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Introduction

Eleonora Rocconi and Tosca A.C. Lynch



The Ancient Notion of Mousikē

In Graeco‐Roman antiquity, performing arts were grouped under a single inclusive term: the Greek word mousikē (sc. technē), and its Latin calque ars musica. These terms allude to a much broader notion than their modern counterparts: they embraced many artistic activities (song, dance, poetry, instrumental accompaniments, or solos) and brought them all within the Muses’ domain. “Musical” (lit. “related to the Muses”) events often involved competitions and occurred on different religious and social occasions, in public spaces (as in the case of rituals that took place during civic festivals) as well as private homes (e.g. symposia). Through these musico‐poetic performances, which were shared and experienced collectively, Archaic and Classical poleis transmitted and reinforced important civic values. Later on, the professional performances of Hellenistic artists spread musico‐theatrical culture all over the Greek‐speaking world; the Roman Imperial power made the most of these performances too, in order to amuse and entertain the citizens of a “globalizing” world: at different times and in a variety of ways, music was at the core of Greek and Roman society.

Over the last decades, a wide range of scholarly disciplines have increasingly paid attention to ancient music culture. With regard to Classical Studies, the initial impulse originated with the so‐called performative turn, which affected numerous disciplines in the humanities and social sciences. This led Classicists to adopt the famous definition of song culture—coined by Herington (1985)—with the aim of emphasizing the intimate connection between song and poetry in Archaic and Classical Greece.1 As a consequence of this (by now) shared assumption, classical scholarship has considerably changed its approach to what we call “literature,” complementing a purely philological analysis of ancient texts with investigations into their performative components—key aspects that had often been overlooked in previous studies. Scholars working on Ancient Philosophy and Science have also long recognized the key role played by theoretical disciplines related to music—especially harmonics, the most important branch of ancient music theory—in the development of ancient scientific and philosophical thought, stressing their contiguity with other intellectual pursuits with regard to their methods, goals, and broader conceptualizations.

This exchange was facilitated by the fact that a large number of theoretical texts on music—which form the bulk of surviving documentary evidence on the topic of ancient music—have recently crossed the frontiers of exoteric knowledge, becoming more widely known and read. A key role in this process has been played by the outstanding work of Andrew Barker, who produced English translations and commentaries to the most relevant texts on ancient musical practice as well as harmonic and acoustic theory, ranging from their earliest stages in the Archaic age to the subsequent centuries (Barker 1984 and 1989). The ensuing publication of updated and comprehensive handbooks by eminent classicists (esp. West 1992) further contributed to shaping a historically informed picture of ancient musical concepts and practices, making basic knowledge on the topic much more accessible and at the same time encouraging the growth of specialist publications. The first repertoire of the surviving remains of notated music appeared about fifty years ago, thanks to the pioneering work of Egert Pöhlmann (1970); it was subsequently updated in collaboration with Martin West, producing a new English collection which is now the standard edition (Pöhlmann and West 2001). This collection contains new papyrological discoveries (with the exception of a few extra specimens found since 2001) as well as careful revisions of older texts, offering a more comprehensive account of the development of ancient music from the fifth century BC to the fourth century AD. Last but not least, archaeologists and art historians have paid a great deal of attention to visual evidence (including pictorial depictions, especially vase‐paintings, as well as reliefs, statues, coins, etc.), in order to identify the cultural meanings or the practical contexts of the musical scenes and items displayed on these artefacts. These efforts further confirmed the pervasiveness and relevance of the “art of the Muses” in the Greek and Roman worlds.2

Musicological Studies have traditionally focused on the reception of ancient culture in later times (especially up to the beginning of the Modern Era), seeking to identify the Classical roots of Medieval, Renaissance, and Early Modern musical theories and ideas. Up to the late 1990s, these musicological investigations were dominated by American scholars, especially Claude Palisca, the leading expert on the Florentine Camerata and the Italian musical Renaissance and early Baroque (times when intellectuals looked at Classical antiquity as an authoritative model);3 and Thomas J. Mathiesen, who is particularly known for his catalogue raisonné of ancient musical manuscripts for the Répertoire International des Sources Musicales—a collection of documentary evidence thanks to which ancient theoretical knowledge on music entered the Modern Era—and for establishing the online Thesaurus Musicarum Latinarum (TML) in the 1990s.4 More recently, musicologists have questioned the very definition of “music” and, consequently, have broadened their inquiry to include any kind of sound event and ancient soundscape.5 This has led to the emergence and development of frontier disciplines such as Music Archaeology (which promotes experimental explorations that aim at recreating instruments as well as playing techniques) and Archaeoacoustics (which examines the acoustics of archaeological sites and artefacts, regarding them as the products of intentional processes);6 these emerging areas have also benefited from hybridizations and mutual exchanges with the closely related disciplines of Anthropology and Ethnomusicology.7

