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PREFACE.

My original plan was to collect and present all that Plutarch
teaches us concerning the Greek drama and theater, with the
secondary idea of discovering his literary method in dealing with
incidents involving these subjects. It soon became apparent,
however, that this was too large a theme for treatment in a doc-
tor’s dissertation. Accordingly, I have restricted myself to his
testimony on the theater alone and, still more particularly, to the
consideration of his value as a witness on the theater. Thus, I
have in hand an abundance of material which I hope to use in
further studies in Plutarch.

It is fitting in this place to express my gratitude to my teach-
ers: to Professors Robert Baird and Daniel Bonbright, of North-
western University, who directed my undergraduate studies in
the classics; to Professor John A. Scott, of the same institution,
who first encouraged me to graduate work; and to those to-whom
I am indebted for most of my graduate instruction, Professors
Paul Shorey, William Gardner Hale, F. F. Abbott, George L.
Hendrickson, and Edward Capps, of the University of Chicago,
and more particularly to the last-named, who suggested this
paper and has given me the benefit of his constant criticism and

advice in its preparation.
Roy C. FLICKINGER.
EpworTH UNIVERSITY,
Oklahoma City, Okla.



INTRODUCTION.

PerHAPS the most valuable permanent results already derived
from the extensive and minute examination by competent archee-
ologists of the numerous theater ruins which have been unearthed
in many parts of Greece during the past quarter-century are,
firstly, the recognition of the fact that all ancient theaters are no
longer to be classified under the two general Vitruvian types,
“Greek” and “Roman,” but rather under a larger number of
categories, varying according to time, place, and purpose; and,
secondly, the necessity, which has arisen from the recognition of
this fact, of submitting all the evidence, and especially the literary
evidence, to a renewed critical examination. It is not enough to
have traced the development in meaning of the various technical
terms through a series of authors chronologically arranged, valu-
able as this work is; first of all, the more important authors must
themselves be singly studied in order that the nature and the
proper application of the testimony they offer may be known.
At the present time only a beginning has been made in this
fundamental task without which a historical account of the Greek
theater cannot be written. With the application of only such
precautions as the nature of the evidence, often vague and allusive,
often intelligible only by reference to the ruins or to later phrase-
ological usage, demands, the extant plays and the fourth-century
writers can, of course, be used unhesitatingly as witnesses for the
contemporaneous theater at Athens. No reference in later writers,
however, can be safely applied to the Athenian theater of the
fourth and fifth centuries until such a course has been justified by
a consideration of the author’s evidence in general and of the
bearing of the particular passage. Thus, Noack,' for example, has
made it seem very probable that Vitruvius depended mainly upon
Asia Minor sources for his knowledge of Greek architecture, while
Rohde® has thrown light upon the difficult questions of the sources

1Cf. ** Das Proskenion in der Theaterfrage,” Philologus, Vol. LVIII (1899), pp. 1 ff.
2 Cf. De Iulii Pollucis in apparatu scaenico enarrando fontibus (1870).
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6 PLUTARCH ON THE GREEK THEATER

followed by Pollux. These authorities are in a measure controlled
by the study of their sources; but for most writers the considera-
tion of the manner in which they treated their originals is equally
important. Consequently, it is safe to say that, until the more
prominent later authors who discuss or refer to the Greek theater
shall have been critically examined in some such fashion, many of
the vexing problems of Greek scenic antiquities will obtain no
satisfactory solution.’

It was with the purpose of contributing somewhat to this kind of
preliminary investigation that the present study was undertaken.
Plutarch is rich in allusions to the theater. Some of these allu-
sions, seemingly to the Athenian theater of the fourth century,
have caused no little difficulty to students of the subject. His
works are so voluminous and so varied, range so freely in subject-
matter from the earliest times to his own day, and touch upon so
many different localities in the Greeco-Roman world, that few
writers, on the one hand, have contributed more references to
scenic institutions and scenic terminology in our handbooks, while
few, on the other, need to be used with greater discrimination.
And such caution is required in a still greater degree because of
the uncertainty which necessarily attends the reconstruction of
those theater ruins to which it is generally assumed that he refers.
Whatever the age or location of the theater to which he seems to
allude, his words cannot confidently be applied, for example, either
to Dorpfeld’s or to Puchstein’s® reconstructions until the nature of
the evidence he furnishes is determined. But once this is done,
it may become possible to test by his evidence the correctness of
the deductions which have been made from the existing ruins.
To this end it is necessary to establish criteria by which his allu-

18cHULZE, ‘ Lukianos als Quelle fiir die Kenntnis der Tragodie,” Jahrbiicher fir clas-
sische Philologie, Yol. CXXXV (1887), pp. 117 ff., was more interested in other sides of the
question than in that involving theater construction and did not attempt to determine the
applicability to various periods of the evidence supplied by Lucian; while WALDEN,
*“Stage Terms in Heliodorus’s Aethiopica,” Harvard Studies, Vol. V (1894), pp. 1 ff., gave a
bare list of material which is itself limited in scope, belongs to a period of little interest,
and involves no question of source or periods. WEISSMANN, Newe philologische Rund-
schaw (1899), pp. 394 f., and (1903), p. 606, pointed out that a separate treatment of the
later writers was needed. WEISSMANN’S own article, ‘“Die scenischen Anweisungen in den
Scholien und ihre Bedeutung fiir die Bithnenkunde’’ (1896), perhaps approaches most nearly
the aim of the present paper.

2DORPFELD-REISCH, Das griechische Theater (1896), and PUCHSTEIN, Die griechische
Biihne (1901).



INTRODUCTION 7

sions to theaters of his own day may be distinguished from those
referring to earlier periods, and to consider how exactly he fol-
lowed his sources when speaking of earlier theaters. We may then
apply these results to the material which he provides, and in the
light of his literary method may discuss more definitely the bear-
ing of his testimony upon the terminology of the theater and
upon its structural history.



CRITERIA.

It is obvious at the start that Plutarch will convey many items
of information concerning other periods than his own. It is
inevitable that any writer who describes antecedent events shall
employ words and phrases which have been coined and have come
into general use since the events treated; 7. e., he necessarily
modernizes his account to a greater or less degree. On the other
hand, he is likely to try to retain the technical terms of the period
with which he is dealing and to use them in the meanings then
current. Such an attempt is more to be expected in a modern
than in an ancient writer, and is seldom completely successful.
How far Plutarch makes this attempt and how far he succumbs to
the tendency to modernize will appear only upon examination.
In the meanwhile the material must be sifted in such a manner as
to avoid possible error in either direction. It is apparent that all
passages taken from those writings in which Plutarch or his
friends appear as participants in the dialogue, or in which con-
temporaneous events are described, must apply to the contemporary
theater, unless the opposite is distinctly stated. Under the same
category must be included also the passages which contain
general allusions to the theater or its parts, or to matters
involving the theater or its parts, and which are entirely inde-
pendent of specific time, place, and occasion. In these passages
(mostly figures of speech or parenthetical remarks) we must assume
that Plutarch had in mind but one type of theater, and that, too,
one which was perfectly familiar to his readers as well as to him-
self. Therefore, if the principles laid down are sound, information
drawn from passages of these two sorts (which for convenience
will hereafter be referred to as “general”) should always be con-
sistent with itself and should conform to that given us by other
contemporaneous writers similarly situated. Contrariwise, all
anecdotes or statements that are employed as having reference
to a particular theater at a particular time or occasion before
Plutarch’s day, and all sayings that are given as the bona fide

8 .



CRITERIA 9

utterances of persons antecedent to Plutarch, must be classified
under a different category. Such passages (which will hereafter
be referred to as ‘‘specific’’) may contain information relative
either to the theater of Plutarch’s day or to that of the period
described, according to our author’s habit in such matters; until
that has been discovered, they must be considered separately.



PLUTARCH’S METHOD OF DEALING WITH HIS
SOURCES.

It is conceivable that Plutarch should have employed his
originals in any one of four ways: (1) he may have reproduced
them practically without change, as Athenaeus so often does, pre-
serving accounts in their appropriate contemporaneous dress, or
at least going astray only when his source did so likewise; (2) he
may have felt free to alter his original to suit his pleasure,
retaining the substance and perhaps the catchwords of the account
before him, but introducing new turns of expression, and more
picturesque and vivid details; (3) he may have gone still farther
in his freedom of treatment and brought all technical allusions into
accord with the terminology of his own day; and (4) he may have
combined the last two methods, pursuing now one, now the other.
On the first two hypotheses his theatrical references are to be used
in explaining the theater structure and terminology contem-
poraneous with the event described or with the source employed,
when that was not contemporaneous; on the third, they give an
insight into the theater of his own time; and on the fourth, he
cannot safely be quoted as a source for scenic antiquities at all,
except in cases where the exact condition of the theater to which
he refers is independently known.

In treating this topic there are four possible avenues of
approach, viz.: by a comparison («) of Plutarch with his source,
when that is known and extant; (b) of Plutarch with himself,
when he gives the same account in two or more places; (c) of
Plutarch with some other writer who followed the same source;
and (d) of Plutarch with other evidence which we possess, though
his source is either not definitely known or not extant. It is
apparent that, when it is perfectly certain what previous account
Plutarch was using, (a) is the most profitable line of investiga-
tion; though unfortunately we can rarely be confident that a

10



PLUTARCH’S METHOD OF DEALING WITH HIS SOURCES 11

particular source was in fact followed.! Next in importance, and
under the circumstances most satisfactory, is (b), which has never
received due recognition as a criterion for use in this and many
other cases where it would prove extremely important. The least
convineing method is (¢), which would be valueless without the
others, but is useful as lending confirmation to them; while the
value of (d) varies with the circumstances of each case.

a) Plutarch compared with his source.*—There can be little

1¢f. the controversy as to whether Plutarch used directly ARISTOTLE'S Constitution of
Athens. The early bibliography is given by Sandys. WRIGHT’S arguments (Harvard
Studies, Vol. I1I [1892], pp. 25 ff.), even if accepted at full value, prove simply that Aristotle
was not the main immediate source, and by no means that he was not an immediate source
at all. His proofs are (1) that in the thirty-eight passages of the Solon which bear a resem-
blance to the Resp. Ath. Aristotle is mentioned but once; (2) that the resemblances, the dis-
similarities, and the discrepancies alike are intelligible only on the supposition that Plutarch
was transcribing from some work in which an abridgment of these parts of the Resp. Ath.
was embodied, and that in transcribing from this abridgment he interpolated foreign
matter, which is inconsistent with the unabridged Aristotle; and (3) that the omission in
the Themistocles of the characteristic anecdote of Themistocles, Ephialtes, and the Areopagus
(Resp. Ath., c. 25) is unaccountable except on the hypothesis that the copy of Aristotle’s
work used by Plutarch did not contain this story. As regards (3), we can scarcely consider
ourselves infallible judges of what stories Plutarch would consider ‘‘ characteristic’ and
illustrative of f8os. Moreover, Plutarch often tells anecdotes elsewhere which do not occur
in the Life of the hero concerned. Therefore we cannot expect that he should tell on every
occasion all the appropriate stories known to him, nor yet assume that every anecdote he
read or heard seemed to him equally memorable. Consequently, the omission of Aristotle’s
anecdote in the Themistocles does not warrant the hypothesis set up. Asto (2), the following
pages will show to a certain extent what Plutarch was capable of in the treatment of a
source. Furthermore, we must allow him the privilege of contaminatio, and that means
that the resultant fusion would almost necessarily contain items inconsistent with any one
of the primary accounts. Wright’s first argument ignores the fact that Plutarch habitually
suppressed the authorities whom he most extensively followed (c¢f. GUDEMAN, The Sources
of Plutarch’s Life of Cicero [1902], pp. 4f.). The same objections hold good against
WILAMOWITZ'S arguments (d4ristoteles und Athen [1893], Vol. I, pp. 299 ff.), which belong to
the same three types and are not conclusive. Plutarch was probably familiar with the
Resp. Ath. in its present form and used it on occasion. It is true that the more trivial
narratives of the inferior writers supplied in greater abundance the matter he needed than
did the great historians, but we need not suppose that he entirely neglected the latter for
the outline of historical events or for controlling the minor authors. Failure to recognize
Plutarch’s entire freedom in using his sources, both in reproducing them and in fusing
them, may lead us to minimize his dependence upon standard authorities. It is not unlikely
that we should not find any more striking resemblances than now, even if Theopompus and
the rest were extant. Even the express warning in Nicias, 1, has not prevented our reducing
Thucydides’s contribution to that Life to the vanishing-point (¢f. HEIDINGSFELD, Quomodo
Plut, Thuc. usus sit incompon. Nic. vita [1890], p.24). Now, Plutarch was a stylist as wellasa
raconteur, and whenever he found a phrase that pleased him he reserved it in his memory
for use. Thus the 70 dAXo oTpdtevua viknbév xarnpdx®n és 7a texiopara of THUC., VII, 6, 3,
reappears in Fab. Max., 8, and Sertor., 19, in a totally different connection, and there are
enough similar instances to show that Plutarch was a close student of the historian,
Hitherto the study of the relationship between Plutarch and the Resp. 4Ath. has been con-
fined to such passages as cover the same events; I have no doubt that a broader survey
would reveal many points of stylistic indebtedness.

2 Since passages involving theatrical matters are alone sufficient and more to the point,
the following examples are restricted to that field.



12 PLUTARCH ON THE GREEK THEATER

doubt that Plutarch’s account of the bringing of the tidings of
Leuctra to Sparta was derived from Xenophon, who is indeed
mentioned in the same chapter. A comparison of the accounts,
however, removes even the slightest doubt as to the relationship.’

Xen., Hell., VI, 4, 16. Agesilaus,® 29.
a yevopévoy 8¢ ToiTwy, ¢ &vxe pev yap 9 woks éopmiy
b 6 piv els ™y Aoakedaipova dyye- dyovoa kal Eévwv oloa peoTii
Aoy 76 wdbos ddikvelrar yupvoradiar yap foav,
¢ yvpvomaldidv e odons Tis Tedev- d  dyon{opévev xopdv év 7¢ fedTpe:
Talos kal b wapioav 8 dmo AevkTpwv ol Ty
d Tod v8pikod xopov &vdov dvros * cupudopav dmayyélhovres.
e ol d¢ épopo, e ol 8¢ ¢popor,
f  émel froveav 76 wdfos, E\vrotvro f  kaimep edfbs dvros rarapavois
wév, domep, olpat, dvdykn 87i Siépbaprar Ta wpdypata kol
g Tov pévroL xopov odk é§yayov, v dpxnv drolwlékaow,
h  dAAa Swywvicacfu elwy. g ovre xopov éelOelv elaoav olre
¢ kal 70 pév Svépuata wpds TOVS 70 oxijpa mjs €opriis peraSBalely
olkelovs ékdoTov 1OV TelvedTwv ™V AW,
dmédooav. i @A\& kat' oiklav TGV TeBvedTwy

Tols mwpogikovar T4  Gvépata
wéupavres

h adrol 1o wepl Ty Oéav kal TOV
dydva Tdv xopdv EmporTov.

A more detailed comparison of the corresponding sections, as
they are indicated by the letters, gives a striking glimpse of
Plutarch’s method: Clause « is purely transitional and has no
counterpart in the biography. In b the singular participle is
replaced by the plural, els Aakedaipova by amo Aebetpwv, mdbos
by ovpdopdv, and adwkveitar by mapficav—all simple verbal
changes. In ¢ Plutarch has omitted Televraias and has written
a prefatory statement which adds no fact except Eévwr oloa
peaTn, which is of course too commonplace an observation to postu-
late another source. These changes also are purely verbal or in
the direction of picturesqueness. In d yopod is replaced by the

1¢f. HEEREN, De fontibus et auctoritate Vit. Paral. Plutarchi (1820), p. 47, and HAveG,
Die Quellen Plutarchs in den Lebensbeschreibungen der Griechen (1883), p. 56.

2 As a consideration of the genuineness of Plutarch’s writings would be out of place
here, I have accepted all the Lives, and for the Moralia have followed the judgment of
Bernardakis, who in his edition rejects sixteen of the seventy-eight essays in the first six
volumes; his seventh volume (containing fragments, etc.) has nothing bearing upon the
present study. Citations are to the editions of Sintenis (2d ed.) and Bernardakis (1888-96)
respectively.



PLUTARCH’S METHOD OF DEALING WITH HIS SOURCES 13

plural, évdov by év 7 Oedrpp,' avdpucod is omitted, and aywrifoué-
vov added—all being alterations without significance. The
clauses marked e are identical. In f dvros katadavols is substi-
tuted for sjjkoveav, and for éxvmodvTo a 67 clause giving the men-
tal picture that caused their Avmy. In g Plutarch employs
ékenbeiv elacav instead of éfxjyaryov, and introduces the clause
70 . . . . woAw, which adds nothing to the thought. He amplifies
h by the employment of his favorite Ta mepl x7A. periphrasis, but
the general meaning is the same. Finally, in 7 olxelous is replaced
by mpoaiikovai, amédocav by méuyravres, and kat olxiav, a vivid
detail, is added. In spite of all these verbal changes and this
transposition of clauses, not a single item of consequence has
escaped the biographer, while he has added several graphic
touches, and he has, moreover, retained all the catchwords of the
original; ¢f. ayyéA\w, yvpvorraidiar, xopds, épopor, éEdyw (éEpyo-
pat), and Ta ovépata Tév Tefvewtwv. These similarities are entirely
too close and too numerous to be explained on the hypothesis
of an intermediate source, while at the same time the variations
afford us an interesting insight into Plutarch’s literary method.

It is equally certain that the description of the scene at the
proclamation of Grecian liberty at the Isthmian games is taken
from Polybius.?

