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SOUND MIMICRY:
AN OLD TRAIT OF THE NEW MUSIC?*

Introduction

Onomatopoeic imitation of non-musical sounds, such as the noises of
a storm, animal voices, squeaks of wheels and so on, has often been
identified! as a characteristic of the so-called New Music (an avant-
garde trend in Greek art in the second half of the fifth and the early fourth
century BC severely attacked by critics?).

Meanwhile there is evidence that sound mimicry existed in archaic
Greek music from at least the start of the sixth century BC.

At the Pythian Games auletes competed in performances of the
Pythian nome from 584 BC and citharists from 558 BC (Paus. 10. 7.
4, 7; Strab. 9. 3. 10, p. 421). Descriptions of this piece note the marked
mimetic elements in its structure: when depicting the struggle of Apollo
with Python instrumentalists would imitate the signals of a salpinx (t&
caAmoTikO kpobpata)? and the teeth-gnashing (660vTtiopog)? or hissing
(oOpryyeg, DmoovpLYHOG, ovpLyHa)’ of the expiring serpent.

* This work was supported by the Russian Science Foundation (project no. 18-
18-00060).

I Pickard-Cambridge 1927, 68; Schonewolf 1938, 13; 59; Richter 1968, 7-8;
Defradas 1969, 27; 31; Restani 1983, 188; 189; Zimmermann 1984, 78; 79; 157,
Zimmermann 1988, 44; Zimmermann 1989, 28; Kugelmeier 1996, 257; 261; Hordern
2002, 38-39.

2 Among the most informative overviews of the New Music are: Schonewolf
1938, 17-36; West 1992, 356-372; Csapo 2004; see also Barker 1984, 93-98.

3 Poll. 4. 84.

4 Poll. ibid.: 1OV 680VTIGHLOV MG TOV FpAKOVTOG €V TA TETOEEVCHUL GVUTPLOVTOG
T0VGg 080VTOG.

5 Strab. 9. 3. 10, p. 422: cOpryyog 8¢ TNV EKAELYLY TOD ONPLOV, LIHLOVUEVOV
MG GV KOTOOTPEPOVTOG £0YATOVG TIvaG cVplypods. Dem. Lac. De carminibus,
PHerc. 1014, col. XLVIII, 1. 12—15: [Vlmocv[pltypdv, €xov To[d dplakovtog €V TdL
Klataotpépelv] 108 Eo[yoto cvpiypotia. Sch. Pind. Pyth. hypothes. a, vol. Il p. 2 1.
15 Dr.: cOprypo 8¢ d1d TOV T0V SQEWS GVPLYLOV.
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The invention of the Many-headed nome is attributed to the legendary
aulete Olympus or his pupil Crates (Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1133 D-E). Its
performance in the early fifth century (most probably at the Pythian
Games of 490 BC, see Sch. Pind. Pyth. 12,11 p. 263, 23-25 Dr.) is testified
by Pindar. It is evident from the twelfth Pythian ode that a characteristic
feature of this auletic nome, possibly even the reason for its name, was
the mimicking of the woeful and threatening cries of the gorgons and the
hissing of snakes on their heads after Medusa’s death.®

Ancient critics of the New Music are quite benevolent to Olympus:
in their eyes, the decline of music resulted from the departure from his
standards. Aristoxenus’ report of how this legendary musician invented
the enharmonic yévog comes to the following conclusion (Ps.-Plut. De
mus. 1135 B—C = Aistoxen. fr. 83 Wehrli):

eoivetor 8 "OAVUTOG QDENCOG HOVGIKNY TR &YEVNTOV TU Kol
QY VOOOHEVOV DTTO TOV EUTPOCOEV elCAYAYETY, KOl ApYMNYOG YEVESOHIL
g ‘EAANVIKAG Kol KaAfG LOVOTKTG.

It is apparent that Olympus extended the resources of music by
introducing something which previously did not exist and was unknown
to his predecessors, and that he was the founder of the noble style of
music that is specifically Greek.”

In Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1137 A-B Olympus, Terpander and their fol-
lowers who have consciously chosen severe simplicity (otevoywpio
Kol OAryoyxopdio) are contrasted with the vulgar innovators with their
moAvyopdia Te kol TolkiAla, traits typical of the New Music.

Even Plato refers positively to the music of Olympus (which he
identifies with that of Marsyas, his teacher). As a matter of fact, the
reference is by Alcibiades, but it forms part of the famous eulogy to
Socrates in which the author most probably shares his character’s point of
view. It takes the form of a complimentary comparison: Socrates’ words

6 téxve, Tav Tote / TIoAAOG E@edpe Bpaceldy <TCopyovmv> / oDAov Bpfivov
dramié€aio’ "ABGvar / TOV TopBEVIOLG VIO T ATAGTOLG OPLOV KEQOAXIS / Qe
AeBopevov duomevhEL oLV kot (lines 6-10); aDADV TeVYE TALPMVOV PELOG, /
Sppa. TOV EVpLadag €k KOPTOALUOY YEVO®V / XPLPBEVTH GVV EVIECT IUNOOLT
gpikAdyktay yoov. / eDpev Bedg GAAL viv gbpols’ avdpdot Bvotolg €xelv, /
OVOPOoEV KEQOAGY TOAAGY VOpOV... (lines 19-23).

7 Translation: Barker 1984, 217-218. The same point is repeated below (De mus.
1141 B): tov "OAvprnov éxelvov, @ 30 v apyxnv thg EAANViIKAg Te kol vopikig
pobong &modddaot.
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and the music of Marsyas, as mastered by Olympus, both inspire divine
possession in the listeners (Plat. Symp. 215 c; cf. Ps.-Plat. Minos 318 b).

Thus sound mimicry featured in time-honoured traditional music
dedicated to the gods, such as the nomes of Olympus. Is it possible,
then, that the same convention was both accepted as part of a revered
tradition and yet also dismissed as a trait of the avant-garde trend of
450-400 BC?

Remarkably, the same modern scholars who consider sound mimicry
a particular feature of the New Music are usually aware that it had
previously been utilized by Sacades at the first Pythian auletic contest,
but their comments are far from exhaustive. The change that would
have annoyed ancient conservative critics has been identified as its more
widespread occurrence;® its accentuation and osmosis into other music
genres;’ its less “trivial” forms;!? or the transfer of a traditional device of
instrumental music into monodic and choral lyrics.!!

In order to clarify this point, this paper aims to review all existing
evidence on musical mimicry in the Classical period and consider
possible connections to the New Music. Here it is important to distinguish
between vocal and instrumental sound imitation. It should also be noted
that mimetic terminology, notorious for its ambiguity,'> can be applied
to at least three musical phenomena in our sources. First, theoretical
thought since Damon has ascribed the capacity to imitate a certain ethos
to the melody and rhythm of a musical composition (this was considered
the most complex matter for analysis, since we can perceive music as
having a certain “character”, but it is hard to explain what the “similarity”
consists in and what the “imitation” is based on). Second, one can speak
in mimetic terms of the penetration of “theatrical” dramatization into

8 Schonewolf 1938, 13: “Das [sc. die ‘musikalische’ Mimesis] ist aber das
Grundprinzip der ganzen Kunst des neuen Dithyrambos. Es ist an sich keine Erfindung
der neuen Dichter, es ist ein urspriinglich musikalisches Prinzip, und dem vopog
IMvudkog des Sakadas wird man pipuncig HO@v sicher zuzuschreiben haben. Aber es
scheint, dass die bewusste Ausdehnung des Grundsatzes auf das gesamte Kunstwerk
die bezeichnendste Tat der jungattischen Dithyrambiker war”.

9 Mureddu 1982, 82 with n. 24.

10° Csapo 2004, 214 n. 28: “The nome had already developed some trivial forms
of performative mimesis” (there follows a reference to the Pythian nome of Sacades).

11 Hordern 2002, 38: “One of the strongest trends often associated with late
classical lyric, both choral or monodic, is an increasing interest in musical imitation
<...>. This should clearly be associated with the New Music, and thus with Timo-
theus <...>. For instrumental music this mimetic element appears to have been
traditional <...>”.

12 See e.g. Halliwell 2002.
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the genres of dithyramb and nome, for example elements of pantomime
on behalf of the musician. Third, mimetic vocabulary is applied to the
onomatopoeia itself, that is, the mimicry of non-musical sounds by
musical means.!3 Thus each time we find a reference to “mimesis” we
have to separate onomatopoeic effects from its other manifestations,
which do not concern us here.

I. Sound mimicry in the New Music

Passages directly related to famous representatives of the New Music are
short and therefore difficult to interpret.

(1) Onomatopoeia is traditionally observed in Semele’s Birth-Pangs
by Timotheus of Miletus.!* Athenaeus (8. 45, p. 352 a) quotes a joke by
Stratonicus the citharist'> (hardly a conservative himself'®) which makes
clear that Timotheus imitated the cries of a woman in childbirth:

énakooog d¢ tig ‘QdTvog ThHg TiHobEéov “el & €pyoArdPov, £om,
€TikTeV KO U1 BedV, molog GV NPLEL POVAC”.

Having heard The Birth-Pangs by Timotheus, he said: “And if she were
giving birth to a contractor and not to a god, what cries would she utter?”

However a passing simile by Dio Chrysostomus (78. 32) points to
dramatic rather than sound mimesis. He compares Alcmaeon, who,
burdened as he is with gold, can hardly drag his feet as he leaves the
treasury of Croesus, with an aulete performing Semele’s Birth-Pangs
(LoAg EEm Padilerv, domep adAOVVTO TV THG ZepéAng @diva). Un-
fortunately it is not clear whether Dio is referring to a contemporary
performance or a literary source, and indeed if he means Semele’s Birth-
Pangs by Timotheus or a later piece of the same name.

13 Cf. the three spheres affected by mimesis in Plat. Resp. 3. 395 b—d: f| ok
flodncat 4TL ol PIUNOELS, EQV €K VEDV TOPP® SLATELECMOLY, €1¢ €01 T€ KOl VoLV
KoO1oTOVTOL Kol KOTX AP Kol paVg Kol KT TV dtdvolay;

14 Fr. 792 Page = Campbell = Hordern. The complete title (“top Zepélop
0divap”) is mentioned in a forged decree of Spartan ephoroi cited by Boetius, Inst.
mus. 1. 1, p. 182 Friedlein.

15 Ca. 410-360; see Stephanis 1988 [I. E. Ztepavng, Atovvoiakol TeyviTon:
OVUPOAES OTNV TPOCWTOYPAPIC TOV BEATPOV KAl TNG HOVOIKNG TV opyainv
EAANvVov], no. 2310; West 1992, 367-368.

16 Stratonicus was credited with introducing moAvyopdia into solo cithara-playing
(Athen. 8. 46, p. 348 d) and commented respectfully on the nomes of Timotheus
(Athen. 8. 45, p. 352 b).
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Both Dio and Alcaeus of Messene (4P 16. 7. 2-3) indicate that an
aulete took part in the performance of Semele’s Birth-pangs. If they are
referring to the work by Timotheus or at least to a piece in the same
genre, it follows that The Birth-Pangs by Timotheus was a dithyramb
and not a citharodic nome. The same is further attested by Boethius:
in the forged Laconian decree cited by him the verb d1dd ke, which is
commonly used to describe the training of a chorus, is applied to this
piece.!” Did the onomatopoeia belong to the part of the aulete or the
voice (of the chorus or the coryphaeus)? Dio’s passage implies that the
pregnant woman was impersonated by the aulete who (ab)used actors’
devices. Such attempts at pantomimic impersonation had been used by
aulos-players since at least the time of Aristotle (who condemned them
as displaying bad taste).'® If so, it is difficult to imagine that a singer
pronouncing the text on behalf of Semele took part in the performance
alongside the aulos-player. In this case we are dealing with instrumental
mimesis. On its own, it could hardly be considered an innovation — if
indeed something frustrated conservative critics about it, it might have
been a startling object of mimicry or the expanded role of the aulos in
dithyramb in general.

