; but they served
as precedents for the use of the theatre for political, as opposed
to religious and artistic, purposes. Similarly, we are told on
the authority of Aristotle that the Ephebi received their 'shields
and spears from the state at assemblies of the people in the
theatre.®> After the middle of the third century the theatre
became the regular meeting-place. The Pnyx henceforward
was only used for assemblies for the election of magistrates.®
In this later period the theatre was also used for various exhi-
bitions which seemed unworthy of its character as a temple
of Dionysus. Sword-swallowers, conjurors, and exhibitors of
puppet-shows are mentioned among the entertainers who occu-
pied the stage which had formerly been dignified by Euripides.’
But the greatest degradation which the theatre at Athens ever
suffered was when, under the influence of Roman custom, it
was given up to gladiatorial combats. This was a pollution
which called forth indignant protests from writers such as
Philostratus and Dion Chrysostom.®

! Dem. Meid. § 9.

* Thuc. viii. 93, 94.

3 Plut. Phoc. 757 D.

¢ 1d. Demetr. gos A. Maller (Biih-
nenalt. p. 74) is mistaken in stating, on
the authority of Diod. xvi. 84, that on
the news of the capture of Elatea in
339 the Athenians hastily assembled
in the theatre. That they met in the
Pnyx is proved by the passage in Dem.

de Cor. § 169. Diodorus is merely
using the language of his own time,
when the theatre was the regular
meeting-place.

& Harpocrat. s. v. wepinodos.

¢ Poll. viii. 13a.

7 Plut. Lycurg. ST E. Athen. 19 E.
Alciphron iii. 20.

* Dion Cbrysost. or. xxxi. p. 386
(Dindf.). Philostrat. vit, Apoll. iv. as,
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original character. It was regarded, not as a back-scene, but
merely as a retiring-place for the actors. The notion of
covering it over with painted scenery, in such a way as to
make it represent the supposed scene of action in the play,
was a development of comparatively late times. The old drama
had no scenic background. The action was supposed to take
place in some open region; the decorations were confined
to such properties as could be put up on the stage ; the wooden
hoarding in the rear was nothing more than the front of the
actors’ room. Things were still in this primitive condition
when Aeschylus wrote his four earlier plays. The progress
of the art of scenic decoration can be traced very distinctly
by comparing these plays with his later tragedies. In the first
four there is no mention of any scenery, no clear definition
of the exact spot where the action is taking place. The scenic
appliances are limited to properties erected in front of the
hoarding. In the Supplices the scene is laid in an open
district at some distance from the city. In the centre is an
altar of the gods, at which the suppliants take refuge.! Other-
wise there is a total absence of local colouring. In the Persae,
the next in order of his plays, the action is also laid at
a distance from the palace. The only object mentioned as
actually in sight is the tomb of Darius! In the Septem the
performers are gathered together within the walls of Thebes
beside an altar on some rising ground, from which the towers
of the city are visible.® But there is no clear definition of
the scene, and no mention of any palace or other building
from which the actors make their entrance. In the Pro-
metheus the action takes place in a rocky region of Scythia.
But in all probability the cliff to which Prometheus is chained
was merely built up upon the stage. There is nothing in
the play to suggest an elaborate representation of the view.
In these four plays the background was still a bare wall with
doors for the actors. It had no scenic significance. But
when we come to the Oresteia, the last dramatic production
of Aeschylus, a great change is noticeable. The scene is

1 Aesch. Suppl. 189. Atossa made her first entrance on a
-2 Pers. 659. The palace is often chariot (159, 607), though coming
referred to (159, 330, 534, 849, 1038); from the palace, seems to prove that
but this does not show that it was sup- it was out of sight.
posed to be visible. And the fact that 3 Septem 95, 240, 265, 549. 8323,
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now laid in front of a building which is clearly defined and
frequently referred to. In the first two tragedies it is the
palace of Agamemnon at Argos; in the third it is the temple
of Apollo at Delphi, and later on the temple of Athene at
Athens.! The contrast between these plays and the earlier
ones, as regards local colour and allusions to the scene of
action, is very marked and conspicuous, and denotes a con-
siderable advance in the art of mounting a play. The old
actors’ booth had now become a regular scenic background.?
The bare hoarding was covered with painting, to represent
a palace, or a temple, or whatever else might be required.
This conclusion, which may be deduced from the extant dramas
themselves, is confirmed by the ancient traditions as to the
introduction of scene-painting. Aristotle says it was invented
by Sophocles; Vitruvius apparently ascribes it to Aeschylus.®
Whichever statement be correct, it is clear, from the fact
of its being attributed to both poets, that it must have been
introduced at that particular period when both were exhibiting
upon the stage. It cannot be placed earlier than the first
appearance of Sophocles in 468, or later than the last appear-
ance of Aeschylus in 458. Moreover Sophocles, if he really
invented it, is not likely to have done so immediately on
his first appearance. The most probable date, therefore, is
some period not very long before the production of the
Oresteia, and subsequent to the production of the four early
plays of Aeschylus.

1 Agam. 3, Choeph. 23, Eum. 35,

242.

3 Reisch (Griech. Theater, pp. 194,
200) thinks the actors’ booth was
originally in the side-entrance to the
orchestra. He thinks the first stage-
buildings were erected about 465, when
scenery was introduced ; and that these
buildings were henceforth used for
actors’ rooms. But it is much simpler
to suppose that the actors’ booth stood
fronting the spectators from the first,
and that it was gradually converted
into a stage-building.

3 Aristot. Poet. c. 4 Tpeis 3¢ «al
axnproypaplay ZoporAjs. Vitruv. vii.
praef, § 11 primum Agatharchus Athenis
Aeschylo docente tragoediam scaecnam
fecit et de ea commentarium reliquit.