Thanks to the contribution of these and other scholarly fields, the research field of Ancient Greek and Roman Music has now been established in its own right, and is recognized worldwide. This progress is also reflected by numerous conferences and workshops that—since the 1980s—have been devoted to this research area,8 and by the birth of associations that promote the creation and growth of international networks of scholars.9

The interdisciplinary nature of the topic is still very much central to the study of ancient mousikē, a field that continues to rely on contributions that differ significantly from one another (e.g. in their methodology and scholarly interests)—a variety that is reflected in the contributions collected in this Companion. Since the turn of the millennium, new research approaches have been developed too, including a more careful and meaningful evaluation of material evidence. This multidisciplinary endeavor is most clearly shown in the pivotal work of researchers like Stefan Hagel, who has investigated the relationship between instrumental practice and evolving conceptions of pitch, combining ancient theory with the evidence offered by the extant musical fragments and in‐depth analyses of musical instruments in the archaeological record (Hagel 2010). Another important contribution came from the “sensory turn” that took place in contemporary scholarship and has affected also the study of Classical Antiquity, as demonstrated by the numerous studies and volumes recently published on the topic:10 see especially the series of books The Senses in Antiquity, whose sixth and final volume is dedicated to sound (Butler and Nooter 2018). The burgeoning field of ancient Greek and Roman dance is also moving beyond general investigations on the ancient chorus and chorality, and is finding its own identity and autonomy (e.g., Naerebout 1997; Gianvittorio 2017; Schlapbach 2018).11 Roman music, often underestimated in the past in comparison to Greek music, has gradually gained greater prominence too: the pioneering volume by Wille, published in 1967, was the first book exclusively dedicated to music in Roman culture, but many others have appeared in recent years (Baudot 1973; Vendries 1999; Moore 2012; Vincent 2016). One should also not forget the diverse contributions given by many scholars who examined philosophical texts with an interest in music and have offered detailed interpretations of technicalities within the wider context of ancient Greek science and thought (e.g. Barker 2000 and 2007; Creese 2010; Pelosi 2010), provided new critical editions or commentaries to lesser known works or fragmentary texts (Petrucci 2012; Barker 2015; Wallace 2015; Raffa 2016a, 2016b and 2018), or focused on the reception of ancient concepts and ideas in later times (Hicks 2017; Prins and Vanhaelen 2017). Undoubtedly, Ancient Greek and Roman music is now a blossoming research field.12



The Organization of This Companion

This book follows a thematic, rather than a chronological division. It is divided into five main sections that reflect different aspects of contemporary scholarship (Philology, Archaeology, Musicology, Philosophy, Literary Studies, Reception Studies, etc.) and showcase the most promising directions for future research, relying on the expertise of leading specialists in the field as well as on contributions by younger scholars.

Part 1 (“Mythical Paradigms”) offers a survey of some key musical myths of antiquity, which turned into paradigmatic models for visual and literary representations of musical ideas and activities. To begin with (Chapter 1), Penelope Murray focuses on the deities from which the term “music” has been coined; this comprehensive account shows how, in Greek antiquity, the Muses—who were conceived as the embodiment of oral communication through song and dance—became the means through which human wisdom was preserved and transmitted to future generations. In Chapter 2, Ian Rutherford examines the musician god par excellence, Apollo, and looks at his mythical persona, musical instruments, genres and cult centers, as well as some key cultural values that originated from his figure: the symbolism of civic and cosmic harmony. Chapter 3, by Giorgio Ieranò, investigates the complex and ambivalent role of Dionysus as a musical god, in cultic settings as well as literary and visual representations. In Chapter 4, Pauline LeVen explores the relationship between music and natural environment through the figure of Pan, interpreting the symbolism behind this figure as a way of conceptualizing some unsettling aspects of the sounds of nature. Chapter 5, by Susanna Sarti, deals with the most important musical heroes of Greek myth (Orpheus, Olympus, Thamyris, and others), whose stories offer paradigmatic examples of music’s “psychagogic” power and illustrate the dangers of competing with the gods for excellence in artistic performance. The first section of the volume is closed by Luigi Galasso (Chapter 6), who looks at the transformation (or metamorphoses) of Hellenic musical myths in Roman culture focusing on one of the most popular works of ancient mythology: Ovid’s Metamorphoses.