(2) Next, we have evidence of the imitation of a sea storm in Nauplius
by Timotheus.!® Once again it is a witticism, this time by the conservative
aulete Dorion?® (Athen. 8. 19, p. 338 a):

0 001G Awplmv KoToyeA®V 100 €v 1@ Tio0Eov NaLTAL® YEUDVOG
g€pookev v kokkdpo {eoboq petlova Empakévor YELLDVOL.

Nowniie Casaubon : Navtidw codd.

The same Dorion, ridiculing the storm in Timotheus’ Nauplius, said that
he had seen a bigger storm in a boiling stew-pot.

17 Hordern 2002, 10-11.

18 Aristot. Poet. 26, 1461 b 30-32: oiov ol @adAOl dANTOL KVALOHEVOL OV
diokov 8én pLeToBot, Kol EAKOVIEG TOV KOPLEOTOV GV ZKOAAOV COADOLV.
Gomperz 1887, 87—88, comparing the passages of Aristotle and Dio, boldly concludes
that an aulete in the New Dithyramb had the dramatic task of impersonating one
of the main characters, whereas the chorus-leader played the other. Csapo 2004,
214 seems to agree: “Late fifth- and early fourth-century comedy shows a clear trend
towards ‘metatheatrical’ inclusion of the piper in the performance”.

19 Fr, 785 Page = Campbell = Hordern.

20 3rd quarter of the 4™ cent. (contemporary of Philippus and Alexander of
Macedon), see Stephanis 1988, no. 805; West 1992, 369. On his opposition to the
fashionable trend: Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1138 A-B.
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According to Suetonius (Nero 39. 3), a piece called Nauplius was
performed by Nero. If it was the one by Timotheus or at least from the same
genre, it follows that Nauplius was a monody, i.e., probably a citharodic
nome. Two epigrams, AP 9. 429 and 11. 185, also mention a solo citharodic
piece. The same may be inferred from the Suda, where it is mentioned
separately from the dithyrambs of Timotheus, but next to the Persians,
which is clearly a nome.2! Still no conclusions can be drawn about the role
of the cithara and the human voice in imitating the sound of a storm.

(3) The scholia to Aristophanes’ Plutus 290 report that the amoebean
song in 290-301 parodied the famous dithyramb Cyclops by the innovator
Philoxenus. The slave Cario starts a buffoonish dance of joy and announces
that he will imitate the Cyclops — twang! (6pettavero, Plut. 290) — while
the chorus-members should play the part of his herd, BAnyopevol te
npoPotiov aly®dv e Kivafpdviov péAn — “bleating the songs of stinking
sheep and goats”. The chorus does not leave this unanswered: dealing with
the Cyclops — twang! (8pettacvero, Plut. 296) — they will better play the
companions of Odysseus and blind him.

As for Bpettavero (the onomatopoeic imitation of a stringed instru-
ment), the scholia say that Philoxenus made Polyphemus play a lyre
(xBapilovta) to express his love for Galatea (Sch. Aristoph. Plut. 290 ¢ o
12-15 [see n. 25]; B 4-5; v 5-7 Chantry). Still it is not clear whether the
word Opettavero first appeared in the dithyramb?? or in Aristophanes’
parody.?* The assumption that the Cyclops’ lyre-playing was only referred
to in the narrative part of the dithyramb may be discounted,?* since this
explains neither the indelible impression reflected in the records nor the
onomatopoeia: for Philoxenus it would have been unnecessary and for
Aristophanes’ audience, unintelligible, if not for an allusion to a key
feature of Philoxenus’ production. One version of the scholia explicitly
claims that OpettavedAo was introduced by Philoxenus;2’ the other

21 Suid. t 620. See Hordern 2002, 11.

22 Berglein 1843, 49-50; Holland 1884, 192; Pianko 1954, 34; Defradas 1969,
30-31; Zimmermann 1992, 127; Zimmermann 1993a, 31; Zimmermann 1993b, 47,
Dobrov — Urios-Aparisi 1995, 170; Kugelmeier 1996, 257; Hordern 1999, 451; 453;
Sommerstein 2001, 156; Csapo 2004, 215; Power 2013, 238; 254.

23 Bergk 1882, 612—613; Holzinger 1940, 111; Mewald 1946, 281; Henderson
1957, 396; Richter 1968, 14; Wolfle 1981, 115; Zimmermann 1984, 59-60.

24 Pace Webster in Pickard-Cambridge 1962, 46.

25 Sch. Aristoph. Plut. 290 ¢ o Chantry: ®A6&evov TOv d18vpopforotov — 1
Tpoy®d0dddiokorov — drachpel, 0¢ Eypoye OV Epwto Tod KOkAwmog tov €mi
T Taloatele: €1t K1OGpOC NYXOV LILOVUEVOG €V T CUYYPAUMATL, TODTO ENOL TO
pripo Bpettavelo. exel yYop elodyel Tov Kdkdono kibapilovio kol épedilovia
v Fadditerov (the subject of not must be the same as that of Eypoye and eicdyet,
that is, Philoxenus, as noted by Holland 1884, 192 n. 1). Cf. ibid. 7.
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appears to disagree.2® Those who ascribe it to Philoxenus argue that the
uncouth ogre who did not know how to play the lyre could only mimic
its sound now and then between poetic lines.?’ Yet I find it problematic
to imagine such a performance. Polyphemus’ love song hardly lacked
accompaniment, and a standard accompaniment — that by an aulos — would
prevent any possibility of a recognizable imitation of the lyre?® (given the
fact that dithyrambic singers did not perform in costume, even increasing
dramatization could not go so far as to supply a character with a lyre prop).
It seems more plausible that a real chordophone was used by Philoxenus,
be it a chelys-lyre suiting an amateur performer of a Cyclops’ level of
training?® or a sonorous cithara appropriate for a public performance. We
lack direct evidence of such an extravagant practice,’ but many scholars?!
feel it corresponds to what we know of the New Dithyramb. Cithara-
playing occurred in tragedy when the plot dictated it,>2 and the same may
also apply to the dithyramb once solo songs were introduced into it:33 the

26 Sch. Aristoph. Plut. 290 p. 341 1. 11-13 Diibner (= 290 e B, 292 a o Chantry)
70 8¢ BpeTTOVELD TOLOV HEAOG KO KPOURATIOV £0TL" TO 8¢ “GAN” el Tékeo Bopiv’
émovoPodvtes” €k 100 KOkAwmog @1hoéévov €oti. The second particle 8¢ implies
that Opettavero, unlike the following phrase, does not come from the Cyclops, as
noted by Bergk 1882, 613.

27 Berglein 1843, 49-50.

28 Pace Power 2013, 254. Aulos- and cithara-players may have emulated and
adopted each other’s technical achievements, but even a masterly performance can
hardly conceal the timbre of a wind instrument to an extent that would make the
audience members believe that they were listening to a stringed instrument (by the
way, Power ibid., 243-244 and 254 speaks of the “aulization” of the cithara, not vice
versa, and Plato Resp. 397 a names only wind instruments among objects of imitation).

29 Tt is possible that the sound Opettavelo was meant to reflect the primitive
nature of the performance by Polyphemus who could only strum on the strings
with his thumb: Holzinger 1940, 111; Mewald 1946, 281. Cf. Sch. Aristoph. Plut.
290 f Chantry: Tiveg T00TO G YPOLKLKTV GOVTV ELVOL AEYOVOLV.

30 T doubt that the enigmatic expression of Plato (Leg. 700 d) kot adA®diog dm
Tolg kiBop@diong pipodpevor referred to the introduction of citharodic solos into
dithyramb, for the term aDAwdice only ever seems to have concerned solo nomic
singers: see Almazova 2008.

31 Pickard-Cambridge 1927, 61; Mewald 1946, 281; Richter 1968, 14;
Zimmermann 1984, 60; Sutton 1983, 42; De Simone 2006, 71-72; see below n. 35.

32 For evidence on the occasional use of stringed instruments in drama, see
Pickard-Cambridge 1968, 165-166; Wilson 2005, 185-186.

3 Tt is generally accepted (Smyth 1900, 461; Pickard-Cambridge 1927, 61,
Schonewolf 1938, 22; McEvilley 1970, 270; Sutton 1983, 40; 42), albeit not on quite
firm grounds, that Philoxenus introduced solo songs into dithyramb. The main reason
is the passage Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1142 A = Aristoph. fr. 293, although it is corrupted
at the most important point.
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central episode of the famous “Marsyas” by Melanippides (Philoxenus’
predecessor) must have been the contest between the satyr playing his
aulos and Apollo playing his cithara,?* and I do not see how it could
be produced without using both instruments. I therefore believe that
Philoxenus introduced a real lyre into his dithyramb, a novelty which
illustrates the blurring of genre boundaries.?> Onomatopoeic OpeTTorvedo
must be the work of Aristophanes: his characters allude to this impressive
feature of the Cyclops, and since they do not have a lyre at hand they
“play” on their lips.

However elsewhere in the same passage there is another hint of
sound mimicry, this time employed by Philoxenus. Aristophanes
quotes Polyphemus as he addresses his herd: “GAL’ eio téxeo Oopiv’
émavofodvtec” (292), and next to the direct quotation3® there is an appeal
to blear’’ the songs of sheep and goats (293-294). The word BAnydpevor
is repeated in the replica of the chorus-members (297) — even though
bleating is not appropriate to the role of Odysseus’ companions, which
they are going to play at that moment, — and is thus singled out.?® This is
most likely a reference to another experimental device used by Philoxenus:
that is, he must have made the dithyrambic chorus mimic the voices of
Polyphemus’ animals.?® If this hypothesis is correct, we have a case of
vocal sound mimicry.

Evidence directly connecting onomatopoeia with the New Music
is limited to the three passages analyzed above. By analogy it has been
assumed that the authors following this trend used sound mimicry in other
cases as well, but it is important to remember that this is mere guesswork.

34 See Boardman 1956, 19-20.

35 Henderson 1957, 396; West 1992, 365-366; De Simone 2006, 71-72; 76.

36 Sch. Aristoph. Plut. 292 a o 0 8¢ “aAN el Téken Bopiv’ EnovoBodvieg” €k
700 KOkAomnog ®1Ao&évou €oTl.

37 Sch. Aristoph. Plut. 293 b o “BAny6cBon” 10 T TpoPATior TOLQ PWVY KE -
xpnoBar. — Bergk 1882, 612 ad loc. proposed an emendation of BAnydpevot to BAn-
xopévov in Plut. 293, which does not change the sense. See Sommerstein 2001, 157.

38 Holzinger 1940, 113.

39 Klingender 1845, 46 (erroneously supposing that the bleating was imitated
by numerous musical instruments); Hartung 1846, 415-416; Holzinger 1940, 113;
Mureddu 1982, 80: “la qualita della mimesi messa in atto da Filosseno constituisce
qui ’oggetto della sua parodia”; 82 n. 24; Zimmermann 1995, 125; Sommerstein
2001, 157; De Simone 2006, 67—68. A fragment of Hermesianax may also imply that
sheep and goats somehow expressed their feelings in the Cyclops: in order to revive
memories of Philoxenus’ work he mentions péyov méBov, 6v Talatein / adrTolg
unAeiorg ONMka®’ VIO Tpoydvoig (fr. 7 Powell = fr. 3 Lightfoot, 73-74).
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For instance, “sound painting” might have seemed appropriate*’ in
the scene of the naval battle in Timotheus’ Persians, the only citharodic
nome where the text has partly survived. Th. J. Mathiesen even indicates
a suitable expressive means: accumulation of sibilants in the section that
describes the sea and the shore (Tim. Pers. fr. 19. 104-113 Edmonds =
fr. 791. coll. II-1V. 95-104 Hordern), and thus relates the onomatopoeia
with the vocal part.4!