Prof. Jebb (Dict. Antiq. ii. p. 816)
thinks the two statements may be re-
conciled by supposing that the words
¢ Aeschylo docente tragoediam ' merely
fix the date, without implying that
Aeschylus had anything to do with the
innovation. [Prof. P. Gardner (J. Hell.
Stud. 1899, p. 253) points out that,
according to Vitruvius, Agatharchus,
like Democritus and Anaxagoras,seems
to bave studied perspective theoreti-
cally ; and the story that he was en-
ticed by Alcibiades into his house, and
not released till he had painted its
interior, combined with Vitruvius’
notice, suggests that he was precisely
the kind of painter for a stage ; while
the date suggested has nothing chrono-
logically against it.]
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By the middle of the fifth century, then, we may regard the
use of painted scenery as fully established. ' Taking this date
as our starting-point, it will be interesting to consider the
question as to the number and character of the scenes most
in use upon the Attic stage. Our principal authority will be
the Greek plays still in existence. Vitruvius divides scenery
into three classes—tragic, comic, and satyric. According to
his description, the salient features in a tragic scene were
columns, pediments, statues, and other signs of regal magnifi-
cence. In comedy the scene represented a private house, with
projecting balconies, and windows looking out upon the stage.
The scenery in the satyric drama consisted of a rustic region,
with trees, caverns, mountains, and other objects of the same
kind! The above list is not intended to be an exhaustive
one. It merely describes in general outline the type of scene
which was most characteristic of each of the three great
branches of the drama. At the same time, it is more exhaustive
than might at first sight be supposed. If the extant Greek
dramas are examined, it will be found that in the great majority
of cases the scenery conforms to the general type described
by Vitruvius. To take the tragic poets first. Twenty-five
tragedies by Sophocles and Euripides have been preserved.
In no less than seventeen out of the twenty-five the scene
is laid in front of a palace or templel® In all these cases
the general character of the scenery would be exactly such
as Vitruvius describes. The prominent feature would be a
magnificent building, with columns, pediments, and statues. Of
the remaining eight tragedies, there are four in which the
scene consists of an encampment, with tents in the background.®
The other four all require special scenery. In the Philoctetes
the scene is laid in front of a cavern in a desert island. In
the Ajax it is laid partly before the tent of Ajax, partly in
a solitary quarter by the sea-shore. The background in the
Oedipus Coloneus consists of a country region, with the sacred
enclosure of the Eumenides in the centre. Finally, the Electra
of Euripides is altogether exceptional in having its scene laid

! Vitruv, v. 6. Iph. Taur., Andr., Suppl., Heraclid.
2 Viz. Soph. O. R., Antig., Electr., ® Viz. Eur. Hec., Troad., Iph. Aul,,
Trach.; Eur. Alc., Med., Hipp., Herc.  Rhesus,
Fur., Phoen., Hel., Orest., Bacch., lon,
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before a humble country cottage. On the whole, the evidence
of the extant tragedies tends to confirm the statement of
Vitruvius, and exemplifies the conventional character of Greek
tragic scenery. In the great majority of instances the back-
ground would be an imposing pile of buildings, adorned with
various architectural embellishments. As to the satyric drama,
the Cyclops of Euripides is the only specimen of this class
of composition which has been preserved. The scene there
corresponds exactly to the descriptions of Vitruvius, and con-
sists of a country region, with the cave of Polyphemus in
the centre. There can be little doubt that in most satyric
dramas the background was of much the same character. As
the chorus always consisted of satyrs, whose dwelling was in
the forest, the scene of the play would naturally be laid in
some deserted country district. The scene in the New Comedy
was almost invariably laid in front of an ordinary private house,
as is proved by the adaptations of Plautus and Terence. As to
the Old Comedy, in six out of the eleven comedies of Aristo-
phanes, the background consists merely of a house, or of houses
standing side by side.! In four others the principal part of the
action takes place before a house. In the Thesmophoriazusae
the scene consists of a house and a temple standing side by
side. In the Lysistrata there is a private house, and near it
the entrance to the Acropolis. In the Acharnians the opening
scene takes place in the Pnyx ; the rest of the action is carried
on before the houses of Dicaeopolis, Euripides, and Lamachus.
The scene in the Knights is laid partly before the house of
Demos, and partly in the Pnyx. The only comedy in which
the scenery is of an altogether exceptional character is the
Birds, in which the background consists of a wild country
region, filled with rocks, and trees, and bushes.. It appears,
therefore, that even in the Old Comedy there was not much
variety in the scenery.

As regards the style of the ancient scene-painting, and the
degree of perfection to which it was eventually brought, it is
difficult to speak with any certainty. But in the fifth century,
at any rate, there can be little doubt that the scenery was of
the simplest description. Landscape-painting was still in its

! Viz. the Wasps, Peace, Clouds, Frogs, Ecclesiazusae, Plutus.
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infancy, and altogether subordinated to the painting of the human
figure. When landscapes were introduced into a picture, they
were suggested rather than worked out in detail.! A city was
represented by a few houses, a forest by a few trees, and so on.
The paintings for the stage were probably of the same general
type. The scenes most in use were front views of temples,
palaces, and dwelling-houses. In such cases a rough indication
of the different buildings would be considered sufficient. That
they were depicted with any completeness and realism is far
from likely, though the newly discovered art of perspective
was undoubtedly applied to architecture and the painting of
architectural scenes much earlier than to landscape.? It is true
that the personages in the extant dramas often use words which
seem to imply an elaborate architectural background. They
speak of columns, triglyphs, cornices, and pediments.* In the
Ion they even admire in detail the bas-reliefs with which the
temple front was decorated.* But it is not certain that the
objects mentioned were all of them actually represented upon
the stage. Many of them may have been left to the imagina-
tion. As for natural scenery, there was probably very little of
this in the early theatre. If the action was laid in a country
region, as in the Philoctetes and the Oedipus Coloneus, and in
the generality of satyric plays, the necessary effect might be
produced by a few rocks, and trees, and other similar objects.
In later times it was customary, when the background repre-
sented a palace or temple, to insert a landscape on either side.®
Even in the plays of the fifth century there are occasional refe-
rences to such landscapes. Helen, standing before the palace
of the Egyptian king, points to the ‘streams of the Nile’ as
flowing close by. The old man in the Electra, when he reaches
the palace of the Atreidae, shows Orestes the country round
about, with Argos and Mycenae in the distance. The Trojan

1 [Thiswas so not only in vase paint-
ings, but in such elaborate works as
those of Polygnotus at Delphi : cp. P.
Gardner, J. Hell. Stud. 1899, p. 254.]

