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ARISTOPHANES AND KALLISTRATOS 

The purpose of this article is to explain what I believe to have been the nature of the 
relationship between Aristophanes and the producer of his earliest plays, Kallistratos. 
My view was indicated in my edition of Wasps (pp. 124, 263-4) without full 
explanation. It is much the same as the view taken by Rennie in his edition of 
Akharnians (pp. 11-21), but I think that it can be given more cogent support than 
Rennie gave it. Recently the whole matter has been discussed afresh by G. Mastromarco 

(Quadernidi Storia 10 (1979), 153-96) and S. Halliwell (CQ n.s. 30 (1980), 33-45).1 This 
has enabled me to make my article briefer; I need not repeat the full bibliographical 
references to other views which Mastromarco and Halliwell have given, and I can, 
for the most part, confine my comments to the points on which I disagree with them.2 

Everyone accepts the statements of the Hellenistic scholars that the earliest plays 
of Aristophanes (Banqueters, Babylonians, Akharnians) were produced &a KaAAL- 
arpadov. Consideration of what this meant may begin from his own justification of the 
arrangement, given in the parabasis of Knights. 

a be OavldtaELv Evi 4bv rl?oLv 7roAAovs avrw rrpoaouvras 
Kal /aoav,ELtv 7TTrS oiX 7TrdAa Xopov alrol70 KaO EaVTOV, 

aILS VfiLV 'K'AVUe Vbpad(a rrTepl TOVrTOV. (J)7a; yap aIV?Ip 
ovX &V~' avolas TOVTO 7TE7TovOCDS LaTplevEL, ,dAAa vo0tid[ov 
Kwa.L8o&SLaaUKaAiav EtvaL XaAETrrTaTroV pyov T rdvrowv.... 
TaOr' Opp(oSd}v SLErTpltEV aeL, KaGL TrpOS TOVTOLULV E(aaKKEV 

Ep?ETqV Xp(rVCa 7TrpcTa yEVEQOacL 7TpLv 7mr8aALoLts E7TlXELtpEV, 
K&T' EVVTEOVEV 7rppaTrevat Kal TOVuS advElaOVs 8LaOp)gaat, 
KaTa Kv[epvdv avrov EavTr. (Knights 512-16, 541-4) 

Knights was the first play for which Aristophanes 'asked for a chorus on his own' 
(513), and lines 515-16 show that this new departure was not a mere formality.3 When 
a play was produced 'through Kallistratos', the function of Kallistratos was not just 
to give his name to a production for which all or most of the work was in practice 
done by Aristophanes; it was to do 'the most difficult task of all' (516). The nautical 
metaphor (541-4), with its progression from oarsman to prow-officer to helmsman, 
indicates that Aristophanes did not take over this task all at once, but by stages. But 
what were the stages? This is one of the main points of controversy. For Mastromarco 
and Halliwell, there were three stages: 

(1) In the years before 427, Aristophanes contributed comic material to plays by 
other authors. 

(2) In the years 427-5, Aristophanes wrote whole plays but still did not undertake 
their production. 

1 Mastromarco kindly sent me a copy of his article; and I had the privilege of seeing Halliwell's 
before publication, because I was the referee mentioned in his n. 30. 

2 The first version of this article was written in 1964, and I am grateful to Professor 
H. D. Westlake for reading and commenting on it at that time. I was dissatisfied with that version 
and put it aside nonum in annum. The second version was given as a discussion paper at the 
Triennial meeting of Greek and Roman Societies in Cambridge on 4 August 1978. The article 
has been entirely rewritten for the present third version. 

: I agree with Mastromarco and Halliwell that Aristophanes was not prevented from 
producing earlier plays by a law prescribing a minimum age. 
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(3) In 424 for the first time he both wrote and produced a play (Knights) himself. 
In my view (which, on this point, is the view which most scholars have held, and 

is fairly regarded by Halliwell as orthodox) there is no evidence that Aristophanes ever 
contributed comic material to plays by other authors, and only two stages of 
development are clearly distinguished: the years 427-5, when Aristophanes did not 
produce his own plays, and the year 424, when he did. But Halliwell (pp. 41-2) rightly 
warns us not to assume that, when Aristophanes did not himself ask for a chorus, 
that meant that he took no part at all in the preparations for the performance; and 
I can use this point of Halliwell's to defend my own interpretation of Knights 541-4. 
The nautical metaphor means, I think, that Aristophanes, as he gained experience, 
gradually took a larger share in producing successive plays. For his first play, perhaps, 
Kallistratos did virtually all the work of producing it, while Aristophanes watched 
the rehearsals and learned from them; for his second and third plays he may have done 
rather more of the producing, though still under Kallistratos' guidance. 