It has been assumed that instrumental sound mimicry was used in the
Scylla which Aristotle refers to twice in the Poetics as an example of bad
taste (most likely he means the dithyramb of Timotheus).#?> It should be
noted that the Stagirite is evidently referring to dramatic rather than sound
mimesis: inferior auletes assume the role of the monster and try to grab
at the chorus-leader. However, it is reasonable to believe that if an aulete
fancied being a Scylla, he was led to it by his musical part and only passed
from imitating kot QoVAG to imitating kot odpo. Still one should
not forget that such an assumption is not as grounded as it is sometimes
believed to be.*?

Besides, our sources mention certain instrumental effects or techniques
whose very names imply that they would suit onomatopoeic purposes
perfectly, although we cannot claim that their application lay only in
sound mimicry or that it was their primary purpose. Some of these effects
have been associated with the New Music authors.

40 Henderson 1957, 396: “The bombastic libretto of Timotheus’ Persae was
written for programme-music of the sort which attempted (Plato says) to make the
noises of thunder, wind, hail, cats, dogs, cattle, bird-songs, and all kinds of instruments,
with frequent and startling modulations”. Hordern 2002, 38—39: “The narrative of the
Persian fleet’s destruction in Timotheus’ Persae would also be ideal for a display of the
sort of musical mimesis described by Plato”. Cf. Zimmermann 1989, 30: “die teilweise
lautmalerische Schilderung der Seeschlacht”.

41 Mathiesen 1999, 69.

42 Poet. 26, 1461 b 30-32 — see above n. 18. Collation of Poet. 15, 1454 a 30-31
with a papyrus fragment Pap. Graec. Vind. 26008 + 29329 (fr. 1, col. 2, 1. 26 — 32,
see the edition of Oellacher 1938, 135-181), in which the author of Scylla is named,
proves that Aristotle is referring to the work of Timotheus when discussing the lament
of Odysseus, and therefore probably also below when speaking of the auletes’ acting.
See Tim. fr. 793 Page = Campbell = Hordern.

43 West 1992, 363: “It was probably in Timotheus’ Scylla that auletes would make
ashow of grabbing at the chorus-leader, in imitation of the monster grabbing at Odysseus’
sailors. Homer describes Scylla as yelping like a young puppy, and Timotheus no doubt
tried to achieve this effect in the aulos part”. Csapo 2004, 213: “Timotheus’ piper <...>
made a mime of dragging off the koryphaios in Scylla, doubtless while reproducing the
monster’s wild hisses and roars through his instrument” (my emphasis. — N. 4.).
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A comedy fragment by Diphilus cited by Athenaeus claims that Ti-
motheus’ auletes perform with a ‘goose style’ (Athen. 14. 74, p. 657 ¢ =
Diphil. fr. 78 K.—A.):

xmviletv 8¢ elpnTot €L TOV OAODVI®V. ALPLAOG ZVvepidt
gxnviacog: moloVoL 10VTo TAVTEG Ol
nopo TYHOBE.
The word ‘to goosise’ is applied to aulos-players. Diphilos in the Synoris:
“You have goosised! All the followers of Timotheus do that”.

According to the interpretation of S. Hagel, the musicians are mocked
for adopting a characteristic feature of the cackling of geese — “inter-
spersed squeaks, where the voice suddenly, and only for a fraction of
a second, breaks into a much higher pitch range, producing a sound that
is much more clearly pitched, only to return immediately to its normal
mode”. Hagel notes that the enrichment of the musical range with sounds
that were unusually high and startling rather than pleasant would have
been typical of the New Music.**

Philoxenus is credited with introducing certain viylopot into his music
(Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1142 A). This term occurs rarely and is hard to interpret.
Lexicographers explain it with the help of tepetionodg or tepeticpota,
derivates of tepetilm (Hesych. Lex. v 559 s.v. viyhapebov, 560 s.v.
viyhopot; Phot. Lex. v 215 Theodoridis s.v. viyhapebdov, 216 s.v.
viyAdpovug, 217 s.v. viyhapot; Suid. v 366 s.v. viylapor), which literally
means the chirping of a cicada or the twitter of a swallow (Hesych. 517,
518 s.vv. tepetilovta, tepetioparta; Phot. Lex. 171 Theodoridis s.v. tepe-
tiopota; Suid. T 338 s.v. tepetiopata). Semantic analysis of these terms*
shows that they were applied to singing and aulos-playing with elaborate
melismata (lyre-playing is not explicitly referenced until the fifth to sixth
centuries AD). In the case of singing this made the words unintelligible. The
exact kind of embellishment implied is impossible to say; the significance of
TepeTIONOG as a technical term is defined only in musical treatises of late
antiquity and Byzantine times (Anon. Bell. 2; 10; 92; Bryenn. p. 481. 8 sqq.,
cf. 310. 24 sq. and 312. 11 sq. Jonker) in which it means a staccato repetition
of the same note. In fact this effect is similar to the mimetic reproduction of
a natural cicada’s sound. A fragment from a comedy by Phrynichus*® with

4 Hagel 20102011, 496-497; 510-511.

45 Restani 1983, 186-190; Rocconi 2003, 81-98.

46 Athen.2.21, p. 44 d=Phrynich. fr. 74 K.—A.: <koi viy>Aépovg Bpnvely, £v oict
Adpmpog Evanedvnokey, / &vOp@TOg <WV> VIATOTOTNG, HIVLPOG DTEPCOPLOTAG, /
Movo®v 6KeAETOHS, ANSOVOV ATLAAOG, VUVOG “Ald0V.
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<viy>Adpovg plausibly restored by Th. Bergk?’ suggests the same
interpretation: the expression andovmv ATIOAOG can create associations
with the jugging of a nightingale, and the epithet pivopog, with the
high timbre of viyAopor.*® The belief that viylapot served for mimetic
purposes® is shared by the Suda, where the term is thought to be
onomatopoeic, though further explanation is not provided (v 366: €oikev
MVOHOLTOTETOITCOL).

It is natural to describe such effects on the basis of their similarity
to animal noises. Yet we cannot know whether they were invented and
used purposefully to imitate such sounds. Known titles of Philoxenus’
and Timotheus’ works make one doubt that they systematically demanded
mimicking of cicadas or geese (even more so since in the case of ynvileiv
we are dealing with teasing rather than a technical term). We therefore
lack information about what these techniques were actually used for.

On the whole, there is hardly any doubt that the composers of the
New Music used onomatopoeic effects, both vocal and instrumental, yet
nowhere is it claimed that this characteristic was specifically innovative.
What is more, two jokes out of three could not have arisen purely from the
fact that sound mimicry was used: the conservative Dorion seems to say
that its use in Nauplius was insufficient and thus unconvincing, whereas
the avant-garde Stratonicus, on the contrary, ridicules the exaggerated
violent realism in Semele’s Birth-Pangs, which he likely believed was not
appropriate for the divine subject.’® As for Aristophanes, his allusion to
Philoxenus’ Cyclops may well be a kind of Komplimentzitate, rather than
an explicit criticism.’!

47 Bergk 1838, 375-376.

48 Hagel 2010-2011, 496 n. 16: “This passage ... contributes associations of
feebleness and whining (uivopdc), while the expression dndévev Amiaiog adds
substance to the idea of a staccato element, which is a plausible result of nightingales
shivering from ague”.

49 Restani 1983, 189: “Originariamente, si puo pensare che viylapot indicasse
un suono imitativo di qualche stridulo o tintinnante verso di animale, coerente con
la prassi mimetica musicale dei rappresentanti di tale indirizzo” (sc. the New Music).

50 Cf. Privitera 1979, 320 n. 160: “Dorione derideva la tempesta del Nauplio per
difetto... ; Stratonico biasimava le gride di Semele, nel Parto di Semele, per eccesso”.
Power 2013, 249-250: Dorion is not ridiculing sensational musical mimesis in general,
but rather publicizing its lacklustre effect.

51 Cf. Nesselrath 1990, 251-252: “die Parodie auf den KOxAwy des Philoxe-
nos ... ist ... kaum ein Angriff auf Philoxenos (dessen Name gar nicht fillt), sondern
in Gegenteil fast eine Hommage an den grofen Erfolg seines KoxAwy”.
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I1. Evidence of sound mimicry in Plato

Arguments that onomatopoeia was a characteristic of the New Music are
usually backed with references to Plato. Indeed, it is in his works that we
find the most extensive testimonies to sound mimicry in music.

First it is important to look again at the famous discussion on what
must and must not be imitated in the poetry of an ideal polis (Resp. 3).

The second section of this discussion (392 ¢ — 398 b) is dedicated
to poetic expression (A€€ig), that is, the two ways in which a poet
presents his material: ‘imitation” (uipunoig) and ‘narration’ (di1nymoig).
In 394 ¢ Socrates names some of the literary genres he has in mind,
and it is evident that they were not chosen on the base of whether they
were connected to music or not: tragedy and comedy contain sung and
spoken parts, dithyramb is entirely musical, while epos lacks singing.>3
Participants in the dialogue do not begin discussing specifically musical
means until 398 ¢>* (though harmony and rhythm are already mentioned in
397 c as additional expressive means used by poets). In 395 d—396 b a list
is compiled of what the guardians (and accordingly the poets composing
for them)® must not imitate: women, slaves, debased people, madmen,
handicraft workers. Then, quite unexpectedly, the following undesirable
objects of imitation are added (396 b):

52 |..1fg mooedg Te Kol LuBoroyiog N HEV Sl LIHACEWS OAN €oTiv domep
oV AEYElg TPAY®BIo Te Kol KOPMto 1 8¢ 81 dmoryyehiog oedTod 10D ToNTod —
£Vpoig & av adTNV péAoTd oL £v S18vpduBolg — 11 8 ad 81U dppotépwy v Te TR
TOV ENOV TOLACEL, TOALOY 0D 8¢ Kol GAA0OL. ..

53 The hypothesis on singing epic poetry (see West 1971, 308; West 1986, 45-46)
does not seem applicable to the fourth century BC. For Aristotle éronotio evidently
belongs to yilopetpia (Poet. 1148 a 11), EEm peromotiog (1459 b 10), cf. 1462 a 14—
16: mavt €xel [sc. N Tpaywdio] Goomep N €mOTOLLAL ... KO £TL OV UIKPOV HEPOG
Vv povoikfv. According to the source of Ps.-Plut. (most probably Heraclides), the
ancient citharodic practice of singing £€xn (611 8 ol k1Bopwdikol vopot ol TaAot €€
€m@v cvviotavto, which he takes pains to prove, see De mus. 1132 D-E; 1133 C)
only lasted until the innovations of Phrynis and Timotheus (1132 D-E; 1133 B-C; cf.
Procl. ap. Phot. Bibl. 320 b 5-11 Bekker).

54 Resp. 3. 398 b 6 — ¢ 2: NDV 87 <...> K1vdVVEDEL NUIV THG LOVOLIKRG TO
mepl AOYOVS T€ KOl LOBOVE TOVIEADG SLOTETEPAVOOL & TE YOP AEKTEOV KL DG
AekTéOV glpnTat. <...> OVKOVV HETH TOVTO <...> TO TEPL MITNG TPOTOV KOl LEADV
romov;

55 In the Republic Plato causes problems for interpreters by indiscriminately
describing the acts of composing, performing, and perceiving of poetic work as
pipnoig. For an attempt at explanation see Havelock 1963, chapters III and IX.
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T1 8¢; {mmovg ypepetiloviag Kol ToOPOVS HUKMUEVOVG KO TOTALOVG
YoeodvTOg Kol BGANTTOY KTVTODGAV Kol Bpoviag Kol Tévta od T
TOLODTA T LILACOVTOL;

TAANN dmelpnTonl adTolg, €1, PNTE MOAVECOOL HNTE HOLVOUEVOLG
apopotoVobot.

Well then, will they imitate horses neighing, bulls bellowing, rivers
gurgling, the sea roaring, the thunder and everything of that kind?
But they have been forbidden, he said, to be mad or to act like madmen.