Part 2 (“Contexts and Practices”) opens with an archaeological overview by Sylvain Perrot (Chapter 7)—a chapter that offers a topographical survey of Greek and Roman settings in which musical performances took place (including occasional spaces as well as areas specifically designed for this purpose), and also takes into account their possible acoustic properties. The next two chapters focus on the different media through which these performances were documented, preserved and transmitted: Chapter 8, by Maria Chiara Martinelli, looks at the relationship between oral techniques and literate technologies, especially papyri; Chapter 9, by Sheramy Bundrick, examines visual representations, the problems that arise in interpreting them, as well as the challenges faced by ancient artists in attempting to convey auditory experiences through a pictorial medium. The focus then shifts to specific genres and contexts, including theatrical performances (Chapter 10, by Marco Ercoles; Chapter 11, by Timothy J. Moore) and choral performances (Chapter 12, by Naomi A. Weiss; Chapter 13, by Zoa Alonso Fernández), both Greek and Roman. The following chapters investigate the specific techniques employed by various types of performers, with a special interest in professional musicians (Chapter 14, by Timothy Power, who looks at competitions as a pervasive factor that shaped Greek and Roman musical culture) and their vocal and instrumental skills (Chapter 15, by Kostantinos Melidis, on vocal training; Chapter 16, by Chrestos Terzēs, a detailed survey of the most important musical instruments of Classical Antiquity). In the last chapter of this section (Chapter 17), John Franklin explores the relationship between Greek musical culture and other Mediterranean musical traditions, with a special interest in Near Eastern music.

Part 3 (“Conceptualizing Music: Musical Theory and Thought”) explores the multiple ways in which music was conceptualized in philosophical, theoretical, medical, and rhetorical sources, looking at the interplay between their different approaches to, and uses of, music. Chapters 18–21 introduce readers who may not be familiar with these topics to the intricacies of Greek theoretical speculations, presenting different branches of music theory (Chapter 18, on acoustics, by Egert Pöhlmann; Chapter 19, on harmonics, by Andrew Barker; Chapter 19, on rhythmics, by Tosca A.C. Lynch), as well as the development of the ancient Greek system of musical notation (Chapter 21, by Stefan Hagel). The subsequent essays deal with other aspects of ancient musical thought: its role in education (Chapter 22, by Massimo Raffa), the evaluation, judgment, and criticism of its aesthetic value and quality (Chapter 23, by Eleonora Rocconi), and the intense emotional effects that music has on human beings (Chapter 24, by Francesco Pelosi). This section ends with discussions of the use of musical concepts and techniques in medical sources (Chapter 25, by Antonietta Provenza) and in rhetorical treatises (Chapter 26, by Verena Schulz)—discussions that show the permeability and interactions between different sciences in ancient times.

Part 4 (“Music and Society: Musical Identities, Ideology and Politics”) provides in‐depth evaluations of topics that have attracted considerable attention in recent scholarship. In Chapter 27, Mark Griffith discusses the key role played by music in defining the cultural identity of the Greeks, focusing on the—real and imaginary—musical cultures of Lesbos, Thebes, Thrace, and Anatolia. In Chapter 28 Mariella De Simone investigates the relationship between music and gender, exploring the role of women in musical composition and performance. The next chapter (Chapter 29, by Armand D’Angour) addresses the crucial function of musical ideology in ancient Greek culture, with special focus on the Classical Athenian debate on the phenomenon of “New Music.” The last two chapters examine the central, but markedly different, political functions that music had in Greek and Roman culture (Chapter 30, by Eric Csapo and Peter Wilson; Chapter 31, by Paola Dessì).