Polyb., XVIII, 46, 1-10 (ed. Biittner-Wobst). Flamininus, 10.
a Soldvrwv 8¢ Tovrwy, b lobpiowv odvdyopévay
b kai s 'lofuivv wavyydpews érehfotoys, ¢ wAflos pev avbpdmov
kol oxedov &mo mdoys Tis oikovuévys TOV év 79 oradly kabijoTo
émpavesTdrwv dvdpdy cuvedplvlirov Sid Ty TOV yupvikov dydva
mpoadokiov TéV dmwofnrouévwy, Oecopévov,
d  molloi kal wowkidow kal SAnv Tyv waviyvpw d ola 87 Sud xpdvev Te-
3/ ’ ~ \ 3 /. k) ’ \ ’
évémurrov Abyol, TéV uév ddvvatov elvow Pa- Tavuévns pev moAépwy
, . - ,.

oxdvrov ‘Popalovs éviwy dmootivar Témwr kal s "EANdSos éx’ éNri-
’ ~ ~ ~

wohewv, TOv 8¢ doplopévwr ST TOV pév émi- aw érevleplas, oadel

~ )

Pavdy elvar SokovvTwy Témwy dmooTicovral, ¢ elprjvy mavyyvpLlor-
A\ 8\ ’ \ L 3 ’ /7

Tous O¢ cavraciov pév éxovras éNdrTw, xpelov s,

1 There is, of course, no question of the fact; ¢f. HErOD., VI, 67.

2 Cf. HEEREN, op. cit., p. 124, and H. PETER, Die Quellen Plutarchsin den Biographieen der
Romer (1865), p. 80. Inasmuch as Livy, XXXIII, 82, gives the names in ¢ in a much different
order, Peter uses these as test passages in establishing Plutarch’s use of Polybius in this
Life.
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The comparative compactness and vigor of the later narrative
appear at a glance. Upon closer examination, however, the
differences are still more striking. Clause a in Polybius is purely
transitional, and consequently is omitted in the parallel account.
In b the changes are verbal and in the direction of brevity.
Clause ¢ is pure exaggeration and rhetorical flourish, and is omitted
entirely in the biographer. Clause d is prolix and hopelessly
retards the movement; accordingly, Plutarch has entirely rewritten
it in a form which preserves all the essential ideas and does not
interrupt the flow of the story. Verbal changes occur in e,
afpoiafévros being replaced by xabforo, and avbporwr fewuévwv
and yvunkdv being added; but the result is a living picture, while
the original was colorless. In f the words of the original are
kept for the most part, though their order and grammatical forms
are changed; aveimev replaces the longer periphrasis in Polybius.
The proclamation itself (g) is practically identical in both accounts.
In h 76 mpdTov replaces év apyais; the lively and vivid phrase
avopalos kal GopvBddns rivnais, the commonplace xpdrov .
yevouévov; the single participle favuafdvrov, the whole essence
of 70 8¢ . . .. ovuBaivovros; and wd\w dveiTely relevovTwy, the
tedious mas . . . . adtdv, which runs into @s . . . . dvayopevo-
wévwov—a sprawling parenthesis which Plutarch wisely omits
entirely, together with mwés 8¢ . ... éBovhovro above. In
¢ Polybius makes an otiose repetition of the formula used in
J, for which Plutarch simply substitutes adfis jovyias yevouévns;

avayayov . . . . mpobuudtepor is an amplification of avpydpevae
. . mpdalev; Kpavyr replaces kpdTov; dmicTos To péyebos, the
labored doTe . . . . ryeyovds; and éydpei, the cvvéBn kaTappaynvar

of Polybius; while & yapdr, and especially uéype Gardrrys, are
points of life and interest that add in no small degree to the
picture. Plutarch is alone responsible also for k—a realistic
touch which entirely escaped the prosaic historian. Finally, in j
the unnecessary @s . . . . kpdTos clause is omitted, while aywnlo-
pévov replaces &fAnTdv, and the impersonal form of the verbal
expression the personal.

It thus appears that Plutarch has treated this passage with
even more freedom than the previous one; yet the connection



16 PLUTARCH ON THE GREEK THEATER

between them is shown by the ideas expressed, the general order
of their arrangement, and the use of catchwords. Polybius
abounds in repetitions and irrelevant and parenthetical remarks
which seriously delay the recital. Plutarch has lopped off the
unnecessary members, molded the remainder into a continuous
whole, and added several details which make the scene a living
reality, though they might have happened at any gathering at all
similar and do not presuppose an eyewitness to suggest them to
Plutarch.

The most striking, and at the same time the most certain,
instance in this category still remains to be discussed.

[Aristotle], Probl., X1, 25. Non posse suav., p. 1096 AB.
dwx 7i, 6Tav dxvpwdid- s x0pSs . . . . obTws eldpaver "Emikovpov kol
ow of SpxfoTpar, Hrrov  Myrpddwpov, bs "ApoToTély Kal @edppacTov Kal
ol xopol yeydvaow; Awalopyov kol “Lepdvupov ol mepl xopdv Adyor kai
Sidaokaidy kal Ta O/ avAav wpoBAipara kal
fulucy kol dpponidv; olov . . .. T{ djmore TGV
Gedrpov dv dyvpo Tis dpxiaTpas kataokeddons %
Xovv, 6 Aads' TvdAovrar.

Plutarch was peculiarly fond of questions like this. One of
his largest works, the Quaestiones conviviales, is entirely occu-
pied with them. It is « prior: probable, then, that he always
kept a copy of the Problems within easy reach and had conned it
many times. This circumstance, together with the fact that
Aristotle is mentioned by name, argues against the use of an
intermediate source. Yet the variations introduced are startling.
Awa 7/ is represented by a simple 7{, érav by dv, ayvpwbdow by
dxvpa ratackeddans 7 yodv, al dpxAaTpar by Tis SpxriaTpas T@v

1Pal., Harleianus, and Ven.2 read xoxdos, and the text has been suspected. Because of
the Aristotelian original Wyttenbach suggested ¢ xopés . Reiske proposed 6 fixos and referred
to Quaestt. conv., p. 121 B, where this word occurs in connection with ¢wvy Tvprotrar. In
accordance with his desire to emphasize the acoustic effect of a floor (cf. pp. 52 {., below),
PUCHSTEIN (Griechische Biihne, p. 41) conjectures 6 Ados (sic), meaning that the presence of
chaff spoiled the resonance of the orchestra pavement. Regardless of the interpretation,
this suggestion is unlikely, because Adas is a poetical word, and WYTTENBACH in his Index
Plut. notes not a single instance of its occurrence in Plutarch. In fact, the conjectures are
all unnecessary, and are due to a misunderstanding regarding the application of Aeés and
the meaning of rvpAéw. Plutarch has reversed the original, changing the subject and the
point of view. Aads refers to the audience instead of to the chorus, and 7vdroirac, which is
used not only of sight. but also of any of the senses, has reference to hearing. Thus *the
people do not hear so well” has replaced *the chorus is not so easily understood.” Cf.
SoPH., Oed. Rex, 371: TudpAbs 7d 7’ &dTa 16v T€ vouv T4 T' dupmare €, and HESYCHIUS: TvdAds*
Ti0eTar kai avTi ToD Kwds,
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Oedrpwy, fTTOV Yyeydvacw by TudprodTar, and oi yopol by o Aads.
There is not a single word of the original but has been omitted or
altered either in form or construction. Yet nearly every word of
Plutarch echoes something in the source—a thing well-nigh
impossible if an intermediary had been used. Thus, whether it be
supposed that Plutarch was quoting from memory or was purposely
giving a paraphrase with Aristotle before him, the departures from
the original and the echoes of it are equally instructive.

b) Plutarch compared with himself.— Absolute certainty con-
cerning Plutarch’s sources can in most cases never be attained.
Consequently, the preceding section, though only the most un-
doubted instances were there used, cannot be in itself conclu-
sive. Therefore the comparison of Plutarch with himself proves
of considerable value, for, though in one or two cases the diver-
gences can be explained upon the basis of a different source, such
a hypothesis becomes rapidly untenable with the multiplication of
examples.

A good parallel is afforded by

De glor. Ath., p. 348 F
wpds o (the theatrical equip-
ment just mentioned and quot-
ed on p. 34, below) Adkwv dvijp
dmofAéfas ov kakds elmrev,
s dpaprdvovow *Abyvato. peydia
™y omovdyy els ™y wauddv kat-

Ié
avalioKovTes,

and Quaestt. conv., p. 710F.

’ ’ \ ~ ’
XdpLev yap ToL TO TOU Adkwvos,
4 3 /. ~ 3 ’
s, "Abjrmar kawdv dyonidopévoy
Tpaywddv, Gedpevos Tas mapaokev-
as T@v xopyywv kal Tds omouvdas
Tav ddaokdAwv Kkal TV dpuAlav
otk épn cwPpovely TV méAw perd
Todavrys amovdijs mailovoav.

¢ TovréoTi peydlov dmooTélwv da-

wdvas kal oTparevpdTwy édhodu

kaTaxopyyovvres eis 70 Oéarpov.

In a the divergences between the antecedent of & and Tas....
dmA\av are considerable, but are largely due to the different cir-
cumstances under which the story was told; the variation between
amofBAéyras and feduevos is without significance, but it is noteworthy
that in the first account the occasion of the remark is in no wise
defined, while in the second it was ‘“at the performance of new
tragedies.” A prior: we might expect that the remark itself ()
would be reproduced without change, yet auaprdvovow ueydia
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corresponds to otk cwppovelv and *Afnvaior to Ty wd\w, while
€s . ... katavakiorovtes and pera . ... maifovoav clearly hark
back to the same original version. These changes are all verbal,
it is true, but under the circumstances they are highly significant.’
Clause ¢ is evidently only Plutarch’s own amplification of the
preceding remark.

Sulla, 2. Sulla, 36.
MyrpoBiov 8¢ Tdv dmd okyvijs Twos odToL yap of Tére wap’ adrd (Sulla)
épdv Sierérecev (Sulla) ére véos dv. Svvdpevo. péyiorovijoay . . . . Myrpd-

Bros & Avawwdds, ob kalmep édpov
yevopévov dieréher péxpt mavtods épdv
ok dpvovuevos.
It is not likely that both T7@v amo oknriis and Avewwpdds occurred
in the source; hence one or the other, or both, must have been
added by Plutarch. ‘

Pelop., 29. De Alex. fort., p. 334 A.
a Tpaywdov 8¢ more Bedpevos (Alex- @ AAéavdpos 8’ 6 Pepalwy Tipavvos
ander of Pherae) Edpuridov e (e 8&TovTo wévov adrov kalelobar
Tpwddas Hrokpivépevoy Kol p) KaToLoXUVvew TV érwvvpior)

]

¥y PR > ~ 0 ’ 0 ’ 8\
WXETO ATLWY €K TOV UeaTpov, EWMUEVOS TPAYWOOV

¢ kal méupas mpos abrov ékékeve Oap-  f  éumabéoTepov VP’ 7dovijs Sierédy

peiv kol pndev dywvilegbar Sua TPOS TOV OLKTOV.
TobTo Xelpov, ob yap ékeivov kata- b dvamydijcas ov ékx Tod Bedrpov
Ppovav dmefety, Garrov ) Bddyv dmye,

d &\’ aloxvrduevos Tovs moliTas, e d dewdv elvar Aéyov, € Tocovrovs
pndéva wdmore TGY Vm adTod po- dmoopdrray wolitas dPpbfoerar
vevouévoy fAenkbs éml 7ols ‘Exd- 70ls ‘ExdBys xal MoAvéévys mdfeaw
Bys  kai  Avdpopdyms  kakols émdaxpiov.

SpOiioerar Sakpiwy. g oYTos pev odv mikpod kal Slkyy

émpdéato oV Tpaywddy, Sri ™V
Yuxyy adrod  kabdwep oidnpov
épdraer.

Edpuridov Tpwddas vmoxpwdnevor appears only in clause a of
the first account, which otherwise is practically the same as the
corresponding section of the second account. Clause e is purely

1That Plutarch felt the same freedom in the citation of philosophical dogmas, even when

they were in metrical form, has been pointed out by FAIRBANKS, Transactions of the
American Philological Association, Vol. XX VIII (1897), pp. 75 ff.
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parenthetical and is inserted in accordance with the motive of the
tract, which is to exalt Alexander the Great’s noble qualities at
the expense of baser rulers. Also fis omitted in the first account,
which, however, loses nothing thereby. In b @yero amdv cor-
responds to farrov 4 Badny ampe, and avamrndicas appears only
in the second narrative. Clause ¢ in the former report corre-
sponds in function to the entirely different clause g of the latter,
the diversity of conclusion being due to the different use which
Plutarch made of the story in each case. In the first instance he
is accentuating the tyrant’s cruelty in ordinary affairs by this
account of his tender-heartedness in the presence of imaginary
misfortunes, while in the second he is setting off Alexander the
Great’s magnanimous treatment of artists of all sorts with the
meanness shown them by Dionysius and other rulers. There is
thus no need of assuming another source. It is not likely that
either conclusion belonged to the original story, which probably
contained no other details than that Alexander of Phere left a
certain theatrical performance because he did not wish his sub-
jects to see him weeping. When other particulars were needed
“to point a moral or adorn a tale,” they were added according to
circumstances.! In d aloyvvduevos corresponds to Seworv elvar
Aéywv, pundéva . . . . Dhenkds to TocolTovs amoodrTwy, and
>Av8popdyns to TloavEévns. These changes are purely verbal,
except the last, which seems to indicate that characteristically
Plutarch sought to secure vividness by introducing into the story
names of persons who figured directly or indirectly in the play,
and chanced to select different persons each time.’

¢) Plutarch compared with another user of the same source.—
As T have already stated, this is the least satisfactory method of
investigating Plutarch’s use of his sources. Accordingly, I shall not
waste time and space in securing résults that could only confirm
those more certainly obtained by other means. However, that
this method leads to results which are in harmony with those
reached in other ways will appear from a comparison of Demetr.,

1For an interesting account of how ancient authors remodeled stories to suit them-
selves ¢f. SMITH, American Journal of Philology, Vol. XXIII (1902), pp. 261 ff. and 361 ff.

2These examples perhaps suffice. However, 4n seni, p. 197D, and Praec. ger., p. 806A ;
De Alex. fort., p. 337TE, and 4n seni, p. 191 E; c¢f. p. 33 below; and De Alex. fort., p. 334 DEF,
and Alex., 29, may also be profitably compared.
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25, and Athen., 614 E, which are quoted together for another
purpose on p. 49 below.

d) Plutarch compared with other evidence.—The three pre-
ceding sections have given us an insight into Plutarch’s manner
of dealing with his sources as regards form. They show that of
the four possible courses suggested Plutarch at least did not
follow the first; 7. e., he did not preserve his originals literally.
Because of our uncertainty regarding Plutarch’s sources for his
theatrical references, this is as far as these methods will warrant
us in going, and so we appeal to (d) to inform us which one of
the last three courses the biographer pursued; viz., whether he
retained the contemporaneous dress of the original, always brought
the description into accordance with the facts of his own day
regardless of historical accuracy, or did sometimes one, some-
times the other. In other words, we shall now begin to consider
his manner of dealing with his sources as regards substance.

In Quaestt. conv., p. 674D, Plutarch says that, when the
stewards of the Pythian celebrations had added tragedy to the
three contests established from the beginning (émi Tpisi Tols
kabeatdow é§ apyis, abdnty Mvbikdp kai kibapioTy rai kbappde),
they were unable to oppose the admission of all sorts of enter-
tainment. Though the phrase which Plutarch uses for the first
event (IlvBucos addntis) and its equivalent (wvfadAns) mean
exactly the same thing in connection with this festival as the
simpler term avAyTis, the two former did not come into use until
imperial times, as Frei has shown.' In this small detail, there-
fore, Plutarch has frankly adopted the terminology of his own
time.

Quaestt. conv., p. 724 A. Theseus, 21.
kalTor 8ok pou pvnuoveldew év Tols woujoar 8¢ kal dydvd Pacw adTov

> ~ N > o ~ ~ ~
Arrikols dveyvwkws &vayxos 67u mpd- (Theseus) é&v Afo, kai 7ols vikdar
/’ \ ~ ~ ~ ~
Tos & Afde Onoels dydva woldv  TiTe mpdTOVY Y7 ékelvov polvika Sobij-
3 4 ’ ~ e ~ ’
améamace kAddov Tob iepod ¢olvikos.  va.
\ ~ ’ 3 ~ ’
. kal TV @noéws airod muvlhd-
*
veaBar prjoovow, drun Adyw dolvixos,
o Odprys odd éhalus, dméomacer
dywvoferdv.
1 De certaminibus thymelicis, pp. 60-62.
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The passage from the Life and the first part of the quotation
from the Moralia show that the source employed simply aydva
mrowelv, and that aywvoferdv is due to Plutarch. In Plutarch’s time
aywvoférns was the regular title given the directors of such fes-
tivals. Consequently, inasmuch as Theseus was the mythical
founder of the celebration, Plutarch thought it not too much to
give him the title that was current in his own day for its pre-
siding officer.

Pericles, 9.
éXarrovpevos 8¢ (Pericles) mAotry
Kkal xpijpacw, 4@’ Gv ékeivos (Cimon)
dvenduBave Tods wévyras Selmvéy Te
kel qpépoy TG Odeopéve mapéxwy
*Abyvalwv kai Tovs wpeoPurépovs dp-
Prewvior TV Te xwplwv Tovs Gpoy-
povs dpatpdv, dmws dmwpi{wow ol
BovAduevor, Tovrors 6 TlepikAijs kara-
Snpaywyolpevos, Tpémerar wpos TV
76v Syppoaiwy Savouiy, ovpBovAelirav-
Tos adT® Aapwvidov 1o Oifjfer, ws
’ApioTorélys ioTdpnre. Kkal Taxy few-
pixols kal dukaoTikols Mjupacw dAas
Te mobBopopols kal xopyylas ovv-
dexdoas 1o mAfjfos éxpiro katd Tis

& *Apefov wdyov BovAis.

Arist., Resp. Ath., XXVII, 3.
émoinae 8¢ kal pmoboddpa 7o Sika-
arijpa Iepkdijs mpdros, dvridyuayw-
~ \ \ ’ 3 7’ €
yov wpos v Kipwvos edmoplav. &
\ K’ 4 \ ¥ L
vop Kipwv, dre rvpavikyy éxwv ovaiay,
~ \ \ \ 7 3
TPOTOV eV TGS Kowas AnTovpylas éAy-
TolpyeL Aapmpds, émeita TGV SnpoTdy
érpedpe moAovs + €&y yap 76 Bovlo-
’ ~ ) ¢ ’ \ e ’
pwévo Aakwaddv kad éxdoTyny v fué-
> ’ ’ 3\ ¥ \ ’
pav éNGSvr. map’ adTov Exew o péTpa,
) 8\ \ ’ 4 ¥ e
€r. 0¢ TG Xwpla wdvTa dPppakTa v,
o ’ ~ ~ ’ ~ 3 ’
drws 7 16 Lovlopéve Tis dmapas
3 4 \ \ 4 \
dmolavew. wpos &y TavTyy TV X0pn-
’ 3 /’ I3 ~ -~
yiav émheumopevos 6 Ilepikdys
> ’ /’ > ~
ovoly, avpBovAedoavros avrg Aapw-
vidov Tod Oljfev . . . . émeiTolsidlots
N)71aT0, 8:80var Tols moANols T4 avTdY,
/ \ ~
kateokebage puobopopav Tols Suka-

oTals.

