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It has become necessary almost to apologize for writing on Aristotle's 
Poetics; to attempt to discuss Aristotle's account of the origins of poetry 
may seem altogether indefensible. But what is familiar has a way of 

being taken for granted, and it seems to me that scholars have been 

only too disposed, in the general haste to get on with the business of 
historical investigation, to take for granted and even to treat with some 

impatience the familiar but puzzling, problematic,, and-many have 

felt-singularly unhelpful "history" which has been supplied them by 
Aristotle. What is true of literary historians is true in some degree 
even of commentators on the Poetics. Most commentators have tended 
to operate on the assumption that the Poetics as a whole is an assemblage 
of lecture notes or observations connected in loose and somewhat 

haphazard fashion; accordingly, they have had little objection to an 

approach which sees in the fourth chapter of the Poetics only a quarry 
from which to extract potentially useful historical information.' 

I think it is safer to assume, with several recent commentators, that 
the Poetics has a coherent plan and is composed with at least ordinary 
care.2 I am less sure it is necessary to follow these commentators in 

I The following works will be cited by author only: I. Bywater, Aristotle on the Art of 
Poetry (Oxford I909); G. F. Else, Aristotle's Poetics: The Argument (Cambridge, Mass., 
1963); A. Gudeman, Aristoteles Poetik (Berlin 1934); D. W. Lucas, Aristotle's Poetics 
(Oxford 1968); D. de Montmollin, La Po6tique d'Aristote: texte primitif et additions ul- 
terieures (Neuchatel I95I); A. Rostagni, Aristotele Poetica (Turin I945); J. Vahlen, 
Aristotelis de Arte Poetica Liber (Leipzig I885 3). The second edition of A. W. Pickard- 
Cambridge's indispensable Dithyramb, Tragedy and Comedy, with revisions by T. B. L. 
Webster (Oxford 1962), will be cited as DTC2. For the Poetics I have used the text of 
R. Kassel, Aristotelis De Arte Poetica Liber (Oxford 1965). 

2 The approach of Else and Montmollin. Consider in particular Else's remark con- 
cerning "the failure of all efforts to construct a plausible early history of tragedy" from 
Aristotle's account: "On the one hand the various parties to the controversy tend to 



the complicated and frequently unconvincing assumptions regarding 
the state of the text which are characteristic of many of their analyses. 
At any rate, I am convinced that it is possible to trace, in the "history" 
of Chapter 4, an ordered, careful and even lucid argument, without 

significantly altering the text as it is presently constituted.3 
The purpose of my analysis is to understand Aristotle rather than to 

attempt to reconstruct the early history of tragedy. Obviously, it is 
not possible to interpret what Aristotle says without at the same time 

considering what he could or should have said. But the historical 

questions have been treated very frequently and very fully, and it 
would serve no useful purpose to repeat information which is readily 
available elsewhere, and still less to attempt to discuss every theory, 
hypothesis or guess which has been advanced in the course of what is 

easily one of the largest scholarly controversies of this century. 
Generally speaking, I have pursued historical questions only to the 
extent required for the elucidation of Aristotle's argument. In the 
last section I attempt to account for several statements of Themistius on 
the origins of tragedy and comedy which are usually attributed to 
Aristotle, and I offer some suggestions regarding the pre-history of 

tragedy in the Peloponnese. Suffice it to say that I believe it can be 
shown not only that Aristotle's view as a whole does not conflict with 
what is known or thought to be known of the historical facts, but that 
it accounts for them at least as well as any other explanation. I shall 
also suggest that there is no basis to the very generally held view4 that 
Aristotle's account of poetry, and in particular his account of tragedy, 
is guided by considerations of a theoretical or a priori character. 

differ toto caelo on the application of Aristotle's words to literary theory or history, while 
on the other hand they tend to agree implicitly on the interpretation of the words 
themselves. Yet in a disturbing number of cases this tacit agreement does not rest on a 
thorough scrutiny of Aristotle's argument but simply on mechanical acceptance of a 
fable convenue.... If we are to break out of the dead center in which the interpretation 
of the Poetics is becalmed at present, we must stop repeating what has been said before, 
simply because it has been said before, and concentrate again, soberly and without 
preconceptions, on what Aristotle himself says" (viii). Cf. O. Gigon, "Aristoteles- 
Studien I," MH 9 (1952) II3-14. 

3 I have departed in two places from the reading of Kassel's text; one concerns a 
matter of punctuation. See notes I8 and 49. 

4 Recently argued at some length by H. Patzer, Die Anfdnge der griechischen Tragodie 
(Wiesbaden 1962) 70-88. 
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ARISTOTLE S HISTORY OF POETRY 

I 

In the beginning, Aristotle says, those who were by nature par- 
ticularly skilled at imitation, harmony and rhythm after a gradual 
development generated poetry out of improvisations. Then, or rather 
from the first, "poetry split up in accordance with their individual 
characters:5 the more dignified imitated noble actions and the kind of 
men who perform them, while the meaner imitated the actions of base 
men, at first composing invectives [dyot], just as the others produced 
hymns and encomia" (48b24-27). The first difficulties appear in the 
immediate sequel. Kassel's text reads (48b28-32): 

TWV bLEY OVV TpO O/J7pOV OvE VOV EXOS OjE?V I E Ev TOEOVTOV TOl77T ta, EIKOS 
8e EIvac 7ToAAovs, dr' O ' 'O r'pov 'aptaevoLs arwv, olov EKEIVOV O 

MapylTrTs Kal Ta roa oara. ev ots KaTa TO apL^oTTrr Kal TO laf3ElOV jA0 

/E,LP--tTp O Kat a ovtO Ka AEtea vvv, OTt EV T ev LETpO TOVTlCO) dJLSov 
adAArAovs. 

We are unable to cite "a poem of this sort," says Aristotle, for any of 
the poets who preceded Homer. The possible ambiguity of rotorov 
7rorIjLa is removed by what follows: we are unable to cite a oosyos for 
any pre-Homeric poet; the first known "invectives" are, it seems, 
"Homer's Margites and things of that sort." Now the obvious 
difficulty is that Aristotle proceeds, within a very few lines (b36-49a2), 
to treat the Margites as something more than an ordinary boyosg, as a 
prototype or even a kind of comedy. And this entails a further 
difficulty. In the sentence following, the natural antecedent of ev ots 

(b3o) is d Mapy&rrs KaC ra roiavra. But it is hard to believe that 

5 Else (following G. Finsler, Platon und die aristotelische Poetik [Leipzig 900o] 198 n. 2) 
argues that ra olKela Q'0-r refers not to the poets themselves but to the kinds of character 
objectively inherent in poetry, i.e., aorovSatos and cavAos (cf. 48a2). But as Aristotle 
indicates at the outset (48b4-5; cf. b23), the chapter as a whole deals with the "causes" 
which "generated" not only poetry as such but the various kinds of poetry; it deals, in 
other words, with the efficient (not the formal or final) causes of poetry, and these are 
precisely its human causes-of poetry as such, human "nature" (cf. b5, 20. 22), and of the 
various kinds of poetry, human character. It is for this reason that Aristotle continues 
to speak of poets where one would expect him to speak of poetry or poems (e.g., b28-29). 
Else takes Aristotle too literally when he argues that the accepted view makes Homer's 
character or his achievement unintelligible. Homer's union of the serious and the 
playful is perhaps rare; it is not against nature (compare Plato, Symp. 223d3-6 with Rep. 
396e2 and context). 
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Aristotle means to trace the origin of iambic meter, as this would have 
him do, to a poem which was not properly "iambic" in spirit- 
especially as Aristotle himself seems to insist on the connection between 
iambic meter and the satirical spirit of iambic poetry (b31-32). 

As regards the second difficulty, Vahlen6 attempted to solve it by 
ignoring the Margites and the sentence of which it forms a part, 
referring 'v oLt back to o'yovs in b27, and making Aristotle argue that 
the development of iambic meter is coextensive with the development 
of the earliest, pre-Homeric o'yot. Vahlen's interpretation appears to 

satisfy the requirements of the argument and is plausible in itself, but 
his solution is awkward, and has led some commentators to raise 
questions as to the condition of the text.7 It has led one commentator 
to reconsider the interpretation itself. Rostagni defends the traditional 

reading on the grounds that Aristotle has just disclaimed any direct 

knowledge of pre-Homeric doyol and is therefore in no position to 
trace the origin of iambic meter to a period earlier than that of the 

Margites. I believe one may go somewhat further. It is reasonably 
certain that the Margites did indeed contain iambic verses; these verses 
seem to have been interspersed irregularly among a larger number of 
hexameters.8 But this fact-and the absence of a tradition regarding 
iambic poetry prior to Homer-would seem to make possible and even 
plausible a Homeric origin for iambic meter: Homer's sparing and 
irregular use of iambs suggests that their introduction was a novelty, 
and the Margites altogether a metrical experiment.9 There is, indeed, 

6Beitrdge zu Aristoteles' Poetik (Leipzig 19142) 12. He is followed by Gudeman and 
Bywater. 

7 Montmollin declares the intervening sentence (b28-3o) a later addition, and Else 
thinks it has been dislocated. 

8 Hephaestion, Ench. I7.63 Westphal. That these verses formed a part of the original 
poem seems to be no longer in dispute (see Rzach, "Homeridai," RE VIII 2155-57, 
Radermacher, "Margites," RE XXVIII I706; cf. Bywater). 

9 Gudeman fails to consider this possibility when he argues that ev ots cannot refer 
to the Margites "da die eingefiigten jambische Trimeter nur einen ganz geringen Bruch- 
teil der angewandten Verse bildeten." To argue, as Radermacher does (RE XXVIII 
1707-8), that the Margites cannot have been written much before 600 because it depends 
on Archilochus and the development of iambic poetry-and perhaps even of tragedy-is 
merely to beg the question. According to an Aristotelian commentator (Eustratius ad 
Eth. Nic. I I4IaI4, 320 Heylbut = Archilochus, fr. 153 Bergk), Archilochus had mentioned 
the Margites. Since the Homeric authorship of the Margites was in fact widely acknowl- 
edged, and at a relatively early date-if Eustratius' information is correct, Archilochus 
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only one fundamental objection to a return to the traditional reading of 
this passage, and that is the objection regarding the character of the 
Margites. To repeat: iambic meter cannot have originated in a poem 
that was not properly "iambic" in spirit. In what sense, then, can the 

Margites be said to have been a doyos, a poem of "invective?"10 
The precise difficulty is this. According to Aristotle, it was in the 

Margites that Homer "first adumbrated the form of comedy, dramatiz- 

ing not invective but the laughable" (b36-38). He seems to argue 
that the Margites represents in dramatic form a certain subject matter- 
"the laughable" (r6 yEAoiov). In a passage in Chapter 5, however, he 
indicates that ro yEAoiov is precisely the subject matter of comedy 
(49a32-37). It is hard to avoid concluding that in the decisive respect 
the Margites was for Aristotle a form of comedy. But the unavoidable 
conclusion is impossible, for Aristotle's argument also requires that it 
be in the decisive respect a form of invective. 

Homer "adumbrated the form [ro crX7^/a] of comedy," as it seems, 
in two respects: the Margites is at once a representation of "the laugh- 
able" and a representation which is "dramatic." Homer seems to have 
adumbrated both the form and the content of comic poetry properly 
speaking. Accordingly, it would seem better to say that Homer 
adumbrated, not the form, but the "formative constituents" of 

comedy. The expression, "the crXj/Ja of comedy," must be taken, it 
seems, as the equivalent of " the e[ r of comedy" in the sense in which 
that term is used (for example) at 49a8, where Aristotle speaks of the 
e'Sr7-the "formative constituents," the constitutive elements or 

and Cratinus had spoken of it as a Homeric work-any attempt to correct (Bergk and 
others) or to interpret away (Radermacher) the evidence of Eustratius must seem 
arbitrary. The question is sensibly discussed by Rzach (RE VIII 2I57-59), who cautions 
against the assumption that the presence of iambic verses in the Margites-or, for that 
matter, its satiric character-must betray the influence of Archilochus. 