? [See P. Gardner, J. Hell. Stud.
1899, pp. 255 fi.]

3 Bacch. 590, 1211; Orest. 1569;
Iph. Taur. 113, 130.

¢ Jon 190 ff. Pt is noticeable that
the occurrence of the technical terms
of architecture and other arts is par-

ticularly common in Euripides, who
shows special acquaintance with the
arts and their processes. This may
perhaps confirm the otherwise uncer-
tain tradition (Vit. Eur.) that he was
once a painter : cp. Huddilston, The
Attitude of the Greek Tragedians to-
wards Art.]

3 Such scenes were depicted on the
periaktoi, Poll. iv. 126, 131. See be-

low, p. 197.
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captives descry, from the Greek encampment, the smoke and
flames of burning Troy.! But here again we may doubt whether,
on the contemporary stage, these places were really visible to
the spectators. At any rate, if they were delineated at all, it
was probably in a slight and symbolical fashion. As time went
on the art of scenic decoration was much improved and elabo-
rated. In the Hellenistic period it seems to have reached
a fairly high degree of development. Natural phenomena
were now depicted with more realism. Seas and rivers, earth
and sky, are mentioned among the objects delineated. Even
regions in Hades and Tartarus were represented upon the
stage.! The progress of landscape-painting in general among
the later Greeks naturally produced its effect upon the work of
the scenic artists. But it would be an anachronism to attribute
efforts of this ambitious kind to the contemporaries of Sophocles
and Euripides. ‘

The introduction of magnificent decorations appears to be
always a later development in the history of the drama. On
the Elizabethan stage the back-scene consisted of a bare wall,
and anything in the way of spectacular effect was provided by
the movements and groupings of the actors. To produce an
impression by scenic means would have been alien to the taste
of the Athenians of the fifth century. In the dramatic perform-
ances of that period the conspicuous feature was the chorus in
the foreground, with its graceful arrangement and picturesque
dresses. Above the chorus, on the narrow stage, stood the
actors and mute figures, arranged in line, and dressed in
brilliant colours. The long scene in the rear was so far deco-
rated as to form a pleasing background, and show off the
persons of the actors to advantage. But no attempt was made
to produce a realistic landscape, or to convey the ideas of
depth and distance. In its general effect the scene upon
the stage resembled a long frieze or bas-relief, with the figures
painted in brilliant colours, rather than a picture with a distant
perspective,

! Eur. Hel. 1, Troad. 1256 ; Soph. Dubner) woAvreréo: Sawdvais xaTegnevd-
ElL 4 ff. {ero B oxnri) . . . wemoumiApuévy wapa-
? Poll. iv. 131 saraBAfjuara . . . werdopaoct xai MBévais Aevxais xal perai-
wareBéArero dxl 71ds wepdarovs Gpos wais . . . els TUmor @aAdoons Taprdpov
Sevivra #) OdAarray A worapudy HdAAo  Gdov . . . yfjs xal obpavod K.T.A.
7¢ Toovrom.  Anon. de comoed. (xx. 28
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§ 2. Mechanical Arrangements for the Scenery.

The scenery consisted of painted curtains or boards, attached
to the wall at the back of the stage.! As the mechanical
arrangements for fixing them up have not been described by
any of the ancient writers, a detailed account of the matter
is impossible. But some facts can be deduced from the
testimony of the existing dramas. In every Greek play
the action was supposed to take place in the open air. The
scene was generally laid before some building or tent, or in
a country district with a rock or cavern in the background.
The upper portion of the painted scene represented merely
the sky, and was probably the same in all dramas. The lower
portion delineated the building or landscape which the particular
play required. It used to be commonly supposed that this
lower portion projected two or three feet in front of the upper ;
that the back-scene was not a flat surface from top to bottom,
but that a narrow ledge or platform ran across from wing
to wing about half-way up.? The object of this hypothesis was

to provide room for the ‘distegia’. The distegia was a con- . .

trivance which enabled actors to take their stand upon the roef
of a palace or private house.® Eight or nine instances of
its use are to be found in the existing Greek plays. Thus
the Agamemnon of Aeschylus opens with the watchman sitting
upon the roof of the palace at Argos, and waiting for the
beacon’s signal. In the Phoenissae of Euripides Antigone
and the attendant mount upon the roof to get a view of the
army encamped outside the city. In the concluding scene of
the Orestes Hermione, Orestes, and Pylades are seen standing
upon the roof of the palace. Examples also occur in comedy.
In the Acharnians the wife of Dicaeopolis views the proces-
sion from the roof of the house. At the commencement of the
Wasps Bdelycleon is seen sleeping upon the roof, and later

! Poll. iv. 131 xaraBAfuara 8¢ Hpdo-
para f} wivaxes foav éxorres ypadds Ty
xpeig TOv Bpaparawv wpoopdpovs xare-
BdAAero 82 éwl Tds wepdarous. Ibid. 125
xAlawory . . . wapawerdopacy Snhovuevor.
Suid. s. v. wpogafiviov 78 wpd Tiis axnrijs
wapawéracua. Anon. de comoed. (xx.
28 Dabner) oxknry) wewowmiAuévy wapa-
werdopags xal d0évas.