The chapters grouped in the last section of this book (Part 5: “Rediscovering Ancient Music: The Cultural Heritage of Mousikē”) explore the long‐lasting influence exerted by ancient Greek and Roman music on the following centuries, looking at its theoretical impact on Medieval music theory (Chapter 32, by Cecilia Panti) as well as aspects of modern performance (Chapter 33, by Donatella Restani) and visual heritage (Chapter 34, by Daniela Castaldo). These chapters do not, of course, offer comprehensive investigations of the complex transmission and modern reception of ancient theoretical concepts, models of performance and visual representations; they represent a preliminary, if incomplete, sketch of the influence of ancient musical models on the Medieval and Modern Age, bringing these often neglected areas to the attention of a wider scholarly community. The book is closed by an Appendix (by Tosca A.C. Lynch) that presents transcriptions and diagrams of the latest scholarly reconstructions of the ancient modes (harmoniai) attested in ancient musical treatises, accompanied by concise explanatory notes and references to relevant literature; this brief appendix is intended as a way to facilitate access to the most recent scholarship on this vital, if at times forbidding, aspect of ancient music for a variety of readers, including musicologists and professional musicians.

The succinct yet informative accounts presented in this Companion share the same overarching goal, but showcase different scholarly traditions and complementary methodologies. The Editors have strived to integrate these perspectives and establish links between them, in order to create a multifaceted and mutually enriching picture; individual authors remain of course responsible for the contents of their chapters, the accuracy of translations and references to ancient and modern sources. Eleonora Rocconi and Tosca A.C. Lynch have jointly edited the volume as a whole, with the exception of Chapters 6, 15, 16, 18, 25, 26, 28, 31–34, which have been edited independently by Eleonora Rocconi (I warmly thank Prof. Ian Till for his great help in editing the English).

We hope that the interplay of many voices and approaches will allow readers to gain an inclusive and “polyphonic” understanding of the culture of mousikē in Greek and Roman antiquity. We also hope that this Companion will give readers a chance to appreciate the abundance of subjects involved in this research field, and the crucial importance that each individual contribution has for the success of this enterprise: indeed, as Heraclitus put it, “the most beautiful harmony arises from different voices” (ek tōn diapherontōn kallistēn harmonian).
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NOTES


	1 Among the most important studies on the topic, see Havelock 1963; Gentili 1988; Edmunds and Wallace 1997; Goldhill and Osborn 1999. More generally on the phenomenon of cultural turns, see Bachmann‐Medick 2016.

	2 Wegner 1949; Paquette 1984; Maas and MacIntosh‐Snyder 1989. Most recently, e.g., Castaldo 2000; Bundrick 2005; Lissarrague 2006; Bellia and Marconi 2016.

	3 See especially Palisca 1985 and 1994.

	4 Mathiesen 1988. The manuscripts listed and discussed in this catalogue run from the eleventh to the sixteenth centuries AD. The vast majority of them, however, was produced between the fifteenth and the sixteenth centuries, when the diffusion of big scriptoria and a growing demand for authoritative evidence on ancient Greek music theory—until then known only through Boethius’ authority and mediation—led to the production of composite collections of theoretical musical writings, featuring a great variety of combinations (Mathiesen 1992).

	5 On the notion of soundscape, see Schafer 1977. The most recent contribution on the topic, as far as antiquity is concerned, is Emerit, Perrot, and Vincent 2015.

	6 Both 2009; Till 2014.

	7 E.g. Restani 2006.

	8 The first international gathering of scholars working on ancient Greek music took place on the occasion of a conference entitled La Musica in Grecia, held at the University of Urbino in 1985 (see Gentili and Pretagostini 1988). Several other international conferences that focused on ancient Greek and Roman music have followed since, including the MOISA Meetings, MOISA Summer Schools and the ARION‐MOISA Seminars (see n. 9). It was only much later that a full‐scale international conference was entirely dedicated to the music of Augustan Rome: the symposium entitled Music in the Time of Vergil, sponsored by the Vergilian Society in June 2016 in Cuma, Italy (see Moore 2018).

	9 See especially MOISA: International Society for the Study of Greek and Roman Music and its Cultural Heritage (http://www.moisasociety.org/). In the past twenty years, other societies and study‐groups have been created: some focus on specific topics (e.g. The Network for the Study of Archaic and Classical Greek Song, whose proceedings are published in a dedicated series titled “Studies in Archaic and Classical Greek Song”), whereas others aim at comparing different ancient musical cultures (e.g. ISGMA: the International Study Group on Music Archaeology, founded by Ellen Hickmann and Ricardo Eichmann, which promoted the publication of a book series called “Studien zur Musikarchäologie”).