10 Else and Lucas reject Rostagni's view for the reason given, Montmollin on the 
grounds that it ignores "le caractere theorique et a priori de cette histoire" (28I); but 
none of their interpretations comes any nearer to resolving the difficulty. Montmollin 
simply dismisses it (37). Else thinks he has "mitigated" it "to a considerable extent" 
by transposing b28-30 and thus permitting a distinction between (improvised) idoyot and 
(composed) ita/tuot (of which the Margites is an example); but such a distinction would 
seem impossible by itself (consider b27 rrpCwrov ~oyovs rTO10LVTES), and in any case does 
not resolve the question of whether or in what way the Margites can have been regarded 
as a doyos. 
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principles-of tragedy." But this interpretation, which has generally 
been repeated rather than argued, is, I think, very doubtful. 

Though the phrase r rTj KawqLc8ap asXj/xa appears nowhere else in 
the Poetics, Aristotle does speak of the arX-/Aara of comedy in the account 
of comedy in Chapter 5. After a brief definition centering on the 
notion of 7r yeAolov (49a32-37), Aristotle goes on to speak of the 

development of comedy. That development is, it seems, particularly 
obscure. "It was only at a late date that the archon provided a chorus 
of comedians, while previously they were volunteers; and it was only 
when it already possessed some of its forms [oaXrilarca rva avTjs 

EXofvars] that the names of the comic poets came to be recorded;. but 
as to who was responsible for masks or prologues or the number of 
actors, it is not known" (49bi-5). Is Aristotle speaking, then, of the 
"formative constituents" of comedy? In fact, the meaning of 

oaXratra is relatively clear from its context: Aristotle is thinking, not of 
rT yeAoEov, but of choruses, masks, prologues and actors. The 

oaX7ruara of comedy are precisely its theatrical externals, the outward 
"forms" of comedy understood as a theatrical poetry, as a kind of 

poetry which is acted or performed.12 aX/zta must be distinguished 
from Et?oso. Generally speaking, arXihxa can signify the external form 
of a thing as distinguished from its inner or constitutive form, its 
essence or being. As Aristotle remarks elsewhere: "shape is the 
external form assumed by the constitutive principle" (rrjv 8/e op(r]v 

. ,., 

\ 

3 rT oXj7/,a 7rrS toSaS). 
3 

Aristotle concludes his account of comedy as follows. "The 

'I E r) in 49a8 is "fast synonym mit aX7juara " (Gudeman). Bywater's translation of 
caXt/ua in b36 by "outlines" in effect merges it with V7Tfe'eEv; at any rate, he also 
assumes that E''S7r in a8 (rendered as "formative constituents") is synonymous with 
aX)jLa in b36 and aX!,Luara in 49b3 (and presumably also in 49a6); cf. Vahlen, Beitrdge 2 22. 
aXc-7/a or aX7X,uara have sometimes been identified with /tEp-r as used at 5oa8 and else- 
where; but /d'p-Q and E}&7 seem often used synonymously (cf. 5oaI3). If there is a 
difference, it is that the ,/Epr) of (for example) tragedy include elements which are not 
essential to the effect of tragedy and hence cannot be said to belong to its constitutive 
forms (cf. 5obi5-20, 52bI4, 59b7-I3, 62bi7). 

12 In a later passage (62a2-3), Aristotle says that there are some who rank epic above 
tragedy on the grounds that epic is for high-class spectators who ov8ev $'ovTra rTcv 

aXrniLdTrwv. Here, aXt/uara seems to mean primarily "the actors' gesturings" (cf. a-6), 
but "theatrical show" or "dramatic externals" would equally suit the sense of the 
passage. 

I3 Metaph. I029a4-5; cf. Io32a32-b2. 
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practice of composing plots came originally from Sicily, but of the 
Athenian poets it was Crates who first abandoned the iambic spirit 
[7v latf(ltK?7 lSea] and composed generalized [KaOd'Aov] arguments and 
plots" (49b5-9). Aristotle claims he does not know when most of the 
cX/Atara of comedy were introduced, or who introduced them. He 
does know, however, which poet originated the comic "spirit," the 
Etos- or Is8a of comedy. It seems that Crates was the first poet to 
abandon the older "iambic" or invective comedy in favor of the 
"generalized" plots of comedy properly speaking.14 In the decisive 
respect, then, the Margites was not a comedy. The Margites was not 
a comedy because Homer had not made the transition from the spirit 
or idea of iambic poetry to the spirit or idea of comedy. Homer only 
adumbrated the aXC-La, the "dramatic form" of comedy; he did not 
give to comedy its proper content. 

Still, does Aristotle not say that Homer dramatized, in the Margites, 
"not invective but the laughable?" I suggest the following explana- 
tion. To judge from the argument of Chapter 5, the spirit or idea of 
comedy is distinguished from the "iambic idea" in the first place by 
the fact that the plots of comedy are "generalized." Indeed, it would 
seem that the iambic poets did not use plots or stories (pV0Oot) at all. 
The iambic poets did not make use of fictions or of fictionalized 
characters: they attacked persons known to them; as Aristotle says, 
they "lampooned one another" (48b32). They composed their poetry 
precisely in a spirit of "blame" or with the intention, not of amusing, 
but of injuring. Now what most obviously distinguishes Homeric 
from pre-Homeric poetry altogether is its dramatic character. The 
Margites is distinguished from the d0oyot of the iambic poets in the first 

14 It has always been assumed that Aristotle assigns the origin of the comic "idea" 
either to Homer or to the Sicilian poets and in particular to Epicharmus. But Else 
(197-99) has shown, I think conclusively, that the reference to Epicharmus and Phormus 
at 49b6 is a gloss; and it is difficult to see why Aristotle would mention the name of 
Crates while omitting the names not only of the founders of the genre which Crates 
continued but even of the poets he appears to treat elsewhere (48a34) as the earliest 
representatives of Attic comedy, not to mention the fact that Aristotle's entire account 
is extremely sparing in its citation of proper names. I think it must be inferred that 
Aristotle regarded Crates as the founder of comedy in the strict sense: the composition 
of "generalized" plots and arguments constitutes a fundamental advance over the com- 
position of "plots"-the sole innovation of the Sicilian poets (apart from whatever 
contributions they may have made to the development of comic oX'tzara), who had 
remained within the pale of the la,tLKj:) 'sCea. Cf. pp. 221-24 below. 
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place, then, by the fact that it "dramatizes" its subject matter. Let us 

say that the Margites "dramatizes" the "iambic idea," the subject 
matter of iambic poetry. The Margites will then present a "dramatic 
imitation" of invective, of verbal assault on an individual.15 But this 

by itself could seem decisive. The very fact of imitating or dramatizing 
rather than engaging in invective marks an important change in the 

"spirit" if not in the actual "idea" of iambic poetry. The Margites 

may not have had a "generalized" plot-Aristotle suggests it had no 

plot at all-but it had "generalized" or fictional characters. Invective 

may have been the central concern of those characters; it was not the 
central concern of the poet. The poet himself did not write in anger 
or with the intention of injuring; he was concerned only or primarily 
to amuse. This, then, was Homer's achievement in the Margites: 
Homer showed that those human faults which are worthy of "blame" 
become amusing-" laughable"-when viewed impersonally, at a 

distance, or through the medium of dramatic imitation. Homer 

anticipated or created the spirit if not the actual content of comedy 
when he ceased to "compose" (-rotEEv) and began to "dramatize" 

(Spatlaro7rotEtv) invective, for in dramatizing invective he "drama- 

tized," in effect, "the laughable." 6 

Aristotle seems to contradict himself when speaking of the Margites 
precisely because the Margites is anomalous or contradictory in char- 
acter. The anomalous character of the Margites is indeed not im- 

mediately apparent, for Aristotle seems to place it in a category: he 

'I What little is known of the Margites proves nothing one way or the other (fragments 
and testimonia in T. W. Allen, Honmeri Opera 5 [Oxford I912] 152-59). The Margites 
of the title (a redender Name-the character is fictional) was proverbially celebrated for his 
stupidity. One cannot infer from this, however, that he was treated only as a "laugh- 
able," harmless or sympathetic figure; it is at least as likely that he was treated as Thersites 
is treated in the second book of the Iliad. When Plato cites the Margites (2 Alc. I47b2-3) 
he makes the prefatory remark: ro oi rm rotryrov, o AEyEt KaTrryopciv Tov TLvos. 

I6 In other words, Aristotle's phrase involves a zeugma: ov booyov (rrotracas) dAAd TO 

yeAolov WpaLa0tarol7rotaas'. It was understood in this way by Vahlen (cf. Bywater). 
The Margites will have provided, then, the direct model for Sicilian comedy, which was 
also both "iambic" and "dramatic" (cf. note I4 above). Comedy in the strict sense is 
distinguished from the Margites (and from Sicilian comedy) by its concern for more 
"general" subjects and perhaps also by its tendency to imitate human "faults" (adxapTrv- 
/urLia) rather than human "vices" (cf. 49a32-35). It is not necessary to assume that 
invective can have no place at all in true comedy (cf. Else I84-85); Aristotle would 
perhaps allow, as in the case of Aristophanes, an invective which is in the service of more 
"general" purposes. 

[1974 202 CARNES LORD 



ARISTOTLE S HISTORY OF POETRY 

speaks of "the Margites and things of that sort [rd 'otav3ra]." But it 
is also clear that 1ra rotcia a cannot be understood if it is understood to 
refer to works completely analogous to the Margites.I7 The only 
tolerable solution is the obvious one: r' -rotavia must be taken with 
what immediately follows.'8 It was the Margites and "things of that 
sort" "in which [ev ots] iambic meter first appeared, as was fitting; 
and because it was in this meter that they lampooned [1lacfltov] one 
another, it is called iambic today" (b30-32). However understood, 
the poems in question must share with the Margites the element of 
invective, for this is required by the argument as a whole. But 
Aristotle's immediate point is that they share with the Margites the 
distinction of being the first poems of any kind to employ iambic 
meter. C ra rotavra are, I suggest, precisely the iambic poems of 
Archilochus. 

It is generally recognized that Archilochus must be one of the 
"iambic poets" (Iafi3cov 7rotr/rai) of whom Aristotle speaks in the 

sequel (b33-34). But Aristotle is there only summarizing the develop- 
ment he has just been describing.I9 Aristotle accepts the tradition 
according to which Archilochus was the first poet to compose invec- 
tives20 in iambic meter. He modifies that tradition to the extent of 
suggesting on the one hand that Archilochus was not the first to compose 
invectives, and on the other that he was not the first to employ iambic 
meter. As regards the Margites, Aristotle mentions it, I would suggest, 
precisely in order to account for the origin of iambic meter. Archilo- 
chum proprio rabies armavit iambo21 is not the view of Aristotle: there 
is no intrinsic connection between iambic meter and the anger of 

17 There have been various suggestions: on the one hand, post-Homeric poems of epic 
parody, like the Batrachomyomachia; on the other, minor poems by Homer himself or by 
later poets. But there is no reason to suppose that the former had anything to do with 
invective (cf. Gudeman, Lucas), and the latter are completely unattested. 

18 There is every reason to mark a comma rather than a period after rotaav7a, as was 
customary in older texts. The change is due to Vahlen (Beitrdge2 12), and depends on 
his interpretation. 

I9 That Archilochus is necessary to the argument was felt by F. G. Welcker (Kleine 
Schriften 4 [Bonn 1861] 3I), who assumed a lacuna after Tota0iCVT (cf. Vahlen, Beitrage2 
247-48). Else remarks the absence of an explicit reference to Archilochus, and takes it 
as a demonstration of the "arbitrary and abstract" character of Aristotle's account 
(I48-49). Cf. note 9 above. 