2 So Maller, Bahnenalt. pp. 118,
148,

3 Poll. iv. 129 3 3¢ &oreyia word piv
&v oixy Paoikely Sifjpes Sapdriov, olov
dg»’ oV & dowvlgoas ) Avriyory Bréme
70v arpardy, wore 3¢ xal népapos, &’ ob
BdAAovo: Ty kephugp. v B¢ xeugdig
dxd 1iis Bioreyias woproBooxol Ti xatTe
owntevovaw ) ypddia §} yvaia karaBAéze,
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on his father Philocleon tries to escape through the chimney.
At the end of the Clouds Strepsiades climbs up a ladder to
the roof of the phrontisterion, in order to set it on fire. In
the Lysistrata Myrrhina and Lysistrata are seen upon the
battlements of the Acropolis. The distegia may also have
been used in that scene of the Supplices where Evadne appears
upon the summit of a cliff, and then flings herself down.! In
all these cases it used to be imagined that the standing-room
for the actor was provided in the way described; that the
lower part of the scene projected two or three feet, and so
furnished a permanent platform in the background. But
this theory is improbable on several grounds. We have seen
that the distegia was only employed in comparatively few
instances. It seems unlikely, therefore, that an elaborate struc-
ture of this kind should have been erected merely to meet these
occasional requirements. Further than this, if the scene had
been divided in half by a horizontal line, and the lower half
had protruded several feet, this arrangement, though suitable
enough when the background was a palace, would have been
absurdly inappropriate when a country district was to be
represented. It is also questionable whether the ancient stage
was wide enough to permit the arrangement. It may have
been possible in early times; but the Vitruvian stage, which
was only ten feet across, can hardly have been encroached
upon to the extent of two or three feet. It is far more
probable that the back-scene was flat from top to bottom. This
supposition is more in harmony with the simple style of the
ancient scenery. As for the distegia, it was provided most
likely by a projecting balcony or upper story, which might be
introduced when required, without encroaching upon the
narrow stage. Such balconies were not uncommon in Greek
and Roman houses.? And that they were used in the theatre
is expressly stated by Vitruvius, who tells us that the houses
in comedy were of the type called ‘ Maeniana’, or houses with
projecting galleries® In ordinary cases the distegia would
resemble a structure of this kind. But where the surroundings
were exceptional, as in the Lysistrata, it might easily be

1 Agam. 3, Phoen. 89, Orest. 1567- 883, Eur. Suppl. gg0.
75, Acharn. 263, Vesp. 68 and 144, * Dict. Antiq. i. pp. 663, 666.
Nub. 1485-1503, Lysist. 864, 874, and 3 Vitruv. v. 6.
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decorated in such a way as to conform to the rest of the
scenery.

If the scene represented a dwelling-house, there were windows
in the upper story, out of which the characters could peer
upon the stage. Such windows are mentioned by Vitruvius,
and instances of their use occur in the extant comedies. For
example, Philocleon, in the Wasps, tries to escape out of an
upper window, and in the Ecclesiazusae the old woman and
the young girl are seen looking out of one.! It need hardly
be remarked that the doors of the building represented by
the painted scenery would correspond more or less closely
with the permanent doors in the back-wall, so as to admit
of easy ingress and egress to the actors. In the same way,
if the scene was a cavern in a country region, the entrance
to the cavern would be made to correspond with the central
door in the wall at the back. Concerning the manner in
which the scenery was finished off at the top nothing can
be laid down for certain. It is not even known whether
the stage was covered with a roof or not. But the analogy
of Roman theatres, and the general convenience of the arrange-
ment, are in favour of such a covering.?

§ 3. The Entrances to the Stage.

The question as to the number and the character of the
entrances leading upon the stage is of some importance in
connexion with the Greek drama. In order to avoid confusion
in dealing with this subject, it is necessary to distinguish
carefully between the permanent doors in the walls surrounding
the stage, and the temporary doors or entrances which were
left when the scenery had been put up. First, as to the
permanent doors. We have shown already that the remains
of the purely Greek theatres are so defective, that it is impos-
sible, from the evidence which they supply, to come to any
conclusion as to the number of these doors. But it is evident,
from the statements of Pollux, that the Hellenistic type of
theatre, which is the one he describes, must have possessed

! Vitruv. v. 6. Vesp. 379, Eccles. 924, 930, 96(—3
? See above, p. 135
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at least five such doors. It must have had three doors in the
wall at the back of the stage, and two doors at the sides,
one leading from each of the wings. Probably the same plan
was adopted in the older buildings of the fourth and fifth cen-
turies, whether of stone or wood. In later times, when the
Graeco-Roman theatres were erected, the stage was con-
siderably lengthened, and in consequence the number of the
doors in the wall at the back was raised to five. But it has
been pointed out in the last chapter that in all probability only
three of these doors were used in the course of the actual
performances, and that the two outer ones were either covered
over by the scenery, or concealed by temporary side-wings
of wood.!

The next point to be considered is the number of the
entrances which had to be provided when the scenery was
erected, and the stage was made ready for a dramatic per-
formance. Pollux and Vitruvius; in speaking of the scenery
and - stage decorations, agree in saying that there were three
doors at the back of the stage,® But this statement is much
too universal. In the majority of cases, no doubt, there were
three such doors. When the scene represented a palace, or
temple, or dwelling-house, three doors appear to have been
always used. But when the scene was of an exceptional
character, the number of the entrances from the back of the
stage would vary according to the requirements of the play.
For instance, in the Philoctetes there would only be a single
entrance, that from the cavern. In the first part of the Ajax
the only entrance would be that leading out of the tent; in
the second part there would be no entrance at all, the back-
ground consisting merely of a solitary region by the sea-shore,
In the Cyclops, the only opening at the back of the stage
was the mouth of Polyphemus’ cave. In such plays as the
Prometheus of Aeschylus, and the Andromeda of Euripides,
the background consisted of rocks and cliffs, and there was
no entrance from that quarter. It is clear, therefore, that
the statement that a Greek scene was provided with three.doors
or entrances at the back is not universally true, but only
applies to the majority of cases.

1 Sec above, p. 135. 2 Poll. iv. 124, 126 ; Vitruv. v. 6.
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Some details concerning the character of the three doors
may be gathered from the statements in Pollux and Vitruvius.'
When the scene was a palace, the central door was decorated
with regal grandeur. The side-doors were supposed to lead
to the guest-chambers. Occasionally one of the side-doors
led to a guest-chamber, the other to a slaves’ prison. In
comedy, the character and arrangement of the doors would
vary considerably, according as the scene was laid in front
of one, or two, or three dwelling-houses. In the last case,
of which an example is supplied by the Acharnians, there
would be one door for each of the three houses. Sometimes
one of the side-doors represented the way into an outhouse,
or workshop, or stable. Sometimes it led into a temple, as
in the Thesmophoriazusae. In comedy, no doubt, there was
much greater diversity as to scenic details than in tragedy.