	10 E.g., Toner 2016; Betts 2017.

	11 Two recent international conferences have been devoted to the topic of ancient dance: the first, entitled Narratives in Motion. The Art of Dancing Stories in Antiquity and Beyond, took place in June 2018 at the Department of Classics of the University of Vienna, Austria; the second, focused on Roman culture (The Dance of Priests, Matronae, and Philosophers: Aspects of Dance Culture in Rome and in the Roman Empire), was held at the University of Fribourg, Switzerland, in June 2019. For detailed reports of these events, see Gianvittorio 2020 and Schlapbach 2020.

	12 A journal wholly dedicated to ancient Greek and Roman music was established in 2013: Greek and Roman Musical Studies (https://brill.com/view/journals/grms/grms‐overview.xml).







PART I
MYTHICAL PARADIGMS








CHAPTER ONE
The Mythology of the Muses

Penelope Murray



In Greek mythology, the Muses are deities of poetry, song, music, and dance who preside over the realm of mousikē, the origin of our word “music,” to which they give their name. Many cultures have believed in the divine origin of poetry and song, but these goddesses seem to have been a peculiarly Greek invention. In origin they appear to have been nature deities of the same stock as the nymphs, like the Charites (Graces) and the Hōrai (Seasons) with whom they are often linked (see LeVen in this volume). Such female pluralities are a typical feature of Greek religious belief which peoples nature with gods. But the Muses’ specialization in song also reflects the centrality of choral music and dancing in the culture of early Greece (see Weiss in this volume). In the divine world they form the archetypal chorus, singing and dancing for the pleasure of the gods, often with Apollo as their leader (see Rutherford in this volume); in the human world they inspire poets and bestow on mortals the divine gift of song.

Poets from Homer onward invoked the Muses, either singly or as a group, and depicted themselves in elaborate imagery as servants, priests, or prophets of the goddesses, but the Muses were far more than deities of poetry: in the oral culture of early Greece, in which all ideas, whether religious, political, moral, or social, were expressed through the medium of song, they effectively encompassed all human wisdom, and their presence was ubiquitous (Herington 1985, 58–76). Yet they remain somewhat enigmatic figures. Although they are goddesses with the essential attributes of divinity, including immortality, anthropomorphism, and power (Henrichs 2010), there is nevertheless something abstract or at least indefinite about them. As E.R. Curtius long ago pointed out, unlike the other Olympians, they have “no well‐marked personalities” (1953, 229) and they appear in different guises in different authors. Something of this flexibility can be seen in the range of relationships that poets can have with a Muse, which goes far beyond that of other deities, and also in the practice of invocation, one of our prime sources of evidence for their existence (Murray 2014, 21–7). Homer’s Muses are nameless and oscillate between singular and plural, apparently with indifference, their “uncanny ability” to do so at its most stark in the final book of the Odyssey where they lead the thrēnos at Achilles’ funeral, “both as a chorus of nine and in the seemingly abstract singular” (Porter 2013, 9 on Od. 24.60–3). This lack of fixity in relation to both their number and their names is evident throughout the Archaic and Classical periods and, despite the canonical status of Hesiod’s version of their story, discussed below, conflicting traditions about them continued well into Roman times (Mojsik 2011).

Whatever their number, the original multiplicity of the Muses must stem in part from their functioning as a chorus, and the anonymity that characterizes many of their early appearances is also typical of female collectives whose identity is defined through membership of the group rather than at the level of the individual (Calame 1997, 30–3; Mojsik 2008, 60–71; Christian 2014,104). But another aspect that contributes to their fluidity is their unusually close identification with their product (Halliwell 2011, 58): from the start the Muses are not only inspirers and performers of poetry but, through metonymy, can stand for song itself. The Muse is thus simultaneously the external source of inspiration and “the divine embodiment of the music itself as performed” (Hardie 2009, 36). Hence, the presentation varies, with the Muses taking on the characteristics of the types of poetry in which they appear. Thus, for example, they tend to be sexless and impersonal in epic; in sympotic poetry their gifts are closely associated with Dionysus and Aphrodite, whereas in epinician poetry their immortalizing function is frequently evoked. References to the Muses in tragedy associate them with mourning (Lada‐Richards 2002), in comedy with celebration and festivity (Calame 2004). In other words, the Muses can take on the coloring of their surroundings as if they have no fixed identities of their own. This metapoetic function is one that they retain throughout the ages (Schlapbach 2014, 33–4) and is no doubt one reason why the image of the Muses survived long after the religious belief system in which they originated had disappeared (Murray 2015).