20 Cf. Rhet. I4i8b27 Us APXXAoxos. ,Eyef. 
21 Horace, Ars Poetica 79. 
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invective. There is, however, as Aristotle will argue (49a24-28), an 
intrinsic connection between iambic meter and "speech." Iambic 
meter first came to be employed in the Margites because the Margites 
was the first "dramatic imitation" of ordinary speech. It was sub- 
sequently taken over and put to a more regular use by Archilochus and 
by other invective poets, and from this circumstance it received its 
name.22 "And so of the ancients some became poets of heroic verses 
and others of iambic verses." 

II 

Aristotle now takes a further step (48b34-49a2): 

dr7Trep 8s Katl ra grovSaLa 
- 

atArua TTOLrrtrST "O0rlpos 'v (lovosa yap 
oVX OrT Ev dAAat Kal Ltu/taEtS SpaCtaT-tKaS ETrolraTev), o0VTWS Kal ror 7Fs 

KCOL)Ctias U XC^La 7TpCepros V7TESELtEV, oV idoyov dAAa ro yEAolov opaLaero- 
wrotraas" o yap MapyirrsV avahoyov exEt, wcrrep 'IAtas' Kal 7 'O v'caata 

7rpos ras' rpaywotas, ovT'r Kal ov.ros Tpops ras K,/LcOltas. 

What is clearest from this passage is that Homer effected a fundamental 
change in the form of poetry. Homer was preeminently a poet of 
"the serious things" because he alone composed finely and at the same 
time composed "dramatic imitations," just as he first adumbrated the 
form of comedy by "dramatizing the laughable." Homer was the 
first poet to compose "dramatic imitations." More precisely-for 
Homeric poetry is of course "narrative" as well as imitative 23-Homer 
was the first poet to "adumbrate" the form of dramatic poetry. And 
yet it is also clear that Homer's achievement amounts to something 
more. By the fact that he dramatized "the laughable," Homer 
adumbrated not only the form of comedy but its spirit. Moreover, 

22 "[The Margites] entstand zu der Zeit, da man daran ging, das dem Tonfall der 
gew6hnlichen menschlichen Rede sich nahernde iambische Mass neben dem alther- 
gebrachten heroischen Hexameter in die Literatur einzufiihren..." (Rzach, RE VIII 
2I59). Else has seen that the present passage must be understood in the light of Aris- 
totle's later remark concerning the relation between iambic meter and speech, and he 
rightly points out that 3t Kal lacutelov KaAeltrat vvv (b3 1-32) means "that is why it is 
called iambic now" (not "still called"): Aristotle is attempting to account for an 
accidental fact. Compare b3o-3I Kara To ap,dorr-ov with 49a27-28 Tri7 AEKTWK7S 

2apovtoas.. 
23 49bg9-I2, 26-27. Cf. Plato, Rep. 392d5 ff. 
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Aristotle appears to suggest that the Margites bears the same relation to 
"the comedies" that the Iliad and the Odyssey bear to "the tragedies." 
It would seem that Homer adumbrated not only the form of tragedy 
but its spirit as well. 

And yet it is undeniable that in other respects "there does not appear 
to be a corresponding advance on the serious side."24 Aristotle says 
nothing to suggest that Homer in any way anticipated the tragic 
equivalent of ro yeAotov: he does not speak of pity, fear or catharsis. 
In fact, as it seems, he says nothing at all regarding the spirit, the "idea" 
or the content of tragedy.25 It is difficult to escape the impression that 
Homer's innovation in regard to tragedy was a merely formal one. 

Now it is certainly odd, considering the prominence of tragedy both 
in Chapter 4 itself and in the Poetics as a whole, that Aristotle does not 
have more to say here concerning its relation to "serious" poetry and 
in particular to Homer. Actually, he seems more interested in the 

Margites and its relation to comedy than in the Iliad and Odyssey and 
their relation to tragedy. At first sight, this interest seems merely 
perverse. Properly understood, it provides, I think, the key to the 

interpretation of Aristotle's argument as a whole. 
Aristotle's argument focuses on the Margites in the first place because 

the Margites is an anomaly, and because its anomalous character is not 

sufficiently recognized. Aristotle had seemed to treat the Margites 
initially as a poem of invective, as a 0o'yos pure and simple. He is now 
anxious to correct that impression. "But26 as Homer was pre- 
eminently a poet also of the serious things," so "even [Kad] the form of 

comedy" was "adumbrated" by him; "for just as the Iliad and 
Odyssey are related to the tragedies, so too does [the Margites] bear a 
relation to the comedies."27 Aristotle focuses his argument on the 
Margites because he is anxious to show that the Margites has a claim to 

24 Else I44. 
25 Else attempts to rectify the apparent omission by reading <ro> eCv, which he ex- 

plains as the equivalent of ra s KaAas 7Trpades in b25. It must be admitted that ef is 
difficult. 

26 Se responds to /Lv in b28, and indicates the dependence of the argument on what 
has preceded: in spite of the reference to the Margites in b30, Homer has to be dis- 
tinguished from rCv ... rrpO 'Otl.Vpov. Cf. Else. 

27 Aristotle does not say, as he is usually made to say, that the Margites bears the same 
relation to comedy as the Iliad and Odyssey to tragedy; his point is only that the Margites 
bears some relation to comedy. 
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being considered a kind of comedy. But how does he attempt to 
show this? He argues entirely by analogy; and the analogy on which 
he rests his case is precisely that of the "serious" Homeric poems. He 

argues-just as he had argued in connection with pre-Homeric poetry28 
-from the more evident or more certain to the less evident or less 
certain. Aristotle's argument focuses on the Margites in the second 

place, then, because the case for a Homeric origin of comedy is precisely 
weaker than the case for a Homeric origin of tragedy. Aristotle does 
not stress the "tragic" character of the Iliad and Odyssey precisely 
because he takes it for granted. So far as we know, Aristotle was the 
first to connect Homer or the Margites with comedy. But the connec- 
tion between Homer and tragedy was a familiar one; at any rate, 
Plato's Socrates could appeal or allude to it without encountering 
bewildered incomprehension or, indeed, any reaction at all. Accord- 

ing to Plato, Homer is the "first" tragedian, the leader and the teacher 
of the tragic poets.29 

What exactly was Homer's achievement in tragedy ? If the case of 

comedy and the case of tragedy were truly parallel, Homer would have 
"adumbrated" the dramatic form of tragedy while at the same time 

"adumbrating" its "idea." But the two cases are not truly parallel. 
When Aristotle asserts that Homer was preeminently a poet of "the 
serious things" (ra a7rovSata), he is not speaking of a subject matter 
common to the poetry of Homer and the older poetry of "hymns and 
encomia." Plato or his Socrates was prepared to admit into the best 

city of the Republic "hymns to the gods and encomia to the good," and 
yet was absolutely unwilling to admit the poetry of Homer.30 When 
Plato's Athenian Stranger speaks of" those they call the serious poets- 

28 Compare Jacrrep in b34 and 38 with cacrrep in b27. Aristotle infers the existence of 

pre-Homeric bodyot from the existence of pre-Homeric hymns and encomia, which were 
well-attested in the tradition (cf. Rostagni); he would probably argue that the former 
had been forgotten 8ta rTo pC) 7rrov&SdeaOaC (49a38-bI). 

29 Rep. 595bio-c2, 6o7a2-3. From Theaet. I52e4-5 it appears that Plato regarded 
Epicharmus as Homer's counterpart in comedy (he speaks of oL aKpoL T7rs 7ro)urewos 

EKacTrpas) if not as the actual founder of comedy. The one Platonic discussion involving 
the Margites (2 Ale. 147bI-d8) has nothing to do with comedy; consider in addition the 
implication of Symp. 223d3-6. 

30 Rep. 6o7a2-5 (cf. Laws 8oIeI-4, Prot. 325e5-26a3). That the exclusion of Homer 
has nothing to do with "imitation" appears from the fact that in the relevant section of 
Republic Io all poetry is assumed to be imitative (6o3b4-7, ci). 
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those poets of ours concerned with tragedy,"31 he is explaining to a 
Cretan and a Spartan a usage that was evidently current at Athens. 
"The serious things" are precisely "the tragic things." Of the 
"dignified" poets-of those poets who composed in epic, "heroic" or 
hexameter verse-Homer was the only poet of "the serious things." 
"For he was the only one who composed finely, and he composed 
dramatic imitations" (b35-36).32 Homer may only have "adum- 
brated" the dramatic form of tragedy; he created-definitively and 
completely-the content, the spirit or the "idea" of tragedy. As 
Aristotle says at a later point in the Poetics (59b8, I2-I3): "epic poetry 
ought to have the same formative constituents [e'r-] as tragedy"- 
and, he adds, "all of these were used, first and adequately, by Homer." 

If Homer was a tragedian in any sense, he was, it will be argued, a 

very imperfect tragedian. For, so to speak, every schoolboy knows 
that Aristotle's account of the development of tragedy is dominated by 
an "entelechic idea," and that the idea in question is Sophoclean 
tragedy. Homer may have "used" the etcrS of tragedy "adequately;" 
he cannot have used them well. After Homer, the poets deserted epic 
poetry of the Homeric type and turned their attention to a kind of 

poetry that is "greater and more estimable" (49a6); after Homer, 
tragedy had to "undergo many changes" before it "attained its own 
nature" (49aI4-IS). Tragedy had to move very far from Homer 
before attaining its definitive excellence in the tragedy of Sophocles 
and in particular in Sophocles' Oedipus. 

Aristotle begins his account of the post-Homeric development with 
this statement (49a2-6): 

7Tapa.averT7s Ue T S Tpay8l'as Kal KwyLotSias oL c' EKaT pav T"JV 

oTTOLcrI optpLovES' KaTa T OV oLKEtaV Ovalv ot LE vr al Tv cafficwv 

KW.LC8orroltot EYeVOV7O, Ot 8O aVTL TWV E7TcV Tpayc08LC8OatKaAoL ?a 

TO tEtSWCO Ka' evTLITorTepa Tra uXrlTara Eaa e avaa EKELVWV. 

When tragedy and comedy first made their appearance, those who 
pursued each kind of poetry in accordance with their individual natures 

31 Laws 8I7a2-3, rTcv (8 crrrovSa' v, c s acaau, TrJv rrepl rpayp8lav y,lXuv vrrotrTv. 
Cf. 8 oe6-9 as well as Rep. 604c1 and 605d4. 

32 Gudeman saw very clearly the difficulties with the usual interpretation of this 
remark: (i) yap does not follow; (2) ,O'vos does not correspond with rrpcOros. (b37); (3) 
why does Aristotle ignore post-Homeric epic, which was also a major source for the 
tragedians ? 
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became comic poets and producers of tragedy rather than poets of 
iambic and epic verses. Now according to the conventional interpre- 
tation, Aristotle here anticipates the argument that is developed in the 
sequel (49a9 ff.): tragedy originated with those who led off the dithy- 
ramb, as comedy with those who led off the phallic songs; as each came 
to light or made its appearance, the poets deserted epic and iambic 
poetry for the newer genres by reason of their manifest superiority. 
Tragedy in particular was, however, subsequently "influenced" by 
Homeric epic through the medium of those poets who did not entirely 
forget the lessons they had learned from Homer. 

And yet why is it necessary to assume that Aristotle anticipates an 
argument that is developed later when his reference to the " appearance" 
of tragedy and comedy is perfectly intelligible in the light of what has 
already been said? Tragedy and comedy made their appearance 
precisely in the poetry of Homer. The poets abandoned epic and 
iambic poetry not in spite of Homer but because of him: Homer 
himself had shown the way toward the new dramatic poetry.33 Still, 
one is compelled to wonder why epic poetry should have been 
abandoned in the first place. If the "greater and more estimable 
genres" of which Aristotle speaks were already substantially present in 
Homer, how did it happen that poetry of the Homeric type came to be 
superseded by tragedy and comedy? 

In fact, however, Aristotle does not say that Homeric poetry came to 
be superseded by tragedy and comedy because "these genres were 
greater and worthy of more esteem" (Else). In the first place, he does 
not say that they were "worthy of more esteem," "more honorable" 
or better than Homeric poetry. What he says is that they were "held 
in more esteem," "more honored" (evrtLdorepa) than Homeric 
poetry. There is a difference between what is conventionally or 
customarily "held in honor" ('vrtJLov) and what is honorable or 
valuable by nature or in truth (rrtayrod).34 And, in the second place, 
he does not speak of "genres." He does not speak of the etSr7, the 
formative constituents of a given kind of poetry; he speaks only of 
(XiJLara-of external, dramatic or theatrical "forms." 