A curious regulation concerning the usage of these three
doors is mentioned by Pollux.? He says that the central
door was reserved for the principal character, the door to
the right for the secondary characters, the door to the left
for those of least significance. It is plain that this statement
must be taken with very considerable deductions. In the first
place, it only applies to tragedy, and only to those plays in
which the background represented a palace or similar building.
Even then it cannot have been by any means universal. In
fact it only applies to dramas of the type of the Oedipus
Tyrannus, in which the principal character is at the same time
a person of the highest rank. In such cases it is very likely
that his rule about the doors was observed. It would be in
harmony with the statuesque and conventional character of
Greek tragedy. But there are many plays in which it would
be absurd to suppose that any such regulation was adopted.
For instance, in the Antigone it can hardly be imagined that

1 Vitruv. v. 6 ‘ipsac autem scaenae
suas habent rationes explicatas ita uti
mediae valvae ornatus habeant aulae
regiae, dextra ac sinistra hospitalia.’
Poll. iv. 124 7pd@v 8t r&v xard T
oxny Gupav §) péon uly BaciAewor 4
oxfAaior # olxos &defos # wav 7Tob
wparaywviorov Tov Spdparos, 1) 3¢ Sefid
10 devrepayamiarovvros saraydmov #)
8t dporepd 1O ebrenéorarov Ixe wpéo-
wrov §) lepdy dnpnuapévoy, ) &ownds torw.

& 3 -rpaycp&g 1) rév Befui Ovpa fw&v
Ioﬂv, elpery) 8¢ 0 3¢ xAigioy
& xougdig npcxuﬂu ﬂ:pd )y olxiar,
wapawerdopac: Snhoduevor, xal &ore udv
nrmﬂmkl‘lro{ oo &y 82 Arme
‘Axearpla xai  dpyacrhpior
Throughout this passage Pollux ls
guilty of his usual fault of converting
particular cases into general rules.
2 See the previous note,
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the tyrant Creon entered only by a side-door, while the central
door, with its regal splendour, was reserved for the oppressed
heroine Antigone. Similarly, in the Electra, it is ridiculous to
suppose that Clytaemnestra entered from the inferior part of
the palace, Electra from the more magnificent. There can
be no doubt that Pollux, in his statement about the doors,
has been following his favourite practice, and has made a
general rule out of a few special instances.

The openings at the back of the stage always led out of
some building, tent, cavern, or other dwelling-place. They
could only therefore be used by persons who were supposed
to be inside the dwelling-place. People coming from the
neighbourhood, or from a distance, had to enter the stage
in a different way. For this purpose doors in the side-wings
were provided.! The subject of these side-entrances on to
the stage has been much discussed in recent years.!? Many
scholars have endeavoured to prove that they were a late
invention, confined to the Hellenistic theatre, and that they
never existed in the fifth century. They suppose that in the
old Athenian theatre the only side-entrances were those in
the orchestra, and that the actors who entered or departed
otherwise than through the back-scene always used the orchestra
for this purpose. Now it is no doubt true, as we have already
shown, that they used it sometimes. There are about twenty
cases in which actors and chorus leave together in a sort of
procession, chiefly at the end of a play?®; and there are two
cases in which they enter together.' There are also those
scenes—about five in number—when the actors enter in

! Poll. iv. 126 wap' éxdrepa 8¢ 7@&v  Stage in the Greek Theatre, pp. 12 I, ;

Svo Ovpav vav wepl Ty péomy EAAa
8o elev dv, pia Ixarépobev, wpds &s al
weplaxtot gupwemfyacww. Vitruv., v. 6
¢ secundum ea loca versurae sunt pro-
currentes, quae efficiunt una a foro,
altera a peregre, aditus in scaenam’.
Phot. s. v. vapagaima al eloodou al els
79w oxnrip. Schol, Aristoph. Lysist. 321
vor dorww Huxépor 70 }.Fw & yovai-
wdv doepyouévay bvabey . .. 10 B
dAAo Huxdpiow & dvdpav wérader imep-
xoplvew,

3 See Harzmann, Quaestiones Sceni-
cae, pp. 43 fl.; Bodensteiner, Sce-
nische Fragen, pp. 703 ff. ; Capps, The

Weissmann, Scenische Auffahrung, pp.
as ff., 76.

3 Cf. Aesch. Suppl. 1018; Pers.
1076. Eur. Suppl. 1231; Alc. 741.
Aristoph. Acharn. 1231; Vesp. 1535 ;
Pax 1357; Ran. 1524. For other in-
stances see Bodensteiner, p.6go. Only
one of these cases—the funeral proces-
sion in the Alcestis—occurs in the
middle of a play.

¢ Alcestis 861 ; Plutus 253. Capps
(pp. 20 fl.) gives some additional in-
stances ; but for these there is no clea:
evidence.



192 THE SCENERY [cr.

chariots.! On all these occasions it can hardly be doubted
that the actors entered and departed through -the orchestra.
But the other examples which have been brought forward are
entirely conjectural, It is said that, when the actors and the
chorus were supposed to come from the same place, they must
always have used the same entrance. In the Philoctetes, for
example, Odysseus, Neoptolemus, and the chorus all come from
the ship. If, therefore, the sailors entered by the orchestra,
the two heroes must have done the same. But there is no
necessity for such an assumption. It would be absurd to
demand this minute accuracy in the representation of a play.
Then there are cases where an actor on the stage sees another
from a distance; but about ten lines intervene before the
second actor comes near enough to enter into conversation with
the first.? It is argued that he must have had a long way to go,
and must therefore have come round by the parodos. But in
all these places there is nothing to show that the person
approaching was seen by the audience as soon as he was
descried from the stage. He may have received his ‘cue’
some time after his advent was announced. It is common
enough on the modern stage, when the scene is in the open air,
for an actor’s approach to be announced some time before he
actually appears. Also, there are several cases in the ancient
dramas when an actor begins to converse with the people on
the stage only two: or three lines after he is first seen.® These
passages might be cited to prove that he had only a short way
to go, and must therefore have come in by the stage. But in
reality all inferences of this kind are far too subtle to be of any
value. We can hardly imagine the ancient dramatists counting
the number of yards to be walked before they settled the number
of verses to be spoken. Another set of instances are those in
which a character, after coming into sight, takes a long time to
reach the point he is aiming at. Euelpides and Peisthetaerus
stumble about during the delivery of fifty-three lines before they
reach the hoopoe’s dwelling-place. Dionysus and Xanthias
converse for thirty-five lines before coming to the house of
Hercules.* They too, it is said, must have entered by the