On the strength of the first passage, it used to be stated in the

handbooks that the theoric fund was established by Pericles (cf.
Muller, Biihnenalterthiimer, p. 348), but the discovery of the
Resp. Ath. has given us_the original passage which Plutarch was
following (directly or indirectly) and the facts of the case, for
Aristotle states explicitly (XXVIII, 3) that this fund was estab-
lished by Cleophon. It is clear that Plutarch (or his intermediate
source) has treated this passage in his accustomed manner, keeping
many of the words of the original and the general substance of
the thought, but working it all over so that the result is strictly
his own. The only alteration worthy of mention is that he has
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amplified pofopopav Tois Sikacrais into fewpikois kai SucacTicols
Mppaow EXAaws Te pabodopals kal xopnylas. As these were the
means used by Greek demagogues for centuries to ingratiate
themselves with the people, he probably considered his expression
a justifiable extension of Aristotle. Nevertheless, it constituted
an anachronism. It is incomprehensible that he was really igno-
rant of the author of the custom.’

The cases of anachronism just adduced,’ together with others
which are considered later on,’ suffice to prove that Plutarch was
not in the habit of merely working over his originals, retaining the
technical terms appropriate to the occasion. Although it might be
reasonable on the strength of isolated instances to assume that
some of these anachronisms were taken over by Plutarch along
with the rest of his material, and are to be attributed to his source
rather than to himself, yet the instances found in the field of
scenic antiquities alone are too numerous and taken from sources
too diverse to permit us to explain them all away by this hypothesis.
Whether he modernized always or only occasionally will appear
most clearly from a study of the “special’’ passages, where mod-
ernization is least likely to occur.

1The controversy over Plutarch’s use of the Resp. Ath. has caused me to consider these
passages here rather than in (a) above. If we could be sure that Plutarch was quoting
Aristotle directly here, we might assume that his memory had confused the names owing to
their proximity in the source. Similarly, he assigns (A4lcibd., 25) the murder of Phrynichus to
Hermon, who is mentioned in another connection in the same chapter of Thucydides which
contains an account of the murder (THUC., VIII, 92).

2 The naive account in Solon, 29, differs from those mentioned above in that the
anachronism was probably not intentional. We cannot expect Plutarch to have known that
the first actor in tragedy was not introduced until after Solon’s death. Moreover, the care
with which he explains that poets used to take roles in their own plays indicates that he is
striving for historical exactness.

3Cf. pp. 24, 25, 26, 37, 38 (twice), 51 (twice), 52, 54, 56, 59, etc.



THEATRICAL TERMS IN PLUTARCH.

WE are now in a position to examine the theatrical terms in
Plutarch as they are divided into “general” and ‘“specific” classes
according to the principles above laid down. The investigation
of theatrical terminology is, of course, no new subject. As early
as 1870 Wieseler put the whole world of scenic investigators under
obligation by his large collection of material in the Krsch-Gruber
Encyclopddie, Vol. IV, pp. 169 ff. His classifications, however,
are unacceptable today, because they are based largely upon the
uncritical and unhistorical view of the Greek theater that prevailed
until recent years. Since his day exhaustive treatises by Christ,'
Miiller,’ and Reisch® have continued the work thus begun. No one
can now labor in this field without incurring a constant indebted-
ness to these scholars. Nevertheless, the very comprehensiveness
of their articles and the natural concentration of their attention
upon the earlier periods have left room for further investigation
in the later writers. It is convenient to subdivide the material
into sections corresponding to the different terms.

A. Oéatpor.!

This is the only theatrical term about which substantial agree-
ment has been reached. The primary meaning of the word was
(1) “spectators” or “audience;” ¢f. Herod., VI, 21: é& Sdkpva émreoe
70 Oéntpov. The easiest transition from this meaning was to (2)
“the space occupied by the audience,” 7. e., the cavea ; cf. Xen.,

1 Jahrbiicher fir classische Philologie, Vol, CXLIX (1894), pp. 27 ff.

2 Biihnenalterthiimer (1886) and Philologus, Supplementband VII (1899), pp. 3 ff.
MULLER'S article, “Die neueren Arbeiten auf dem Gebiete des griech. Bihnenwesens,”
Philologus, Vol. VI (1892), pp. 1 ff., though not an exhaustive treatise on theatrical termi-
nology like those cited in the text, contains much that has a bearing in this field. The same
remark applies to BODENSTEINER'S valuable ‘‘Bericht iiber das antike Biihnenwesen,”
Bursian’s Jahresbericht, Vol. XC (1896), pp. 1 ff. It is needless to add that Dorpfeld’s exca-
vations and his keenness in restoration and interpretation have also played a leading role
in the critical study of the subject during the last quarter-century.

3 Zeitschrift fir die Osterreichischen Gymnasien, Vol. XXXVIII (1887), pp. 275 ff., and
DORPFELD-REISCH, Das griechische Theater, pp. 283 ff.

4Besides the authorities just cited, ¢f. WILAMOWITZ-MOLLENDORFF, Hermes, Vol, XXI

(1886), pp. 602 ff. The limits of space and the scope of the present article prevent a full
discussion in these introductory statements.

23
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Hell., VIL, 4, 81: catediwav eis 70 perafd Tod SBovhevrnplov kai ToD
s ‘Earlas iepod kai Tod wpos TadTa wposijkovros Bedrpov, referring
to Olympia, which never had a theater for scenic performances, so
that here the cavea of the stadium is evidently meant. “The
whole theater structure” (3) was the next meaning developed, this
usage being common in inscriptions since the middle of the fourth
century; of. C. I. A.,II, 573: cata tas ovwbijras Tas mwepl 70 Géatpov.
The meaning of a term is very easily transferred from place to
that which is done in that place. Accordingly, the next significa-
tion of féatpov was (4) “theatrical performance” or ‘“spectacle;”
cf. schol. Arist., Vesp., 1291: éyndicaro 0 KNéwr unrére Seiv kwpup-
Slas éml Oedrpowv elodyecfar (Rutherford). The last meaning
was (5) “performance place;” cf. schol. Ran., 209: oty opdvrar év
T¢ Oedtpw of Bdrpayor 008¢ ¢ yopds, AN écwlev ppotvrar Tods
Batpdyovs.

a) “General” passages.—Most of these meanings are found
in Plutarch. An excellent instance of (1) ina “general” passage
is Quomodo adul., p. 63 A: damep o Tpaywdoi yopod Séovrar pirwy
ovvaddvrwy %) fedtpov cuvemikporoivros.,! There happens to be no
instance of (2) in a ‘‘general” statement. The most common
meaning is, of course, (3); ¢f. Lycurg., 6: mpookijna Oedtpwy.
These words and their context (¢f. p. 52, below) assume the exist-
ence of theater buildings in the time of Lycurgus, the Spartan
lawgiver, who of course antedated the Greek drama and dithy-
ramb and all but the crudest forms of the chorus. These words
are therefore anachronistic. For another example of (3) ¢f. De
sollert., p. 9714 A: mwapijy o yépwr Oleocmaciavos év 79 MapréAlov
fedrpp.’ This meaning is also employed several times figuratively;
¢f. Praec. ger., p. 800 B: avros & (the statesman) domep év Gedrpw
(¢ e., in public life) 70 Novwov avamerrapéve Biwoduepmos éfdoker kal
kataxdouer Tov Tpdmov.’  Meaning (4) is likewise of common occur-
rence; ¢f. De frat. amore, p. 4718 C: ra ¢avévra mwapadelypara

1Other examples are Vitae, pp. 859 D, 942 B, 1031 E, etc.; Mor., pp. 22E, 575 F, 148D,
777F, 795 D, etc.

2 Cf. also Vitae, pp. TA, 196 F, 272C, 275F, 338 B, 364D, 316 E, 4524, 856 A, 867 A, 994 A,
etc.; Mor., pp. 42A, 43F, 68B, T1 A, 87F, 289D, 321 A, 338C, 348D, 349 A, 414C, 417F, 495A,
504 B, 505 C, 521 F, 527 F, 554 B, 556 A, 705 BEF, 725 F, 749 C, 785 B, 196 F, 799 F, 823 BE, 977D, 992 B,
998 E, 1093A, 1096 B, 1125 E, etc. Plutarch also says explicitly that the Roman circus was
included under this term; ¢f. Vitae, p. 272C.

3 Cf. also Vitae, pp. 372 E, 409 A, ete.; Mor., p. 253 B, etc.
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(of brotherly love) Tpay@diais kai fedtpos o Bios éEédwke.!  Of the
last meaning there is no instance in Plutarch, nor indeed any-
where else outside of the scholia, where év (79) fedTpe occurs
several times equivalent to the more common émi (77js) axnrijs (cf.
pp. 44 £., below).

b) “Specific” passages.—A ‘specific”’ instance of meaning
(1) has already been quoted (Flamin., 10) on p. 14, where the
word is used of an audience at the Isthmian games in 196 B. C.
When a report of the Sicilian disaster reached Athens, “the
assembly cried out in anger” (épyn & odv xai Bon Tod fedrpov,
De garrul., p. 509 B). If this be taken as meaning that the
assembly was held in the theater, it is probably another case of
anachronism, since the theater at Athens, and presumably else-
where, was rarely used for that purpose till the latter half of the
fourth century.? The fact that the word does not appear in the
parallel account in Nicias, 30, points in the same direction.’ Of
(2) there is perhaps one instance; cf. demil., 24: év 8¢ 1y “Pouy Tod
Srjpov Oewpodvros immikovs dydvas éfaipvns évémeoe Adyos els TO
mpdTov Tod BeaTpov uépos. Since this would be the only occurrence
of this meaning in Plutarch, possibly it would be better in this
case to give the term a broader significance, which would bring it
under the next category. Also in the ‘“‘specific” passages (3) is
the most common meaning; cf. Cimon, 8: Kipwv uera tdv cvorpa-
Tiywy mpoeNdov els To OéaTpov émotiocato TP Oed Tas vevouiouévas
omovdds.* A passage that has been sometimes misinterpreted is
Timoleon, 34: axbfeis 8¢ eis Tas Zvparovoas maperdwv eis Tov
SHuov (Mamercus) éreyeiper uév Tva . . . . Adyov . . . . Swebiéva,
OoptBois 8¢ mepumimTov Kal THV éxkAnoiav opdv dmapaitnTov édel
piras 10 ipdriov Sua péoov Tod Bedrpov kal mpds T TGV SBdbpwy
Spopw depduevos auvéppne Ty Kepaliy ds dmobavovuevos. Wiese-
ler (Ersch-Grub. Enc., p. 160, n. 5) gave féatpov in this passage

10f. also Vitae, pp. 7104 D, 7109 F, 866 A, 920 A, 942 C, etc.; Mor., pp. 58 C, 341 A, 528 B, 609 AC,
706 C, 755 B, 787 B, 799 A, 818 B, 821 F, 965 A, 997C, 1104 D, etc.

2 Cf. WACHSMUTH, Stadt Athen im Alterthum, Vol. I, p. 647.

3Cf. also Vitae, pp. 309 E, 362 D, 474 B, 750 D, 867 B, 976 F, etc.; Mor., pp. 19 E, etc., for
other examples of (1).

4 Cf. also Vitae, pp. 254 E, 293 F, 309 E, 316 C, 320 C, 346 C, 362 C, 380 A, 406 F, 458 C, 483 E,
511 F, 569 F, 612 B, 640D, 641D, 647 A, 702D, 755C, 757 DE, 782 AB, 810 A, 812 E, 867 B (twice),
905 A, 944 A, 975 B, 990 B, 1030 E, 1034 D, 1037 D, etc.; Mor., pp. 22A, 33C, 334 A, 443 A, 458 A,
7317 C, ete.
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the meaning of featai, and Miller (Philologus, Spbd. VII, p. 69)
that of cavea. Both apparently overlooked the context. Mamercus
was attempting to speak; he must have been standing, then, in
the orchestra, or on the stage, if the theater had one. When he
saw that his case was hopeless, he ran across the orchestra and
struck his head against one of the seats in the lowest tier. It is
impossible that he should have gone among the audience or into
the cavea. Such an assumption must presuppose his speaking
from among the spectators—something entirely improbable.’
For meaning (4) ¢f. Plocion, 19: kateiye (tpaypdds) To Oéarpov ov
Bovaduevos mpoerbeiv; and Quomodo seniiatl, p. TTE: kai mepi
Avoyévous Guota Tod Siwwméns ioTopolow Apyouévov pirocodeiy, @S
>Afnvaioss Hv éopTy xal Seimva Snuoteds] xai Oéatpa xTA. Since
there are no datable instances of this meaning before the Christian
era, it is generally regarded as late (Miiller, ibid., p. 72); therefore
the usage in these two “specific’’ passages is due to Plutarch, not
to a source contemporary with Phocion and Diogenes.’

B. ’Opxiorpa.

Primarily opxroTpa means “dancing-place” and was the name
appropriately given xar’ éfoxinv to the circular space reserved for
this purpose in the Greek theaters; cf. Isocr., De pace, 82:
éyrnploavro To apylpiov els THv dpxroTpar Tols Awvvaiows elodpépew.
The Romans brought the word over into their own language and
applied it to the corresponding semi-circular space in their
theaters, which was, however, used for a different purpose, viz.,
for the seats of senators; c¢f. Vitruvius, V, 6, 2: <n orchestra

1 Another passage that has some bearing upon the position of the speaker in an assem-
bly is Marcell., 20. Nicias, a citizen of Engyum in Sicily during the second Punic war,
opposed the majority of his fellow-citizens by advocating the Roman cause. In fear of his
life, he blasphemed the local divinities and then escaped by the following stratagem: #v
mév ékkAnoia 1@V moATov, 0 8¢ Nikias peralv 7i Aéywv kai gvpuBovAevwy wpos Tov dnmov éfaidvys
apiikev e€is THY yNv TO0 odpa, Kai pukpdy Stalumdv, olov eikds, novxias ovv éxmAifer yevomévns, Thy
kepayy émdpas Kai mepLeveykdy UToTpopmw dwry) kai Bapeia kaTa pikpdv cuvTelvwy kai wapofivwy TOV
Nxov, bs édpa bpiky xal ouwmy karTexdmevov 1O Béatpov, amoppifas To imdTiov kai wepippniduevos Tov
Xtrwviokov, nuiyvuvos avanndicas éfee mpos Ty é£odov Tob BedTpov, Body VTS TRV maTépwy éAavveaar,
Whether apikcev eis 7qv y7v means that he was standing in the orchestra and sank to the
ground, was standing on the stage and fell to the orchestra, or simply collapsed upon the
floor of the stage, must from the ambiguity of the language remain uncertain, though the
first view seems most likely. Cf. also Timol., 10 and 38.

2 Plutarch’s source for Phocion, 19, was probably Duris; ¢f. FRICKE, De fontibus Plut.
et Nepotis in vita Phoc. (1883), pp. 22 f.
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autem senatorum sunt sedibus loca designata. In Roman writers
of the late imperial period the term was used as meaning “stage;”
¢of. Isid., XVIII, 43: qus pulpitus orchestra vocabatur. The past
tense contrasted with the present at the beginning of the sentence
implies that Isidore is giving the usage of other times than his
own. His statement is probably due to a misunderstanding.
Nevertheless, the notion grew and became current in the Greek
lexicographers of the Byzantine period.'

@) The term occurs but twice in “general” passages. In
Non posse suav., p. 1096 B, Plutarch cites Aristotle’s query as to
the acoustic effect of chaff in the orchestra: 7/ &jmore 7dv fedrpwy
av dyvpa Tis dpxroTpas xatackeddons 9 xolv ¢ Aads TuphoiTac.
Fortunately, the original form of the question is preserved, and
Plutarch has altered it enough to make it certain that he would not
have retained the word opxrnoTpa without explanation, if it had
acquired a different meaning since Aristotle’s day; cf. pp. 16 £,
above. The only safe inference, then, is that its fourth-century
meaning was still current. Elsewhere (Quaestt. conv., p. 711B)
a sophist is asked what form of entertainment (axpoduara) he
considers most appropriate for a symposium, and advises: T@AAa
uev éml Ty Quuérny kal Ty opyrfioTpav éferatve, eladyew 8¢ . . . .
Tovs énagpordrovs (of Plato’s dramatic dialogues). ’Axpodupara
was a general term for all sorts of musical entertainment, some of
which were undoubtedly orchestral, so that this passage need not
imply a change of application in the term under consideration.
But before it can be determined what forms of amusement are
included under each word, and whether each term refers to a
different part of the theater or both to a single part, the mean-
ings and development of the word Guuérn must be considered;
¢f. pp- 28 f., below.

b) The sole instance of dpxzoTpa in ‘“‘specific” passages is

Marcell., 21, where Epaminondas is said to have called the

IMULLER's citations (Philologus, Spbd. VII, pp. 81-86) to prove that the usage came in
earlier will not bear examination. Dio Cassius, LXIT, 29 (¢f. p. 59, n. 1, below), and LXIII,
22, are both fragments preserved in the epitome of Xiphilinus, who is known to have been
careless. Schol. ARIsSTOPH., Equit., 508, merely echoes the statements found in Tzetzes and
others, and is evidently late, while the meaning of AusoNIUS, prolog. Lud. Sept. Sapient., 3,
is entirely too uncertain to admit of confident citation. It thus becomes unnecessary to
decide whether the encroachment of the Roman stage on the orchestra or the transference
of orchestral performances to the stage was the cause of this development in meaning.
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Beeotian plain the “orchestra of war” (10 Boworiov mediov ”Apews
épxrorpav). [Plut.] Reg. et imp. apophth., p. 193 E, which
repeats the apophthegm and explains the figure as due to the
country’s being “flat and spread out” (Umriav kal avamremrraupévy),
shows that Plutarch has preserved the original form of the state-
ment. The metaphor itself and the adjectives used to explain it
are best understood in case dpxroTpa had its original meaning,
while the fact that Plutarch retains the term in this sense with-
out elucidation shows that this usage had not yet become obsolete
and that the meaning “stage’ had not yet arisen.