So the parabasis of Knights presents no difficulty for the orthodox view. But the 
passage which Mastromarco and Halliwell use as the main support for their view is 
the parabasis of Wasps. 

LEptJaQOaL Yyap TOlOt OeaTaais o 7TOlr7T77r VvV EIrrTVLEL. 

asLKeaUOat yap ratV 7TpOTEpo0S iT6OAA' a'oVToVS 7TE7TOL-qKWS9 
Ta /LEV ov ,bavEp&>s aAA' ETLKOVpcVv KpVfr)V ETEpOLa 7TOnlTraiL, 

LqlmTI7a/e?vos T7rr EvpVKAEovS ijavTELav Kal &tavotav, 

eS dAAoTrplas yaaUTpas ev8vs Kwlpo8iKal 7roAAa XaaOaL, 

eLETa TOVrTO O KaLt bavepwus Sr7 KLVSeVYEov KaO' EavTrov, 

OVK aiAAorpIv AA' OtKEtWV MovUaov UTOLaO' ,vtOX*aas. (Wasps 1016-22) 

This passage distinguishes two stages of Aristophanes' career, a 'secret' period and 
an 'open' period. In my view, these are the same two periods as those distinguished 
in the parabasis of Knights: the' secret' period is the years 427-5, and the' open' period 
begins with Knights in 424. But Mastromarco and Halliwell regard the 'secret' period 
as being the years before 427, while the 'open' period covers all the years from 427 
onwards, when Aristophanes was writing complete plays, whether those plays were 
produced by himself or not. In their view Wasps 1018-20 is evidence that, before he 
started writing complete plays, Aristophanes contributed comic material to plays by 
other authors. 

The series of objections which Halliwell (pp. 37-9) brings against my interpretation 
of this passage is substantial. I shall now try to answer them, but I concede at once 
that my answers are not entirely conclusive. 

1. I take ErEpoLatL 7roT-qrai (Wasps 1018) to refer to producers of Aristophanes' 
plays before Knights. But Banqueters, Babylonians, and Akharnians were all produced 
by the same man, Kallistratos: how then is the plural to be explained? To this question 
I listed three possible answers in the note ad loc. in my edition, and Halliwell's 
statement (p. 37) 'MacDowell finds it difficult to endorse any of them' is not correct: 
the one which I think may (not must) be correct is Russo's solution, that Aristophanes 
may have had a play produced by Philonides or someone else at the Lenaia of 426. 
Halliwell himself lends support to this solution by arguing that Aristophanes did 
indeed have a play produced at the Lenaia of 426 (pp. 44-5), and Mastromarco too 
believes that (p. 154). 

2. Why was Aristophanes' authorship of the plays of 427-5 secret? I do not think 
that Wasps 1018-20 need mean that he was deliberately secretive (if it did mean that, 
Halliwell would need to explain why Aristophanes wished his contributions to other 
men's plays to be secret); it just means that his authorship was not generally known 
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at this time. I assume that he was not well known in 427-5, and the general public 
had no interest in him. I shall return later to this point, which is one of the main 
conclusions of this article. 

3. Why does Aristophanes regard himself in the early period as a mere assistant 
(rrlKouvpC,v)? This point goes with the previous one, and I shall return to it too; I 
take 7rtlKovpJv as evidence that the author of those plays was subordinate to the 
producer. 

4. Halliwell's next objection (iii. on p. 38) is not clear to me. He suggests that in 
my view Aristophanes in Wasps 1018-20 is 'disowning responsibility for at least one 
first prize'. On the contrary, I think that Aristophanes is claiming to have contributed 
to Kallistratos' success. 

5. On Wasps 1029 I am content to accept Wilamowitz's view, which Halliwell 
reports. 

6. Halliwell (v. on pp. 38-9) considers that the parabasis of Clouds shows that the 
identity of Aristophanes as author of Banqueters 'was known to at least part of the 
audience at the time of the first performance of the play, or not long after'. 