33 Else (146-47) has seen this. 
34Eth. Nic. II24a20-25 (cf. III6bI8-2I); compare I094b2 and context with II4Ib3 

and context (cf. Pol. I34oaI). 
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Aristotle's argument would appear to be this. Tragedy and comedy 
made their first appearance in the poetry of Homer; and it was with 
Homer that tragedy acquired its definitive character, its et'q.35 But 
Homer only "adumbrated" the external, dramatic or theatrical forms 
of tragedy and comedy. Homer composed tragic poetry, but he did 
so in "epic verses;"36 and in other respects-for example by its very 
length-Homeric poetry was formally or externally ill-suited for 
dramatic performance. The poets abandoned epic poetry, then, not 
because of the essential superiority of dramatic poetry but rather 
precisely because the external forms of dramatic poetry-indeed, the 

very fact of dramatic performance-promised to win them "more 
honor" in the cities. The poets pursued, elaborated and developed 
the narrowly dramatic elements of tragedy and comedy because those 
elements promised to appeal to the widest possible audience. Aristotle 
does not attempt to deny that tragedy appeals to a wider audience than 

epic, even-and particularly-an audience of "the vulgar" (62a2 ff.). 
As Plato had said: tragedy is preferred by "perhaps, indeed, the major- 
ity altogether."37 

Aristotle continues as follows (49a7-9): 

dTO pV OSVV E17LTK07TLV Elt apa EXEL 7jr 7- payc8l)a Tos ESOarLV LKavws 

f7 oV, avTo Tr Kap' a av Kptt Kat rrpos ra earpa, aAAos Aoyos. 

This remark is explained by and at the same time serves to confirm the 
interpretation of what has preceded. "To investigate, then, whether 
tragedy is on this account [apa] indeed [7j'6] 38 adequate to its constitu- 
tive elements-judged both in itself and with a view to the audience- 
is a matter for another argument." Aristotle corrects the impression 
which the reader may have gained from the previous sentence. The 
fact that the uaX-jLara of dramatic poetry altogether are "greater" than 

35 This explains, I think, the apparently pointless variation (cf. Lucas) in 49a4-5. 
Only after Homer were there " comic poets" properly speaking, but Homer himself was 
a "tragic poet;" by calling the later tragic poets rpaySo&8aLdoKaAot, Aristotle empha- 
sizes the merely technical character of their innovations. 

36 Cf. Plato, Rep. 6o2b8-IO, TOV'S TE 7rr) TpayLtK7S' Trot?7UEWSo a7TTr0oJevovS ev Ea- 
e3EloLS Kat ev E'7TEaL. 

37Laws 658d4; cf. 8I7c4-5. 
38 Else argues persuasively for this interpretation of 47'j&r: the question is not, as is 

generally supposed, whether tragedy in Aristotle's time (-'&87 "now") is adequate to the 
e3Sr of (fifth century) tragedy. 
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those of epic does not mean that tragedy-that is to say, tragic drama- 
surpasses or even equals Homeric epic in employing "adequately" 
(IKavcs) the ELSr7 of tragedy. For, to repeat: the e'8r7 of tragedy were 

employed "first and adequately ['Kavcs] " by Homer himself(59b8-I 3). 
The question Aristotle does not here attempt to resolve is the question 
whether the e Sr/ of tragedy were also employed "adequately" by 
Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides.39 Aristotle's remark looks back 
to Homer as much as it looks ahead to Sophocles.40 

III 

Aristotle seems to interrupt his account of the origins of dramatic 
poetry in order to make a remark about tragedy. When the argument 
resumes, however, we appear to be confronted with a new account of 
the origins of dramatic poetry (49a9-Is): 

yevoLtevr77 S'o art ax apXr7S avroaXeStaatrtKrs-Kal aV'Tr7 Kal - Kc0,oA8'a, 
Kal 77q LEV aro LCTv T appXov-rcWv rov LS6 vpaLa/ov, 7q 8e CrTO TroV ra (aXAAtLKa 
a 'rt Kal vvv ev roAAaZt T3cv TrodAev StCIaJeve vopLtpdteva-- Kara litKpoV 
r1;47rQ77 rTpoayov-trv orov 'yyvero ofavepov avTr7js Kal 7roAAa's /LEraoAas nq 

X 
-q w o avpov a w a ag 

/JlEralpaovaca r7 Tpayp Sta e7ravoaaro, errel ecaXe rT7 avTsrr (uoatv. 

Aristotle now seems to argue that tragedy owes its origin to "those 
who led off the dithyramb," just as comedy derives from "those who 
led off the phallic songs." But Aristotle's new account, if it does not 
grossly contradict his original account, at any rate constitutes a very 
great problem. Regardless of how one wants to understand the earlier 
account, it is difficult to explain why, in the present passage, Aristotle 
seems to forget Homer altogether. But perhaps Aristotle's silence 
regarding Homer admits of another explanation. 

I shall suggest that the argument which begins at 49a9 and occupies 
39 It would seem that the superiority of Sophocles is, then, not even a question for 

Aristotle (cf. S. L. Radt, "Aristoteles und die Trag6die," Mnem. 24 [I97I] 20I-03). One 
could also argue that Sophoclean tragedy, while not superior to Homeric epic "in 
itself"-Euripidean tragedy would seem scarcely to equal it (cf. 53a28-30)-has never- 
theless a certain advantage over it "with a view to the audience." One could argue in 
this way if it could be assumed that Aristotle is thinking of catharsis, and that catharsis 
(as distinguished from pity and fear) does not belong to tragedy "in itself" or to the 
etq77 of tragedy as established by Homer. 

40 The connection with what follows is commonly stressed (cf. Vahlen, Beitrage2 IS, 
250-5I): yevoA Le'vr0 'ov (ag) responds to rO pev (a7). 
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the remainder of Chapter 4 is in fact merely a continuation of the 

argument which begins at 48b22. Before the interruption at 49a7, 
Aristotle had brought the argument to the point where something 
called "tragedy" had already made its appearance and had stimulated 
the poets to pursue and develop its caXrX'ara, its "external forms;" and 

tragedy had made its appearance precisely in the "form" of Homeric 

epic. Aristotle then interrupts the argument by cautioning against the 

assumption that "tragedy"-that is, tragic drama as it was to emerge 
in the fifth century-is adequate to the elS7r of tragedy as articulated, 
definitively and completely, by Homer. But Aristotle's interruption 
also serves to anticipate what follows. When the argument resumes, 
Aristotle continues to speak, not of tragedy as it had come to light in 
Homer, but rather of tragedy in its familiar sense-that is, "tragic 
drama." What he proceeds to describe are the vicissitudes of the 
"form" of what was to become tragic drama, from its origin in choral 

performances of a certain kind through its subsequent impregnation 
with the "idea" of Homeric tragedy to its full and final development 
in the tragedy of Aeschylus and his successors. 

This interpretation is the only one that can make sense of Aristotle's 

argument up to and including the beginning of his "history" of tragic 
drama. That it is not an impossible interpretation of the history of 

tragedy itself is sufficiently guaranteed by the fact that a historical 

argument to the same or very similar effect has been advanced in 
recent years by Gerald Else.4I But I believe it is also the only in- 

terpretation that is capable of making sense of Aristotle's own "history." 
Else's thesis regarding the Homeric origin of tragedy, though indeed 

suggested by his reading of the Poetics, was developed independently of 
-and even in opposition to-his own analysis of the argument which 

occupies the last section of Chapter 4.42 It is, however, precisely that 

argument which supplies the strongest confirmation of his thesis as a 
whole. 

4I "The Origin of TPAFQISIA," Hermes 85 (I957) 17-46; The Origin and Early 
Form of Greek Tragedy, Martin Classical Lectures 20 (Cambridge, Mass., 1967). Else's 
book is usefully reviewed by W. M. Calder, Gnomon 41 (1969) 229-33. 

42 Else I46-48, 162-63. Else makes the crucial observation that 7rapaoaveiars at 
49a2 must refer to the appearance of tragedy in Homer, but he fails to draw the (in my 
opinion) necessary conclusions because he misses the equally crucial distinction between 
the ESr7 and the aXljaara of tragedy. 
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Aristotle begins by arguing that tragedy came into being "from an 
improvisational beginning-both it and comedy, the one from those 
who led off the dithyramb, the other from those who led off the phallic 
songs which even now continue to be performed in many cities as a 
publicly established custom" (a9-I3). Aristotle is always understood 
to argue that tragedy developed or grew out of improvised perform- 
ances of dithyrambic hymns. But it is also generally recognized that 
a development of this sort is, in itself, highly problematic. The chief 
difficulties are these: (I) Aristotle seems to indicate at a later point in the 
argument (a2o) that tragedy also developed out of "(something) 
satyric" (eK aarvvptKov); but there is practically no other evidence to 

suggest that anything like a "satyric dithyramb" ever existed.43 (2) 

The dithyramb was originally a hymn in honor of Dionysus, and 
dithyrambic performances are said to have been characteristically 
"ecstatic" or "enthusiastic;" but tragedy as we know it seems to have 

remarkably little to do with "Dionysus" either in substance or in 

spirit.44 (3) Dithyrambs and dithyrambic performances seem to have 
been from first to last almost entirely non-dramatic; accordingly, it is 
difficult to imagine how the dithyramb can have undergone an internal 

change in the direction of tragic drama, or how the EfdpXcwv of the 

dithyrambic chorus can have evolved into an "actor" who forms no 

part of the chorus.45 (4) The dithyrambic chorus was circular and 
consisted of fifty choreuts; the tragic chorus was rectangular and 
consisted of twelve or fifteen.46 (5) The choral odes of tragedy show 
affinities with practically every kind of choral lyric except the dithyramb. 

All of these difficulties may be avoided if one is willing to assume 
that Aristotle is here thinking less of "tragedy" simply than of the 

43 Satyrs appear to be connected with the dithyramb in a notice in the Suda (s.v. 
Aptiwv); but it is far from clear that the same performance is being referred to (cf. DTC2 
98-99, Patzer, Anfinge 54-55). There is some slight corroborating evidence from vase- 
paintings (Webster in DTC2 34; cf. D. W. Lucas, CR 77 [I963] I48) which, however, 
do not antedate the fifth century. 

44 Cf. Else, "Origin" 45-46, Origin and Early Form 30-3 I. Aristotle himself seems to 
distinguish dithyrambic EvOovataa,t'os from the "pity and fear" inspired by tragedy 
(Pol. I342a4-15, 33-bi2). 

45 The non-dramatic character of the dithyramb is stressed by Plato (Rep. 394cI-3); 
cf. DTC2 28-29, 32. On the improbability of an evolution from eadpxov to actor see 
Patzer, Anfinge 81-82. 

46 Athenaeus 5.I8IC; cf. DTC2 32. 
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"form" of "tragic drama." Indeed, it would seem that he must be 
thinking of the form of tragic drama, for Aristotle does not, after all, 
derive tragedy from "the dithyramb;" he derives it very precisely 
from "those who led off the dithyramb." It is not the substance or 
the "idea" of the dithyramb which interests Aristotle but rather the 
mode of its performance. "Those who led off the dithyramb" 
supplied, it would seem, the model for that responsive collaboration 
between individual and chorus which was to become an important 
feature and indeed the fundamental "form" of tragic drama. But the 
dithyrambic performance, though eminently adaptable to the require- 
ments of a dramatic poetry, was not in itself "dramatic," nor did it 
contain within itself the potentiality for becoming dramatic. Aristotle 
has indicated as clearly as possible that what is properly dramatic in 
tragedy derives from Homer and only from Homer. 