C. Ouuény.!

Buuéry is probably to be derived from fvew,’ originally meant
“altar,” and was naturally applied to the altar in the center of
the orchestra; c¢f. Eurip., Suppl., 63: &uohov 8efumipouvs Bedv
Oupéras. The mpecBurodokor Gupérar of Asch., Suppl., 669,
must also be taken to mean ‘‘altar,” but not necessarily that in the
theater. Now, as the orchestra and its functions centered about
the OQuuéry, it was natural that this term should soon come to
include the whole “orchestra” (2) (as it did the whole fdhos at
Epidaurus; cf. Ephem. Arch., Vol. X [1892,] p. 69, 1l. 106 and
143); cf. Pratinas apud Athen., p. 617C: 7is U8pis éuokev émi Aco-
vwodda molvrdraya Buuéhav; Furthermore, as any name given
to the altar would necessarily include the foundation, steps, or
underlying platform of it, in process of time these parts singly
acquired this name even in opposition to the altar itself; cf. the
Delian inscription in Bull. Cor. Hel., Vol. XIV (1890), p. 397:
v Qupuérny 1o Bwpod. No further development was then needed
to permit the use of GuuéAn as a designation for any *“platform” (3);
cf. Plut., Alex., 67: avtov uév odw (Alexander) {mrmror ayédnv ékdpidov
0kT® peTa TAY étalpwy Umép Quuérns év Uk kal Tepipavel mAaiaip
mwemyyvias—a result toward which the popular association of

1Besides the authorities already cited, ¢f. also RoBERT, Hermes, Vol. XXXII (1897),
pp. 438 ff.; FREI, De cert. thym., pp. 6 f.; and the consequent debate on the subject between
BETHE and DORPFELD, Hermes, Vol. XXXVI (1901), pp. 597 ff., and Vol. XXXVII (1902), pp.
249 ff. and 483 ff.

2Though some would connect it with 7«6évac. The uncertainty was shared by ancient
authorities; c¢f. CRAMER, 4Anecd. Oxon., Vol. II, p. 449: OuuéAar, oi Bwpoi amd Tov Ovegfar §
7ifecbar; Etymol. Gud., p. 226, 44; and schol. LUcIAN, De saltat., 76 (Vol. V, p. 327, Lehmann).
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Ouuénn with Guuénior would largely contribute. As already noted,
one of the easiest lines of development is from the meaning of
place to that which is done in that place. Accordingly, Bvuérny
came to mean also (4) ‘““orchestral or thymelic performance;” cf.
the epitaph by Hedylus of the third century B. C., preserved in
Athen., p. 176 C: <TodT0o> Oéwv 6 udvavios U’ fjplov 6 yAvkds oikel
ad\yTis, pipov 9’v Quuéanar Xdps, where the combination of
pipwv with Guuérpor shows that the latter has the meaning just
suggested." In the Roman theater, where the orchestral space
was occupied by spectators and every kind of performance was pre-
sented upon the stage, fuué Ay naturally came to mean “stage” (5).
The same thing occurred in Asia Minor, where most of the thy-
melic performances had been elevated above the level of the
orchestra; ¢f. Artemid. of Ephesus, Onirocr., II, 3, p. 84:
yuvaikela 8¢ éadis ayduows pdvos auupéper kai Tois émi Quuény ava-
Balvovaw, the last phrase of which is explained by what immedi-
ately follows: oi 8¢ 8 70 év 17 Imokploe €fos peydhas épyacias kai
wicbods Ajyrovrar. 1 find no evidence that the term was ever so
used on the mainland of Greece.

@) The study of Plutarch’s usage is best begun with Quaestt.
conv., p. 621B: koomdrator 8€ wor Sokel TowovTos v (such a
magister bibendi as has just been described) 70 cuumdoiov Sia-
PurdEew Huiv kai pi meporeaBar viv pév ékxnalav Snumoxpatieny
viv 8¢ ayoAyy codiaTod yevouévny adbs 8¢ kuBevrripiov,eird wov axnYYY
kal Quuéany. 7 yap oy opate Tovs uév Snuaywyoivras kai Sucaoué-
vous Tapa Selmvov, Tols 8¢ peNeTOVTAS Kal avayiyvdokovTas avTdv
Twa cuyypdupata, ToUs O0¢ mimois xal bpynoTals dywvoberoivTas;
The items in the first sentence balance very well with those in the
second ; to ékxAnoilav correspond Snuaywyotvras and Sucalouévous;
to axoAyv gopioTod, pekeTdvras and avayiyvdokovras; to orniy,
wipows; and to Guuénny, dpxnorais.’ Only xvBevrripiov is without
amplification, and it was too plain to need it. This passage alone,
then, would inform us that there was a contrast between the arxnv

180 far as I am aware, this meaning has never been recognized in the handbooks.

2Melerdw is used of the school also in De poet. aud., p. 35 F, quoted on p. 34, below, and
the same contrast between oxyi and 6vwérn, and mimes and dancing occurs also in C. I. G.,
6750: d6fav pwvdeaoar évi oknraioe Aafovoav (the mime Basilla) mavroins aperijs év peipots, elra
Xopoiot ToAAdKLs €v BupméAars,
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and the Ouuéry, and that mimes belonged to the former and
dancing to the latter; in other words, that fuuérn still meant
“orchestra.”

We are now in a position to examine Quaestf. conv., p.
711B, which was held in abeyance from p. 27). It will be
remembered that a sophist had been asked what form of enter-
tainment (4xpoduata) he considered most appropriate for a
symposium, and advised: Td@\a pév éml Ty Ouuény kai TIv
opxroTpav éfenaivew, elcdyew 8¢ (the lightest of Plato’s dramatic
dialogues). In the seventh Quaestio a visiting Stoic philosopher
had enlarged upon the implied criticism in Plat., Sympos., 176 E,
of those who were unable to engage in edifying conversation at
symposiums and had to resort to the use of flute-girls for enter-
tainment. At the beginning of the eighth Quaestio Plutarch
demanded of the sophist what form of entertainment he could
commend, and received the answer quoted above. Intheremainder
of the Quaestio different speakers examine the suitability of various
akpodpata. They reject tragedy, mimes, old comedy, and the
Pyladean dance, and accept new comedy, the Bathyllean dance
(out of respect for Xen., Sympos., II, 16), and the use of the
cithara and flute. Now, axpoduarta is a term as broad as wovoikod,'
and included both scenic and thymelic performances.” Which of
these did the sophist have in mind when he used 7éAa? Evi-
dently the flute (the subject of debate in the preceding Quaestio),
and probably only such other amusements as were in common use
for that purpose; for the following discussion was theoretical,
and few of the items there mentioned would have occurred to him
in advance under the circumstances. Now, the most usual items
included under axpodpata (¢f. Wyttenbach, Index Plut., s. v.)
and the most common accompaniments of a symposium were
aulodes, auletes, citharodes, citharists, etc.—¢. e., thymelic per-
formances—and the sophist need not have meant any other than
these by 7dAa. If this interpretation is correct, fuuérn and
opxroTpa mean the same thing and are here an example of

1Cf. Quaestt. conv., pp. 674 E and 675 C, where both names are given to the same items.

2Cf. C. I. G.,2820: év Te Tois Bupelikois kal oryvikois GyDoLy T TpwTevovTa év 17 'Adiqakpoduara
aVTHY TPOTWS dyayovaav,
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Plutarch’s fondness for doublets, from which either term could be
omitted without loss of sense.!

In thorough accord with this interpretation is De Pyth. orac.,
p- 405D: kai odk akioduev, jj Oedv dyyeho kal kipukés elat, Noyikdds
écaara kal capds (God in making known his will) ppdfew- T 8¢ Tis
Ivllas pwviy kal SidNexTov domep . ... .. .. éx Quuénns, ok aviduvvroy
ov6e Mty GAN év uétpw kai Sykw kal ThdopaT. Kal petadopals
ovoudTwv kal per’ avhod ¢Oeyyouévmy wapéyew afovper. The use of
Sudhextov and per’ adhod seems to indicate clearly enough that the
chorus, and consequently the orchestra, is referred to in the simile.
Bernardakis’s conjecture (yopevrav) to fill the lacuna of eight
letters found in two Parisian manuscripts, if accepted, points in
the same direction.

The term is found twice more in ‘‘general” passages, which
are best explained by reference to other instances, though they
are not specific enough to yield a sure interpretation in them-
selves; ¢f. De cup. divit., p. B2TF: 7( Aéyeis, aBértep’, s Tijs
yuvaikds dpeiAwy mapekely Ty mwopdipav xai Tov Koo pmov, {va mavon-
Tar Tpuvpdoa kal Eevopavoboa, THy olxiav mwd\w xaMAwmiles os
Oéatpov 1) Quuérny Tois elgiodar; Elsewhere Plutarch says that the
poor need not be ashamed to plead their poverty as an excuse for
their inability to vie with the rich at public functions. He con-
tinues (Praec. ger., p. 822F): 8¢t oy pdhioTa kpatelv éavrdv év
Tols TowoUTOS Kal T els medla xaraBaivew mwefov immedaL payov-
pevoy uit’ éml orddia kal Quuéras kal Tpamwélas mwévyTa mAovaiows
Umép 8oEns kal SuvaoTelas Suaywnlduevov. As stated, these passages
are ambiguous, but probably refer to the orchestra and its splendid
performances.

An excellent instance of meaning (4) is afforded by Galba, 14:
kai Ta pév wpdra mpopdoes éxew Ta Népwvos éykhjpaTa viv 8¢
Td\Bav mpodiddvar, Tiva ¢ovov untpos éykahodvras 7 cdayny
yvvaikds, 7} mwolav albovuévovs Guuérny 7 Tparywdiav Tod adTorpdTopos;
The assassins of Nero claimed that they had been actuated by ab-
horrence of his crimes and of the way in which he had degraded his
position by cithara-playing (fvpuérnr) and by taking roles in trage-
dies (Tpay@diav). Galba’s murderers had no such excuses to offer.

1Cf. De cupid. divit., p. 5271 F : 0éarpov 3 Ounérnv; Sulla, 2: oknvijs kai Oedrpov; Theseus, 16:
Aoyeiov kai oknvis, ete.
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There is still one more example of meaning (3) in the phrase aro
s Qupérns, which has been kept till the last because its interpre-
tation required the preliminary discussion of émi 7ijs ornvijs,' amo
Ths ornvis, oknuikds, and Guuenicds. In its original theatrical use
émi Ths oknrijs meant simply “on the playhouse side,” and referred
to the space before and in the vicinity of the scene building. When
first found in extant literature, however, the phrase had already
become stereotyped and had no more definiteness of reference
than év 79 fearpw. In at least two of the fourth-century instances
of its use (Arist., Poetics, XXIV, 4 and 8) it indubitably included
the chorus in its application, while it never expressly excluded it
(tbid., XIII, 6; XVII, 1; and Demosth., XIX, 337). With the
development of meaning of oxnry from “scene building” to
“performance place’’ this enlarged, tropical meaning of the phrase
was a natural result, when the ‘“performance place’ to be desig-
nated was the place for dramatic exhibition. For any other kind
of spectacle in the theater—for example, the dithyramb, in which
the oxnvy structure had no part—-émi tijs ornrils would scarcely
have been an appropriate designation of the place of the perform-
ance, but rather émi tis Guuérys (. e., opxroTpas). Consequently,
ot émi his oknrijs embraced all of the participants in a dramatic
representation—dmokpiral, xopds, wonTis, and Sibdoratos —as did
Tpaydol from an earlier period. Now, if it were desired to dis-
tinguish between the two kinds of dramatic performers, since o¢
émi Tis Qupuérns was already used of the dithyrambic chorus and
could not possibly under normal conditions be applied to the
actors, that term would naturally be used to designate the dramatic
chorus as well, and o¢ émi Ths ornrijs would be used in the restricted
sense for the actors alone. I have already cited instances of
the broader meaning of the latter phrase in Aristotle; curiously
enough, the narrower sense is found in the phrase amo Tijs arnvijs’
in the same author (Poetics, XII, 1 and 2, and Probl., XV, XXX,

1This expression has given rise to much discussion; besides the authorities already
cited, ¢f. RICHARDS, Classical Review, Vol.V (1891), p.97; REINACH, Revue critique, Vol.
XXVI (1892), p. 450; JEVONS in the Gardner-Jevons Manual of Greek Antiquities (1895), p. 678;
Carps, American Journal of Archeology, Vol. V (1901), p. 31; and FLICKINGER, University
of Chicago Decennial Publications, First Series, Vol. VI (1902), pp. 13 ff.

2°Amd is, of course, only éni from a different point of view; cf. GILDERSLEEVE, American
Journal of Philology, Vol. XVIII (1897), p. 120.
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and XLVIII). Unfortunately, no example of émi tijs Quuérns
occurs in the fourth century, though it may well have been cur-
rent then, since we do find Qvpelikds and oxnuicds (which are the
equivalents of ¢ émi Tiis Quuérns and ¢ émi Ths ornris, and followed
the same line of development); cf. the words of Stratonicus (died
before 310 B. C.) which are preserved by Charicles apud Athen.,
p- 350 C: qyuuvikovs &¢ ayivas Satiférocav *Hxeior, Kopivhiow 8¢
Buuenicots,” AOnvaiow 8¢ ornuicols,and Polemo apud Athen.,p. 699 A
(Trappdiv) mpdTos eiaHiNlev els Tods aydvas Tovs Qupelikovs ‘Hyfuwy
(a contemporary of Cratinus).

Plutarch employs émi tijs aknris in its unrestricted Aristotelian
sense; cf. An sent, p. 185 B: ®juova 8¢ Tov kopmkov kal " ANefw
émri This ornrijs dyonbouévovs kai oTepavovuévous 6 Bavatos katéhaBe.
It has commonly been thought' that Plutarch meant that Alexis
and Philemon actually died in the theater. In the immediate
context he has been complaining that statesmen withdraw from
public life much earlier than do men of other professions, and then
cites the case of these two who up to the very day of their death
were engaged in the active pursuit of their calling. There is, of
course, no reference here to actors nor to a stage for them, but to
poets who were contestants in the theater with their plays. In the
case of an invitation Plutarch says that there are many things to
be considered ; ¢f. Quaestt. conv., p. 709 C: aA\a et axomeiv wpdTOY
75 0 kKaA®dv éoTiv. € ey yap od apadpa aurifns, GAN §) TdV Thovoiwy
TIS ) caTpamikdy, @5 éml ornriis SopupopiuaTos Aaumpod Seduevos
wavv xapilealar Ty K\joer TemelTuévos kal Tiuav, émdyetar, Tapat-
tTéos evfis. Cf. also De Alex. fort., p. 337 E: ayowory yap
nyepovias Umokpurny (Aridaeus) éreaarjyaye (Meleager), uairoy &
@s émi armuijs T0 Suadnua kwpov SieEf\Oe Ths olkovuérns; An send,
p. 191 E: 6 & (Aridaeus) domep éml arnrijs Sopudopnua rwdov Hv
dvopa Bacinéws; and Demetr., 41: os év pdve TovTe (Pyrrhus) Tdv
Baoidéwv eldwhov évopdTo Tis *ANeEdvSpov TONunS, of O¢ dANot, kai
paMoTa AnuiTpios, s émi axnijs 6 Bdpos UmokplvowvTo kal Tov drykov
Tol avdpds—a characterization very suitable to the theatrical Demet-
rius. Now, in all these passages except the first, though perhaps

1Cf. KAIBEL, Pauly-Wissowa Real-Encycl.,s.v. Alexis: * Die Anecdote, Philemon und
Alexis habe der Tod tiberrascht émi 7ijs oxnrils aywvilopévovs kai oredpavovuévovs, vertragt keine
scharfe Interpretation.”
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actors are more distinctly suggested by the figure than a chorus,
still the particulars given are entirely too indefinite to warrant us
in supposing that the latter is excluded from the application of
the phrase. ’Amwo Tijs okqrijs is likewise used in a broad meaning;
cof. Theseus, 16: 6 Mivws aei Sietéher kaxds akovwy . . . . év Tois
*ATTicois Oedtpors . . . . GAN émikpaTiioavTes oi Tpayikol TOAAYY
amo Tob Aoyelov kal Tis arnris &boflav alTod kateorkédedav. The
same thought is presented also by Libanius, Decl., Vol. I1I, p. 64:
oty opate Tov Mvw Sewa mdayovra émi Tis crnris.) Now, it is
clear that, whatever may have been the original force of such
expressions, év fedrpots, 4o Tob Noyelov kal Ths okqvijs, and émi THs
oknviis are here practically synonymous. Amator., p. 757 A: 0ddé
yap ToiT ETw elmety, 8T 7Y pév *Epwti Aodopoivral Tives dméyov-
tar & éxelvys (Aphrodite), AN’ amo wds ornviis axobouer (contra-
dictory quotations from different tragedies). “From the same
platform’ is our English idiom for the thought, but of course
that must not influence our interpretation of the Greek. De poet.
aud., p. 35 F: kal yap Sikaiov kai dpéNpov . . . . érav Tols &md
crnvijs Aeyopuévors kal mpos Avpav dbouévors kai peleTwuévows év Siba-
oralelo Ta Tvfaydpov Sdyuara kal Ta IINdTwvos éuoroyy. In De
glor. Ath., which is a brief for the warlike accomplishments of
Athens as against her intellectual triumphs, the poets and actors
are represented as making a mdpodos with the symbols of their
professions, in the following words (chap. 6): éfer uév &)
mpocitwocay Um’ adlols kal AJpais mopTai . . . . Kal OKevas Kal
mpocwmela kal PBwuols xal unyavas &mwd oKNVAS TepLdrTovS Kal
Tpimodas émwkiovs kouiovres: Tpayikol 8 adTols vmoxpiTal . . .

owitwoay . . . . okevdY 8¢ kal mpocwTwy kal EvoTidwy dloupydy
Kal unyavdy &mo cknris xal yopomotdy kal Sopvpdpwy Svompayud-
TeuTos Aaos kai xopryia molvteh)s mapackevatéofw. “Scenic appli-
ances’’ is all that the Greek demands here, and that is a colorless
expression. These instances, then, are worthy successors of their
prototypes in Aristotle. O:¢ amo ths ornriis and Ovuekikol,’ how-

1As Libanius is not accessible to me, I am indebted to NAUCK, Trag. Graec. Fragm.,
(2d ed.), p. 200 for the reference and text.