5 'oTOV yap evOa6 vT' rV Sp6uv, ois l8v Kal AEyELv, 
6 a(fC)pwv TE XC KaTa7TVywV apLar' 7KOUvaTr7v, 

KagyW, 7TapOevoS yap ET' Ov KOVK E'V 7TT) /LOt TKELiV, 

EOrlK0qa, Trais ' ErEpa Trt Aagovio' aVELETro, 
VluEiS 8' E6eOpeIarea yevvalws KaTratSevaUaTe,.... (Clouds 528-32) 

The exact interpretation of this passage is difficult, but I believe (as Halliwell does) 
that the av6pes in line 528 are some specific individuals, not the audience in general, 
nor even the aocol members of the audience in general. The passage distinguishes three 
successive stages of the production of Banqueters: the third of these is the favourable 
reception of the play by the audience when it was performed (532); before that comes 
the occasion when Kallistratos agreed to produce it (530-1); the favourable comments 
by the undefined av6pes are something even earlier. I conclude that the avspes were 
two or three people who read the script and encouraged Aristophanes to try to get 
it performed. (This interpretation means taking vOdSc' as 'in Athens' rather than 'in 
the theatre'.) If that is right, lines 528-9 are not evidence that Aristophanes was known 
to the audience in general at that time. 

7. We do not know of any plays written by Kallistratos: could he then be called 
a rTOt,ir S ( Wasps 1018)? The lack of evidence is, of course, not conclusive proof that 
he did not write any; but the more important point to make in answer to this question 
is that, in my view, he is in fact called a 7roLqT7s in another passage, Akharnians 633-58. 
I discuss this passage below. 

Thus I think that it is possible to defend my interpretation of Wasps 1018-20 against 
Halliwell's objections, even though some of those objections are not entirely without 
force. I come now to the reasons why I consider that this interpretation should still 
be accepted, despite the objections, and the alternative interpretation by Mastromarco 
and Halliwell should be rejected. 

The first reason is the correspondence between the ship metaphor of Knights 541-4 
and the chariot metaphor of Wasps 1022. For metaphorical purposes, holding the tiller 
of a ship and holding the reins of a chariot are identical activities. The man who does 
either of these things is the man who controls the vehicle. In the Knights passage it 
is clear that the occasion when Aristophanes took the helm of his ship was the 
production of Knights; before that he had been in a subordinate position, like an 
oarsman or prow-officer. Therefore in the Wasps passage the occasion when he took 
the reins of his chariot must have been the production of Knights; before that he was 



an assistant (Wasps 1018 &cmKovpoV).4 The view of Mastromarco and Halliwell 
involves the inconsistency of saying that for the production of Banqueters, Babylonians, 
and Akharnians Aristophanes was in charge (according to Wasps) and not in charge 
(according to Knights). 

The second reason emerges from consideration of the parabasis of Akharnians. 

0E ov rE Xopo'ltv E(fEaT7K?EV TpVyILKOLS O 8 tL KaAOSg wjCV, 

ovrTW 7Tape17 r 7Tpo TO OEaTrpov AScwv CS ELfto6 EUatv 

Ltaf3aAA61LEvoo s 
' 

V7TO rTcv EXOpcbv Ev 'AOrvaLOts TaXvfov'AoLS, 
dSg KW(LOEiL Trv rr6\AV 'L)v C Kat T7Ov tV )LOv KaOvptEE,L, 

a7roKpLvaaOaLt 8Erat vvvt 7rpoS 'AOruvalovs E?TafoSvo vs. 

7]altv 3' etvaL 7roAAXuv ayaOwv atLos VtLiv O 7TrorTiS . . (Akharnians 628-33) 

The first line of this passage makes clear that the man in question is in charge of 
the chorus, and has had charge of several comic choruses before; and he is called both 
o6 t&saKaAos (628) and o6 rotip-r (633). Since Aristophanes was not in charge of any 
chorus before Knights (Knights 512-16, 541-4: ebeaT1rrKEV cannot refer to the same 

activity as TrpcopaTevaal), it follows logically that the man described in the parabasis 
of Akharnians is not Aristophanes but Kallistratos.5 And from this it follows (as Rennie 

maintained, following Briel)6 that it was Kallistratos who was given credit in this play 
for the good advice given to the Athenians in Babylonians (633-45), that it was 
Kallistratos who had some connection with Aigina (652-5), and probably also that 
it was Kallistratos who was attacked by Kleon in the previous year (377-82).7 Thus 
Kallistratos was the man whom the audience regarded as the rroqTrlS of both 

Babylonians and Akharnians, and that shows that the plays of the years 427-5 belong 
to the' secret' period when Aristophanes was in a subordinate position (Wasps 1018-20) 
and not, as Mastromarco and Halliwell would have it, to the 'open' period. 