Once a tragic drama had actually come into being (yEvo,Levri S' oiSv), 
it grew little by little "as they developed that part of it which was 

coming to light" (7rpoayvTCrwv 'crov eyiyvero cavepov avTrs,); and 
after undergoing many changes, tragedy ceased when it reached its 
own nature (j rpayc8l1a E7ravcraro, E7rel EaXe rb7v av'r s ov"atv) 
(aI3-I5). This passage is usually taken as the most blatant expression 
of the teleological bias of Aristotle's account as a whole. It is, I will 
suggest, nothing of the sort. Tragedy did not "grow" by itself, like 
a natural thing; it was "developed."47 Tragedy did not grow to 

maturity by itself any more than it had grown by itself from an 
improvised dithyrambic performance. Tragic drama was brought into 
being, and it was "developed," precisely by those poets who had taken 
over from Homer the "idea" of tragedy and had set out in pursuit of a 
more appropriate "form." 

But what does Aristotle mean when he says that they developed 
"that part of it which was coming to light?" If he means that they 
developed only the "form" of tragic drama, he must be understood to 
mean that they developed only what they developed. On the other 
hand, it would seem that the tragic "idea" had already been "de- 
veloped" to its fullest extent by Homer himself. And yet that the 

47 It should not be necessary to insist that tragic poetry, as a IroLot4/evov, does not exist 
"by nature" or possess in itself a principle of motion (cf. Phys. I92b8-32). Consider 
Soph. El. I83b22-34 and note 5 above. 
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tragic idea is in fact meant appears clearly enough from the sequel: to 

speak of the "nature" of a thing is to speak of its "idea," its constituent 
or essential form.48 Evidently, the development of tragic drama 
involved at the same time a development of the tragic idea itself. But 
must the development in question then represent a fundamental or 
substantive advance over Homeric tragedy? In fact, there is another 
alternative. The attempt to accommodate Homeric tragedy to new 
and alien forms could have required in its earliest stages the sacrifice of 
certain essential features of the tragic idea itself. The necessity of a 

compromise with existing and conventional modes of public per- 
formance could have temporarily distorted or obscured the very 
" nature" of tragedy. But as the new tragic drama became known and 

accepted-as the tragic "idea" began to emerge-the poets could have 
taken liberties with the original forms; they could have "developed" 
the "idea" of tragedy in proportion as the possibilities inherent in that 
idea became "manifest" to their audiences, and as innovations in form 
became, as a result, less objectionable. The development in question 
would have ceased when tragic drama "reached its own nature"-that 
is, when the form of the tragic performance became finally adequate to 
the idea of tragedy as that idea had been articulated by Homer. 

That this indeed represents Aristotle's argument becomes clear, I 
think, in the sequel. Kassel's text reads as follows (ai5-25): 

Kat TO T?E TWV V7TOKpLTrCv rrhAOoS ;6 EvoS etS 8O0 Trpc3ToS AlVaxhoS 

rjyaye Kat ra rov^ Xopov rhAarTrcoaT KacL rv Adyov rTpo-rayovsatreZv 

7TapcEaK(eaaev TpELS 8 KaC acrKvoypatiav ZO(OKAXs'. E't 8E TO /IEyeOoS' 

EK tLLKp YV tVtOV Kalt Ae'Ewc yeAolas otLa TO K TaaTvpKOV /LETralaAELv 

oE ac7TreaeLvvUvOr, Tr rTE irpov EK TETpaLETpOV lacelaov eyevero. ro 

tLEV yap 7TpoTrOV reTrpaCLeTrp) EXPvro &a rLTO CarTVpLKrv Kalt opX7rlTKo- 

repav EtvaL 7'rTv 7TO'l'lv, AEEOS' SOE EVo"EV'S avr)V' V rvLS TO OLKElOV 

fLETpov eSpe' LLAcLaTa yap AEKTIKOV TV FLeTpWV TO lap3etov EUTLV. 

Since Aristotle indicates somewhat later that he knows more of the 

history of tragedy than he has seen fit to include in his account, it is 

important to raise the question of his principle of selection. What he 

says is this: " as for the other things, and what is said of their manner of 
adornment [Kat ra a AA' s Ec'Karra KoaUL7r07qvat AE'yErat], let my 

48 Vahlen (Beitrage2 I5) aptly cites Phys. I93a36. 
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account suffice, for it would perhaps require too much effort to go 
through them individually" (a28-3I). Aristotle does not speak, then, 
of purely external developments, of the mere "adornments" of tragic 
drama. When he speaks of the second actor and the movement away 
from a " satyric" form, he speaks of changes which reflect a fundamental 
development in the tragic idea itself.49 At the same time, however, 
the changes in question can hardly be said to constitute a fundamental 
advance over Homeric tragedy. In Homer as in Aeschylus, "speech" 
(Aoyos) was the "protagonist." And Homeric tragedy did not need to 
be "solemnized:" Homer had never employed "small plots" (1LKpol 
tviOot) or "ludicrous speech" (Aets yeAoFa).50 It would rather seem 
that Aeschylus and his successors only regained for tragedy the ground 
that had been temporarily lost by reason of the circumstances in which 

tragedy had first come to be performed. 
In the passage under consideration, then, Aristotle- is concerned to 

explain those developments-and only those developments-which 
recovered for tragedy its proper character or its "nature."5I The 

developments in question, though closely related, are discussed sepa- 
rately, and fall under two headings: (I) the relative prominence of 
actors and chorus (r6 rjv VTTOKptrtv 7Trr0oS aIS ff.); (2) amplitude 
or dignity (rd /E'ye0os aIg ff.).52 As regards the first, Aristotle's 

49 The fact that the introduction of the third actor and scene-painting does not reflect 
such a development is the strongest argument in favor ofElse's athetesis (I65-66, 182) of 
rpelS 8E KaC oaKivoypaf'lav ,ocoKA7s (aI8-I9). As Else points out, the introduction of 
scene-painting is attributed elsewhere (Vitruvius 7 pr. I I; cf. Vita Aeschyli 14), apparently 
on good authority, to Aeschylus. But I do not think it is necessary to follow Else 
(I67-68; "The Case of the Third Actor," TAPA 76 [I945] i-Io) in assuming that 
Aristotle means to distinguish V6TOKptr?S from rpayoosd (the first or original actor), and 
therefore attributes to Aeschylus the introduction of the second V7roKpLrjs--but the 
third actor. For the purposes of Aristotle's argument the important innovation is the 
second actor, for it establishes the primacy of Aoyos; and it is precisely for this reason 
that the remark concerning Sophocles fits the context so badly. Cf. A. W. Pickard- 
Cambridge, The Dramatic Festivals of Athens (Oxford 19682) I30-32; Calder, Gnomon 
41 (1969) 233. 

50 Consider 59bi2, I6, 6oas-II, 62b3-II. 
s5 As Else points out (i65 and n. I43), Kaclin aI5 is epexegetic and should be taken with 

EarXe r7lV aaur7js eva'v (not with nroAAas', /LErafoAas' ierafaAouaa). 
52 That the order of the argument is chronological has sometimes been asserted, but it 

is hardly conceivable that FiLKpOl u0io& and Ae's yeAoca can have been intended to 
characterize Aeschylean as distinguished from Sophoclean tragedy (cf. Else 176 n. 179), 
and E"' (aI9) suggests a logical rather than a chronological arrangement. 
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argument is clear. Aeschylus was the first to increase the number of 
actors from one to two; at the same time, he decreased the part of the 
chorus and made "speech" the center of interest. Aeschylus' achieve- 
ments are obviously of a piece. By introducing a second actor, Aeschy- 
lus reduced the dependence of the actor on the chorus and was able, 
accordingly, to reduce the part of the chorus;53 henceforth, the interest 
of tragedy would center on "speech" or the conversation of the actors 
rather than on the songs or other activities of the chorus. As regards 
/ECyeOS-, however, Aristotle's meaning is less clear. In fact, his 

argument appears to become involved in so many difficulties that 

nothing short of a radical reconstitution of the text could seem required 
in order to make sense of it.54 

Aristotle speaks of the development of tragedy EK craTvpLKOV. 

aarvptKov is to be understood as modifying-what? The obvious 
answer is opa/ia. But the obvious interpretation-that Aristotle is 

thinking of that "satyr-play" (acdrvpos) which would form a part of 
the tragic competitions in the fifth century-encounters the immediate 

difficulty that the satyr-play appears to have originated with Pratinas 
of Phleius, a contemporary or near-contemporary of Aeschylus.55 
Accordingly, it is now generally assumed that something more primi- 
tive must be meant. It is also assumed, however, that the carvpLKov 
must have been a dramatic performance of some kind.56 To support 
this view, scholars have called attention to the proverb ovSev rrpOs rOV 

z iovvaov, and the explanations offered for it in late antiquity. Pratinas, 
it is argued, was moved to restore the older satyr-play or a modified 
form of it out of piety toward Dionysus, who had suffered progressive 
neglect at the hands of the tragic poets. Pratinas reintroduced the 

53 Cf. Else 168 n. I5o. 
54 There is some evidence of textual disturbance, and several scholars have assumed a 

lacuna in the vicinity of p,v0wv (cf. Patzer, Anfdnge 67-68). Else's solution is to excise 
aI9-2I (E'r ... .r.reaElvv'vOrl) altogether, though he also suggests various emendations. 

55 Suda s.v. lpatrvas; see F. Brommer, Satyroi (Wiirzburg 1937) 36, DTC2 
65-67. 

56 The current position is well defined by Albin Lesky (Die tragische Dichtung der 
Hellenen [G6ttingen 19642] 30): "raarvpKo'v in der Poetik nicht einfach dem entwickelten 
Satyrspiel nach Art des Kyklopen gleichzusetzen ist. Andererseits ist zweifelsohne eine 
von Satym bestrittene Form chorischer Darbietung mit dramatische Einschlag gemeint." 
We are told that "aarvpLKov too obviously and stubbornly means 'satyr-play'.... 
The only word we can supply with it is Spadparos" (Else I73). 
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satyr-play because tragedy had betrayed its origins, because it had come 
to have "nothing to do with Dionysus."57 

But is it so clear that "it was evidently assumed by the writers of this 
notice that 'satyric' could only refer to the satyric drama ?" 58 Nothing 
in the notices themselves requires it, and if it is true that the notices in 
question draw on a Peripatetic source, it is also true that other late 
notices embodying Peripatetic material relative to the origins of tragedy 
seem to point in the opposite direction.59 What is more, nothing in 
Aristotle's own argument can have prepared the reader to believe that 
tragic drama developed from a dramatic performance. Nothing 
Aristotle has said so far can have suggested that what is properly 
"dramatic" in tragic drama originated anywhere other than in the 
poetry of Homer. To repeat, Homer was the first to compose 
"dramatic imitations." If tragedy developed from a "satyric drama," 
then, the drama in question, itself inspired by the example of Homer, 
must have been already a kind of tragedy. And if that earlier tragedy 
had developed from anything, it must have developed from a per- 
formance which was not properly speaking dramatic at all. 

I suggest, then, the following explanation. When Aristotle says 
that tragedy EK !LUKpWv FLV'wv KaL AE'cEOS yeAoaS? dla rd (K CarvptKOV 

57 Thus, for example, Lesky (Trag. Dicht.2 21). According to Chamaileon (fr. 38 
Wehrli= Suda s.v. Ov3ev rrpos TOV Zlovvaov): TO 7rpoaoev ELS Tov Atovvaov ypa- 
0oVT9E TOVTO0LS rlyWYvlovro, aJrep Kal aarvptKa CAeyECr. varTpov e' /IerafacVTES 
eS l'o Trpaycolas ypaELv, KaTa /LL.KpOv ELtS JiVovg Kal IaTopas- Tp7T7rraav, 
,Lr)KETL TOV Alovv'aov jLuVqLoveVOVTs-. Cf. Plutarch, Qu. conv. I.I.5, Zenobius 5.40. 

58 DTC2 I25-26. Else (177-78) tries to argue that the notices stem from a Peri- 
patetic author not earlier than Chamaileon-the ultimate source for the (on his view) 
interpolated reference to the aaTvplKov in the Poetics. It seems much more likely that 
the later material derives, directly or indirectly, from Aristotle's On Poets. 