The homogeneous series of examples is interrupted: instead of dealing
with the imitation of persons, it deals with the imitation of the sounds of
nature. No wonder the readers of the passage may feel confused. H. Koller
even claimed that Plato had suddenly changed the meaning of pipnoig as
well as the argument and started quoting a treatise of Damon on entirely
musical matters, thus anticipating the following section.>¢ Yet it is hardly
plausible that Socrates simply lost his train of thought: a little later he
knows exactly what stage of the argument they have reached (see n. 54).
Thus the phrase should not be analyzed beyond its broader context (that
is, discussing AEE1Q).

It is clear from Socrates’ explanations (392 e — 394 a) that dinynoig
means narrative in the third person, and pipunoilg means the dramatic
impersonation in direct speech: when Homer speaks on behalf of Chryses
in //. 1, he imitates, whereas to say: “Chryses came and started to plead...”
would be a narration. Therefore in our passage Plato considers the possibility
that a poet (or a performer) might not say, “And the hungry sea was
roaring, and a storm was on its deep”,’” but would rather utter the sounds
of wild nature himself. The ironic response by Adeimantus makes this even
more evident: one can liken a person who bellows or howls to a madman,
but not someone who simply narrates the story of a bull or a tempest.

The same possibility occurs again in 397 a: a worthy performer will
only imitate irreproachable people, while a debased and unscrupulous one
will not be so restrained.

OVKkoDV, fv & £yd, 6 UM 10100T0¢ 0D, 6 BV PAVAOTEPOG 7, TAVTOL TE
HaALOV Sinyhoetal kol 008Ev €0vtod dvaélov oincetot eivat, Gote
TOVTO EMLYELPNOEL LILETGO0L OTOVAT TE KOl EVALVTIOV TOAADV, KOl O
VOV EAEYOLEV, BPOVTAG TE KOl WOQOVG BVEL®VY TE Kol Xolal®dv kol
AEOVOV T€ Kol TPOXIA@Y, KOl CUATLY YOV Kol 0DADV Kol GLPLYY®V
KO TAVTOV OPYOVOV GOVAG, Kol £TL KOVOV KOl TPORAT®V KAl OPVEMV

56 Koller 1954, 18-21.
57 J. T. Field, “The Tempest”.
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@00YYOoVG Kol €5To 81 N TOVTOV AEELG Ao S0 LUNOEMG POVOILG
TE KO GYNUOOLY, | CLLLKPOV TL SINYNOEWS EYOVOC;
"Avaryxkn, €om, Kol ToVTO.

“Well then”, I said, “the man who is not like this will go right through
everything, and the more so the more despicable he is. He will think
nothing unworthy of him, so that he will make great efforts, before large
audiences, to imitate everything, as we were saying just now — thunder,
and the noises of winds and hail and axes and pulleys, and the voices of
salpinges and auloi and syringes and instruments of every kind, and even
the sounds of dogs and sheep and birds: and his diction will consist
entirely of imitations by voice and gesture, or will include just
a smattering of narration”.

“That is inevitable as well”, he said.>8

As we remember, at this point Plato is examining poetic expression
(ML€E1c); he has not yet dealt with specifically musical means, and, more
generally, he does not regard instrumental music without words as
suitable education. It follows that he ascribes sound mimicry to the human
voice. In the previous passage (396 b) one might still have thought that
Plato implied using all expressive means at a poet’s disposal, including
instrumental interludes between sung phrases. However, in the present
case (397 a) musical instruments are themselves listed among the objects
it would be unwise to imitate. The context does not even encourage one
to consider using one instrument to imitate the sounds of another (such as
coAToTIKO kKpoOpota played on an aulos in the Pythian nome), because
the aulos, normally the only instrument used in drama or dithyramb (the
genres mentioned above, 394 c¢), is itself included in the list of forbidden
objects.”® Besides, the means of imitation — povalg Te KOl CYNULOACLY —
are indicated; a combination of ewvai with movements or postures also
makes one think of the physical possibilities of the human body. One
further argument is presented by W. B. Stanford:®0 he draws attention
to 395 d, where it is specifically stated that imitation affects a person
in relation to body, voice and mind (kol KaTO OO KO EOVAG KOl
koto Ty dravorov). The examples that follow involve first the condition
of mind (women, slaves, cowards, madmen) and then bodily gestures
(manual workers), so it is natural to expect that the third group will deal
with the human voice.

58 Translation: Barker 1984, 128.

59 However it is hard to raise an objection to Power 2013, 244 n. 30, who considers
a possibility of a citharistic imitation of the aulos.

60 Stanford 1973, 186.
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Thus we see that the Republic depicts a surprisingly widespread use of
sound mimicry in poetry, as known to Plato.

The question arises of what genres are implied. By now we can ex-
clude the effects of instrumental music or stage machinery®! and are still
left with a broad choice (in fact Plato must have had in mind every kind of
poetry that contains mimetic effects). For the most part, scholars think that
the musical (or partly musical) genres mentioned in 394 ¢ (see n. 52) —
dramatic performances (or just comedy)®? and contemporary dithyramb®? —
are implied. In addition, there is enigmatic evidence of skilled sound
imitators that may be relevant, though we are not told of the circumstances
in which they practiced their art: Pseudo-Aristotle (De audib. 800 a 25—
29) mentions people who are able to imitate the voices of horses, frogs,
nightingales, cranes and ‘“almost all other animals”; Plutarch (De aud.
poet. 18 ¢) says that Parmenon was particularly good at imitating a pig’s
squealing, and Theodorus, the noise of a pulley.®* F. Ademollo suggests
that these are performances of mimes.%

Stanford®® proposed a revisal of this traditional interpretation, claiming
that Plato’s primary target is Homeric epos with the “sound painting”
observed by ancient critics. Although he rightly argues that both Platonic
passages deal with poetic texts and not instrumental music, his conclusion
that no musical genre was intended at all is an obvious overstatement: he
does not take into account that the syncretism of music and poetry was
natural for Plato. Nevertheless, the evidence that he collected on Homeric
poems is worth examining.

61 Proposed by Adam 1969, 151.

62 Atkins 1952, 37 (comedy); Adam 1969, 151; Zimmermann 1984, 79 with n.
52; Ferrari 1989, 116; Burnyeat 1999, 270; Prauschello 2014, 218-219; for literary
evidence, see below part III.

03 Adam 1969, 151; Murray 1996, 180; for literary evidence, see above part I.

%4 Parmenon was probably a comic actor (Stephanis 1988, no. 2012), and Theo-
dorus a tragic actor (ibid., no. 1157) in the mid-fourth century BC. However “imitation
of the disagreeable noise made by a windlass or block and tackle mechanism seems
remote from tragic acting” (Hunter—Russell 2011, 101). Nor does a performance that
made IMappévovtog Og proverbial resemble a comedy: we infer from a more detailed
account of Plutarch (Quaest. conv. 5. 1. 2, 674 ¢) that Parmenon had rivals who tried
in vain to outdo him publicly.

65 Ademollo 2011, 273. Cf. imitation 31 THig ewviig mentioned in Aristot. Poet.
1447 a 20, which is probably different from musical genres such as tragedy, comedy,
dithyramb, aulos- and cithara-playing.

% Stanford 1973, followed by Murray 1996, 177-178. Confronting in 397 ¢
examples of sounds which are not mentioned in Homer, both admit that Plato extends
the scope of his discussion to include some contemporary literature.
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To my mind, one part of this evidence can be set aside at once, and that
is the use of words etymologically based on sound imitation (onomatopoeia
in the linguistic sense). Some learned readers of Homer believed that he was
aware of the rules followed by the first inventors of names and applied them
to his own word-making which reflected Nature itself (Dion. Hal. De comp.
16; Dio Chrys. 12, 68: xovoydic te Kol BOpBouvg kol KTOTOV Kol 0VTOV
Kol dpafov mpdTog E€evpmdv kol Ovopdoog; Ps.-Plut. De Hom. vita et
poesi 16). Lists of sounds that are named with such words (including that
of the sea, rivers, winds, animals, birds and musical instruments) overlap —
for natural reasons — with lists of the objects of sound mimicry in Resp.
396 b — 397 c. This leads Stanford to conclude that Plato’s discussion was
the starting point for later authors who believed that he was referring to the
onomatopoeic language of Homer.¢” However, if the writers of Roman times
did indeed believe that they were developing Platonic argument, they were
wrong. A lack of precision in various respects can be demonstrated in their
direct references to Plato: despite Dio’s aberration of memory®® or Dionysius’
superficial reading,® nowhere in the Republic is there a single reference
to etymology or Homer the sound imitator, and in Cratylus dévopotomorot
are by no means related to Homer and have nothing to do with sound
mimicry. In response to Stanford one may object that using etymologically
onomatopoeic words does not involve impersonation, and from the point of
view displayed in Resp. 3 it would be dinynoig and not pipunoig. Socrates
himself cannot do without them (ypepetiloviog, LLKOUEVOVS, YOPODVTUC,
KTLVTOVGAY, Bpovtdg), so it is hardly likely that he would consider such
generally accepted “sound imitation” as a sign of madness or bad taste.

Having rejected this kind of evidence, we must turn to a much
more subtle matter indicated by Stanford, that is, “sound painting” or,
as R. Niinlist puts it, the “iconic relation between form and content”:70
by accumulating certain vowels or consonants, arranging long or short

67 Stanford 1973, 187; 188: “From the similarity between these passages in
Dionysios and Dion, and the two in Republic 396 b — 7 ¢ it would seem that the two
later writers had the earlier discussion in mind and were answering Socrates’ objections
from the point of view of the poet, while defending Homer’s use of onomatopoeia as
a poetic device”.

%8 Dio Chrys. 53. 5: 0 8¢ ITAGTOV GO LTIOUEVOG aDTOV (SC. "OUNpoV), OG
elmov, kol TNV SOvopLy odTod BUVHOGTAY TLVe, ATOPOAVEL THG TOLNCEWS, MG
glkovo Gvta TovTog XPAULOTOG Kol RACOG ATEXVAS APLEVTO POVAS, TOTORAY TE
kol &vépv kail kopdtov (there follows a reference to Resp. 398 a).

% Dion. Hal. De comp. 14—16 (with a reference to the Cratylus and “many other
places” in 16); for a discussion of his erroneous understanding of Plato, see Belardi
1985, 24-53, esp. 44; 46-48; 52-53.

70 Niinlist 2009, 215.
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syllables, accentuating or concealing word-endings, using particular forms
of words etc. a poet can depict through sound the content of the passage
or the action described within.”! Stanford offers a collection of examples
from Greek literature,’? that for the most part lack the acknowledgment
of ancient readers. Yet this technique was not unknown in antiquity, and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus teaches it, drawing examples from Homer
(De comp. 15-16; 20). He argues that certain passages depict movements
(1l. 21. 240-242; Od. 9. 415-416; 11. 593-598), appearance (Od. 17.
36-37; 6. 162—-163; 11. 281-282), and emotions (/. 22. 476; 18. 225).
There are also images of two conjoining rivers (/. 4. 452-453: o¢ & Ote
XELLOPPOL TOTOHOL KT OPECPL PEOVTEG / £C LIOYAYKELOLY CUUPBAALETOV
OBprpov Véwp) and of the sea beating against the shore (/1. 17. 267: Moveg
Bodémorv épevyopnévng ahog EEw) — the same objects of sound imitation
as mentioned in the Republic. The latter verse was famous in antiquity
for its clear visualization of the content through the use of foowov (e.g.
Aristot. Poet. 1458 b 31; Ps.-Plut. De Hom. vita et poesi 16); it was even
claimed that Plato (or Solon) burned his own poetry after reading this
unsurpassed line.”? So are we to agree with Stanford that Plato had in mind
this complex “sound painting” in unsung poetry rather than simple sound-
for-sound imitation that was likely set to the music?