But the problem is: if (as we all believe) Aristophanes wrote the script of Akharnians, 
how could Kallistratos be called the Trout-rrSg of this play, and likewise of Banqueters 
and Babylonians? Two alternative solutions must be considered. 

(1) Perhaps Kallistratos and Aristophanes agreed to pretend that Kallistratos had 
written the script although he in fact had not. In other words, Aristophanes was a 

ghost writer; Kallistratos wished to have the credit for the play, and he either paid 
Aristophanes for the script or did him some other kind of favour in return for it. This 
solution, as far as I can see, does not conflict with any of the evidence; it certainly 
fits Wasps 1018-20 well. Nevertheless I find it unattractive. I prefer alternative 2. 

4 OVK aAAorpv in Wasps 1022 is a negative phrase inserted to emphasize oiKEi'w. It is not 
permissible to extract from it a positive statement that Aristophanes did, at an earlier date, 
control other men's muses; such a statement would, in fact, be incompatible with E7TtKovpcv. 

5 I cannot see any validity in Halliwell's claim (p. 36) that the fact that Aristophanes is called 
tiadoKaAos or KWcotL3oioLaKaAos in Knights and Peace, for both of which he was the producer, 

supports an assumption that he could be called 8iudaKaAos in Akharnians, for which he was 
not the producer. 

6 See pp. 18-21 of Rennie's edition of Akharnians (1909); cf. Dover, Aristophanic Comedy 
(1972), p. 14 n. 5. 

7 The dispute between Kleon and Kallistratos arising from Babylonians was distinct from the 
dispute between Kleon and Aristophanes arising from Knights; see the note on lines 1284-91 
in my edition of Wasps (where, however, the phrase 'Kleon's prosecution of Ar.' needs 
amendment). Halliwell (p. 35 n. 11) rejects my interpretation of Wasps 1284-91, but I think that 
he is wrong. For it is not true that the aorist eTarrdraTaev cannot refer to something which has 
been done within this play; cf. Wasps 1451 for another aorist referring to a change of attitude 
which has occurred within the play. Nor do I accept that Etra vvv may (like vvv Se in the sense 
'but as it is') be a-temporal. The phrase is not unique, as Halliwell alleges; there is a striking 
instance in Dem. 18. 243, 4xflp6vrTrTE, ELta vvv AcyEts;, which is emphatically temporal. 

24 DOUGLAS M. MACDOWELL 
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(2) Perhaps we are wrong to restrict the word ITOLT'-S to the meaning' script-writer'. 
We should remember that it means 'maker'. A comedy consisted of words, music, 
dancing, costume, and clowning; and, before Aristophanes came along, it is by no 
means clear that the words were considered the most important of these ingredients. 
Earlier comedies probably consisted largely of the cavorting of a comically dressed 
chorus alternating with actors' slapstick. The 7rot7-TS' or 'maker' of a comedy was 
a man who devised all these things, not the words alone. But a problem of 
nomenclature arose when Kallistratos and Aristophanes shared the tasks (since, for 
all we know, such sharing was unprecedented): was the writer of the words or the 
deviser of the action now to be called the maker of the comedy? The latter may, at 
first, have seemed more appropriate, especially if Kallistratos was the senior man, the 
one who was in charge; only gradually, as comedy became more literary, would it 
become established custom to restrict the term 7TotlT7S to the author of the script.8 