1 See below, p. 201. 2 E.g. Trach. 178-80, 731-4; Phil.
? E.g. Oed. Tyr. 1110-21; Agam. 539-43.
498-503; Jon 392-401; Oed. Col. 310- ¢ Av. 1-53, Ran. 1-35.

24. Sec Harzmann, pp. 43 fl.
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orchestra, otherwise they would have reached their destination
much sooner. But there is no need to suppose, in these and
similar cases, that the characters were moving straight forward
all the time. Any actors of ordinary experience would know
how to arrange their progress in such a way as to come to the
right place at the right moment. Lastly, there are scenes in
which an actor, on making his entrance, fails to perceive at
once another actor on the stage ; or addresses the chorus before
the actor; or is seen by the chorus before he is seen by the
actor.! All this is said to prove that he must have come in by
the parodos, and that the other actor was at first concealed from
view by the intervening side-wings. But in the first place the
ancient stage was so low and narrow that, as soon as an actor
had fairly entered the orchestra, he could not fail to see the
persons on the stage just as well as those in the orchestra.
In the second place these arguments all depend on the same
fallacy. They assume that in a dramatic performance, when
an actor comes in, the question as to whom he shall see first,
and which person he shall address first, is decided, not by
the convenience of the poet, but by the science of optics. The
experience of the modern stage is sufficient to prove that this is
not the case.

It would be unsafe then to lay any stress on the instances
just cited. The cases in which there are adequate grounds for
supposing that the actors entered or departed by the orchestra
amount to no more than about thirty. The question is whether
these cases are sufficient to justify a wider inference. Are we to
assume that, because the actors sometimes used the parodoi,
they did so always? On the one hand it may be said that in
the early theatre, with its low stage and easy communication
between stage and orchestra, there was nothing to stand in the
way of such a practice. On the other hand there is the fact
that in the later Greek theatre the actors, when coming from
a distance, usually entered by the side-wings.! Of course in
this later theatre, with its twelve-foot stage, there were obvious
reasons for doing so. Still, the existence of the practice in late
times is a presumption in favour of its existence previously.

1 E.g. Bacch. 1216 fI. ; Hec. 484ff.; pp. 716 fl.
Aj. 1040 ff. See, for other instances, 2 See above, pp. 125, 126, for the
Harzmann, pp. 45 fI.; Bodensteiner. various devices for such entrances.

HAIGH o
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Moreover, when side-wings had once been introduced, nothing
could be more natural than to use them as entrances. The
convenience to the actors would be very great. It is difficult to
see why they should have been compelled to go all round by
the parodoi when there was an easier mode of entrance close at
hand. On the whole, therefore, it seems most probable that
the side-entrances were generally used by the actors even as
early as the fifth century, and that the orchestra was only
employed in special cases, such as processions with the chorus.

As regards the use of these side-entrances the Athenians
had a special regulation which was due entirely to local causes.
The theatre at Athens was situated in such a position that
the western side looked towards the city and the harbour, the
eastern side towards the open country. In consequence of this
fact the side-entrances upon the Athenian stage came to acquire
a peculiar significance. If a man entered by the western side,
it was understood that he was coming from the city where the
scene of the action was laid, or from the immediate neighbour-
hood; or else that he had arrived from distant parts by sea,
and was coming from the harbour. The eastern entrance was
reserved for people who had journeyed from a distance by land.
The same regulation was applied to the entrances to the
orchestra. If a chorus came from the city, or the harbour, or
the suburbs, it used the western parodos; if it came by land
from a distance, it used the eastern.! It is obvious that at
Athens, where play-bills were unknown, a conventional arrange-
ment of this kind would be of great assistance to the audience,

! Vitruv. v. 6 ‘secundum ea loca slagethe words ¢ right’ and ‘left’ were

versurae sunt procurrentes, quae effi-
ciunt una a foro, altera a peregre, aditus
in acaenam’, Vit. Aristoph, (Dindf. Pro-
legom. de Comoed. p. 36) & xayuxds
xopds ovvéornxey & dvpiw x¥. xal el
ds dwd ris wodews flpxero &mdl 70
Oéarpor, &d Tijs dpeaTepds dyfiBos eloye,
el 3 s dwd dypod, dd rijs Sefids. Poll.
iv. 126 1@y pévror wapbdow 1) pdv Sefid
Gypblev A Ix Acpévos 9) ik wéhews dyer
ol 32 dA\raxb0ev welol dpuxvoduevor xard
Ty érépav elgiaowy. In the Life the
words é»d dypot denote ‘from a dis-
tance’. In Pollux dypdfev apparently
means ‘from the country in
suburbs ?; but the word is obscure, and
possibly corrupt. As applied to the

always used from the point of view of
the actors: cp. the account of the
periaktoi in Poll. iv. 126. But as ap-
plied to the orchestra they were some-
times used from the point of view of
the actors, sometimes from that of the
audience. Hence the eastern parodos
might be called the right or the left
parodos, according to the point of view
from which it was regarded. This is
the reason of the apparent discrepancy
between the statements in the Life and
in Pollux. The author of the Life is
looking at the orchestra from the point
of view of the actors, Pollux from the
point of view of the audience.
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and would enable them to follow the action of the piece with
greater ease and intelligence than they could otherwise have
done. The custom originated in the topographical situation of
the Athenian theatre, but was afterwards adopted in all other
Greek theatres, and became a conventional rule of the Greek
stage. The entrances to the right of the audience were used by
persons from the neighbourhood; the entrances to the left
by persons from a distance.