59 Chamaileon speaks of contests of aaTvpicKa, Zenobius of choruses singing the 
dithyramb. According to Athenaeus I4.630c (probably from Aristocles' 7rept Xopt)v, 
cf. 63ob): ovvEaT7'KE 8E Kal ca7VptK7] wTracta Twotlo7as TO TraAaLov E(K Xopow, (S Kal 7 
TOTE Tpaywta. LO7TrEp OV8E VroKptTadS E Xov. According to Diogenes Laertius 3.56: 
r'T 7aAatov ev Tr, rpayq8ka wTpdOTpov t zv tOdvoS X opgs- &lepaldaTLrev, varepov 8e 
OoErrls Eva VTroKpiTr'v E EVpev.... (The Peripatetic flavor of this passage is remarked 
by Patzer, Anfdnge 26; it may derive from Chamaileon's 7rEpl O(9Ecrros. &LaSpapcaT- 
ItELV is a rare word. LSJ9 gives the meaning "finish acting a play," which seems to be 
the sense in M. Ant. 3.8; here, however, it must at least mean "act a play all the way 
through;" but in what sense a chorus could have "acted" when there were as yet no 
actors is far from clear. Possibly the word reflects an earlier sense of pauza which has 
nothing to do with acting or "drama" [see note 81 below].) Finally, consider the 
remark attributed to Aristotle by Themistius, Orat. 26.3 6d (note 71 below). 
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eTraIaAeLftv oe daerrIeaEJvvvO07, he does not mean what he has been taken 
to mean-" discarding short stories and a ludicrous diction, through its 

passing out of its satyric stage, it assumed, though only at a late point 
in its progress, a tone of dignity" (Bywater). What he means to say 
is that tragedy discarded short plots and ludicrous speech only at a late 

point precisely because (SLa) it had originally developed from a "satyric 
performance" (cra-rvpLKov) which was completely non-dramatic and 

had, so to speak, nothing to do with Homer. The (tKpol /V0ot and 

AE'hts yEAota of which Aristotle speaks do not belong to the caarvpLtKv: 
"plots" and "dramatic speech" (AcEts)60 are indeed essential to tragic 
drama, but the aaTvpLKov was not a form of tragic drama (" its satyric 
stage"). Sta Tr EK aa7rvpcKOV /CLragSaXetv is intended to explain two 

things: why the earliest tragedy was compelled to employ LLKpOt /0Vot 
and AE'ts yeAoac, and why it did not abandon them until "late."6I 

Only at a late point was tragedy able to free itself from the short plots 
and ludicrous speech it had at first been compelled to employ because 
of the strong and continuing influence of that "satyric" choral per- 
formance from which it had originally developed. It has been uni- 
versally assumed that there are two stages in Aristotle's account: (I) 
dramatic ocravpLKov, (2) tragedy. In fact, however, there are three 
stages: (i) choral caarvptKov, (2) early ("satyric") tragedy, (3) late 

("dignified") tragedy. 
At what point, then, did tragedy become "dignified?" I think 

there is only one possible answer. Tragedy did not attain its true 
dignity until the tragedy of Aeschylus-for it was Aeschylus who 
reduced the importance of the chorus and restored to "speech" its 
rightful place.62 Moreover, it would seem that Aeschylus was 

60 Throughout the Poetics Aristotle uses Ahfet to designate the spoken dialogue of 
tragedy as distinct from its choral songs (cf. Else I80, 236-37). To argue, as some 
commentators do, that AhEts yeAo a must refer to the "diction" of satyric choral odes is 
wholly gratuitous, especially in view of the fact that Aets obviously retains its normal 
meaning in a23. 

61 Else points out that Bywater's version makes Sta T-O K aarvptKoi depend on a verb 
("discarding") which is not in the text (173 n. I7I). His complaints regarding the in- 
definiteness of syntax and reference are satisfied, I think, by the interpretation given here. 

62 oiE has point only if the change is to be referred to Aeschylus. It does not make 
much sense to say that tragedy became dignified "late"-in the work of Thespis 
(Gudeman); and to assume an evolution extending from the beginnings "au debut de la 
carriere d'Eschyle" (Montmollin) is not a great improvement. The author of the 
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responsible for another and related change. For at the time that 
tragedy recovered its dignity it underwent, Aristotle says, a change of 
meter: - TOE ETrpov EK TETpafLctrpov latPE eOV EEVE0 (a2I). It was, 
as it seems, Aeschylus who substituted iambic trimeter for the trochaic 
tetrameter of earlier tragedy.63 Aristotle adds this explanation: "At 
first they used tetrameter because the poetry was satyric and suited 
rather for dancing, but when speech [AE6ts] was introduced, nature 
itself found the appropriate meter; for of the meters iambic is the most 
suited for speaking [laAiuara AEKrtKo'v]" (a22-25). Aristotle's ex- 
planation seems at first to confuse the issue: if iambic meter and 
"speech" were introduced at the same time, then Aristotle would 
appear to be referring not to Aeschylus but to the changes which 
created tragic drama out of the oarvplKov.64 But, in the first place, it 
is not easy to imagine why trochaic tetrameter should have been the 
predominant meter of a predominantly or wholly choral performance, 
since tetrameter is not a meter of choral lyric; nor does Aristotle say 
that the chorus danced an accompaniment to its own (tetrameter) 
songs. He says only that tetrameters were particularly suited for 
dancing.65 In the second place, Aristotle speaks no longer of a 
aarvpLKov but of a aarvptlK7' rolrals. In short, his remark refers 

precisely to the "satyric poetry" of early or pre-Aeschylean tragedy. 
In pre-Aeschylean tragedy, trochaic tetrameter was indeed employed. 
It was employed, it would seem, only and exclusively as the meter of 

Aristotelian Problems (I9.3I.920aII-I3) seems to speak of the pre-Aeschylean poets as 
"more nearly song-writers" than tragedians da To TroAAarrAaoata etva 'rore ra i eAXr ev 
ralS Tpaycp&ots Tc'v i,TpWov. Aristophanes has Aeschylus addressed: C' rpo(ros T7rv 
'EAAXXvwv rrvpy&aas prjta-ra arelLva KaK KoaUlauas rpayLKov A-rpov (Ran. oo004-5; cf. 

833-34 da7oaeuLvvveTrat ... ev ras Trpaycotatitv). And consider Athenaeus I.2Id-f 
= Chamaileon, fr. 4I Wehrli (cf. Vita Aeschyli 2, 14, i6). 

63 The introduction of iambic meter is attributed to Aeschylus even by some (for 
example, Gudeman; cf. Montmollin) who assume that the other changes had occurred 
prior to Aeschylus. The attribution rests entirely on the authority of Aristotle, though 
it is supported by the fact that tetrameters appear in Aeschylus and are most conspicuous 
in his earliest surviving play. The fact that Phrynichus is known to have employed 
trimeter as well as tetrameter does not prove, as Pickard-Cambridge seems to suggest 
(DTC2 79), that Aeschylus could not have introduced it. 

64 This reading of Aristotle's argument has led Pickard-Cambridge (DTC2 79) and 
Else (I80; cf. Origin and Early Form 6I ff.) to date the introduction of iambic meter to the 
time of Thespis. 

65 Cf. 59b37-6oaI as well as Rhet. I4o8b36. 

2I9 Vol. Io4] 



non-choral "speech;" it was the meter of the properly "dramatic" 
speeches delivered by the single actor. Tetrameter was adopted as the 
meter of the spoken parts of tragedy rather than the hexameter in- 
herited from Homer primarily because it is precisely a form or variant 
of iambic meter-and hence particularly suitable for "speaking."66 
But tetrameter was chosen in preference to iambic trimeter proper 
because tetrameter was more suitable for "dancing." In fact, as it 
seems, the earliest tragedians were compelled to employ tetrameter. 
They were compelled to employ tetrameter for the same reason that 
they were limited to "small plots" and "ludicrous speech:" taL T-r K 

aarvpLKotv /ETra/aAe tv. Tetrameter had to be employed precisely in 
order to accommodate the dances of a "satyric" chorus.67 

This, I think, is the key to understanding Aristotle's hesitations 
regarding the role of "speech" in pre-Aeschylean tragedy. Prior to 
Aeschylus, it seems, the speeches delivered by the tragic actor were 
always accompanied by choral dances as well as by music. It is not 
difficult to imagine how this must have affected the actor's "speech." 
The delivery must have been rhythmical and artificially regular to an 
extreme; indeed, it must have been half-sung-in the manner of 
recitative-and it may well have seemed closer to singing than to 
ordinary speech.68 Aristotle means no more than this, I would 
suggest, when he characterizes the "speech" (AEets) of early tragedy as 
"ludicrous" (yeAota). Compared with the properly conversational 
speech introduced by Aeschylus, the Ae'ts of early tragedy was not 

66 In a26-27 Aristotle contrasts "iambs" not with tetrameter but with hexameter; 
consider also 59b34-37. The obvious affinity between the two meters is noted in this 
connection by Patzer (Anfinge 78-8 ), who regards it as proof that Aristotle's treatment 
of tetrameter as a meter suitable for dancing is the "krasseste Fehldeutung" of his entire 
account. 

67 The most striking evidence is supplied by a scholion to Aristophanes' Clouds (1352 

1j7r8 AE'yElV XP") TrpoS Xopov): OV7TcS E AEyov rTpoS Xopov Ay'ELV, OTE -roV VtJroKp&Tro 
&oLaTrte,tevov r9v T, prv 6 xopos WpXE?lro' O& Kal EKAEyovrat C(S ErM TO r7elarov Ev 
rTOS TOotovroS Tra T-rpaL?erpa X 7a aT vaTraLCaTtKa T-d la/LaytKa, Olaa -TO paLcows 
e/.L7TrITTv TOVTOIS TOV rTOIOVTV pUU'v. Cf. Athenaeus I. 22a: (acrt 8 Kal 05o Ol 

dpXao TOL ro'7Tal L, a7s, parTlas, KparEvos, 0p"vtxos odpX7'ratl EKaAoVVTo ol& 

-TO fL pLOVOV Tra EavTiov Oppa/Jara dvaQEEpELV ElS opXgawPX TV Xopov, aAAa Kalt E' 
T(WV &lwoV 7roLT77Larc Sco Kv TOVE S ovAoli Levovg dpXXEirOaL. 

68 Xenophon speaks of a tragic actor who "recited" (Ka7re'AEyEV) tetrameters to a flute 
accompaniment (Symp. 6.3); according to [Plutarch] De mus. II40f, iambic "recitative" 
(7rapaKaraAoy4) was invented by Archilochus and employed later by "the tragic 
poets." See Pickard-Cambridge, Dramatic Festivals2 156-58. 
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only " ludicrous;" it was not, properly speaking, AE'LS at all.69 When 

Aeschylus undertook to reform tragedy, he "reduced," in the first 
place, "the part of the chorus:" he reduced or eliminated the choral 
dances which had accompanied the recitations of the actors, and thereby 
freed himself to employ iambic trimeter, the meter "most suitable for 
speaking" (lahtaura AEKTrKoV). 

IV 

Any attempt at a reconstruction of Aristotle's view of the origin and 
development of tragedy must take account of two statements preserved 
by Themistius, of which one is explicitly attributed to Aristotle and the 
other probably derived from him; both are now generally referred to 
the lost dialogue On Poets.70 According to the first: "Do we not pay 
attention to Aristotle's remark that originally the chorus came on and 
sang to the gods, that Thespis introduced the prologue and speech, 
that, thirdly, Aeschylus introduced actors and boots (?), and that the 
rest we owe to Sophocles and Euripides ?" 7I According to the second: 
"the Sicyonians discovered tragedy, but the Attic poets perfected it." 72 

With the first of these statements, Aristotle associates himself with the 
69 The Alexandrian theory of common origin for tragedy and comedy can have no 

place in the Poetics any more than in fact, but the notion that Aristotle attributes "spass- 
hafte Redeweise" to the aarvpcKov still persists (Patzer, Anfinge 82-85). If Themistius' 
citation (Orat. 26.3 I6d [note 71 below]) is accurate, Aristotle used pi7als rather than AE'tls 
to designate the non-choral part of early tragedy. pratLs is the "set speech " of a dramatic 
character (cf. 54a2I, 5oa29 and the scholion to Aristophanes' Clouds cited in note 67 
above); it does not suggest, as AEXtl does, conversational speech. When Aristotle 
speaks of the A`esg yeAo a of early tragedy, his choice of language is perhaps deliberately 
imprecise: he suggests that early tragedy must be measured by the standards of mature 
tragedy, and must be found wanting. 