My impression is that in the Republic Plato refers to well-known
examples that would have been easily recognizable (it must not be more
difficult to notice an imitation of a horse whinnying than to notice speak-
ing, say, on behalf of a woman in love). Revealing Homer’s “sound
painting” is a much more complicated matter that requires special philo-
logical interest and skill. As Stanford himself admits, such subtle mimetic
effects are not easy to detect (a case postulated by one listener may seem
imaginary to another); there is no agreed scientific basis to appreciate

7l Etymologically onomatopoeic words often occur in such passages, but the
device under consideration is not tantamount to simply using them (Stanford 1973 does
not mark the difference).

72 Stanford 1967, 99-116.

73 Sch. Hom. Il. 17. 263-265: o0 povov PeOHOTL TOTOHOD 0VSE KOUOTL
Bordioong elkooe TOV MoV, GAL Bpem cLvETAeEe. kol €Ty 18ely kDpa péyo
00AOGONG EMLPEPOILEVOV TOTAUOD PEVILOLTL KO TG AVOLKOTTTEGOL BpLYDILEVOV, KOl
106 £KOTEPOBEV TOV TOTOHOD BoAOCTLoG NTOVAG NYOVoAGS, O ELIUACATO d1d THG
ENeKTACEMG TOV BoOMOLY. DTN 1 elKAV [TAAT®OVOG EKOVOE TO. TOLARLOTO 0VTOG
EVOPYESTEPOV TOD OPWUEVOL TO BKOVOPEVOV TapESTNOEV. Ibid. 265: ZOLVE @Ol
TOV VOROBETNY, LIUNCEUEVOV TNV ‘OUNPOV TOINGLY €V ATOOLY, EVOADE YEVOLEVOV
KOl TPOG<G>YOVTO TA OTLY® 0POdPa KOT €VTAEIOV EMITETEVYIEV® dLOTOPHiCOL
Kol BavpacavTo Katokodoot T 1dto GKEPLOTO: THE Yop ETOAANAOL TV DIATOV
€kPoAfig 1 0D PoO®OLY AVAIITAWGLS OOV ATETEAEGE GLVMILOLY.
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adequacy in verbal sound-imitation, and for the most part it is unclear
whether the poet’s use was deliberate.” Though our earliest examples
derive from the Homeric scholia,’s it cannot be ruled out that some of
Plato’s contemporaries and even the sophistic tradition before him might
already have revealed interest in the topic.’® Yet in this case I believe
that the philosopher would have felt it necessary to provide a theoretical
introduction analyzing the imitative possibilities of the ctotyeio of hu-
man speech. Dionysius did so for his phonosymbolical studies (De comp.
14-15), as did Plato himself in Cratylus during an experiment to see
whether letters and syllables can express the essence of things (starting
with 424 b: 6p86TaTOV £0TL dlEAEGOAL TO GTOLYETO TTPATOV).

At this point it seems sensible to address one more Platonic passage,
this time from Cratylus. The participants in the dialogue must define the
Ovopao Tk TEY VT, identifying it by what it is not (423 ¢—d):

EPM. ...&AMG TiG GV, @ ZOKPOTES, HiUNoLg £1n 10 Gvopa;

2Q. Ilpdtov peEv, g €Hol dokel, oVK €0V KAOATEP TN HOVOLKT
HipoOpeda T TPAypoTe 0VTO HIHLOUEDN, KALTOl VY Y€ Kol TOTE
pipoOpeda: €mertor ovk €0V GmEP M HOVOLKT, HILETTOL KO TUELG
HILOUED, 0V Lol BOKODUEV OVOUACELY. AEYM B TOl TOVTO" £0TL TOLG
TPAYHOOL GOV Kol GYAHLO EKAOTO, KO YPOUE Y€ TOAAOIC;

EPM. I1&vv ve.

2Q. "Eotke TolvLv 00K €6V TIG TODTO LIPTTOL, 00OE TTEPL TAVTOG TOG
MIUNOELG N TEXVN N OVOROOTIKT €lvoll. odTOL HEV Yap eloty M pev
HLOVGIKN, N OE YPOPLKN.

HERM. But, Socrates, what sort of imitation should the name be?
SOCR. It seems to me that we shall not be naming, first, if we imitate the
objects as we imitate them in music — although there too we imitate them
with the voice — and secondly, if we imitate the very items which music
imitates. What do I mean thereby? Do the objects have each a sound and
a shape, and many of them a colour as well?

HERM. Of course.

SOCR. It seems, then, that the onomastic art is not involved if one
imitates these features, and does not concern these imitations. For the arts
involved therein are respectively music and painting.”’

74 Stanford 1967, 99—100. Most examples adduced by Dionysius would be
hard to understand without his explanations. He also takes pains to prove that the
sound effects noted by him are not incidental: kol 61t TaOTa 00 POOEDG €0TLY
avtopatifobong €pyo AAAO TEXVNG MILACOCHAL TEPOUEVNG TO YIVOUEVH, TO
to0to1g €€ Aeyopeva dnrot (De comp. 20).

75 See Richardson 1980, 283—-287; Niinlist 2009, 215-217.

76 See Ademollo 2011, 282.

77 Translation: Ademollo 2011, 273-274
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A reader cannot help noticing that the definition of music suggested
here is unsatisfactory:’® surely the art of music cannot be reduced to
imitating, through sounds,” only those sounds produced by objects or
associated with them. Attempting to do justice to Plato, one might sup-
pose that he did not mean to define all existing music as such and was
rather saying that imitation of the sounds of objects falls within the
realm of music. In any case, two important conclusions arise from this
passage. First, sound mimicry was common enough in music to afford
such a reference. Second, if the imitation of sounds is the province of
music for Plato in Cratylus, this must also be the case for the Republic:
when speaking of mimicking bulls, horses, rivers, the sea, thunder, etc., he
implies poetic genres set to music rather than Homeric epos.

We are not aware how exactly the poets performed this sound
imitation. Modern experience strongly suggests that musical means played
an important part, but we are in no position to confirm this. Since sound
mimicry involved the voice, one might expect to find its traces in extant
texts. However, this is not the case in known archaic and classical lyrics,®0
except in comedy (see part III below). One possible explanation might
be that onomatopoeic sounds were inarticulate, performed extra metrum
and therefore not written down;®! another is, that there is not a significant
archive of early lyric poetry, so the lack of sound mimesis in extant pieces
is accidental.®? Otherwise it can be assumed — in accordance with Hordern
and those commentators who relate Plat. Resp. 396 b and 397 a to the
later dithyramb®3? — that vocal sound mimicry in high poetry first and only

78 Ademollo 2011, 275.

7 Ademollo 2011, 275 n. 30 interprets mv1 in this passage first as ‘voice’ (koitot
ooV e kol Tote pipovpeda implies “like in naming”) and then more generally as
‘any sound whatsoever’ (0Tt T0ig Tpdypooct ewvn). I prefer to admit the generic
meaning for both cases, which includes both singing and musical instruments.

80 The famous case of the Deliads in Hymn. Hom. 3. 162-164 (m&viov 8’
avOpOTOV emVOG Kol KpepBaAiloctOv / piLelod’ {cootv: @oin 8¢ Kev adTog
£€k00Tog / PBEYYESH’ 0VT® CELYV KOAN cuvapnpev &owdn), I believe, deals with
observing the folk traditions of various Greek peoples in song and dance, and not
with sound mimicry. Cf. Pozdnev 2010 [M. M. Ilo3nues, Ilcuxonocus uckyccmsa.
Yuenue Apucmomens], 89-91.

81 For instance, one could imagine a mimetic illustration accompanying Alcman’s
words 0ida & 6pvixwv vopmg ntavtdv (fr. 40 Page) or yeyAwooapévoy kokkoBidwnvy
Omo cuveEpevog (fr. 39 Page).

82 One exception is Archilochus’ thvedldo (fr. 324 IEG) imitating the sound of
a cithara, see Sch. Pind. OI. 9. 1,1 p. 267, 1-13 Dr. However, this might already have
been a traditional acclamation of a victor by Archilochus’ time. West 1992, 67 n. 86,
compares tveAla before kaAlivike with the cue hip-hip before hooray.

83 See above n. 11; 63.
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became widespread under the influence of the New Music. The genres
most affected by this trend were dithyramb and citharody; tragedy was
also influenced, though the tragedians are never referred to as pioneers.?
It is well known that little has remained of its authors’ verse, let alone
the music. Yet even scarce fragments lead one to conclude that sound-
play gained unprecedented importance among them and was sometimes
used to mimic sense:® e.g., Timotheus seems to have accumulated
sigmas to imitate the sea and dental mutes to depict the wailing of the
naked frozen Persians (fr. 19. 104-119 Edmonds = fr. 791. coll. II-VL
95-109 Hordern);3¢ Euripides portrays barbaric speech by means of
anadiplosis, anaphora and alliteration (Phoen. 678—681).87 The mimetic
effect of such sound figures was probably enhanced by music.

Finally, let us turn to a discussion of musical art in the Laws (Leg. 2.
668 a — 670 d). Clearly, Plato is referring to contemporary practice when
he indicates two widespread errors made by composers, which the Muses
never would have committed. The first (669 c—d) consists of a wrong
combination of mimetic elements:

(D o0 yop &v éketval ye <sc. MoVooL> EEOQUAPTOLEY TOTE TOGOVTOV
dote PRHOTO AVEPDY TOLACOOCNL TO YXPAOUC YOVULKAY Kol HEAOG
amododvart, kol LELOg EAEVOEPOV 0D KO GYAILOTA GVVOETGOL PLOILOVG
300V Kol AVELEVBEPMVY TTPOCUPUOTTELY, 0V oD PVOLOVE Kol Gy AU
€AeVBEPLOV LmoBeTCOL HEAOG T| AOYOV €VOVTIOV ATOd0VVOL TOLG
poépotg, (II) €1t 3¢ BpleV EOVOS Kol AvOpOTOV Kol Opyavev Kol
TAVTOG YOPOLG €lg TODTOV OVK &V TOTE GLVOETEV, MG €V Tt LILODIEVOL
momtol d& AVOPOTIVOL CEOdPO TG TOLODTO EUTAEKOVIEG KOl
CVYKVKAVTIEG AAOYMG, YEAOT &V Topackevdloley TV AvOpOT®V
660VGg ENOLY ‘OpPes Aoy elv Mpov THG TEPYLOC. TADTA YE YOP OpACL
TOVTO KUKDUEVOL.

For the Muses would never make so gross an error as to compose words
suitable for men, and then give the melody a colouring proper to women,
to put together melody and postures of free men and then fit to them
rhythms proper to slaves and servile persons, or to start with rhythms
and postures expressive of freedom, and to give them a melody or words
of opposite character to the rhythms; nor would they ever put together in
the same piece the sounds of wild beasts and men and instruments, and

84 West 1992, 357.

85 Csapo 2004, 222-223.
86 Mathiesen 1999, 69.
87 Csapo 2004, 222-223.
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noises of all sorts, as though in imitation of a single object. But human
composers, weaving and jumbling all such things nonsensically together,
would be laughed at by everyone who, as Orpheus puts it, ‘has attained
the full bloom of joyfulness’. For they can see all these things jumbled
together.88

The description of this mistake includes two points: with €11 8¢ the
phrase is clearly divided into two parts (marked as I and II here), each
depending upon a verb in optative mood + &v with the negation ov ...
rmote. Both points specify the same error: the combining of different
objects of imitation. Neither part inquires which object is good and which
is bad (it is only by adducing passages from the Republic for comparison
that we can guess that the Muses, in Plato’s opinion, would not imitate
a base character or an animal voice).

Still, there is also a difference. The first part (I) deals with the means
of imitating an ethos — words, “colouring”,?® melody, rhythm, and
postures (pApato, xpdRo, LEAOG, PLOIOS, oxNuata): female devices are
not to be mixed with male, nor noble with servile. It is clear that none of
these components are ruled out as unnecessary in a composition (Plato
approves of syncretic art, see 669 d—e) — one merely has to ensure they are
all suitable and compatible in regard to the object of imitation, that is, the
ethos. If one puts together a “male” melody with a “female” rhythm, the
result will be not two different artistic images, but rather no one imitated
properly. The lack of poetic mastery is evident here in the inability to
define correctly the ethos of a certain expressive means.