21t is noteworthy that oxknvucés occurs but twice in Plutarch: once in an untheatrical
sense, Otho, 6, and once in the spurious treatise, De musica, 31. The figurative use of avoknros
in De aud. poet., p. 21F, is not noted in the dictionaries. It is used of Euripides, who is
dubbed Sophocles’s *‘ tent-mate ”” with reference to their professional fellowship as poets.
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ever, have taken on a mutually inclusive meaning entirely foreign
to fourth-century usage. In An sens Plutarch rebukes the men of
his day for retiring from public life earlier than did not only the
generals and statesmen of antiquity, but also the poets and actors.
As examples of the latter class he cites Simonides, who won a
dithyrambic triumph in his eightieth year; Sophocles, who com-
posed the Oedipus Coloneus just before his death; Philemon and
Alexis, who kept up their interest in their work till death actually
came upon them; and Polus, who performed a notable feat of acting
in his seventieth year. He continues, p. 785 C: ap’ odv otk aloypdv
éoTi TAY Ao orNYAS yepovTwY TOVS ATo Tob Bripatos &yevvesTépous
opaclar, kal TOV iepdv @5 arnlas éfioTapuévovs dywvwy dmorifeabar
TO MONLTLKOV TPOTWTOY, oUK 038 omolov avripeTralapmBdvovras; The
“theatrical folk” whom Plutarch had just been discussing included
tragic and comic poets, an actor, and (notably) a dithyrambic poet.
Such a breadth of application would have been impossible in the
fourth century. The statements that are made about Sulla’s boon
companions, when put together, also produce interesting results.
Sulla, 36: ovvijy (Sulla) uipows yvvaifi kal kibapioTpiaws kal Qupeni-
xois avBpdmows . . . . odToL yap oi ToTe wap’ avrd Suvduevor péyioTov
Noav, ‘Pockios 0 kouwpdos xal ZdplE o6 apyipipos kal MnTpoBios 6
Moiwpdds. We are surprised to find a kopwdds and an apypuiuos
classified under the generic term fuuenicol. That the lysiode
Metrobius should be so designated is, of course, in accord with the
traditional meaning, but with this compare ibid., 2: MnyTpoBiov 8¢
TOV o oKnYis Twos épdv SieTé\eaev T véos Gv. Again, in the same
chapter Plutarch says: doTe . . . . émel «lpios amdvrwv (Sulla)
kaTéoTn, cuvaryayovta TAV 4o crnYis Kal GedTpov Tods LTAUGTETOUS
oonuépar wivew rai SamAnirilecbar Tols orxdupast . . . . daTe
pep@dols kal 6pynaTais Tidacos eivar. Surely no clearer proof that
these expressions were interchangeable, and that each included all
the particulars of the others, could well be asked for. Therefore
Ouperieds is equivalent to movoukds.

It is now necessary to inquire the reason for the amalgamation
of meanings in the case of Quperikds and oxnricds, and their equiva-

1 Cf. JOSEPHUS, Antiq. Iud., XV, 8: 7ols év 1 movauiky Staytyvouévors kai BumeAicols kalov-
wmévors, For the fact that wovowds always included both @vueAwkés and oxnvikés c¢f. FREI,
De cert. thym., p. 8. Plutarch’s usage agrees with this; ¢f. WYTTENBACH, Index Plut., s. vv.
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lent paraphrases. A prior?, it would seem most natural to suppose
that this was due to the fact that Guuérn and oxnvs) had both
come to mean the same thing, viz., “stage;” but, as already
shown, these terms were far from being identical and still repre-
sented a contrast. Consequently, this hypothesis is untenable.
The origin of the blending probably arose from the association of
dramatic and thymelic performances at festivals. Secondly, in
the time of the early empire the old societies of Dionysian artists,
which included both scenic and thymelic performers (cf. Aetia
Rom., p. 289 CD; De cap., p. 87F; and Aratus, 53), were either
reorganized, or entirely disbanded and then new ones formed
under imperial auspices.! The names of these new associations
show much variety, but usually agree in containing the phrase
7% Qupeliky ovodos® joined with the names of Dionysus and of the
patron emperor. The earliest ruler mentioned is Nerva (C. I. G-,
6785), though the custom probably began somewhat before his
day. It is evident that in this title upelicn (from the custom in
the Roman theater, where all performers stood on the same level)
included both oxnukds and the old-fashioned Gvueiirds, and that,
as these societies multiplied in every direction throughout the
Roman world, the broader meaning of the term (and of its peri-
phrasis o émi Ts Quuérns) drove out of use the traditional signifi-
cance of these expressions, regardless of the meaning that had
been attached, or still continued to be attached, to Quuérn in each
locality. In consequence, oknuikds, which now had to share its
field with Guuenikds as well as with wovaueds, disappeared (so far as
Plutarch is concerned), while its periphrasis, which always had
tended toward freedom of application, also followed the Roman
usage and became synonymous with its rival.’

In view of this development there is nothing surprising in the
fact that Plutarch uses ¢ amwo fs Quuérns of a comic poet, though

10f. POLAND, De col. artif. Dionys., pp. 19-21; ZIEBARTH, Das griechische Vereinswese n
pp. 88 ff.; and FrE1, De cert. thym., p. 8, n. 9.

2 Movowy) givedos occurs once, C. I. G., 4081,

31t must, of course, be kept in mind that, regardless of the common blurring of the
distinction between OvueAwkds and oxyvekds, these terms could still be employed in their
earlier sense whenever it was desired to express a contrast between orchestral and dramatic
petformances; cf. VITRUV., V, 7, 2: tragici et comici actores in scaena peragunt, reliqui
autem artifices suas per orchestram praestant actiones itaque ex eo scaenici et thymelict
graece separatim nominantur.
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Ouuérn is itself restricted to the meaning ‘“orchestra.” In his
Life of Demetrius he points out the difference between the con-
duct of Stratocles, the politician, and of Philippides, the comic
poet, toward that fantastic hero. He concludes (chap. 12) his
comparison with these words: 7odrov (Philippides) wév odv émirndes
éxelve (Stratocles) mapefrirauev, ¢ amo o0 Brijuatos Tov awo TiHs
Buuérns. The fact that these words could not have occurred with
this meaning in a third- or fourth-century source shows that
Plutarch has added them from the terminology of his day.!

b) Also of this term there is but one example in a ‘‘specific”
passage, viz., Sulla, 19: Tadys Ta émwlca Tis pdyns (at Chaero-
nea) 7yev (Sulla) év OfBass mepi Ty Oidumdderov kprjvmy ratackev-
doas Quuérnyv. Miller (Philologus, Spbd. VII, p. 97) thinks that,
as the Romans were fonder of dramatic than of musical contests,
this Guuérn was more likely a stage or platform than an orchestra.

1T have reserved for this place my criticism of FrREI’S dissertation, De certaminibus
thymelicis. From the fact that the words GvueAwds and okyvicés do not occur till the close of
the fourth century, and that povewkdés was in use from a much earlier period as a generic
name for all sorts of musical entertainments, together with certain statements in Athenaeus
which imply a transfer of certain performances to the theater at this period, Frei concludes
that the so-called thymelic contests at Athens were held in the Odeum of Pericles till the
time of Demetrius of Phalerum, who transferred them to the orchestra of the Dionysian
theater; these performances were accordingly called * thymelic’ because they were pre-
sented in the Ovméry, i. e., opxioTpa, in order to distinguish them from the dramatic produc-
tions, which were termed gxknvwkol, from being given on the stage (oxnvi), which he assumes
that this theater possessed; and finally this transfer was not made and these distinctions did
not earlier arise at Athens because (1) of the prejudice against using a precinct sacred to
Dionysus for non-Dionysian purposes, and (2) because up to the time of the Lycurgus
theater Athens had no other place so well fitted for such performances as the Odeum. Con-
sequently, since (2) did not obtain elsewhere, these distinctions may have arisen somewhat
earlier at other cities, e. g., Corinth. Frei’s contentions are well presented and clear, but
are not free from defects. In the first place, I miss a discussion of émt (amd) s axnris and
émi (amd) T9s Oupnédns—phrases which in my opinion are inextricably associated with his sub-
ject. Secondly, he first accepts Bethe’s hypothesis that the Lycurgus theater had a stage,
and consequently concludes that the distinction of names must be explained on the basis of
difference in place of performance there (p. 14: haec ipsa cerfaminum in theatro editorum
multitudo distinctionem expetivit, quae non e genere, sed rectius simpliciusque ex loco petenda
se obtulit. Quo enim tempore musict agones in theatro omnes committi coepti sunt, orchestra
non iam solus erat locus certaminum agendorum, sed scaena ludis scaenicis celebrandis
separata erat; ¢f. BETHE, Prol., p. 274), and then uses these conclusions to prove a stage at
that period (p. 15: itaque etiam ab hac parte luce clarius apparet, tragoedias comoediasque
certe inde a IV. a. Ch. n. saeculo non esse in orchestra actas, quod mirabili pertinacia iterum
iterumque praedicatur)—a notable petitio principii, which a study of Aristotle’s use of émi
7is axqvys would have spared him. Furthermore, Frei’s limiting the meaning of fvuéry to
“orchestra” in the derivation of fvumeAikés is impossible, as appears from the resulting
controversy between Dorpfeld and Bethe; c¢f. p. 28, n. 1, above. Lastly, he presses unduly
the fact that fvueAikés and exnvicés do not occur before the close of the fourth century,
since he can quote only three instances from an earlier period of wovswds, a term of undoubted
age (cf. ARIST., Plutus, 1163; PLAT., Laws, p. 658 AB; and C. I. 4., IV, 2, p. 203, No. 834b, col.
ii, 1. 47).
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If Sulla’s tastes, however, resembled Antony’s, the opposite con-
clusion would be more probable; cf. Anton., 56: uia vijgos (Samos)
ép’ Nuépas moANas kaTnukeiTo kai kaTeyrdAleTo, and ibid., 24.
Though the passage is not susceptible of definite interpretation in
itself, there is at least no reason for giving it an explanation
inconsistent with the meaning of fuuéin elsewhere in Plutarch.

Ouuerikds occurs twice in “specific” passages; cf. Fab. Max.,
4: mpoerfwy 8¢ 6 Siktdrwp (Fabius Maximus after his election) eis
Tov dyhov ebfato Tois Oeols . . . . Béas povowkas kai Gupe-
Mekas dfew. Livy (XXII, 9, 10) simply says ludos magnos.
Maller (op. cit., p. 100) and Frei (De cert. thym., p. 8, n. 9) inter-
pret Quuelikds as meaning “dramatic,”” though more probably it
is simply tautological. In either case, however, the use of the
term savors of Plutarch’s own day, The other instance is Cafo
Min., 46: 700 ®awviov katacTabévros dyopavéuov, Td Te dANa THS
apxns émepereiro (Cato Minor) kal Tas Oéas Selmev év Ty fedTpo,
Si80ls xal Tols Bupelikols oTedpdvovs pev ol ypuaots, ak\’ daomep év
"O\vuri, kotivwy . . . . év 8¢ T¢) éTépe BedTpe Kovpiwy 0 Pawviov
ouvdpywy éyopriyer mOAUTENDS® AN éxelvov amolelmovTes ol Gvbpw-
ot petéBawov évraifa xai cvvémailov wpoBiuws Vmorpvoucve TP
Dawvip Tov STy xai 79 Kdrww Tov dywvoféryy. From the
lack of details the precise meaning of Guuericds here must, as Frei
(op. cit., p. 9, n. 9) says, be left in uncertainty. One thing, how-
ever, is clear—in a ‘‘specific” passage Plutarch has transferred
the language of contemporaneous Greek customs to a Roman cele-
bration to which they bore little relation.

D. Zkpvi.

Zknvp is etymologically connected with owid, akdros, and
okipov, and originally meant “booth” or ‘“‘hut” for temporary use,
without regard to the materials employed. The word does not
occur in Homer, Hesiod, and the Homeric Hymns where «\ioia is
used in its stead ; but when the tragedians treated Homeric subjects,
they uniformly replaced the Homeric term with exnvy. In Soph.,
Ajax, 1407, where the poet for “local color” retained x\iola,
the scholiast wrote ogxknvy as its equivalent. Aischylus was the
first extant writer to use oxnvs. The most frequent application of
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the term was to military quarters—a use which persisted through-
out Greek literature. But, of course, this application was not the
only one. In the earliest dramatic performances, which were
entirely choral, when no change of costume was necessary and
the audience sat on all sides of the dancing-place, the members of
the chorus came already dressed from their homes or neighboring
houses. But when the development of the choral parts or the
addition of an actor demanded a change of costume, a temporary
booth was erected near the dancing-place for this purpose. A
great step in advance was taken when the happy thought came,
whether to Aischylus himself or a contemporary, of bringing this
booth still nearer the chorus and considering it the temporary
abode of the actor.! In the representation of camp scenes in the
extant drama the dressing-room was so used, and its presence is
often alluded to; ¢f. Soph., Ajax, 3 and 218; Eurip., Hec., 53, 99,
and 733; fon, 806 and 982; Troad., 139 and 176; Iph. Aul., 12;
etc. So long as gknvai was a correct untechnical designation for
the structures used as dressing-rooms, or whenever the dramatic
situation involved huts or booths, we cannot assume that the usage
had become technical, and in the passages just cited both condi-
tions obtain. Not until the dressing-rooms were built too sub-
stantially to be longer called oxnvai untechnically, and not until
they were still so designated in plays which did not depict camp
scenes, did oxnvy become a purely technical theatrical term. So

far as is now known, Aristophanes was the first to take this step;
¢f. Pac., 7130-31:

¢
os eldfaot pdAiora

\ \ \ ~ ’ ’ \ -~
mepl Tas oknras TAEloToL KAEmwToL KVTTAlE Kal Kakomwolely

and Thesmoph., 655-58:
xen - . . . weplfpébar

v mikva waoav kal Tas oknvas kal Tas Suédovs Sabpfioar.
In neither of these plays does the scenic location demand the
presence of booths. In the second passage the mingling of the
real and imaginary situation is noteworthy. The scene buildings
and the parodoi are actually present; the Pnyx is only the imagi-

10f. WILAMOWITZ-MOLLENDORFF, Hermes, Vol. XXI (1886), pp. 597 ff., and Vol. XXXII
(1897), pp. 382 ff.
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nary location of the scene. Hence it is clear that gxnvy has at
last attained a technical theatrical meaning, viz., “scene building”
(1). This seems to have been the only meaning in the fifth
century, and it persevered as long as the Greek theater.

An interesting example of this meaning is Plato, Laws, p.
817 C. A band of strolling actors is thought of as making appli-
cation to the rulers of the ideal state for permission to performj;
reply is made to them as follows: w7y &3 Sdénre Huas padiws e
olirws duds moTe Tap’ Huiv édoew arnyds Te ThEavras kat dyopav kai
ka\povovs Umokpitas eloayayouévovs.  Reisch  (Griechisches
Theater, p. 284) naturally explains that the actors wished to erect
tents to serve as dressing-rooms, but Miller (Philologus, Spbd.
VII, p. 13) sees a reference to a podium. There is, however, no
reason for dissociating this passage from the ordinary idiomatic
meaning of axnviy wyyvivar. The phrase is used of setting up a
tent for the use of those that collect plumbago at night (Theophr.,
Hist. Plant., IX, 19, 2); of putting up military quarters (Herod.,
VI, 12 and VII, 119; and Plut., Caes., 52; Demetr., 50; and
Ant., 48); and in a more general sense in Bekker’s Anecd., p. 302,
32—in all of which a reference to a stage is out of the question.
Furthermore, in describing the same event, viz., the erection of a
tent for Alcibiades at the Olympian games, [ Andocides] (Contra
Alcib., 30) uses oxnuyy émnfav; Plutarch (A4leid., 12), oxqvip
éotnoav; and Athenaeus (p. 534 D), oknvyv émnogov. The Jewish
Feast of the Tabernacles, which commemorated the forty years’
wandering in the wilderness and was celebrated by the erection
of booths of green boughs and leaves in which the people dwelt
seven days, was called gxnromnyia; cf. John’s Gospel 7:2; 1 Mace.
10:21; 2 Mace. 1:9, 18; 1 Esdr. 5:51; Septuag. Deut. 16:16;
31:10; Zech. 14:18, 19; and Josephus, Antiq. ITud., IV, 8, 12.
Moreover, Cleomenes ITI. of Sparta is said (Cleom., 12) during
an invasion of Megalopolis to have had a theater erected (mnéd-
pevos GéaTpov) in hostile territory and to have held a contest of
Dionysian artists for one day. It is therefore clear that in such
phrases 7nyvdvar means no more than iordvad.

As already noted, the transition in meaning from place to
function is one of the easiest known to semasiology. Thus
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Xenophon several times uses gxnvy by synecdoche of the enter-
tainment given in the royal quarters (Cyrop., II, 3, 22 and 24;
3, 1; and VIII, 4, 27). Consequently, a similar development in
the theatrical use of the term was natural. I therefore consider
“dramatic performance’ (2) the secondary technical meaning of
oknvi), “scenic action” and ‘“plot” being almost synonymous
meanings easily derived from this. Excellent examples are found
in [ Democritus ] fr. 249 (Mullach): ¢ xdouos axnvi, 6 Blos wdpodos:
7\Oes, eldes, amiibes, in Aristot., Poetics, XII1, 6, p. 1453a: émi
TGV oY@V kal TV ayovwy, and in arg. Soph., Electra (p. 97,
Papageorgius’s ed. of scholia): nuiv év Bpayel Sedirwrer 6 monTis
TOV TOTOV TijS TKNVAS.E
Both primary and secondary meanings are found in the
puzzling phrases Tpaywy aknvy and kwuiks) ornvij, which deserve a
separate treatment. The first instance of the former expression
is Xen., Cyrop., VI, 1. 54> Cyrus conceived the idea of mount-
ing the lowest story of his siege towers upon wheels and having
them drawn by eight yoke of oxen. Each tower (including the
wheels) was about eighteen feet in height, was fitted with plat-
forms and battlements, and carried a complement of twenty men.
The description continues: émwel 8¢ wdvra cvvewsriker alTd Ta
mepl Tovs wipryovs, énduBave Tod Aywrylov meipav+ ral woAV paov
» N \ , \ , \ \ 9 sy Ay \
e T4 OkTw Lelyn Tov wipyov kai Tovs ém’ alTe dvdpas i) TO
\ 4 (4 \ ~ ~ \ \ / 3 \
arevodopirov Bdpos éxacTov To Lelyos, orevdy wey yap Bdpos aupl
T4 Tévre Kal elkoot Tdhavra W Levyerr Tod O¢ wlpryov, domep
Tpayikis arnvijs TAY EVAwy mdyos éydvTev, kal koo GvSpdy Kal
1The manuscripts assign eighty-six fragments to Democrates, whom modern scholars
have been unable to identify, and therefore accredit the fragments to Democritus. This
particular one D1ELS, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, p. 425, considers spurious. It needs to
be interpreted in connection with Palladas, Anth. Pal., X, 72: oknvy) was 6 Blos kai maiyviov,
and Shakespeare’s words: ‘* All the world’s a stage, and all the men and women merely
players,” ete. (4s You Like It, II, 7, 139 ff.). Shakespeare’s ‘ world” is the actual earth
upon which men and women have their exits and their entrances. The life which they live is
the play on the boards—exactly the thought of ¢ Bios oxnvi, which is guarded against mis-
apprehension by walyviov. Democritus’s idea is similar, but not identical. According to his
figure, the world (xéomos) is a spectacle, the only means of access (mdpodos) to which is

human life. Each man at birth gains admittance, views the pageant, and takes his depar-
ture. The interpretation is defined by eiSes, which must refer to a spectator, not an actor.