70 Cf. Else II5-17. On the reliability of Themistius' testimony see Lesky, Trag. 
Dicht.2 4I. 

71 Orat. 26.3 I6d (382 Dindorf): Kal ov 7rpoaeXOlLEV .pLap oTrAeL Or'T TO / pLV rp)Tov O 
Xopos El alUv nev els TroS OEO v, OeaTrns 8se rpoAoyov T Kai p alcrv EEUpev, Aa' XAos 
86 TplTov VrTOKptraLS [-rrjv JV] Kal oKp'flavTraS, ra Se 7TwrhE Tov7YWV Z'o0OKAEovs 
arrrAav'uaaLev Kal EvpTprrSov; I would read VTrroKpLTdas rather than v7TroKpTnrv. It is 
conceivable that Aristotle said this; it is also possible that his statement was slightly altered 
to suit the context. Themistius compares the development of tragedy to that of philos- 
ophy, and (implicitly) the position of Aeschylus to that of Plato: both are third in succes- 
sion (which may explain rptrov), and both, it would seem, are to be understood as 
"innovators" (3I8c). Cf. Diogenes Laertius 3.56. 

72 Orat. 27.337b (406 Dindorf): Kal rpay&o$as' edpe7ral pv u'uKVwVwOt, reAeat- 
ovpyol 86 ArTTKOi 7TOtral. 
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tradition-widely attested in later antiquity-according to which 
Thespis of Icarius, in Attica, was the founder of tragic drama and the 
first tragic actor.73 With the second statement, however, he appears to 
accept a second tradition, less fully attested and yet supported in part by 
good authority, according to which tragedy was a Doric invention and 
originated in the Peloponnese-more specifically, in the region of 
Corinth and Sicyon.74 

In the Poetics itself, Aristotle shows greater caution as regards the 
claim advanced by "some of those in the Peloponnese" for a Doric 
origin for "tragedy." This claim, which he mentions without 
elaboration or comment, apparently forms part of a larger Doric claim 
to dramatic poetry altogether. According to Aristotle (48a25-b2): 

L7TE- T7j ELV 0 avtroS aV E?l) /LT)S 'O/1j)pp 2oOKAo,s, oJuLtLOvTa- yap 

adLpco aorTovSoaovs, Tr Oe apL(Trodvet, 7rpdarovreS yap tLUovvrTa Kal 

Spcovras adlpo. 0Oev Kal 8paCLcara Ka)AeZrOaa TWVEs avTad Iaoa, rOT 

JILLUOvvTat opojvTraS. 8oo Kal advTrLTroLovrTat rjs' TE Trpayo8las Kal TrrS 

Ko,L)8Flas ol AOwpLE?S (rTs ILV yap KClOu las8a ol MEyapEls oO TE evTav^Oa 

CS E7rl TSr 7Trap avro'Ls Sp1oKpaTtaS yEVo0etV1rS Kal ol EK 2LKEAtas, 

EKEeEV yp V E7xap Vos E' Taps roT'O 7AAS r 7Tp TEpoES cv XLWoviov KLa 

Mayvr)^ros Kal 7rS 'rpayo8las evtLOL TCV Ev IHEAhoTOWvvrj O) 7Trrov,Levot 

Ta ovofLa?a ar7)LEov vrol f ev yap K(Jluas Tas TreptotKfoaS KAELV 

<aaatv, AOr)vacovs oe 8 7joV. O .., Kal TO rtroLEl a7rol IXEV 3paV, AOrlvalovs 

7TpaoTTELV TrpoaayopeveLv. 

Now it is generally assumed either that Aristotle takes a neutral position 
with regard to the Dorian claim or that he implicitly favors it.75 The 
truth is, I believe, that he implicitly rejects it. As for comedy, 
Epicharmus and the Sicilian poets surely have a respectable claim, and 
when Themistius tells us that "comedy originally came from Sicily- 
for that was the home of Epicharmus and Phormus," he is very prob- 
ably reporting another pronouncement from Aristotle's On Poets. But 
Themistius also adds: "... but it grew to become something nobler at 
Athens."76 In Aristotle's own account in Chapter 5 of the Poetics, the 

73 The testimonia are collected and discussed in DTC2 69-89, and by Lesky (Trag. 
Dicht.2 39-44) and Else (Origin andEarly Form 5I-77). Thespis is also called an Athenian. 

74 DTC2 97-112; cf. Lesky, Trag. Dicht.2 34-37, Else, Origin and Early Form 20-26. 
75 Else (o07-8, 122) has recently argued for the latter view. 
76 Orat. 27.337b (406 Dindorf): ... K(w,48lia TO 7rraAatov 7rpJaaTO LEV E(K ZLKEAlas 

(E'Ke0EV yap j'aT7rv 'E7TIaptLos re Kal 0dp/1os), KAAXXLO 8e AOGrvale avvorvenO-. 
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name of Epicharmus is not mentioned, and the Sicilian poets are 

explicitly credited only with the introduction of"plots" (49b5-7). I 
have tried to suggest that there is a good reason for Aristotle's reticence. 
Since the only name mentioned in Aristotle's account of comedy 
(apart from the Homer of the Margites) is the Athenian Crates, and 
since it is in connection with Crates that Aristotle explicitly speaks of 
the abandonment of " the iambic idea" (49b7-9), it looks very much as 
if he regarded Epicharmus as being in the decisive respect (like the 
Homer of the Margites) still a poet of "dramatic invective." Comic 
drama in the broad sense of the term may be said to have originated in 

Sicily; comedy in the precise sense of the term originated in Athens. 
As regards tragedy, "those in the Peloponnese" were evidently 

unable to connect the name of a specific poet with the earliest tragedy 
as they could connect Epicharmus with the earliest comedy, and were 

accordingly compelled to rest their claim on the etymological argument 
which "the Dorians" used to prove a Doric origin for dramatic poetry 
as such. The Dorians argued, apparently, that tragic and comic 

performances were called SpaCaara because they imitated "men in 
action" (8ptvwres)-because they were "dramatic;" that paiv, from 
which SpaiLa derives, is a specifically Doric word; and, therefore, that 
dramatic poetry must have originated in Dorian lands. Now the 

argument for a Doric provenance of 8pav and its derivatives is in all 

probability correct, and I think there can be no doubt that Aristotle 

accepts it.77 But the Dorian argument as a whole is fallacious. In 
fact, comedies had never been called Spala-ra, and the term did not 
come to be used of them until Roman imperial times.78 3pata was a 
term applied exclusively to tragedy and to satyr-play.79 I submit that 
Aristotle was aware of this fact, and that it prevented him from 

77 That 8pdv is in fact an Attic word has, however, been argued (B. Snell, Philologus 
Suppl. [1928] i f.). 

78 Else (I06-7 and n. 47) argues that the term Sptpa, while it was never applied to 
Attic comedies, was "very probably" used of Doric and specifically of Megarian 
comedies. But the only real evidence, the citation of a remark of the Attic poet 
Ecphantides (fr. 2 Kock = Aspasius ad Eth. Nic. II23a2o), is textually uncertain, and it is 
doubtful whether the word Spdiua was in fact used at all. See H. Richards, "On the 
Word Apadua," CR 14 (900oo) 388 ff., DTC2 o09 n. 4. 

79 Aristotle himself observes the restriction in Rhet. I4I5a8-22. For satyr-play see, 
for example, Plato. Symp. 222d3-4. 
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accepting the Dorian claim tout court. It must have seemed more likely 
to him that tragedies and satyr-plays had come to be called Spaciara 
because of their common origin in performances of a serious or sacred 
character-in Spc6LEva.8? I would argue, in other words, that Aristotle 
accepts the Dorian claim only to the extent that he acknowledges the 

Peloponnesian origin of that non-dramatic choral performance-the 
crarvpLKov of Poetics 4-which was later to be taken over by "Attic 

poets" and transformed into tragic drama properly speaking. The 
(TarvpLKdo from which tragedy was to be developed was indeed a 
(TarvptKov SpaEia, but it was not "dramatic." Spipaa was indeed 
a Doric word; it was soon to lose its Doric sense.8i 

The foregoing interpretation renders credible as it is supported by the 

neglected testimony of a Byzantine commentator on Hermogenes. 
According to Ioannes Diaconus, both tragedy and comedy "originated 
among the Athenians, as Aristotle says" (lrpap' A0r7vaiotss Ece'vp7)vraL, 

Kcd0arr7p tApTore7orl s r 7cdv). That Ioannes had Peripatetic authority 

80 An expression applied, according to Pausanias (8.x5.I), to the Eleusinian Mysteries. 
According to Athenaeus (I4.66oa), ol' raAacol rO O vetv 8pdv dwvopla,ov. 

81 The following remark appears in Ioannes Diaconus, Comm. in Hermogenem (H. 
Rabe, RhM 63 [I908] 5o): 7-rs Se rpayplas 7rpc&rov opvpaaa Apiwv o Mr0OvLvaFos 
Etlaryayev, c(Jotrep ohAwv ev raEs Em ypaooCe'vats 'EAEyEtats E&l8aLE. ApaKwcv 8e d 
Aa,uaKrqvos 8paipa raC aTrpW rov AvOivrqcnt 8&aXO7vac Tro,taavros O9ear'8os-. This 
notice has been variously evaluated; I do not think it has to be dismissed as worthless (thus 
Else, Origin and Early Form 17; but see DTC2 99, Patzer, Anfange I4- 5 and W. Burkert, 
"Greek Tragedy and Sacrificial Ritual," GRBS 7 [I966] 94 n. I5). Now Solon cannot 
have spoken of a " drama of tragedy," for rpayw,oa will not go into elegiacs, but there is 
no reason to suppose he did not use the word 8pdia,a; I assume, with R. Flickinger (The 
Greek Theater and Its Drama [Chicago I926 3] 8-9), that Solon had spoken only of Spaiua, 
and that rjs T-payoS'as- is an explanatory phrase added by Ioannes or his source. Web- 
ster (DTC2 Ioo) objects that the explanation could not have been given unless Solon had 
used at least the adjective rpaytKdov; if this were the case, however, it is hard to see why 
the phrase would have been altered to the very awkward " drama of tragedy." It seems 
more likely that the commentator had found the word 8ptiua in isolation, assumed- 
perhaps on the strength of the vague connection between Arion and tragedy suggested, 
for example, by the Arion notice in the Suda (cf. note 43 above)-that Spaiua by itself 
had to refer to tragedy, and understood Solon to speak of a "performance of tragedy" 
(7r7S -pay&)las' pdata), an interpretation apparently supported by a similar use of the 
word by " Dracon of Lampsacus" (cf. note 82 below). Spaua is used of a sacred or ritual 
performance by Clement of Alexandria (Protr. 2.12); cf. DTC2 IIo n. i. I have not 
seen H. Schreckenberg, Jpatia: Vom Werden dergriechischen Tragodie aus dem Tanz (Diss., 
Miinster 1960), which assumes as the original meaning of 8papa 

" korperlich-mimetische 
Darstellung;" cf. Patzer, Anfange 64 and n. 2. 
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for this statement seems possible and even likely.82 If it is granted that 
Themistius' parallel statements regarding the relation between Sicyon- 
ian and Athenian tragedy and between Sicilian and Athenian comedy 
were found together in Aristotle's On Poets, it makes sense to assume 
that Ioannes' report derives from a later stage in the argument of the 
same work. 