As for sound mimicry (II), surely it would not be difficult for an author
or his audience to understand what sounds must be imitated. Oddly, Plato
argues that one should not introduce the imitation of different sounds
(such as human and animal voices) into the same composition, since this
would destroy the unity of the whole. His aim is apparently to prevent an
excessive variety of expressive means and modulations (Resp. 397 b—c).%0
However, taken alone, this passage does not mean that onomatopoeia is in
itself unacceptable.

88 Translation: Barker 1984, 154.

89 Barker 1984, 154 n. 80: “Chroma, possibly here in the sense related to tuning”
(cf. 143 n. 62: “Metaphorical references to ‘colouring’ in music seem to refer to
expressive effects involving either ‘tone-colour’ or nuances of tuning”).

% West 1992, 369: “All this can only be done by using a whole range of different
scales, rhythms, and changes of one to another. Once it is excluded, there will be no
need of polychordy and omnimodality in the music, or of instruments such as harps
or auloi that yeld excessive numbers of notes and scales, or of complex rhythms”.
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The reference to the imitation of human voices is curious. Perhaps
it relates to the performance of any vocal part in the first person. Yet in
the same list containing the imitation of animals and instruments, Plato
may be implying any conscious changing of the voice, such as performing
a woman’s part in a high register’! or imitating barbaric speech. Nor
can mimicking the human voice with a musical instrument be ruled out,
especially inarticulate groans and cries (such as those of a woman in
childbirth by Timotheus).

It is unclear from this passage whether Plato meant vocal or
instrumental sound mimicry, or both.

The composers’ second mistake consists in violating the syncretism of
poetry, music and dance (669 d — 670 a):

Kol £TL SLOGTAOCLY Ol TOINTOL PLOUOV LEV KOl OYNUOTO LEAOVS X MP1LG,
Adyovg Wilovg eig pETPOL TIBEVTEG, HEAOG & oD Kol PLBUOV Evev
PNUET®V, YA K1Bapioel Te kKol OANCEL TPOCYPMOUEVOL, £V 01g &M
TOYXOAETOV GVEL AOYOVL YLYVOUEVOV PLOIOV Te Kol GPHOVIOY Y-
yvaokely 0Tt e BoOAeTol Kol 6T £01ke TOV AELOAOYOV HIUMULATOV
AALG DOAPETV dvorykolov OTL TO TOLOVTOV Ye TOAANAG A YpOLKiOG
LEGTOV AV, OTOCOV TAYXOVE TE KOl AMTHLOLOG KAl POVHG ONpLddovg
cPOdpa plrov BoT adANcEeL Ye xpHcBot kol Kibapioel TANV 660V DO
Opynolv 1€ kol @MV, YLD & EKaTEP® TAGH TIC GpOVLCLN KOl
BovpoToVPYLa YYVoLT OV THG XPNOEWG.

And further, the composers tear rhythm and posture away from melody,
putting bare words into metres, setting melody and rhythm without
words, and using the cithara and the aulos without the voice, a practice in
which it is extremely difficult — since rhythm and Aharmonia occur with
no words — to understand what is intended, and what worthwhile
representation it is like. It is essential that we accept the principle that
all such practices are utterly inartistic, if they are so enamoured of speed
and precision and animal noises that they use the music of the aulos
and the cithara for purposes other than the accompaniment of dance and
song: the use of either by itself is characteristic of uncultured and vulgar
showmanship.??

ol Such as the part of Electra in Euripides: see Sch. Eur. Or. 176, p. 116, 14-16
Schwartz.
92 Translation: Barker 1984, 154.
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This is the famous Platonic passage in which music that is purely
instrumental is condemned, with reasons adduced. The participants in the
dialogue have to confess that in spite of their working hypothesis about
the mimetic character of any kind of music (668 a—c) it is difficult to
recognize the mimesis when the text is missing (though they believe
that true connoisseurs would be able to do so). Annoyed, the Athenian
remarks: <anyway this task is not even worth our efforts, since> there is
nothing good in music which aims only at displaying masterly technique
(téiyog kot dmtoioio) and sound-mimetic tricks (v ONPLOING).

This phrase clearly shows that onomatopoeia is the acknowledged
forte of instrumental music:?? virtuoso musicians were even willing to
sacrifice poetic text and dance in order to perform it perfectly.

Thus Plato provides the following information: musical mimicry was
common in his time; it was particularly typical of instrumental music,
but also occurred in vocal forms. The philosopher dismisses imitating the
inarticulate sounds of nature as senseless trickery.

Is it reasonable to connect Plato’s evidence to the New Music? The
culmination of this phenomenon dates to the second half of the fifth
century BC, whereas the Republic was composed ca. 380-370, and
the Laws ca. 360-347. Yet, firstly, it is plausible that the innovations
introduced proved to be irreversible and influenced the further deve-
lopment of Greek music;’* secondly, Plato’s aesthetic predilections
perhaps took shape in his young years and scarcely changed later on; in
addition, reproducing a situation in the age of Socrates would suit the
Socratic dialogues.? It cannot be denied that an overview of everything
that Plato found unacceptable in this art closely matches known features
of the New Music.?® However, it should be noted that the passages
considered above contain no references to any recent degradation (such
as in Leg. 659 b—c or 700 a — 701 b). If Plato dislikes some aspects of
music, one can hardly make the New Music responsible for everything he

9 There is nothing new in claiming that a programmatic character and sound-
mimetic elements were typical features of Greek instrumental music (see e.g. Guhrauer
1904; West 1992, 368 n. 49; Hagel 2010-2011, 497; Rocconi 2014). Cf. Aristot. Poet.
1447 a 14-16: kol THg OANTIKTG 1) TAELOTN KO KIBOPLOTIKTG TAGOL TVYXAVOVOLY
0000l HIPACELG TO GDVOLOV.

94 See Henderson 1957, 397-398; West 1992, 371-372.

95 T owe this observation to Prof. A. Verlinsky.

% Csapo 2004, 236: “Plato makes no secret of his tastes in music. If there is
one thing that characterizes them all, it is violent antipathy to every feature of New
Musical style” (a series of examples follows).



Sound Mimicry: An Old Trait of the New Music? 75

disapproves of. For example, he does not accept melody without words
(Leg. 669 d — 670 a), but no one would conclude that instrumental music
was first separated from the text in his time or a little before, since it was
already the subject of musical contests in the sixth century. He may not
welcome the aulos (Resp. 399 d, cf. Gorg. 501 e), but this is no reason
to doubt the long history of Greek wind instruments before they played
an important part in the musical “revolution” of the fifth century.®” Plato
is not claiming that the use of sound mimicry in music was innovative.
However, its relatively recent penetration into sung poetry may be
conjectured with caution.

III. Onomatopoeia in comedy

There are reasons to suspect that artists of the New Music were not the
first to apply vocal sound mimicry, just as they were not the first to use
it in instrumental pieces: one cannot help but notice its repeated use by
Aristophanes. The imitation of a stringed instrument occurs not only in
Plutus (6pettavero 290, 296), but also in the Frogs (topAcattobpot
TopAattofpat as a refrain in 1286-1295), in a parody of Aeschylus’
chorus songs, which seem to be taken “from the citharodic nomes” (1282).
At the beginning of the Knights the flogged slaves imitate an auletic duet,
howling a nome of Olympus to express their suffering (LOULD POUD POULD
LOPD popd popd 10). In the Birds, the peculiarity of the Hoopoe’s song
as well as that of the chorus’ lyrics in the parabasis is the imitation of
various bird-calls,”® and in the Frogs, the zest of the frog chorus is the
croaking (Bpexekeke koo koaf as a refrain in 209-268). Of note, sound
mimicry occurs mainly in the sung rather than the spoken parts (Eq. 10 is
transmitted as an iambic trimeter, but I believe that the characters actually
sang the original music of Olympus with its own rhythm). This supports
the hypothesis that music was considered a necessary aid to such effects.

7 On the role of the auloi see Csapo 2004, 211-212.

227-228; T10 T10 TLO T10 TLO TLO T1o T1o 237; Tp1oTd Tp1oTd T0ToPRpiE 243, TOpo TOPO
Topo TopoTiE, KikkoPod KikKaBaD, TOPO TOPO Topo Topo ALMALE 260—262; TopoTiyE
topotiyE 267 (attributing some of these lines to the Hoopoe or to the birds that respond
to his call is debatable, see e.g. Fraenkel 1950, 82—84; Sifakis 1971, 113—114 n. 3).
The chorus: morororonwonowono ©od 310; TitiTiTiTiTLTITL Tiver 313; T10 T1LO TLO TLO
738=770, 743=775, t10 T10 T10 TLYE 741=773, 751/2=784, 10T0T0 T0TOTO TOTOTO TLYE
746/7=779. There are also replicas of the birds-messengers: o0 oD ‘o1, TOV TOV
oY ‘67TL, oV 7oV ToV ‘61L, Tod 1122; iob 100, 1oV 100, 1oV 100 1170. (The text is
cited from the edition of Dunbar 1995.)
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The only exception is the sound of crepitus ventris in the Clouds, in
anapestic lines (tonna ntonndé, nornartannd 390, 391).

Attempts have been made to interpret some of these passages as
pastiches or parodies of the New Music.

(1) The significance of the frogs’ scene (Ran. 209-268) within Aristo-
phanes’ comedy is debated; some scholars assume that it foreshadows the
main theme of the play — the debate over what constitutes good and bad
poetry.”” Indeed these frogs are no strangers to the poetic realm: Charon
introduces them as Béatpoyotr kOxvor and their songs as kGAAioto and
Oovpaotd (205-207), and they boast about their musical art (eOynpov
guay dowdayv 213-214) and the favour of divine patrons of music —
the Muses, Pan and Apollo (229-232). J. Defradas'® presented the
argument that the frogs represented poets of the New Dithyramb. His
reasons were as follows: (a) the expression B&tpoyotr KOKvol is in
line with later dithyramb images; (b) the use of extravagant compound
neologisms, such as kpoimadoxkwpog (218), moAvkorduPoior (246) and
Top@oAvyomaprldcuaoty (249), is typical of avant-garde compositions;
(c) the chorus song contains allusions to the Dionysian feast of the
Anthesteria, which leads Defradas to conclude that it is a dithyramb;
(d) the epithets molvkoAvuPoiot péreoty (245) and yopelov aldAoV
(247-248), as well as the opposition of Dionysus’ trochees to the chorus’
iambs, are interpreted as alluding to moikiAlo and kopunol of the New
Music. G. Wills 19! defended the same idea arguing that Dionysus defeated
the frogs in a competition over poetic “beauty” (judged from the frogs’
point of view) by producing sounds even more disgusting than their
croaking — that is, farting. E. Rocconi!?? tried to expand on this argument,
claiming that the frog chorus shows signs of a work-song, and since
Euripides is accused of borrowing his lyrics from low genres (1301—
1303), this might well be an accusation leveled against the New Music in
general and implied by Aristophanes in this scene.

% For an overview see Campbell 1984 (with convincing criticism); Rocconi 2007,
137-138 n. 5. For the most part the frogs are thought to impersonate inferior poets
of various kinds; only Whitman 1964, 248-249, places them among Aristophanes’
champions (pace Campbell): their music is somewhat monotonous, but at least it
does not suffer from decadent multiformity, and they make Dionysus learn the rowing
rhythm of the Athenian fleet, whereas Euripides teaches the sailors only to talk back to
their commanders (Ran. 1071-1072).