The following account of Aristophanes' early career is to some extent speculative, 
but I believe it fits such evidence as we have. When quite a young man, with no 
experience of the theatre except as a member of the audience, he set about writing 
a play; the outcome was the script of Banqueters. He showed it to two or three 
intelligent older men of his acquaintance (the av,spEs of Clouds 528), and they were 
very favourably impressed by it: here was a comedy which rose above the usual farcical 
level to include coherent characterization and a moral theme. They wanted to 
encourage the young man; but how could they help him to get his play performed? 
He was without experience (7rapOevos in Clouds 530) of organizing performances, and 
the arkhon might be reluctant to award a chorus to a young man for a play so different 
from the kind of comedy which was then customary. The solution which they found 
was to get Kallistratos to take it on (aVEtAE-o in Clouds 531). Kallistratos was no doubt 
a man of considerable experience in the theatre, either as an actor or as an author 
and producer, or perhaps in both capacities. He was well able to get a chorus from 
the arkhon and to put on a performance using Aristophanes' script. The young 
Aristophanes naturally attended all the rehearsals and, when the arrangement was 
repeated in the next two years for Babylonians and Akharnians (and probably also, 
with a different producer, for a play at the Lenaia of 426), he may have given a 
considerable amount of help; but Kallistratos remained in charge. It was Kallistratos' 
show. It was he who was announced as the TrovLrT7S' and received the prize. The general 
public neither knew nor cared about Aristophanes - not because his contribution was 
kept secret deliberately, but simply because it was treated as a matter of minor 
importance and was not publicly announced. No one, except his friends, was interested 
in Kallistratos' young assistant. 

But this state of affairs could not last. By the time of Akharnians it must have become 
clear that the play's success was due more to the script than to other aspects of the 
production. A new kind of comedy had come into existence, more articulate and 
literary than any that had existed before. Probably copies of the script were made for 
reading after the performance was over, on which the name of the author of the script 
would naturally appear. At any rate word somehow got around that these brilliant 
plays were scripted not by Kallistratos himself but by a young man named 
Aristophanes.9 A number of people (rroAAovs in Knights 512) encouraged Aristophanes 

8 In the modern cinema a man who 'makes' a film does not always, or even usually, write 
the script. 'Hitchcock's films' are films directed by Hitchcock, not written by him. 

9 Halliwell (p. 37) not unnaturally wants to know how this fact became common knowledge. 
I do not know the exact answer, but I find no difficulty in believing that, in a city the size of 
ancient Athens, information would circulate quite quickly if people once began to take an interest 
in it. 



to undertake a production on his own, not merely assisting Kallistratos; and when 
he did so, in 424, he was able to assume, in the parabasis of Knights, that the audience 
knew that he had written the scripts for several previous plays. 

In later years he sometimes collaborated again with Kallistratos or Philonides over 
other plays, including Birds, Lysistrate, and Frogs.10 His example was followed by 
Eupolis in 420 (Athenaios 216d), and later by other writers. On those occasions, when 
the authors were already well-known dramatists, there is no need to suppose that the 
audience was unaware of the collaboration. The man who applied for a chorus 
(Kallistratos or whoever it was) was probably still formally regarded as the 7roLr77S, 
at least for a while; there appears to be no fifth-century text in which that word is 
used of the writer of a comic script who was not also the producer. But eventually, 
at any rate in the fourth century, when the music and clowning had dwindled and 
the words were the dominating element in a comedy, it became customary to call the 
writer rather than the producer (when they were different men) the 7roLT07T of a 
comedy; and the compilers of the didascalic inscriptions in the third century 
considered it more appropriate to put down Aristophanes than Kallistratos as the 
victorious poet of Babylonians."1 

University of Glasgow DOUGLAS M. MACDOWELL 

10 But not Wasps; I prefer the view that Wasps was produced by Aristophanes himself, not 
by Philonides. See p. 124 of my edition, to which I should add the point that Philonides produced 
Proagon and therefore can hardly have produced Wasps too, since it is not credible that the same 
man would be awarded two choruses at the same festival. 

1 IG ii2 2325 col. ii. See Gould and Lewis's second edition of Pickard-Cambridge, The 
Dramatic Festivals of Athens (1968). On p. 112 they give the text of the inscription, where 
'Apt[aroiav7sq] is restored as the comic victor at the Dionysia of 426. On p. 86 they say 'It still, 
of course, remains possible that the official record of the archon may have entered the name of 
the producer...; and in that case the compilers of the records for our inscriptions, at a later 
date, may have corrected the archon's entries by substituting the names of the actual poets; but 
there is no evidence that it was so.' My submission is that the circumstances of production, as 
recounted by Aristophanes himself, do supply evidence to support that possibility. Cf. Dover's 
edition of Clouds (1968), p. xvii n. 2. 
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