2 Of. the similar use of dpaua in arg. ITI SoPH., Oed. Col.: éri 7¢ Aeyouéve immiy Kodwvg 1o
Spapa keiTac, :

3 The difficulty of this passage has been recognized for some time; ¢f. WIESELER, Ersch-
Gruber Enc., p. 208, n. 32, and REINACH, Revue critique, Vol. XXVI (1892), p. 450.
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Smhwv, TovTwy éyéveto ElaTTov i) TevTekaibeka Tdhavta éxdoTe
Cebyer 10 ayaywov. The interpretation of the passage in detail
would pass beyond the limits of this paper, and I must content
myself with a mere outline. Wieseler (op. cit., pp. 208f., nn. 32 and
38) saw a reference to the unyavi; Reisch (Griechisches Theater,
p- 284, and Zedt. f. d. ost. Gfym., Vol. XXXVIII, p. 276), to the
uprights of the scene building ; and Muller (Philologus, Spbd. VII,
pp- 25 ff.),to the upper story (Oberbiihne) of the stage—all interpre-
tations inconsistent with the history of oxnvs and hard to reconcile
with the meaning of the whole phrase in most of the other pass-
ages where it occurs. Zknwr) used alone in the context would natu-
rally have been thought to refer to the oxnvy oTpatioTky; Tpayien
simply makes plain the reference. With much the same purpose
s aknijs s év 7@ BedTpe appears in the Delian inscription for
the year 282B.C. (Bull. Cor. Hell.,Vol. XVIII [1894 ], p. 162). Of
course, the same certainty of application might have been obtained
by the use of kwuikn instead of Tpayers, for the same building served
either purpose. “Its timbers had the thickness of those of a booth,
the one used at tragedies (and comedies) I mean.”’ When we
remember that most Greek buildings were made of sun-dried
brick, stone, or marble, and very few entirely of wood, we shall
not be surprised that in choosing some wooden structure with
which to compare the tower Xenophon found nothing else with
which he could assume that Greeks as a whole were so familiar
as the scene building. In my opinion, then, the phrase here is
simply an extension of the primary meaning of oknv. The
difficulties involved in the small weights mentioned are no greater
upon this interpretation than otherwise, and, I think, can be
satisfactorily cleared up; but this must be reserved for another
occasion.

From the secondary meaning of oxnvs these phrases were also
equivalent to 7paypdla and xkwpwdia. This meaning is found as
far back as [ Plato] Clitopho, p. 40TA: éyw ydp, @ Zéxpartes, ool
oVYYLYYopeEvos TONNAKLS éEeTATTOUNY drovVwy, kal wou é80kels Tapd
Tods dANovus AdvlpdTouvs kdANoTa MNéyew, omdTe émimipdyv TolS

1 0f. De aud. poet., p. 35D: 6 7paywds "Adpacros, and De esu carn., p. 998 E: miv év 73
Tpaywdie-Mepdmnv. Of course, Tpaywi may be a gloss that has supplanted 6earpucr in the
text of Xenophon, but such a supposition is unnecessary.



THEATRICAL TERMS IN PLUTARCH 43

avlparros, domep émi ornus' Tpaywns Oeds, Vuvels Aéywv: ol
pépeabe, dvfpwmor, kTh. In later times the phrase was unques-
tionably understood of the unyavn. The misinterpretation was
doubtless due to passages like that just quoted, in which there is
a reference to the deus ex machina. In fact, it may be traced
back to this very passage in the Clifopho with great plausibility,
for Timaeus, Plat. Lex., s. v. Tparywen oknvy, gives the following
definition: miyua ueréwpov, ép’ od év Oedv orevy Twes TapidvTes
é\eyov, and this mistaken explanation Photius, s. v. Tpayuey
oknvi), quotes word for word. Arrian, Dissert. Epict., 111, 22, 26,
echoing the passage under consideration, is evidently thinking of
the wnyavs, but at least has the merit of retaining the correct
text.

It is thus apparent that Tpayiky ornvy early had two meanings:
(a) “a scene building for tragic contests,” and (b) ‘“tragic per-
formance.” These meanings are easily derived and lie close to
one another. Moreover, it is easy to understand how the mean-
ing mnyavn arose in later times. But on Miller’s supposition
that it meant unyavs, or Oberbiihne, from the first, it is incom-
prehensible how the phrase came to mean Tpaywdia in Demetr.,
28 (quoted on p. 46 below)—the solitary instance in all Greek
literature!

As the front wall of the scene building was the most conspicuous
part to the audience, and as there the scenery was either applied
or attached, this front wall alone, or finally the scenery itself,
came to be called oxknvy (3). When Aristotle says (Poet., 4) that
Sophocles introduced scenery, the term that he uses —oxnroypapia
—implies that this meaning of oxnvy was already in vogue.
This, too, is the common interpretation put upon the expressions
at emdve oxnral, ai kdTe oknval, etc., in the Delian inscription

1The critical apparatus at my disposal does not record this variant which is mentioned
by WIESELER (Ersch-Gruber, p. 209, n. 38) and MULLER (Philologus, Spbd. VII, p. 27). The
accepted text reads unxaviis. The correct reading, however, is preserved in the lemma in
TIMAEUS, Lex. Plat. (which can refer to no other passage in Plato), and Photius, and by the
passage in Arrian, which is based upon this one. Another reason for suspecting the usual
reading is that émi unxavis rarely occurs, but generally awo unyxavis; cf. LUCIAN, Philops., 29;
ARISTIDES, I, pp. 47 and 78; II, p. 190, and schol. ad. loc.; BEKKER'S Anecd., I, 208, 9; ALEXIS
apud ATHENAEUS 326 C; and [DEMOSTH.], XL, 59, or ék myxaviis; ¢f. LUCIAN, Hermot., 86,
and seven examples in Heliodorus; ¢f. WALDEN, Harvard Studies, Vol. V (1894), p. 43. A
parallel to the construction and meaning is found in ArisToT., Poetics, XIII, 6, p. 1453a:
émi TV TRNVAY KAl TRV dydrwy,
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(Bull. Cor. Hel., Vol. XVIII [1894], p. 163), though I am not
myself fully convinced that this and several other points in con-
nection with the Delos theater have yet been satisfactorily
explained. We must understand similarly the oravofira of the
theater at Megalopolis (Excav. at Megal., supplement to the Jour.
Hel. Studies (1892), p. 140, XXVIII), though the circumstances
there were exceptional. The usage appears frequently in the
later literature; ¢f. Dion Cass., LXIII, 6; Paus., 11, 7, 5, etec.
The phrase émi (amo) Ths ornvis has already been discussed in
another connection (pp. 32 ff.), where it appeared that the expres-
sion had a tendency to go over to the secondary meaning of oxnvy
and mean little more than “in a play.” Another development in
another direction has still to be noted. Many a meaning of words
and phrases is entirely due to association of ideas. Thus a word
may in the beginning have a certain meaning (let us call this x).
A new meaning (let us call this y) may come to be associated with
the original one (so that the meaning is now 4y). The original
meaning may then be lost sight of (so that the result is simply y).
It was precisely such a course that was pursued by this phrase in
one direction. As already stated (c¢f. p. 82), it originally meant
“on the playhouse side” (x, to apply our illustration), and often
may be roughly translated so. It is easy to see how the new
meaning arose. For example, ¢f. schol. Eurip., Heppol., 171:
éml Ths aknijs Selkvurar (10 ékxikAnua) Ta &vdov mpaTTéueva: “The
eccyclema shows ‘on the playhouse side’ what is done within.”
In this case émi 7ijs ornvis not only has its old meaning (x); there
is also involved a strong contrast between the inner part of the
scene building and those parts which were seen by the audience.
The first member of the contrast was expressed by évdov; the
second member (at least when such a collocation of words occurred
for the first time) was not clearly expressed at all, but was easily
implied in émi Tijs oxnrijs. When we try to give a definite expres-
sion to this latter opposing part, we can think of nothing better
than “performance-place” or ‘‘scene” (4). So in such a sentence
émi Ths ornriis by unavoidable implication meant both “on the
playhouse side and in the performance-place” (x+y). It remains
for us to see how the meaning (x) faded. A good illustration
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occurs in schol. Arist., Nub., 344: 8jhov odv &7t omdoa év Tois dvw
AéNexkTar yopued, olk émi Ths crnvijs dvTos ToD yopod elpnTai, AN
ééw éoTdTOS KAl KPUTTOWEVOU . . . . O yap 7NOUvavTo évTos elvar THS
crnvis ai un katamrdcar undémw: ‘It is evident that the choral
parts were said while the chorus was not ‘on the playhouse side
and in the performance-place’ [x+y], but standing outside . . . ,
for those that had not yet flown down could not be within the
performance-place [y]”. It is plain that the meaning (x) has
entirely disappeared, else évros Tijs ornrijs would mean “within
the scene building.”! Once established, this new meaning spread
rapidly and soon became common in many other combinations.
This new development included within its scope the space occupied
by both chorus and actors; cf. schol. Asch., Eumen., 35: map’
ONiyov épnuos 1) oknuy vyiveTar, olre yap o xopds Tw TwdpecTIv, 5 TE
ipera eloiNfev eis Tov vadv. The usage is especially common
in the dramatic scholia, but is not infrequently found in Lucian
and other late writers.

Owing to the difference of structure in the Roman theater,
where the place of both actors and chorus was a raised stage,
ornv) acquired that meaning also (5); ¢f. Pollux, IV, 127. A dis-
cussion of the many other meanings of oxknvs) is not needed for
understanding Plutarch’s usage.

@) Of meaning (1) Plutarch furnishes several examples. Quaestt.
conv., p. 621C, has already been quoted and discussed on p. 29,
above. Another instance is Gulba, 16: Tas 8¢ dwpeds, ds Népwv
&wre Tols mepl oYy kal wakaloTpav kth. O mepl crnviv is, of
course, equivalent to of émi (amo) Ths okyris,’ “general” examples
of which—viz., An seni, p. 185C, and Sulla, 2 (twice)—have
already been quoted on p. 35, above. “General” instances of
émi (amo) Ths ornis—viz.,, Quaestt. conv., T109D; An seni, p.
7858, and T91E; De Alex. fort., p. 337E; Demetr., 41; Theseus,
16; Amator., p. 157 A; De poet. aud., p. 35F, and De glor.
Ath., p. 348 EF —have been cited on pp. 33 £., above.

The primary significance of Tpaywkn oxnry appears in Quomodo

1¢f. schol. Evrr., Hippol., T16: édyyehos 8 & 7a mempaypéva évdov Tis arnviis 76 Xop@
ayy éNwv,

2 Of. Dio Cass., LX, 23: oi mepi Thv oknviy texvitar, Iapa oxyviv in Otho, 5, probably has
)s;l:))l (it;il;i:ﬁfical application, but is a mere reproach at the troops for being *‘ feather-bed



46 PLUTARCH ON THE GREEK THEATER

adul., p. 56 F: 7/ 8¢ Népwvi Tpayucn émnEato crxnviv kal mpoocwmeia
kal koBopvovs mepiéfnrev; ody 6 T@Y KohaxevévTwy érawos; Nero’s
well-known pride in his tragic acting was, of course, made possible
and fostered by the sycophantic praise of his courtiers; in other
words, they furnished the required environment and accessories.
The secondary meaning of the phrase occurs in Demetr., 28: v
8¢ dujynow domep ék KwuKTS TRNVAS TANY €S TPAYLKNY UETAYOVTIY
ai Toyar kal ai wpdfess Tob avdpss (Demetrius); 7. e., the narrative
changes from a joyous theme to a tragic one. Miiller (Philologus,
Spbd. VII, p. 24) gives this same interpretation, which, as I have
said before, stands out of all relation to the meanings which he
assigns these phrases elsewhere.

Further instances of meaning (2) are found elsewhere; cf.
Praec. ger., p. 823E: xpn . . . . py Tameavoboblar und ékmemhij-
x0ar ™y éx BedTpwy kal omTavelwy rxal molvavdpiwy mwposioTauérny
7015 dyAows 86Eav, ds oNiyov ypovov émldaav kal Tols povoudyows xal
Tals oknvails omod cuvdialvouévny, évriwov 8¢ undév undé ceuvov
éxovoav. Since the performance itself was the only thing that
had as fleeting an existence as the glory gained by the donor of
the spectacles, no other interpretation is possible. A similar
explanation must be given a passage which has never been under-
stood, De esu carn., p. 996B: v ¢ peydAnv kal pvotnpiwdy kal
dmoTov &vdpdar Sethols, 7 ¢now o INdrwv, rkai Ovyra dpovodowy
apyny Tob Sdyuatos okvd pev €T TR Aoy Kively, daep vady év yeLudn
valeAnpos 4 unyaviy alpe. mouTikds avip év Oedtpe ormviis mept-
depouévns. Misled by the participle wepipepouérns, Reisch (Griech-
isches Theater, p. 288) sees a reference to the scaena ductilis, and
Miller (op. cit., p. 16) to the periactor. But since a change in
the location of the scenic action does not necessitate the use of
the deus ex machina nor vice versa, these suggestions are unin-
telligible. It must first be noted that mepipépecfar is often
employed of other than literal motion. Thus it is used of the
youthful Dionysius who was ‘“dizzy” with the responsibilities of
his office (Dion, 11: véas Jruxijs éfovoia peydhy kai Svvdue mepipe-
popévns), of Clodius Macer, who, being unable either to accept or
reject the imperial dignity, was in a constant state of “wavering”
(Galba, 6: év 9 pnre raréyew pyre adiévar Ty apyny Svvacba
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mepupepduevos), and in St. Paul’s injunction to the Ephesians not
to be ‘“carried about” with every wind of doctrine (Ephes. 4:14:
mepupepduevor mavri avéuw Tis Sibackalias); cf. also Caesar, 32,
and Philop., 17. The parallelism of the figures must next be
observed: (a) Plutarch (b) at the critical moment in his narrative
(c) drvet ér riwelv Thv apxrfv, («) the shipowner (b) év yepdn (c)
okvel kwely Ty vady, and (a) the poet (b) ocrnviis mepipepouérns (c)
alpe. Ty pnyaviv. It thus appears that év yeudw and ornvis
mepupepopérns perform similar functions in their clauses, each
denoting that which impels the subject of the simile to a given
course of action. Now, the deus ex machina was employed only
when the difficulties became too great for any other solution. But
this is exactly the thought which Plutarch expresses by cwnrijs
mepipepopérns, the choice of metaphor probably being influenced
by the preceding nautical figure. When the play was ‘“driven
about” like a ship in a storm—7. e., when the plot became tangled
beyond the possibility of disengagement by the natural action of
the characters—then the poet resorted to the only recourse left
him. The same idea is found several times elsewhere. Cf. the
Iloinos of Antiphanes (Meineke, III, p. 106; Kock, II, p. 90):

érel)’ Srav pndiv Stvwrt’ (tragic poets) elmelv ér

kopedy 8 dmeiprijkwow év Tols Spduacy,

alpovay damep ddkTvAov TV unxaviy,

kal Tols fewpévolow droxpdvrws Exet,
Plato, Oratyl., p. 425D: € wuy dpa &1, domwep oi Tpaywpdomoiol,
érelbdy TL dmwopdaiy, éml Tas unyavas katadedyovar eods aipovres,
and Cicero, Nat. Deor., I, 20: ut tragici poetae, cum explicare
argumenti exttum non potestis, confugitis ad deum. How closely
oxnri) here approaches the meaning “plot” may be seen from the
fact that Cicero uses argumentum to express it, though Antiphanes
employs év Tois dpduaativ.

A very clear instance of meaning (3) is Galba, 1: 7 & Tév
Kawodpwv éoria, mo Ilakdriov, év éndooov ypove (than ten months)
réoaapas alrokpdropas Umedéfato, TOV wév elocayévrwy Bomwep Oua
axnrijs, Tov & éfayovtwv. The subject of the participles is not
expressed; possibly they are to be thought of as fcia priuata.
The corresponding agent in the simile is the poet. The directing
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powers of the universe brought into the palace one ruler follow-
ing immediately upon the exit of his predecessor, just as a poet
has one actor make his entrance as soon as another departs. In
this connection the verbs could only be used of passing between
scene building and performance place. Several meanings of
oknr) would be appropriate, but di¢ limits the application to the
front wall of the scene building or to the scenery. Entrances and
exits were, of course, made through the doors in the front wall of
the scene building, <. e., &id ornvis.

Of meaning (4) there are several examples; c¢f. Amator., p.
T49A: elfds 7 mpddacts, éE fis dpunOnoav of Adyou, yopov alTel
7@ mwdler kal cknriis Oeitar, Td T dAAa OpduaTos ovdéy éAeimet.
The story needed only a sympathetic audience and a place for the
recital. This meaning is employed figuratively also in De facte,
p- 940F: o ZdAras vmoraBav, “émioyes,” elmev, “® Aawmpia, kal
mapaBaod 0 Quplov Tod Adyov, uny AdOns Tov uibov Homep els yhHy
ékokeiras kai ovyyéns 7o Spdma Toluov érépav éyov crnuyy Kal
Sudfesiw.” Sulla’s narrative had a location and theme at variance
with what Lamprias had just been saying. Still another
instance of this usage is Theseus, 29: eloi pévtor Adyor mepi
yduwy Onoéws kal érepor, THY crnuyy damedevydres. Plutarch
has just been relating Theseus’s relations with Pheedra, which
had been dramatically treated by Euripides and others. He adds
that Theseus had had other matrimonial experiences which had
escaped representation on the scene. Of meaning (5) I find no
example in Plutarch.

b) Of meaning (1), viz., “scene building,” there are several
instances ; ¢f. Aratus, 23: ad7os amwo Tis crnvis els péoov mponhle;
and Demetr., 34: émhows pév avvéppafe Tyv axnrip.! A passage of
some interest is Phocion, 5: kal uévror kai adTév wore Tov Pwkiwvd
bagr mAnpovuévov Tod GedTpov TepimraTely Umod crnvRY adToV SvTa mPoS
éavry Ty dudvorav. This has usually been taken as meaning that
Phocion was walking up and down ‘‘behind the scenes,”’? and that
is undoubtedly the customary meaning of the phrase; ¢f. p. 50,
below. Now, mé denotes (to paraphrase Professor Gildersleeve’s

1These two passages are discussed at length on pp. 56 ff. below.
2 Cf. LANGHORNE'S and CLOUGH’S translations, and MULLER, Philologus, Spbd. VII, p. 15.
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phrase concerning éw{) ‘“characteristic infraposition.” Conse-
quently it must usually be rendered “beneath,” but also some-
times ¢ behind;” ¢f. Herod., I, 12; VII, 61; and IX, 96. This
latter meaning is the one here required, but @ priori the phrase
might mean either behind the scene building or behind its front
wall. Now, at Athens there was a colonnade behind the scene
building since the time of the Lycurgus theater (Dorpfeld,
Griechisches Theater, p. 60). Since this seems a more natural
place for Phocion to be engaged in collecting his thoughts than
behind the scenes, I prefer this interpretation. The phrase has
this meaning also in Athen., p. 591 A, who mentions a statue of
Eros which was Umo Ty oxnviv.