100 Defradas 1969, followed with more restrain by Zimmermann 1984, 157;
159; 161.

101 Wills 1969.

102 Rocconi 2007.
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This hypothesis is interesting; however, none of its arguments are
truly compelling, and some are far-fetched.'® Stylistic analysis of the
passage reveals peculiarities that suggest objects of parody other than the
New Music.!%* In particular, compounds are an effective means of comic
language itself'% and at the same time a characteristic feature of choral lyrics
and tragedy (Aristophanes regularly uses them for paratragic effect, and in
the agon of the Frogs it is Aeschylus and not Euripides who is responsible
for heavy, powerful compounds'?). Refrains are used in cult invocations,
magical spells and popular songs,'%7 and they are also typical of Aeschylus
(see Ran. 1264—1277). Alternation and contest between the soloist and the
chorus is reminiscent of a folk tradition, particularly the amoebaean singing
agon.'%® The characteristics of an elevated style such as the Doric long
alpha, the choice of poetic words, archaisms, circumlocutions, and dactylo-
epitrite verse'? are traditional features of choral lyrics, including the kind
used by Pindar or Aeschylus,!!? and they are often intended to provide the
sort of comic effect beloved by Aristophanes: a combination of high and
low styles.!!! The frogs’ scene is perfectly entertaining even without being

103 For objections to Wills, see MacDowell 1972, 4; Kugelmeier 1996, 132—134;
to Defradas, Dover 1993, 56 n. 2; Kugelmeier 1996, 134-135; concerning (c) it may
be added that dithyrambic contests cannot be proved for the Anthesteria (Pickard-
Cambridge 1968, 16—17; Robertson 1993, 244 n. 133), and associations with Dionysus
have practically disappeared in the New Dithyramb. — The idea of Rocconi is not
convincing. Beyond the fact that the frogs sing during the rowing, traits of a rowing
song are in short supply: it is Charon and not the frogs who commands the rhythm
(208); the soloist rows instead of commanding; no part responds with only a rhythmical
cry to the song of another; the rhythm is irregular (note also that, since Dionysus
rows alone, he does not need to keep up the same rhythm); the frogs do not mention
Dionysus’ activity and on the whole do not communicate with him before he addresses
them. Facing this evident lack of similarity to a work-song, Rocconi sophisticatedly
refers to it as ‘deformazione comica’ (p. 141). Besides it has yet to be demonstrated
that it was a well-known trait of the New Music to borrow from low genres, rather
than a peculiarity of Euripides’ tragedy first observed by Aristophanes, and that such
an allusion could be made clear enough by imprecisely imitating just one such piece
outside an elevated context.

104 Zimmermann 1984, 157; Rocconi 2007, 139-140.

105 Campbell 1984, 165; Kugelmeier 1996, 134; admitted also by Defradas
1969, 31.

106 E.g. Ran. 929, 937, 1056: McEvilley1970, 274.

107 Dover 1993, 219; Kugelmeier 1996, 138.

108 Zimmermann 1984, 163; Kugelmeier 1996, 257.

109 Radermacher 1954, 171; 172; Zimmermann 1984, 157-160; Dover 1993, 219;
Kugelmeier 1996, 138-140.

110- Campbell 1984, 164—165; Zimmermann 1984, 157-158; Dover 1993, 219.

1 Zimmermann 1984, 81; 158; 161; Rau 1967, 13.
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a musical pastiche or parody: an elevated poetic style and high self-esteem
is funny when coming from frogs, as is its juxtaposition with the croaking
and the tone-lowering remarks of Dionysus.!!2

In addition, we have enough examples of the care Aristophanes took
to show his parodistic intentions:!'*> he names his targets!'* and uses
quotations from their works, either direct or comically distorted, but still
recognizable.''S Thus the lack of an explicit reference might be considered
an argument against parody. Nevertheless, the possibility of parody cannot
be excluded, as it might have been evident to the audience through the
music, which has since been lost.!16

However, even if the frogs’ chorus did satirize the New Music, it is
impossible to prove and hard to imagine that the croaking in Aristophanes’
comedy reflected the sound mimicry in the parodied dithyrambs. Defradas
himself argues that the onomatopoeia is a metaphorical representation of
avant-garde music designed to show the contrast between the result of
the frogs’ creativity — hoarse cacophonic sounds — and their own artistic
claims placed back-to-back with their BpekekexeE koo Kook,

(2) The sung parts of the parabasis in the Birds embellished with birds’
twittering (737-752, 769—784)'7 show a striking resemblance to the
frogs’ song. Both choruses praise themselves and refer to the gods (partly
the same) whom they please with their songs, and G. M. Sifakis believes
these themes are characteristic of performances of animal choruses from
the early stages of their development on.!'® Animal sounds could be used
for parody, but we do not need a parody to explain and enjoy their use.!!®
After all, it is more than natural to chirrup for a chorus of birds and croak
for a chorus of frogs.

Extant evidence is very limited, but there is little reason to doubt
that sound mimicry was mastered by authors of comedy for their own
buffoonish aims, rather than absorbed from some other genre. One might

112 Stanford 1958, 94 ad 210 ff.; Campbell 1984, 164; Kugelmeier 1996, 137; cf.
141: “parodistische Lyrik (auch ohne besonderes Objekt der Parodie)”.

113 See Schlesinger 1937; id. 1936.

114 Classes 1-3 in Schlesinger. The principle of personal invective is observed at
least until the transitional period from Old to Middle comedy (Nesselrath 1990, 250).
If Aristophanes mocks the representatives of the avant-garde style as a whole, the
group is also clearly indicated: Nub. 333 xvkAlov xopdV dopotokauntog; Pax 829
S318vpopPodidockdimy.

115 Classes 4-6 in Schlesinger.

116 MacDowell 1972, 5; Campbell 1984, 164.

117 Parody character was assumed for this chorus by A. Barker, see below n. 136.

118 Sifakis 1971, 95-97; 101-102.

119 Kugelmeier 1996, 143; 313.
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suppose that its use seemed appropriate whenever the chorus consisted
of animals, although our sources for theriomorphic choruses in Attic
tradition outside of Aristophanes are limited to vase-paintings and titles
of non-extant comedies,'?° which obviously provide no information on
onomatopoeic effects. Yet there is one piece of evidence proving that
the mimicking of sounds in comedy existed before the New Music. In
Aristoph. Eg. 522—-523 Magnes, the comic poet active ca. 475-450 BC, is
praised for being able to utter “all kinds of sounds”:

TAo0G & VUV pOVAG 1elg Kol YAAA®Y kol Ttepvyilmv
kol Avdilwv kol ynvilev kot Bortopuevog Botpoyetols

...though he produced every kind of sound for you, twanging the lyre,
flapping wings, speaking Lydian, buzzing like a gall-fly and dying
himself frog-green...!?!

(3) Similar issues with the frogs’ scene can be found within the
call-song of the Hoopoe in the Birds (227-262). Features that may be
associated with the New Music have been observed there too: first, it is
a monody of the late Euripides’ type, which probably required virtuoso
singing,'?? unusually long for a drama and with no observance of strophic
correspondence;!? second, it presents an unusual variety of rhythms
that change in every movement of the song.'?* However, the prevailing
opinion is that this piece was not intended as parody.!?> The Hoopoe is
surely not a dithyrambic poet, but a paratragic hero, Tereus the king,!2¢
and his monody is composed as a kKAntikog Vpvog!?’ in conventional high

120 See Sifakis 1971, 73—75 and 76-77 respectively.

121 Translation: Sommerstein 1981, 61.

122 Russo 1984, 245; Zimmermann 1984, 70 n. 3.

123 Mazon 1904, 99; Henderson 1957, 393.

124 Héndel 1963, 172 n. 2; Zimmermann 1984, 77-78. Pretagostini 1988
completes his analysis with a conclusion that appears contrary to his own obser-
vations: according to him, in the call-song Aristophanes rejected all fashionable
contemporary innovations. Meanwhile, of the innovations listed on p. 194, two (“la
preminenza riservata al ruolo dell’auleta” who provides a solo piece and “il mélange
di metri e ritmi”) are certainly present, and three others (“l’'uso sempre pit ampio
delle modulazioni vocalizzate della melodia”, “il ricorso ai superallungamenti per cui
il lungo poteva valere anche piu di due tempi” and “il progressive prevalere del dato
musicale su quello linguistico”) are impossible to judge without the music.

125 Mazon 1904, 99; White 1912, 593-594; Zimmermann 1984, 72; 81; 82;
Zimmermann 1989, 28; Zimmermann 1993b, 48; Kugelmeier 1996, 143.

126 Zimmermann 1984, 72; cf. Dunbar 1995, 161 ad v. 92.

127 Zimmermann 1984, 77.

N
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lyric style, including compound epithets'?® and archaizing words.!?° Here
again we see a combination of low and high style particularly typical of
Aristophanes’ autonomous “comic-fantastic” lyrics:!30 elevated poetry is
sung by a hoopoe, addressed to the birds rather than the gods and mixed
with the birds’ sounds and realities. There appears to be little reason to
interpret the bird-calls of the Hoopoe as allusions to typical features of
a parodied musical trend rather than as devices used for their own sake.

Stylistic similarities between some Aristophanic passages and
those of Euripides were observed long ago (Cratinus invented a verb
gopimdapiotopavilery for this purpose, fr. 342 K.—A.). It is well
known that Aristophanes, who was sometimes the harshest critic of the
New Music, was also inclined to adopt many of its characteristics in his
own writings.!3! Two explanations of this paradox have been proposed.
According to Th. McEvilley, it was only the sense-bearing aspect of the
avant-garde trend that annoyed Aristophanes — namely, its bombastic
and nonsensical poetry; however, he readily embraced most of the
technical musical innovations.!3? B. Zimmermann'33 argues that the poet
was well aware of the boundaries of his own genre in relation to others:
in his opinion, devices apt for comedy were out of place in a dithyramb,
nome or tragedy.

(4) A. Barker!3* sees parody of the New Music in the wordless part
of the Nightingale in the Birds. Attempts to find hints at such parody
in the Hoopoe’s wake-song addressed to his spouse (4Av. 209-222) are
not very convincing.'35 Still, an appealing assumption is that Procne is

128 Zimmermann 1984, 79 refers them to characteristic features of the New Music.

129 Zimmermann 1984, 79-80.

130 Pucci 1961, 393; Rau 1967, 13; Silk 1980, 129-130; 151 (“realistic-fantastic
lyric”); Zimmermann 1984, 72; 81; 158 (“komisch-fantastische Lyrik”).

131 Mazon 1904, 99; McEvilley 1970, 270-276; Zimmermann 1993b, 40; 48.

132 McEvilley 1970, 273; 275.

133 Zimmermann 1988, 44-45; Zimmermann 1995, 125; 128-129.

134 Barker 2004.

135 The supposed hint at confusing genres (Barker 2004, 192—193) may be called
into question. The terms Vpvog and vépog are synonymous for ‘song’, and Opfivog
and &leyog, for ‘sorrowful song’. Apollo’s lyre sounds in respond to the nightingale,
but mourning is impossible on behalf of the blessed gods, so the music that sounds
on the Olympus is probably different (cOpewvog can mean that the chorus of gods
and Apollo are in tune with each other and not with Procne). A certain discrepancy
between the lament of the nightingale and the gods’ 6AoAvyn as a reaction to it
cannot be denied, but in fact “it may seem plausible to read this as an essentially
unproblematic piece of poetic rhetoric, harmlessly expanding its praises of the
nightingale beyond what could literally be true” (Barker 2004, 192). Barker’s second
point (ibid., 194-195: &vtiydArov is associated with exotic musical instruments
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represented as a cheap auletris and shares the symbolism with the Muse
of Euripides in the Frogs (Ran. 1305-1308) — that is, the vulgarity of
the fashionable style of music.'3¢ I would even suggest going one step
further. If her appearance (demonstrated to the characters and the public
with a meaningful retardation, only after v. 666) is a sort of commentary
on the aulos interlude performed by her after v. 222, it might well be
that, rather than a stylization composed by Aristophanes, Procne played
a potpourri of famous pieces of the New Music or even one such piece: as
there is no clear indication of parody in the text, I believe that this would
be the only way to make the joke understandable to the public. Since
Procne is a nightingale, sound imitation of this bird’s voice in the aulos
intermezzo seems unavoidable (cf. Sch. Aristoph. Av. 222: pipettol Tig
v &anddva). Perhaps a popular composition existed in which an aulete
masterly mimicked the warbling of a nightingale — or else the viylopot
and tepetiopato of Philoxenus’ kind regularly created such associations?
This would then be another example of the use of onomatopoeic effects in
the New Music. Unfortunately, this is pure guesswork.!37

On the whole, barring Plutus (290-301) a relation between the New
Music and sound mimicry in comedy cannot be proved. Interpreting
Aristophanes’ passages with this kind of mimesis as pastiches or parodies,
some of which are aimed at the New Music, is still possible to a certain
extent. However, it should be emphasized that those who propose such
interpretations consider onomatopoeic effects not as objects of mockery,
but as a means of ridiculing the parodied works. The only probable case
in which onomatopoeia must be traced to Aristophanes’ target rather than

discussed in Athen. 14. 34-38, p. 634 b — 636 ¢, and thus with oriental flavour and
with the New Music) seems quite unconvincing. The author evaluates the credibility
of his own arguments with customary sobriety: “I cannot yet claim to have proved
that the nightingale stands here as an emblem of the excesses of the ‘new wave’
composers” (p. 195).