§ 4. Changes of Scene.

A change of scene during the actual progress of a play was
a practice almost unknown upon the Greek stage during the
classical period. In the extant tragedies only two instances are
to be found, one in the Eumenides of Aeschylus, the other in
the Ajax of Sophocles. It does not appear that in either case
very much alteration in the scenery was required. In the
Eumenides the earlier part of the action takes place in front
of the temple of Apollo at Delphi, the latter part before the
temple of Athene at Athens.! All that was here necessary was
to change the statue in front of the temple. The background
doubtless remained the same during both portions of the play.
There is no reason to suppose that any attempt was made
to depict the actual scenery of Delphi or of Athens. Such
a supposition would be inconsistent with the rude and un-
developed state of scenic decoration during the Aeschylean
period, and moreover minute accuracy of that kind was foreign
to the Athenian taste. In the Ajax the play begins in front of
the tent of Ajax, but ends in a solitary region by the sea-shore.
Here again a very slight alteration in the scenery would have
been sufficient. Probably in the opening scene the tent of Ajax
was represented in the centre, and there may have been some
slight suggestion of a coast view on either side. During the
latter part of the play the tent would be made to disappear,
leaving only the coast view behind. A change of this kind

1 At line 566 the scene of action is and the Furies arrive in front of the
transferred in reality to the Areo, s temple of Athene, they remain con-
(cf. 685 wdyor & "Apeoy 7év3¢). But tinuously on the stage till the end of
this change must have been imagined, the trial.
and not represented. After Orestes

o2
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might have been easily carried out, without much mechanical
elaboration. It is to be noticed that in each of the above cases,
while the scenery was being changed, both orchestra and stage
were deserted by the performers. In the Eumenides it was
not until Apollo had retired into the temple, and the Furies had
set out in pursuit of Orestes, that the change from Delphi to
Athens took place. Similarly in the Ajax both Tecmessa and
the chorus had disappeared in search of Ajax before the scene
was transferred to the sea-shore.

The Old Comedy was a creation of the wildest fancy, utterly
unfettered by any limitations of fact or probability. The scene
of the action in the plays shifts about from one place to another
in the most irregular fashion. All considerations of time and
space are disregarded. But it may be taken for certain that on
the actual stage no attempt was made to represent these changes
of scene in a realistic manner. The scenery was no doubt of
the simplest and most unpretending character, corresponding to
the economical manner in which comedies were put upon the
stage. In all the extant plays of Aristophanes a single back-
ground would have been sufficient. For instance, in the Frogs
the action takes place partly before the house of Hercules,
partly in Hades before the house of Pluto. The background
probably represented the houses standing side by side, or
a single house may have done duty for that of Hercules and
that of Pluto in turn. The opening scene of the Acharnians
takes place in the Pnyx; the rest of the play is carried on
before the houses of Dicaeopolis, Euripides, and Lamachus.
Most likely the three houses stood in a row, the Pnyx being
sufficiently represented by a few benches upon the stage. The
fact that the house of Dicaeopolis was supposed to be sometimes
in the town, and sometimes in the country, would be of very
little moment in a performance like the Old Comedy, where
the realities of existence were totally disregarded. In the
Lysistrata the action is rapidly transferred from the front of a
house to the front of the Acropolis. In the Thesmophoriazusae
it takes place partly before a house, partly before the temple
of Demeter. It is not necessary, in either of these plays, to
suppose any change in the scenery. The house and the Acro-
polis in the one case, and the house and temple in the other,
would be depicted as standing side by side. In the Knights
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the background throughout the play consisted of the house of
Demos; and the Pnyx, as in the Acharnians, was represented
by a few benches. As far then as the Old Comedy is
concerned it is probable that changes of scenery in the course
of a play were seldom or never resorted to. In the New
Comedy, to judge from the adaptations of Plautus and Terence,
they appear to have been equally infrequent.

The only appliances for changing scenery that are mentioned
by the ancient Greek writers are the ¢ periaktoi’.! These were
huge triangular prisms, revolving on a socket at the base.
Each of the three sides of the prism consisted of a large flat
surface, shaped like an upright parallelogram. One of these
prisms was placed at each end of the stage, in such a manner
as to fit in exactly with the scene at the back, and continue it
in the direction of the side-wings. Each of the three sides was
painted to represent a different view, but care was taken that in
every case the painting should coincide exactly with the painting
in the back-scene.? As the periaktos was turned round, it pre-
sented a different surface to the spectators, Accordingly it was
possible, by revolving both the periaktoi, to make a change in
the character of the scenery at each end of the stage, while the

scene in the background remained the same as before.

1 Poll. iv. 126 wap’ xdrepa 88 Tav Svo
Oupary Tav wept Tiw péony dAas 3o elev
dv, pla éxarépabev, wpds &s al wepiaxTol
ovuvenfiyacwy, ) udv Befid 1d o xéhews
3nAoioa, ) 8 érépa 7d ik wéAearss, pdMiora
7d &k Awpévos® xal Oeols Te Barartiovs
twdye, xal w6’ Goa ixaxbéorepa Svra
) pnxary) pépewv dBvvarel. €l ¥ émorpa-
deiev al wepiaxro, 1) Sefid plv duelBec
réwov (a. ). 70 wir) dupdrepm 38 xwpav
UmaAAdarrovaw. Vitruv.v. 6 ‘secundum
autem spatia ad ornatus comparata,
quae loca Graeci wepudarovs dicunt, ab
eo quod machinae sunt in his locis
versatiles trigonoe habentes singulac
tres species ornationis, quae, cum aut
fabularum mutationes sunt futurae, seu
deorum adventus cum tonitribus re-
pentinis, versentur mutentque speciem
ornationis in fronte', &c. Serv. on
Verg. Georg. iii. 24 ‘scaena quae fiebat
aut versilis erat aut ductilis erat.
Versilis tum erat cum subito tota
machinis quibusdam convertebatur, et
aliam picturae faciem ostendebat’. A

The

change of réxos means a change from
one part of the same district to another;
a change of xdpa means an entire
change of district. Niejahr (Comment.
Scaen. pp. 1 fl., Ochmichen (Bohnen-
wesen, p. 241), and P. Gardner, J.
Hell. Stud. 1899, p. 263, think the
passage # udv d¢fud . . . ddvvarei refers,
not to the periaktoi, but to the side-
doors. But (1) the run of the passage
is against this view, (2) 8jAotoa could
hardly be used of a door, (3) Vitruvius
says the periaktoi were used for intro-
ducing gods, and thus proves that
O¢ols énaye in Pollux also refers to the
periaktoi.