The primary significance of Tpaywen gxnvy appears in Demetr.,
25, which is given in more detail by Athenaeus.

Phylarchus apud Athen., p. 614 E. Demetr., 25.

PAéyedws 8¢ v kal Aqmijrpios 6 oAiopknis, W 8¢ kal wdvrwv dmex-
&s Pyou Pvdapxos év ) &ty Tév ToTopsv, 8s ye  Béoratos 6 Avaipaxos
kal ™y Avawudxov adhiy kewwis oxyyis oddev  atrg (Demetrius), xai
dwdépery eyev: éiévar yip dn’ adrijs mdvras  Aobopdv els Tov épwTa Tijs
SuovArdfBovs - Tov T€ Bifuv xAevdlwv kal Tov ldpw,  Aapias é\eye viv wpoTov
peylorovs dvras mapd T¢ Avowudyw, kal Twas éwpaxévar wdpyny wpoepxo-
érépovs TGV pidwv: mapd 8 adrod I[levkéoras kal — pévny ék Tpoyukijs okyvijs -
Meveldovs, &rv 8¢ *O&uvféuidas . Tatta & dkovwv 6 6 8¢ Ayuirpios &by v
Avoipaxos “eyd tolvuv,” &by, “mépvny éx Tpayiis  éavrod wlpvny Twdpove-
arquijs o) édpaxa éfwodaav,” ™y addyTpida Aapiov  orTépav elvar Ths éxelvov
Aéywv. Gmayyerévros 8¢ kal TovTou wddw Pmoda-  Inyveldmys.

Bov & Anuajrpios &by “GAN’ % wap’ éuol wipyy
cwodpovéarepov s map’ éxelvy Mnveldmys {y.”

It is likely that Phylarchus was Plutarch’s source in this place
(¢f. Haug, Quellen Plutarchs, p. 714), and consequently the minor
divergences such as mpoepyouévny for ééwodocav, must be due to the
latter. It is curious, however, that the biographer omits the first
remark of Demetrius which led to the whole controversy, since
he is usually fond of such things.! Tpaywy grnri is opposed to
kwpkn oknri, which evidently must refer -to a building of some
sort because it is itself compared to an adl. The adjectives are
used not simply to show that axnvs has a theatrical rather than a

1A significant fact for Wright’s third argument; c¢f. p. 11, n. 1.
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military meaning, as in the Cyropaedia passage (pp. 41 £., above),
but to add point to the jest. It is,in the first place, termed ropikr
because of the comic names borne by Lysimachus’s friends;' it is
then given the epithet Tpayues as an antithesis to Demetrius’s jibe,
and because of his pompous manner of conducting himself; ¢f.
Demetr., 41 (p. 33, above), and because harlots never were given a
role in tragedy. Miiller (Philologus, Spbd. VII, p. 16) and Reisch
(Griechisches Theater, p.288) see in these passages a reference to the
decoration. But this interpretation gives these phrases meanings
of which there are no other examples and which would stand quite
apart from their significance elsewhere. Moreover, in that case
we should expect, not éfiévar (mpoépyeafar) éx, but Siefiévar or
ébiévar dud; cof. Galba, 1, on p. 47, above. Inasmuch as Lamia
cannot even figuratively be said to have come from a wnyavs, or
Oberbiihne (the meanings which Wieseler and Miuller propose
for the Cyropaedia passage; cf. p. 42, above), while she was, of
course, continually coming from Demetrius’s quarters, of which
“‘tragic” was a very appropriate epithet, it is reasonable to sup-
pose that oxnwj has its primary meaning. We have already seen
that these phrases had this meaning in Demetrius’s time, and, as
Plutarch uses them without explanation, it must have been cur-
rent usage in his day also.

Of meaning (2) there happens to be no instance in “specific”
passages. For (3) ¢f. Aratus, 15: wpérepov . . . . Tov Alylmriov
éfaduale (Aratus) mhodrov . . . . vuwi 8¢ IO TrNYYY éwpakds TdvTa
Ta ékel wpdypata Tpayediav Svta kal cknvoypadiav Shos Huiv wpoo-
kexwpnkev— words which are put in the mouth of King Antigonus.
As just stated, this phrase means either “behind the scene build-
ing” or “behind its front wall.” The latter is evidently the
meaning here employed and is the more common; ¢f. schol. Arist.,
Nub., 294; schol. Ran., 257 ;schol. Aesch., Eumen.,47; and Lucian,
Nero, 9. The phrase has a stereotyped meaning ‘“behind the
scenes,” and is often opposed to éml (r7s) ornriis, “before the
scenes;”’ cf. Philost., Vit. Soph., 1,9, 1: ols émi axnvijs Te xal Omwo
GKNVAS P TPATTED.

1The point of Demetrius’s remark lay in the fact that slaves, who usually had short
names, played a prominent part in New Comedy; ¢f. BERGK, Griechische Literatur-Ge
schichte, Vol. IV, p. 141, n. 57, and NEIL’S edition of ARIST., Equit., p. 6, n. 1.
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Of (4) there are two examples. In Aet. Rom., p.289 D, Plutarch
cites Cluvius Rufus in explanation of the term histriones: ¢noi yap
(Cluvius) . . . . Notuwdn véoov év Paouy yevouévmy (in 364 B.C.) wdr-
Tas opal®ds Siapbeipar Tovs émi crnrny mpoepyopuvovs: Senbeiaiy odv
avrois (the Romans) éx Tuppnuvias éNbeiv woArovs kal ayabods Texvi-
Tas, @v Tov wpwTebovra 86Ey kal ypdvov mheloTov éveunuepoivta Tols
Oedrpows “IoTpov ovoudlecOar: rai Sia Todro wdvTas ‘loTplwvas’ am’
éxelvov mpogayopevesfar. Tt is clear that éml ornviy with a verb of
motion is equivalent to émi ornris with a verb of rest, and it has
already been explained how the latter phrase gave rise to the
meaning ‘“performance place” or “scene.” Though we are not in
a position to say so positively, it is extremely doubtful whether
ornwf had already acquired this signification as early as 364 B. C.
Incidentally, we may also point out that it is agreed that societies
of Dionysian artists did not arise till considerably later than the
time here mentioned." A still clearer instance of modernization
is De aud. poet., p. 19 E: o Edpirr(8ns elmeiv Néyerar mpos Tods Tov
"1Elova Nowdopoidvras @s aceBi) kal papdv, “ov wévror mTPdTEPOY AdTOV
éc Ths axnriis éEfyaryor § 1@ Tpoy® mwpoonidoar”’ The context
requires that éc Tijs oxqriis here should mean either ‘“from the
scene” or “from the stage.” As no instance of the latter signifi-
cance occurs in Plutarch, we must choose the former. But it is
certain that in Euripides’s day the phrase could have meant only
“from the scene building,” which is entirely inapplicable to this
passage. If such a sentiment was ever actually expressed by the
dramatist, he probably said éx Tijs 6pxrioTpas or éx Tod Bedtpov, or
employed the verb alone; cf. Xen., Hell., VI, 4, 16, on p. 12, above.

E. TIlpockiyov.’

The etymological meaning of mpooknmor is “‘the front part
of the oxnri” or ‘“‘the structure in front of the oxyvd.” The
name is specifically attached to the colonnade in front of the
scene building in the theater at Oropos by an inscription on the
architrave (Dorpfeld, Griechisches Theater, p. 105; the dedica-

10f. POLAND, De col. artif. Dion., p.9, and ZIEBARTH, Gr. Vereinswesen, p. 8. For the
whole story c¢f. Livy, VII, 2,

2Besides the authorities already cited cf. NOACK, Philologus, Vol. LVIII (1899), pp. 1 ff.,
and PUCHSTEIN, Griechische Biihne, pp. 40-43.
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tion belongs to the first or second century B. C.). Similar
inscriptions are found at Kalymna (Inscriptions in the British
Museum, 1T, 231) and elsewhere. It is equally certain that in
the Roman theaters the name was applied to the whole stage
structure in front of the scaena; ¢f. Vitruv., V, 6, 1: Unea
ducatur, quae disiungat proscaenii pulpitum [ =stage] et orches-
trae regionem. Whether in the Greek theaters mpogksviov ever
was used of the top of the stone colonnade which replaced the
earlier wooden structure is a mooted question and too involved
for the present discussion. There is reason to believe that Plu-
tarch at least never so employed it, and in my opinion his usage
is in conformity with Greek usage in general.

a) An unusually clear case is found in Lycurg., 6: odfév yap
gero (Lycurgus) Taira (ornamental buildings) mpos edBoviiav
elvar, parrov 8¢ Bhdmrew, Pprvapwdes dmepyaliueva kai yavvous
ppovijuate kevd Tas Siavoias TV guumopevouévwy, dTav els aydipata
kal ypadas i wpookima Oedtpwy 7 oTéyas Bovhevrnpiwy fHoknuévas
mepurTds ékxhnoidovres amroBAérwar. The language is manifestly
perfectly general, being an explanation of Lycurgus’s enactment
that Spartan assemblies should be held in places free of buildings.
The only possible meaning for mpocknviov here is that it was that
part of the theater which the assembly looked at; 7. e., the front
wall. Plutarch has committed two anachronisms: he assumes that
Lycurgus was familiar with a fully developed theater building,
and that it had already come to be used elsewhere as the meeting-
place of the popular assembly. It is, of course, impossible that
he should ever have seen any kind of a theater, with or without a
proscenium; cf. p. 24, above.

b) The solitary instance of mpogwnquior in a “specific” passage
is Non posse suav., p. 1096 B: rai {1{>' yaikoiv > ANéEavdpov év
IIéAAy Bovhopevov monaar To Tpockivov ovk elacev 6 TexviTys, @S
Siapbepoivra Tév vmokpirédy THv pwviy. This passage has called
forth much ingenuity in the attempt to discover whether the
ancients thought a background or a floor had the more effect
upon a person’s voice. That they attributed influence to the
latter, Puchstein, relying mostly upon [Aristot.] Probl., XI, 25

1The addition is mine. The sentence standsin a series of five questions, each of which,
with this exception, is introduced by 7¢ or dta 7(; manifestly they ought all to be alike.
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(p- 16, above), has shown. That the influence also of the former
was recognized, however, cannot be denied. Too little attention
has been paid to the fact that the inquiries as to the effect of
chaff in an orchestra and of a brass proscenium are cited as
examples of the questions which interested Aristotle, Theophras-
tus, Dicaearchus, and Hieronymus. Apparently the underlying
principles were not known to everyone; these cases required more
than the generally-known theories of sound. It is clear that the
objection to a brass proscenium did not present itself to Alexan-
der in advance, though he had the best of teachers, and had
received instruction in this particular branch as well; ¢f. Alex., 7.
That Puchstein can cite more passages on the effect of a floor
than on the effect of a background is a simple matter; the latter
was a commonplace, while the former was not. Furthermore,
we do not know whether the ancients considered the architect’s
objection valid. The upshot of the whole matter is that this pas-
sage cannot be quoted as evidence one way or the other. Con-
sequently, there is no reason for an interpretation inconsistent
with the meaning for the term in Plutarch which we have
already established.

F. Ildpodos.

In the fifth century the passages leading along the scene
building and into the orchestra were known as 8/ooc; ¢f. Arist.,
Thesm., 658, on p. 39, above; or elgodoc; cf. idem, Nub., 326; Av.,
296, and fr. 388, 2 (Kock). Later they received the name mdp-
o8ou; ¢f. Aristot. Eth. Nic., IV, 6, p. 1123a and [ Democritus] fr.
249 on p. 41, above, and this name alone persisted. In theaters
of the Romanized (Asia Minor) type the old mdpodoc led to the
stage (by means of ramps) as well as to the orchestra. The desig-
nation was employed also of the entrances to the stage from the
side wings.

a) It so happens that there is no instance of this word in Plu-
tarch in a “general” passage. The usage is, of course, not
doubted; c¢f. Pollux, IV, 126.!

b) Two examples of mdpodos are found in “specific” passages;

1The term is used of the opening chorus of a play in De glor. 4th., p. 348 E, and 4An sent,
p. 185 A,
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of. Aratus, 23: émomicas (Aratus) Tals mapcdois ékarépwbev Tods
*Axawovs, which evidently has the old meaning of orchestral
entrances. The other instance is Demetr., 34: xataBds (Deme-
trius), domep of Tpaywdol, dia TdY dvw mapédwv. Now, ai dve wdpo-
8o implies ai kdtw wapodo.. The latter could only be the parodoi
par excellence; 1. e., the entrances to the orchestra. In that case
the upper paradoi may conceivably have been (1) the ramps leading
from the orchestra paradoi to the logeion (i. e. of the Romanized
theater with a stage; ¢f. Puchstein, G'riechische Biihne, pp. 80
and 96), (2) the central doors in the proscenium, or (3) side
entrances to the stage from the parascenia (¢f. Puchstein, ibid.,
p- 98). Inasmuch as the ramps were scarcely the entrances
kat éEoyny for the Tpaywdoi, and the central doors could hardly
be called side entrances, I incline to the last interpretation.
In other words, Demetrius came from the parascenium upon the
logeion (which is mentioned, in the context; cf. p. 56), and spoke
thence. The very contrast between ‘“upper” and ‘“lower’’ shows
that the Plutarch had a transitional type of theater in mind,
since in the old style of theater all the entrances to the place of
action were ‘“lower,”” and in the Roman theater they were all
“upper.” This interpretation accords with the Nero theater of
Plutarch’s day, but not with the Lycurgus theater. We have,
then, another case of anachronism.

G. Aovyeion.

Etymologically Aoyetor means ‘‘speaking-place,” and it seems
during its whole history to have been the vox propria for the
place occupied by the speakers in the public assemblies—a fact
which clearly appears from Praec. ger., p. 823 B: &ahaxTiy

. mapéywy éavtov o mkpov Nuépas pépos émri Tod Bruartos 3 Tod
Noyelov moltevéuevos. The good citizen must spend much of his
time in the law courts and the public assemblies. Here any
reference to the Moyelov as the actors’ place is, of course, out of
the question. The sophist Phrynichus (p. 250, Rutherford’s ed.),
whose carefulness would scarcely allow us to suppose him mis-
taken concerning the usage of his own time, states that tragic and
comic actors performed in the logeion: o uévror, &vfa pév kwupdol
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xal Tpaypdol aywvilovrai, Noyeiov épels - évfa 8¢ of avAnTal ral of
xopol, opxnoTpav kal un Ovuéinv. Additional information for
the same general period is afforded by the words Bijua fejrpov
which appear in an inscription on the highest of the steps leading
to the Phadrus stage of the theater at Athens (C. I. 4., ITI, 239).
The conclusion that this stage was the speaking-place of the
actors and orators in the third or fourth century A. D.—. e., was
the Noyeiov—is inevitable. An inscription from Patara for the
year 147 A. D. carries us back a century or more—C. I. G-,
4283: Odenia . . . . Ilpokra Ilatapis avénkev xai xabiépwoev
<« . . Ty ToD Aoyelov kaTackevny kal Thdkwaw—words which can
hardly be understood of any other meaning that has ever been
proposed for Noyetov than “stage.” Moreover, Vitruvius, V, 7, 2,
supplies similar testimony for the beginning of the imperial period:
habent . . . . Graect . . . . pulpitum, quod Noyetov appellant.!
On the other hand, there is good reason for believing that at
Athens from the earliest times the orchestra served as the place of
the speaker in assemblies which were held in the theater. Thus,
from Isocr., De pace, 82 (p. 26, above), and Aesch., Ctes., 156,
176, and 230, it appears that crowning and other public business was
done in the orchestra. The latest reference occurs in Athenaeus,
who preserves the contemporaneous account by Posidonius of the
rise of Athenion to a tyranny at Athens in 88 B. C.; ¢f. Athen.,
p- 213 E: oi dxAow cuvdpapdvres eis 10 Géatpov elhovro Tov’Abnvivva
aTpaTyyoy émi TAV SmAwy . kai Taperdwy o TepLTaTNTIKOS €l THY
dpxroTpav . . . . eUxapioTnoé Te Tols Abnvaios xal épn kTh. Tt
thus seems that about the beginning of the Christian era the
speakers in the Greek assemblies, when held in the theater, were
transferred from the orchestra to a raised platform, which was
known as Aoyeiov. A difficulty arises, however, from the fact
that Aovyelov appears upon Delian inscriptions long before this.
Thus for the year 279 B. C. (Bull. Cor. Hel., Vol. XVIII [1894],
p. 162) occurs: eis To No[yeliov® Tiis axnuiis . . . pov TeTpdmnyvy;

1The term occurs also in the scholia to ARIST., Ran., 181 and 297, and Equit., 149, the
writers of which must have had this same (Romanized) type of theater in mind.