136 Since Barker assumes that the aulete in the Birds continued to play the part
of Procne until the end of the comedy (which I strongly doubt), he must conclude
that all the songs accompanied by him — at least from v. 676 — had an extravagantly
populist and decadent character: “She would be the perfect accompanist for such
figures as the Poet and Cinesias in the later episodes, and would effectively under-
cut any temptation to take seriously the various musical offerings of the chorus”
(Barker 2004, 203; 204 with n. 35). Thus the birds’ chorus becomes a portrait of the
musical avant-garde.

137 1f we accept the conclusion of Th. McEvilley (see above n. 132) that all
Aristophanes refuted in the New Music was the obscuring of the poetic text, then his
criticism of purely instrumental music becomes improbable if not impossible.
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himself is the Cyclops of Philoxenus alluded to in Plutus — and this is the
exception that proves the rule: in a case when the bleating of the chorus
sounded in the original, Aristophanes only refers to it and does not repeat
it himself.

This unique case is the only positive evidence available to support
the hypothesis that vocal sound mimicry in high lyrics was a novelty that
first appeared in the New Music. Following Zimmermann,'3® we may
suppose that Aristophanes felt this device appropriate only for comedy.
In this case, his parody was used to show that onomatopoeia, particularly
from a human voice, has a potentially comic effect and its use in elevated
genres such as dithyramb can yield unintentional ludicrous results.
However, this is not an inevitable conclusion: first, I believe that in the
Cyclops Philoxenus was deliberately using comic methods to produce
a comic effect;'3 and second, Aristophanes’ allusion does not sound like
criticism, but rather like a tribute to the work’s fame.!40

Still, this hypothesis is plausible and may well be correct, even with no
support other than argumentum ex silentio (vocal mimicry is widespread
in the time of Plato and may be postulated for the authors of the New
Music, but there is no evidence of it in earlier high lyric poetry). It does
not presuppose that “serious” genres borrowed vocal sound mimicry from
comedy — it could very well have been adopted under the influence of
instrumentalists.

To sum up: sound mimicry was not in itself a novelty — it was long
ago mastered by instruments in solo aulos- and cithara-playing, and
by voice in comedy. However, its use in the New Music may perhaps
illustrate other notorious features of this style: the confusion of genres,
the increasing importance of instrumental parts in dithyramb, tragedy
and sung nome, and moAvyopdic — the use of a larger number of notes
and scales.

Nina Almazova
Saint Petersburg State University;
Bibliotheca Classica Petropolitana

n.almazova@spbu.ru

138 See above n. 133.

139 Cf. Hartung 1846, 417: “Die Weise, in welcher Aristoteles Poet. 2, 4
[1448 a 15-18] diesen Kyklops des Philoxenos als Beispiel eines komischen
Dithyrambos erwihlt, beweist uns, dass keineswegs alle Dithyramben dieser Periode
von solcher Art gewesen sind”.

140 See above n. 51.
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The use of musical means to imitate non-musical sounds is often identified as
a characteristic of the New Music (an avant-garde trend reported to have developed
in Ancient Greece beginning around 450 BC), although it can be traceable to an
earlier period (at least to 584 BC). This paper reviews existing evidence on sound
mimicry in the Classical period and considers its possible connections with the
New Music. Particular attention is paid to distinguishing between vocal and
instrumental sound imitation, and separating onomatopoeic effects from other
types of mimesis somehow connected with music in texts. (I) The limited evidence
that focuses directly on famous artists of the New Music (Timotheus and Philoxenus)
leaves no doubt that they used sound mimicry, probably both by means of voice
and instruments. However, there is no clear indication that the use of such effects
was criticized for its innovation. (II) According to Plato, in his time sound mimicry
through the human voice was unexpectedly widespread in poetry; he also speaks of
it as a recognized feature of purely instrumental virtuoso music. Plato disapproved
of such senseless trickery, but his condemnations are not related to his complaints
about the recent degradation in music, and on the whole the New Music cannot be
blamed for everything Plato disliked in this art (such as wind instruments or
melodies without words). Still, in view of the fact that earlier lyrics, as far as we
know, showed little evidence of sound mimicry, it may be cautiously conjectured
that it was propagated in “high-style” sung poetry during the second half of the fifth
century BC. (IIT) Vocal onomatopoeic effects were mastered by Old Comedy, it
may be postulated, even prior to Aristophanes. Even if some passages that contain
sound imitation may be interpreted as Aristophanes’ pastiches or parodies of the
New Music, it is impossible to prove that this device was an object, rather than
a means, of mockery. If indeed it began to spread in monodic and choral lyrics in
the second half of the fifth century, we need not think that it was borrowed from
comedy rather than instrumental music. Perhaps some critics felt that sound
mimicry, with its comic potential, especially on human lips, was as much out of
place in serious poetic genres as it was at home in comedy, but we have no evidence
that specifically claims this. Onomatopoeia was not in itself a novelty, but its use
may illustrate features of the New Music such as the confusion of genres, the
increasing importance of instrumental parts and the growing numbers of sounds
and scales.

OTo0OpaXkeHNEe HEMY3bIKAJIBHBIX 3BYKOB MY3bIKAJIbHBIMU CPEJCTBAMU YaCTO BKIIIO-
JaeTcs B IEPEUeHb OTINYNTEIbHBIX MPU3HAKOB T.H. HOoBOMI My3bIKH (aBaHTapANCT-
CKOTO HampaBlIeHus, pa3BuBaBlierocs B JlpeBnell I'penun ¢ cepenuns! V B. 10
H.3.), XOTSI U3BECTHO, YTO 3TOT MIPHEM IPUMEHSIICS 3HAUUTEIBHO PAHBILE (110 MEHb-
et mepe ¢ 584 1. 10 H.5.). B craTbe paccMarpuBaloTcs Bce CyIIECTBYIONINE CBH-
JIETETTCTBA 3BYKOTIOPAXKAHNS B KIIACCHYECKYIO ATIOXY M BO3MOJKHOCTD CBSI3aTh MX
¢ HoBoii my3bikoii. Ocoboe BHUMaHHUE TIPH 3TOM YIEIISIETCS, BO-TICPBBIX, pa3rpaHu-
YEHHIO MEXIY 3BYKOINOAPAaKAHWEM BOKAJIbHBIMH M MHCTPYMEHTAJIBHBIMH Cpel-
CTBaMH, a BO-BTOPBIX — OTAEICHHUIO CBUICTEIHCTB 00 MMUTAIINH 3BYKOB ITPHUPOJIBI
OT MPOYMX YIIOMUHAHMI 0 “MuMecuce” B My3bikasibHOU chepe. (I) Hemuorouuc-
JICHHBIE COOOIIICHUSI, TPSMO CBSI3BIBAIOLIIE 3BYKOIIOAPAsKaHNE C IPEICTABUTEISIMH
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Hogoit my3sixu (Tumodeem 1 OUIIOKCEHOM), HE OCTABIISIOT COMHEHHI, 9TO OHU
HCHOJb30BAIU ITOT MpPHUEM, HO HUKTO HE KPUTHUKYET €ro Kak HOBOBBEICHUE.
(IT) TTnatoH CBUAETENHCTBYET, YTO B €0 BpeMs HEOXKHUJAHHO IIUPOKOE PaCIpo-
CTPAHEHUE TOJIYYUIIO 3BYKOMOJPA)KaHHWE MOCPEACTBOM YEIOBEUECKOIO TOJIO0Ca;
KpOMe TOTO, OHO OBUIO XapaKTepHOH 4epToil BUPTYO3HOH WHCTPYMEHTAIbHOI
My3bIKH. Puocod He ogoOpsieT ero kak OeccMbICIICHHbBIE (JOKYChI, OHAKO HUTJIE
HE CBSI3BIBACT C JIerpajaliieil HelaBHEro BPEeMEHH, U B LIEJIOM He BCE, YTO OCyXkK-
naet [11aToH B 3TOM HCKyccTBE (HanpuMep, TyXOBble HHCTPYMEHTBI MIIH MEJIOIUH
0e3 cIlloB), MOXKHO CBsI3bIBaTh C BozaeWcTBueM HoBoii My3biku. Tem He MeHee,
TIOCKOJIbKY B O0JIee paHHEH IMpHKe 3BYKOMOApasKaHUE TIPAKTHUIECKH HE 3aCBUIC-
TEIbCTBOBAHO, MOXKHO C OCTOPOXHOCTBIO MPEANOJI0KHUTh, YTO OHO MPOHHUKIO
B “BBICOKYIO” MYy3BIKaJIbHYIO [T033UI0 Ha poTsokeHnn 2-1 non. V B. (III) B pes-
Hell KOMeNH BOKAJIbHOE 3BYKOIOApakaHue, MO-BUJUMOMY, IPAKTUKOBAIOCH €IIe
10 Apucropana. XoTs HEKOTOPbIE COAEpIKAIINE €ro apucTo(haHOBCKUE CTPOKH
MOYKHO MHTEPIPETHPOBATh KaK mapoauto Ha HoByro My3bIKy WM CTUIM3ALMIO
IOJ] Hee, He YIaeTcsl JOKa3aTh, 4TO 3TOT NMpHEM KOoraa-Tu0o ObuT 00BEKTOM, a He
cpencTBOM ocMestHus. Eciin oH 1 B caMoM Jierie cTas pacipoCTPaHsAThCSI B MOHO-
JIUYECKOI U XOpoBOH Jmupuke oK. 450 1., 3aMMCTBOBATh €ro MO3THI MOITIM CKOpee
13 UHCTPYMEHTAJIBHOW MY3BIKH, YeM U3 KOMEIUH. BO3MOXHO, KTO-TO M3 aHTHY-
HBIX KPUTHKOB YyBCTBOBAJ, YTO 3BYKONOJPAKAHHIO, OCOOCHHO B HCIIOJHEHUHU
YEJIOBEUECKOTO T0JI0Ca, MPHUCYI MOTCHINAIBHBIN KOMUYECKUH 3G EKT, a moTomy
OHO YMECTHO B KOME/IMH, HO HUKAK HE B CEPbE3HBIX JKaHPAX, OJJHAKO MPSIMO TaKOE
MHEHHE HUKTO HE BBICKa3bIBacT. MTak, moapakaHue 3ByKaM MPUPOIBI CaMO IO
cebe He SBISIOCH HOBOBBEJICHHEM, HO ero npuMeHeHne B HoBoil My3bIke MOXKeT
WITIOCTPUPOBATh TAKHE OCOOCHHOCTH 3TOTO CTHIISA, KaK CMEIIEHHUE KaHPOB, BO3-
pacTaHMe PONM HMHCTPYMEHTANbHOM MYy3BIKM U 4YHCIA HCIOIb3YEMBIX 3BYKOB
U 3BYKOPSIOB.
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