3 [P. Gardner, J. Hell. Stud. 1899,
p. 260, disputes the view that the
periaktoi stood in line with a painted
background and altered a small part of
it. He thinks that before the existence
of a painted background the periaktoi
stood alone and indicated a change of
scene in a merely symbolical way.]
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periaktos to the right of the audience depicted views in the
immediate neighbourhood of the city where the action was
taking place. The periaktos to the left represented a more
remote country. This fact corresponds exactly with the regula-
tion already referred to, that the entrances to the right of the
audience were reserved for people from the immediate neigh-
bourhood, while people from a distance came in by the left.

The principal use of the periaktoi must have been to produce
a change of scene in cases where the prominent feature of the
background remained the same. For instance, if the action had
been taking place in front of a temple or palace, and was to be
transferred to a temple or palace in a different country, the
requisite alteration might easily be carried out by means of the
periaktoi. The building in the background would remain the
same, but the scenery on each side would be altered. Occasions
for using the periaktoi might sometimes occur during the course of
a single play. But such cases, as we have seen, were extremely
rare. It must have been chiefly in the intervals between suc-
cessive plays that the periaktoi were employed. Most Greek
tragedies and comedies took place before a temple, a palace, or a
private house. If therefore a series of plays was being exhibited,
it might be convenient to retain the same scene in the background,
and produce the necessary distinction between the different plays
by altering the scenery at each side. The usage of the periaktoi
was regulated by a curious conventional custom. If only one
periaktos was turned round, the alteration in the scenery was, of
course, confined to one end of the stage. This was done when the
change of scene was supposed to be a slight one, and was merely
from one part of the same district to another. But when the action
was transferred to an entirely new district, then both the periaktoi
were turned round, and the scenery was changed at each end.
The representation of scenery on the periaktoi was probably of
the simple and symbolical character which marked Greek stage
scenery in general ; a rock would stand for a mountainous dis-
trict, a waved blue line and a dolphin for the sea, a river god
perhaps, holding a vessel of water, for a river.! Besides their

! (Cp.P.Gardner, J.Hell. Stud.1899, 7av 3paudraw mpoopdpovs' xareSdarAero
p- 261. He interprets in this sense & ém 7ds wepdarous Gpos Sewvirra 4
Pollux iv. 131 xaraBAfjuara 3¢ pdopara  Odrarrar §) worapudy # dAAo 7¢ Towoiiror.]
1) mlvaxes fjoav éxorres ypapds T xpelq ‘
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use in effecting a change of scene, the periaktoi were also
employed to introduce sea-gods and objects too heavy for
the mechane. It is not said how this was managed. But it is
possible that, of the two sides of the periaktos which were out
of sight of the audience, one contained a small ledge or balcony,
on which the sea-god took his stand. As the machine rolled
round, he would come suddenly into view.!

It is difficult to say when the periaktoi were first introduced,
and whether they were used at all during the classical period
of the Greek drama. They are mentioned by one grammarian
among a list of stage appliances which might be ascribed to
Aeschylus,® and it is true that they might have been used in
producing the change of scene in the Eumenides from the
temple at Delphi to the temple at Athens. But they could have
been easily dispensed with. In fact, as far as the extant Greek
dramas are concerned, there are no occasions on which it is
necessary to suppose that they were used, and there are no
passages in which they are referred to.*

The periaktoi, as stated above, are the only appliances for
changing scenery that are mentioned in Greek writings. Servius
describes another kind of contrivance, by means of which the
scene was parted asunder in the middle, and then drawn aside
in both directions, so as to disclose a new scene behind.* But
it is probable that this invention dated from comparatively late
times. There is nothing in the existing Greek dramas to suggest
that such a contrivance was in use during the classical period.

§5. Stage Properties, §c.

In addition to the scenery in the background, the stage was
of course decorated with such objects and properties as were
required by the particular play. Aeschylus is said to have

1 The suggestion is due to Navarre,
Dionysos, p. 137. [Cf. Holwerda, Ath,
Mitth. 1898, p. 386.] Possibly Plutarch
may be referring to this contrivance
when he says (de Esu Carn. gg6 B)
pnxavip alpel zomrcds dvilp owmvis
wepupepopévrs. .

2 Cramer, Anecd. Par. i. 19.

3 [P. Gardner, 1. c. p. 260, thinks
that so simple, conventional, and yet

effective an arrangement is quite in the
manner of the fifth century, and be-
longs to the same class as the ekky-
klema and the mask, which were cer-
tainly Aeschylenn.é

4 Serv.onVerg. Georg. iii. 24 ‘scaena
quae fiebat aut versilis erat aut ductilis
erat . . . ductilis tum cum tractis tabu-
latis huc atque illuc species picturac
nudabatur interior’.
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been the first to adorn the stage in this manner.! If the
scene was a palace or temple, statues of the gods were
generally placed in front of it, and are frequently referred
to in the course of the drama. For instance, there was the
statue of Athene in front of her temple in the Eumenides,
and the statues of the tutelary deities before the palace of
the Atreidae in the Electra of Sophocles. In the Hippolytus
there were two statues in front of the palace of Theseus, one
of Artemis the huntress, and the other of Cypris, the goddess
of love. When Hippolytus returns from the hunt, he offers
a garland of flowers to the statue of