The evidence for "Sicyonian tragedy" amounts to this. The Suda 
records a tradition according to which a certain Epigenes of Sicyon was 
the first tragic poet; Epigenes is said to have composed tragedies "in 
honor of Dionysus."83 According to a story told by Herodotus 
(5.67), the Sicyonians had been accustomed to honor Adrastus and to 
celebrate his " sufferings" with " tragic choruses" (rpaycKo laL Xopo rmt); 
but Cleisthenes, the tyrant of Sicyon, wishing to rid the city of the 
worship of an Argive hero, transferred the sacrifices and feasts of 
Adrastus to the Theban Melanippus, while he "gave the choruses to 
Dionysus." Now it seems clear that tradition knew of the establish- 
ment, at Sicyon in the early sixth century, of a certain kind of choral 
performance which honored Dionysus and which bore some resem- 
blance to tragedy properly so-called. But there is surely no reason to 
suppose that the performance in question was either "dramatic" in 
form or properly "tragic" in content.84 Nor is there any clear evi- 
dence that it was actually called "tragedy," or its choruses "tragic 

82 Ioannes (Comm. in Hermogenem 50o Rabe [see last note]) mentions a Dracon of 
Lampsacus as authority for the statement that "drama was first produced at Athens by 
Thespis." If, as Patzer has suggested (Anfange 29-30; cf. M. Nilsson, Opuscula selecta I 
[Lund I960] 65 n. 4), "Straton" should be read for (the unknown) "Dracon," loannes' 
report of Aristotle could be assigned a Peripatetic provenance: the Trepl evpr71aLdrTW of 
Straton of Lampsacus (Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles 5.82). Burkert ("Greek 
Tragedy " I96 n. I9) rightly points out that there can be no grounds for rejecting Ioannes' 
report of Aristotle while accepting his report of Solon-and that as Aristotle knew 
Solon's elegies and still maintained the Attic origin of tragedy, it is necessary to wonder 
what Solon actually said. 

83 Suda s.v. OE'arts-, Ov8ev rrpos rov Altovvaov. The uncertainty of the tradition is 
plain: by some Thespis is made the first tragedian, by others the second-or the six- 
teenth-after Epigenes. 

84 That "Sicyonian tragedy" is unlikely to have had anything to do with Homer or 
Homeric subjects may be inferred from the fact (Herodotus 5.67.I) that Cleisthenes 
abolished rhapsodic contests at the same time and for the same reason that he dedicated 
"tragic choruses" to Dionysus. 
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choruses." 85 The " tragic choruses" of which Herodotus speaks were, 
it would seem, precisely the choruses of a aarvptKov Spatla in the 
original sense of the term. 

Before turning to the Athenian development, something should be 
said concerning the vexed question of the relation between Aristotle's 
ararvptKov and the dithyramb. Aristotle informs us that tragedy came 
into being "from an improvisational beginning," that is, "from those 
who led off the dithyramb." Originally, the performance of dithy- 
rambs was an improvised affair. According to a tradition to which 
Aristotle himself subscribed, the first man to compose literary dithy- 
rambs and to train and lead the dithyrambic chorus was the famous 
singer Arion of Methymna.86 Now Arion is also said to have been the 
first to "bring on satyrs speaking verses." In addition, he is credited 
with the invention of "the tragic mode"-apparently, of the music of 
tragedy;87 and Solon seems to have regarded him as the originator of a 
kind of performance which he calls, or which Arion had called, 
Spa/ia.88 Finally, Arion was active in the neighborhood of Sicyon-in 
Corinth-not long before and perhaps during the reign of Cleisthenes 
at Sicyon. 

I would make this suggestion. What Arion did was to create two 
distinct kinds of choral performance. On the one hand, he created the 
dithyrambic performance in its classic form. On the other hand, he 
transferred the "form" of the (originally improvised) dithyrambic 
performance-the responsion of SeapXcov and chorus-to a pre- 
existing choral performance which was primarily or exclusively a dance 
performance by men dressed as satyrs or as something similar to satyrs 

85 Cf. DTC2 I02-3. On the other hand, it should be said that an assumption of this 
sort would account for much of the confusion in the sources (cf. note 59 above); it 
would explain in particular why Aristotle felt compelled to speak of" Sicyonian tragedy" 
at all-unless, indeed, Themistius' source was not Aristotle himself by a report already 
infected with the same confusion. Flickinger (Greek Theater3 I5) suggested that the 
name originated at Sicyon when a goat-prize was established for the newly-organized 
choruses of Dionysus. Although there is no evidence for such a prize at Sicyon, he may 
well be right (cf. note 92 below). 

86 Herodotus 1.23, schol. Pindar 01. 13.25, Suda s.v. )Apt'v, Aristotle fr. 677 Rose 
(cf. Burkert, "Greek Tragedy" 94 n. 15). 

87 Suda s.v. Ap[wv. On the expression e"terpa AE'yovrES see Else, Origin and Early 
Form i6 and n. 26; on the interpretation ofrpaytKoS rpo'Tros, DTC2 99 (the objections of 
Patzer, Anfdnge 58 and n. 3, are not compelling). 

88 But not, as I have tried to argue (note 81 above), rpayp8&ag Sptaua. 
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(not necessarily as "goat men"), and which had been dedicated to the 
worship of the dead; and he accompanied this performance with what 
was to become the music of tragedy.89 From Corinth to Sicyon is 
then a short step. Arion's Spahia (or his crarvpLKov Spapa) will have 
been imitated in the rites of Adrastus at Sicyon, where, in time, a 

partly or wholly un-Dionysian celebration would be put wholly at the 
service of Dionysus.90 

In a sense, then, the Sicyonians-or Arion-may be said to have 
invented "tragic choruses." They did not invent "tragedy." Tragic 
drama in the proper sense of the term was the creation of" Attic poets." 
In its earliest form, it was the creation of one Attic poet in particular. 
That Thespis was a Homeric rhapsode before he turned his hand to 

tragedy is surely an attractive hypothesis.9I Taught, as it seems, by 
Homer, Thespis created tragic drama by giving to the Doric uarvpcKov 
a properly dramatic form and-most importantly-a new and " serious " 

poetic content. And it may be that Thespis gave to "tragedy" its 
name.92 

89 The question of music has been oddly neglected in discussions of the origins of 
tragedy. One difficulty in the way of deriving tragedy from the dithyramb is the fact 
that dithyrambic music was Phrygian while tragic music was not (Pol. I342bI-I2, Vita 
Sophoclis 23). According to Aristoxenus (fr. 8I Wehrli = [Plutarch] De mus. II36d), the 
Mixolydian mode-the mode of tragic music-was invented by Sappho and subse- 
quently taken over by " the tragic poets," who then combined it with the Dorian. Now 
Sappho and Arion were both natives of Lesbos. It makes eminent sense to assume that 
the rpayFKOuS Tpo'TroS of the Suda notice is the Mixolydian mode, and that it was intro- 
duced by Arion from Lesbos. Mixolydian music is described as rraOqrtKrj by the author 
of the De musica (II36c), as Oprvoa)8nrs by Plato (Rep. 398e), and by Aristotle as disposing 
its hearers 8vpTtLKWcTe'pUW Kat arvveaTrrKdOTwS tdAAov (Pol. 134oa4o-b2): it would seem 
well-suited for celebrating the "sufferings" of the dead. As regards the conjunction of 
Mixolydian and Dorian music, Arion himself may have been responsible for it: Kat 
TpaytKOL OLKTOL 7TOTE ErC TOV AZwplov 'TpOToV efLeA806rlaav (De nlus. 1I36 f). 

90 That the choruses which celebrated the "sufferings" of Adrastus can have been 
choruses of satyrs has been widely doubted; but Webster (DTC2 103-4) has shown that 
such a possibility cannot be excluded, and there seems also to have been some connection 
between Dionysus and the worship of the dead. The simultaneous existence of a 
"satyric" choral performance (Corinth) and a "tragic" choral performance (Sicyon) is 
implied by Athenaeus 14.630o (note 59 above). 

91J. W. Donaldson, The Theater of the Greeks (Cambridge 18445) 41, Else, Origin 
and Early Form 51-52. 

92 Else (" Origin" 18-34, Origin andEarly Form 55-57) has argued that rpayco8a is not a 
primary compound (from rpa'ywv 48m7, "song of goats ") but presupposes the compound 
rpaycosd, that rpaycods was originally applied to Thespis and was only used of the 
tragic poet-actor, and that it was formed (on the analogy of pa bod8os) from the circum- 
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According to Aristotle, it was Thespis who first introduced a 
prologue and "speech" (`pags). He did so, it seems, in his own per- 
son, by substituting himself for the E'dpXcov of the satyric chorus. 
From the beginning, however, his position was very different from that 
of an eadpXcov. He did not "lead off" the chorus so much as he spoke 
for it. If Thespis had once been an interpreter of Homer, he now 
became the "interpreter" (VTroKptrns) of choral representations of 
Homeric stories; he became the first "actor."93 Thespis' "interpre- 
tation" included both the speaking of parts in character (Aptcs) and the 
delivery of an introductory prologue. By the fact that Thespis 
impersonated the characters of others, Thespian tragedy was genuinely 
"dramatic."94 And an introductory prologue was required, as it 
seems, by the fact that the content of Thespian tragedy was not yet 
sufficiently familiar to its audiences. Thespis had made the v^0ot, the 
plots or stories of Homer's "serious" poetry the central subject of 
tragedy; after Thespis, tragic "drama" would have "nothing to do 
with Dionysus."9s 

If Aristotle indeed accepts, as he seems to do, the tradition regarding 
Thespis, the fact that he fails even to mention Thespis in his account of 
tragedy in the Poetics is at first sight astonishing.96 It is less astonishing 
if the context and the purpose of Aristotle's argument are kept in mind. 

stances of the performance-from the fact that a goat was offered as the prize at the 
earliest official performances of Thespis' plays (consider FGrHist 308 F 2). Even if 
Else's view of the original sense of rpayyoSdo is rejected, as perhaps it should be (cf. 
Calder, Gnomon 41 [I969] 231-32), it is likely that rpayo8ol was the original word-the 
performance was probably called 8patLa simply-and meant "singers for the goat-prize" 
rather than "goat-singers" (very persuasively argued by Burkert, "Greek Tragedy" 
90-92, 97-102). Cf. DTC 11I2-24, Lesky, Trag. Dicht.2 22-23. 

93 On the original meaning of VIroKptr'S ("interpreter " or "answerer") see Pickard- 
Cambridge, Dramatic Festivals2 126-27, A. Lesky, Gesammelte Schriften (Bern/Munich 
1966) 239-46. The interpretation given here was suggested by Lesky (246); but see 
Patzer, Anfinge 64 and 127 n. 4. 

94 Consider Plutarch's report (Solon 29) of an encounter between Thespis and Solon 
(cf. Else, "Origin" 38-39). 

95 If the titles of the plays given under Thespis' name in the Suda are genuine (cf. DTC2 
82-83), it would seem that Thespis was not able to dispense entirely with Dionysian 
subjects; and Chamaileon (note 57 above) speaks of the development of tragedy elg 
F;00ovs Katl arop'as as a gradual process. 

96 Patzer (Atnfinge 26-30, 72) thinks that Aristotle includes the earliest tragic actors 
among the edCpXovres of the dithyramb, and that "Thespis" was introduced by the 
later writers to fill the gap in his account. 
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Aristotle is indeed concerned with the origins of "tragedy," for he is 
concerned with the poetry of Homer. He is less concerned with the 
origins of"tragic drama," however, than he is with tragic drama in its 
completed or mature form. As I have tried to indicate, he is interested 
above all in those developments which transformed early tragic drama 
into mature tragic drama or which recovered for tragedy its proper 
"nature." For the purposes of the argument of Poetics 4, Thespian 
tragedy is of interest to Aristotle only in its limitations. Thespian 
tragedy represented an impossible compromise between "Dionysus" 
and "Homer." It was left to Aeschylus to assure, once and for all, the 
supremacy of Homer. 
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