2 The restoration has been doubted by Reisch and others on the ground that there is not
room at the beginning of the line for these letters; but Dorpfeld accepts it; ¢f. Gr.
Theat., pp. 148 and 302. HOMOLLE gave the reading A[oye]iov in his first publication of the
stone and [Aoye]iov in his second; cf. Bull. Cor. Hel., Vol. XIV (1890), p. 401, and Vol. XVIII
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and for 180 B. C. (ibid., p. 165): [Elhov . . . . waTexpriabn eis ]
TV KaTackeuny TV mwdkwy TOV émi 70 Aoyelov. The dilemma
thus arising has so far baffled everyone. To suppose that the
orators occupied a different place at Delos than at Athens is
highly improbable. The only hypothesis consistent with the
known facts is that the term suffered a change of meaning (so
Reisch, Griechisches Theater, p. 302), but precisely what its
earlier meaning was has not yet been made out.

a) Besides the instance already quoted (p. 54), Moyelov occurs
but once in “general’’ passages; cf. Theseus, 16: émupariocavres
ol Tpaykol TOANYY &mwo ToD Aoyelov kal Tis crnyijs aboflav alTod
(Minos) kateokédeaav. The collocation of words is similar to that
in Pliny, Ep., IV, 25: ludibria scaena et pulpito digna,; and it
is fairly certain that Aoyeiov here means “stage.” Though the
statement is not “specific,” yet, inasmuch as in the immediate
context Plutarch has twice quoted Euripides as to the nature of
the Minotaur, and Minos is known to have been treated dramat-
ically by Sophocles in the Aaidalos and in the Kauwol (identi-
fied by some with the Mivws), and by Euripides in the Kpfres, it
is evident that Plutarch has the latter half of the fifth century in
mind and has assumed the presence of a logeion in that period.
Such an assumption, however, is highly improbable upon any
theory of the term’s history.!

b) Aoryeiov occurs but once in a ““specific” passage; cf. Demetr.,
34: ofitws olv Tijs mokews (Athens) éyovons eloebwv 6 Apuritpios
kal xelevoas els 10 OéaTpov abpoiaOijvar mwdvras, Smhois uév cuvé-
dpake Ty oxnuyy xal Sopupdpors TO Aoyelov mepiéaBev, adTos Oé
katafds, domep of Tpaywdoi, &a TAV dve mapddwv, & MaEANov
éememAnyuévoy v’ Abnvalov Ty apyny Tol Adyov mépas émouoato
70D 8éovs avrdv. The plan here described was a favorite in
antiquity and is often mentioned; cf. Aratus, 23: émel 8¢ acda-
A@s é0dker wdvra €xew, katéBawev els 1o OéaTpov amo Tis drpas,

(1894), p. 162. The text above is due to MR. D. M. ROBINSON, who has recently examined the
stone and will soon publish his readings in an article in the American Journal of Philology.
He kindly allows me to announce that Ac appears at the end of the preceding line, and that
consequently there is ample space for two letters (of which traces can be seen) at the begin-
ning of the second line. There is thus no reason to suspect the restoration.

1The fact that Aoyetov and gxyvij do not occur in [PLAT.] Minos, pp. 319 B-321 A, to which
Plutarch is at least ultimately indebted for the thought, lends color to the supposition that
he has added these details from the theater of his day.



THEATRICAL TERMS IN PLUTARCH 57

mhijfovs ameipov ovppéovros émbupla TiHs Te drews adTod Kal TOV
Aoywv, ols éuelke xphobar mpos Tovs Kopwbiovs. émamicas 8¢
Tais mapddois écarépwler Tods *Axaiots alTos amo Tis crnvis els
péaov mwpofile, . . . . dekfjAde Adyov, and also Pelop., 29; Polyb.,
X1, 27, 6; and Polyaen., Strateg., VI, 10. Now, in the Demetrius
passage it is apparent that émhoss cvvéppafe Tyv ornuiy kai To
Noyelov mepiéhaBer is merely an amplification of the émoricas
Tais wapddos écarépwber of the Aratus episode, while the refer-
ence to the upper parodoi and the Tpaywdol shows that Noyeiov
means “stage.”” The guards, then, were stationed in front of the
stage, along the parodoi, and about the front of the scene build-
ing—a description which ignores the fact that the Athenian
theater had other entrances to the auditorium than those leading
to the orchestra. The manner of Demetrius’s appearance is
mooted. He is said to have ‘‘come down through the upper
parodoi like the tragic actors.” We have already (p. 64) seen
reasons for believing that these ai dve wdpodor were passages
from the parascenia opening upon the logeion. Demetrius, then,
came from the parascenium upon the logeion and spoke thence.
The expression used of Aratus (amo Tis cxnvijs eis péoov mpoiAbe)
is colorless, and might mean that he came from the scene building
either upon the logeion or into the orchestra. It is reasonable,
however, to explain the one passage by the other. But this
whole interpretation is liable to one objection—the word xatafBds.
In theatrical usage this word is said to have meant amalidrre-
ofar' This explanation must be considered doubtful, however;
and, furthermore, we have here a case, not of exit, but of entrance.
On the other hand, the literal meaning of the term is inapplicable,
since the passing from the scene building to the logeion involved
no difference in level’ To obviate this difficulty Muller (Pha-
lologus, Supplementband VII, pp. 52 f.) maintains that Deme-
trius descended the flight of steps that led from the logeion to

1 ¢f. schol. Ar1sT., Equit., 148. But see the comments thereon by WHITE, * The ‘ Stage’
in Aristophanes,” Harvard Studies, Vol. IT (1891), pp. 164 ff.; by CaPpps, *‘ The Stage in the
Greek Theater according to the Extant Dramas,” Transactions of the American Philological
Association, Vol. XXII (1891), pp. 64 ff.; and especially by BODENSTEINER, *‘ Szenische Fra-
gen,” Jahrbiicher fir classische Philologie, Supplementband XIX (1893), p. 700.

2 This point is entirely overlooked by ROBERT in his discussion of the passage, Hermes,
Vol. XXXII (1897), pp. 448 f.
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the orchestra. Against this view several objections must be
urged: (1) these steps were in no sense side entrances; (2) we
have reason to believe that there was only one such flight, and
therefore Plutarch would have used the singular (& 7fs dvw
mapddov) rather than the plural; (3) in theaters which had a stage,
that was the more natural place for speaking; and (4) the phrase
domep ol Tpaypdol is inconsistent with this explanation. An
examination of the Aratus episode reveals what I conceive to be
the true interpretation. There occurs the expression xatéBawe
els 70 Béatpov &mo Tijs dxpas, of which I think xarafBds is a con-
densation. The original account probably told how Demetrius
entered the city and made his headquarters on the acropolis,
whence, his preparations completed, he descended to the theater.
Plutarch retained the rest, but omitted the second item, without
which xaraBds is ambiguous.! Karerfeiv and xataBaivovres are
only slightly less indefinite in Solon, 12: ToUs cvvwudras ToD
Kdrwvos ixeredovras Ty Oeov Meyarijs o dpywy émi Sikn xaterbely
érecer: éEdravras 8¢ Tob €Bovs KpoknY KAWOTHY Kal TavTs éyoué-
vous, &S éyévovto mepl Tas oeuvas beas kataBalvovtes, adTopdTws ThHs
KpdKns paryeions, dpunae cvAhapBdvey 6 MeyaxAijs xal ol cvvdp-
xovres. The conspirators, as we know from other sources,” were
descending from the Acropolis; and yet this is far from being
explicitly stated in our text. Similarly, dvew is employed meaning
“on the Pnyx” in Nicias, 7: Aéyetar yap éxkhnoias mwoté odons
Tov péy OSfjpov kabnuevov dvw mepipéver moldy xpovov. If this
explanation is correct, only the final stage of the action described
by the participle is included in the following simile: “Upon
descending from the acropolis (kard-) Demetrius came (-Bds)
through the upper parodos like the tragic actors.” As he could

1 Notice the pregnant use of the word in Pyrr., 12: avaBas eis 79v axpémolw kai 8icas Ty
fe xai karaBds.

2 ¢f. Herop., V,71; THUC., I, 126, 10,11; and especially schol. ARIST., Equit., 445: oi cvykara-
kAewgOévres 76 Kvdwwe év 1) dkpomdher eis Tiv kpigw katéBnaav év Apeiw mdyw. For other cases
of careless transcription ¢f. Themist., 10, where it is said that in 480 B. C. the Athenians
sailed eis Tyv vijoov, meaning Salamis, though that does not appear from the context; and
Pericles, 13, where we are told the musical contests were held kai 7ére xai Tov dAAov xpdvov
in the Odeum of Pericles. Now, FREI (De cert. thym., p. 12) has shown that toward the
close of the fourth century these contests were transferred to the Dionysian theater. Plu-
tarch’s source here is Ephorus (¢f. FOWLER, Harvard Studies, Vol. XII [1901], pp. 212 f., who
gives the bibliography), who must have written this portion of his history before the trans-
fer was effected.
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have passed through only one of the parodoi, we must suppose
that the plural is either a pluralis maiestatis or is due to the
plural 7pay@dol, Such I conceive to be the meaning of Plu-
tarch’s words,' and it accords perfectly with all we know of the
theater of his time. Is it also a picture of what actually hap-
pened in the fourth century?

The uncertainty concerning the history and meaning of
Aoyeiov and concerning the fourth-century theater forbids a posi-
tive answer. Muller (Philologus, Supplementband VII, p. 53)
and Robert (Hermes, Vol. XXXII [1897], p. 447) reply affirma-
tively and cite this account to prove the existence of a stage in
the Lycurgus theater, while Reisch (Griechisches Theater, pp.
302 and 281), Dorpfeld (¢bid., pp. 348 and 395), and Noack (Phi-
lologus, Vol. LVIII [1899], pp. 20 ff.) explain it away. To any
believer in the Dorpfeld theory the passage must seem anachron-
istic. Of course, the fact that Aoyelor occurs in inscriptions as
early as 279 B. C. shows that it may have been current (with
some meaning other than ‘stage’) at Athens a quarter of a cen-
tury earlier, and so may possibly have been in Plutarch’s source.
_ In that case he simply retained the word in a different sense and
added the ‘‘upper parodoi” and the rest. In view of my study of
Plutarch’s methods, however, and of his comparative fondness for
using Aovyeior,” I consider this supposition unnecessary. The case
is strikingly like Theseus, 16 (cf. p. 66 and n. 1, above), where
the preservation of the source clearly shows the operation of the
modernizing process.

1T know of but one other case of this verb’s being used in such a context; ¢f. D1o Cass.,
LXII, 29 (Xiphilinus) : kai wore xai émwi Thv Tod OedTpov dpxfoTpay év mavdimw Tevi 8éa katéBy (Nero)
kai avéyvw Tpwikd Twwa éavrov movjuarae, where the epitomizing process has left both the place
and the circumstances uncertain. Dion’s own account would, I think, be in harmony with
the explanation given in the text.

2 Plutarch seems to use Aoyetov more than any other Greek writer,



CONCLUSION.

From the preceding study it is clear that Plutarch modernized
not only in vague and indefinite allusions to past events (7. e., in
“general” passages), where nearly everyone occasionally lapses,
but that also in specific references to a particular event at a par-
ticular time and place in the past (7. e., in “specific” passages)
there are not a few instances where he has translated the account
into the terms of his own day, while in no case has he preserved an
obsolete word or meaning (unexplained) for the sake of historical
accuracy. The conclusion is irresistible that in theatrical matters
it was his invariable habit to modernize. This rule is, of course,
subject to obvious modifications; e. g., when he professedly gives
a piece of antiquarian information, he states the facts regardless
of later usage, and follows his source more closely." Thus, when
he says that in the time of Pericles musical contests were held in
the Odeum (Peric., 13; cf. p. 58, n. 2, above), his statement is at
variance with the practice of his time. Again, he often uses an
unfamiliar or obsolete word and adds an explanation of it (¢f. his
elucidation of Sewxniikras in Ages., 21). Still again, he often
retains vague and indefinite expressions which could be used with
almost equal propriety of any type of theater (¢f. the amo ijs cenrijs
els péoov wpoiilbe of Aratus, 23, on p. 57, above), and sometimes
did this without noticing that, if such a phrase were pressed, it
would prove at variance with the theater of his day (cf. the adirer
els Ty yiy 7o adpa of Marcellus, 20, in p. 26, n. 1, above). But
after all due allowances have been made, the fact remains that,
whenever theatrical terms and institutions are mentioned inci-
dentally and without explanation, and are not themselves the
subject of discussion, he always adapts his authorities to current
usage. Ignorance of this rule has caused an improper use of
many passages in Plutarch. Thus, Miller (Biiknenalterthiimer,
p. 74) cites Phoc., 34, to prove that assemblies were held in the
theater in the fourth century; Aratus, 53 (¢bid., p. 403), to prove

1¢Cf. the introduction to the SIEFERT-BLASS edition of Pericles, p. 65.

60
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that thymelic performers belonged to the givodor of Dionysian
artists during the Hellenistic period; and Peric., 9 (ibid., p. 348),
to prove that the theoric fund was established by Pericles (¢f. pp.
21 f., above). Similarly, Haigh (Attic Theatre, p. 76, 2d ed.)
uses Phoc., 31, to show that the agonothesia was instituted in 319
B. C.  And again, Robert (Hermes, Vol. XXXII (1897), pp. 448
ff.) and Muller (Philologus, Supplementband VII, p. 52) employ
Demetr., 34, to prove the existence of a stage in the Lycurgus
theater at Athens. Some of these contentions are demonstrably
wrong, others are undoubtedly correct. The point which I wish
to make is that conclusions concerning theatrical matters cannot
thus be drawn from Plutarch’s incidental allusions to the customs
and institutions of preceding periods. On the other hand, recog-
nition of this rule will result in a qualification of the strictures
that have often been passed upon the biographer. Plutarch had
little confidence in the results attained in the field of chronology,
and still less use for them." His aim was not the discovery of
the historical sequence of events so much as the portrayal of
praiseworthy qualities. Consequently, the appositeness of a story
to the character under consideration (¢f. mpémovra 79 7fe and con-
text in Solon, 27) always seemed more important to him than the
mere fact that the story was declared chronologically impossible.
And in this it has remained for a modern historian® to vindicate
his point of view and justify the place which he assigned to
apocryphal anecdote. In addition to this, we find that he delib-
erately sought vividness of presentation by modernizing his
accounts and picturing his scenes amid the familiar surroundings
of contemporaneous life. Thus, his temperament, purpose, and
artistic sense combined to lead him from the straight path of
historical exactness. The knowledge that this was conscious and
intentional, and not due to ignorance, should do much to clear his
reputation.

10f. WILAMOWITZ-MOLLENDORFF, Aristoteles und Athen, Vol. II, p. 290: *Plutarch ist
ein stilistisch hervorragender, historisch urteilsloser, chronologisch unbekimmerter Mann."”

2 0f. FREEMAN, Historical Essays, Second Series, p. 276: ‘‘ He might even have gone on
to say that an apocryphal anecdote often throws as much light on a man’s character as an
authentic one; current stories about people are often, perhaps generally, exaggerated; but
the peculiar qualities which are picked out for exaggeration are pretty sure to show what a
man'’s character really is.”
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It has already been said (p. 8) above, that in the *“general”
passages Plutarch must have had in mind one particular type of
theater, and that, too, one which was as familiar to his readers
as to himself; and that all information concerning it in such
passages should be consistent with itself. Now, it results from
Plutarch’s modernizing tendency that all this must be equally
true of the ‘‘specific”’ passages as well. And that they are
in perfect agreement with the ‘“general’’ passages and with
information furnished by other contemporaneous writers simi-
larly situated has already appeared. In other words, all theatri-
cal information in Plutarch refers to a single well-known type of
theater.

At this point it is well to recall what public Plutarch had in
mind and with what theaters it was most familiar. The friends
to whom he dedicated his works and who figure in his dialogues
are all Greeks and Romans of more or less prominence.! We can
assume, then, that by residence or travel they were all acquainted
with the so-called Nero theater at Athens, and nearly all with the
Pompey theater at Rome. Inasmuch as Plutarch expressly says
(Pomp., 42) that the latter was of the Asia Minor type, and as the
former was a Romanized form of the Greek (mainland) type, they
may both be taken as examples of the same style. Exactly what
information, then, does Plutarch give regarding these theaters? In
the first place, they had a scene building or dressing-room (oxnv1),
the wall or colonnade in front of which was known as the 7po-
oxfuov. This oknr) was furnished with a stage (Aoyelov), where
stood the speakers in the public assemblies, the actors, mimes,
etc.; while in the orchestra (dpxroTpa or Guuérn) the dithyram-
bic choruses, dancers, aulodes, etc., performed. There were upper
and lower sets of entrances (mdpodoc), the former probably leading
from the side wings upon the stage and the latter to the logeion
and into the orchestra. These results, though not startling, are
of value because they are certain, since based upon a method
which eliminates all doubt as to the use which can be made of
Plutarch as a source of information in theatrical matters, while

1Cf. VOLEKMANN, Leben, Schriften und Philosophie des Plutarch (1869), Vol. I, pp. 38-64;
and MuHL, Plutarchische Studien (1885), pp. 32-90.
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the proper restoration of the theater ruins belonging to this period
is still disputed.’

In conclusion, it may be in place to review the purpose of the
preceding pages. Although we have gained a new interpretation
of not a few obscure passages and have obtained a glimpse of
first-century technical terminology, as pictured in Plutarch, which
may prove useful in interpreting the remains, these are side issues
and incidental. 'We have learned the use which can be made of
Plutarch as a source of information in a particular field, and this
is something which must be determined for several other authors
before the statements in our handbooks will be guarded against
every avoidable error. The application of the same method will,
of course, vary with the circumstances of each case. Thus, Liucian
can be treated most like Plutarch, for while he offers few instances
of what I have called ‘specific”’ passages, and while his aims
were widely different from Plutarch’s, he resembled him by being
equally complaisant in his treatment of historical fact.” Whether
he modernized always or occasionally will, of course, appear only
upon examination, At the opposite extreme stand professed anti-
quarians like Athenaeus (in certain parts of his work) and Pollux,
who consulted handbooks of antiquities in the fields which inter-
ested them. Here there is little to learn but the degree of exact-
ness and intelligence with which they reproduced their sources.
The latter, it is true, added his own knowledge to what he derived
from his handbooks, so that in the result notices belonging to
entirely different periods are inextricably commingled; but with
both authors conscious modernization is clearly out of the ques-
tion. Somewhere between these extremes belong writers like
Pausanias, whose personal observations must be accepted at full
value, but whose conclusions regarding what he saw and heard
and read well deserve a critical study. And so each author will
fit into the scale somewhere, the problems, precise methods, and

10f. DORPFELD, Griechisches Theater, pp. 82 ff., and PUCHSTEIN, Griechische Biihne, pp.
100 fF.

21 note a few cases in point. In the conversation between Solon and Anacharsis (at
Athens about 592 B. C.) Luucian causes it to appear that theaters were already used for pub-
lic ceremonies and gymnastic contests (4dnachar., 10 and 38), that public dramatic perform-
ances were already held and associated with Dionysian festivals (ibid., 22, 23), and that the
kopodol and Tpaywdoi already wore thick-soled boots (ibid., 23 and 32).
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results changing somewhat with each. Thus the main aim of
this paper has been to present a concrete illustration of a method
which should prove serviceable in controlling most of these latter
writers. In other words, it offers not only an examination of
Plutarch’s literary method, but also a study in methodology as a
suggestion for further investigation.