To speak of their metapoetic function, however, is not to imply that they are merely a literary invention. If confirmation were needed of that fact, their depiction on vase‐paintings, where they sing and play in the company of gods and poets, shows that they were part of the shared reality of Greek culture (Harriott 1969, 25–33; Queyrel 1992; Bundrick 2005, 49–102). Evidence for cult worship of the Muses proliferates from the fifth century BC onward, particularly in connection with the rôle of mousikē in education and the subsequent burgeoning of cults of poets and intellectuals (Zanker 1995; Clay 2004; Hardie 2018). But in the earlier period the situation is obscure. Given their nymph‐like qualities and localized epithets (Olympiades, Helikoniades, Pierides, and so on), local cults of the Muses have generally been assumed to be ancient and widespread. But whether there is material evidence to support this view is a matter of dispute (Caruso 2016; Mojsik 2019). Most of our information derives from sources that are comparatively late, notably Pausanias and Plutarch, and it is often difficult to distinguish between genuine tradition and learned theorizing (Hardie 2006). So, whilst they emerge from a background of belief that is typical of early Greek religious thought, it may well be that it is only when Muses are differentiated from nymphs as a specific group and have a clearly defined social function that their cult worship is given a clear focus. Such a view would be supported by the parallel development in iconography, where Muses are generally indistinguishable from other groups of female figures in the early period (except on the rare occasions when they are identified by inscriptions), and only attain a definitive visual identity in the Classical era (Bundrick 2005, 51–60). But whatever their religious status, there can be no doubt that the Muses were firmly embedded in the Greek mythical imagination, and their very existence testifies to the importance of their art, both as a collective activity, and as a channel of communication between human and divine. Their image and function change, of course, over time, but many of the themes that recur in their history can be found in the earliest Greek poetic texts that established their Panhellenic status, and that served as models for the subsequent representation of human musical activities in antiquity and beyond (Christian, Guest, and Wedepohl 2014).



Harmony, Pleasure, and Power

The first time we see the Muses in Greek literature they are singing at the feast of the gods that restores harmony on Olympus after the quarrel between Hera and Thetis over the fate of mortals in the first book of the Iliad. Unquenchable laughter shakes the gods as Hephaestus bustles about the palace pouring nectar into their cups, and they feast all day until the setting of the sun whilst Apollo plays his lyre and the Muses sing, responding with beautiful voice (Il. 1.595–604). In marked contrast to the situation on earth where the devastating consequences of the bitter dispute between Achilles and Agamemnon are about to unfold, peace reigns on Olympus as the gods indulge themselves with feasting, music and song. This typical scene of divine pleasure is further elaborated in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo (182–206, with Richardson 2010), where Apollo joins the gods on Olympus, and all devote themselves to the music of the lyre and song. As he plays his lyre in their midst, stepping fine and high, radiance shining from his sparkling tunic and twinkling feet, the Muses sing all together, responding with beautiful voice (opi kalēi, 189, the same phrase as at Il. 1.604) whilst the Graces and the Seasons, Harmonia, Hebe, and Aphrodite dance, holding each other by the wrist. Zeus and Leto are filled with joy as they look on, their pleasure mirroring that of the imagined human spectator at the Delian festival, described earlier in the Hymn (146–64), to whom the participants seem like “unaging immortals” (151) as they sing and dance for the god. Above all he wonders at the beauty and skill of the Delian Maidens, the human counterpart of the divine chorus of Muses, who can sing songs to charm the hearts of mortals, bringing to life the men and women of old, and mimicking the voices of all. For gods and human beings alike, music is a source of pleasure, but, as always, we are reminded of the crucial divide between the two when the Muses sing of the helplessness of human beings and their inability to find a remedy against old age and death (190–3). The implied contrast between the two modes of existence at the end of Iliad is made explicit in the Muses’ song, for whilst humans may seem like gods in the moment of performance, in reality their enjoyment is short‐lived, doomed as they are to suffering and death.

These archetypal scenes foreground the beauty of the Muses’ voices and the appeal of music to the senses, an idea which is also prominent in the proem to Hesiod’s Theogony, the fullest and most vivid description we have of mousikē in action, and the foundational text in their mythology (Clay 2003, 50–72). Hesiod prefaces this poem on the origin and genealogies of the gods with a great hymn to the goddesses who inspire it, the Muses who dwell on mount Helicon (1–103, with West 1966). The sheer pleasure in musical activity and its physical sensations is one of the great themes of this opening passage in which the Muses delight the mind of their father, Zeus, and the other gods with the loveliness of their singing, as they process to Olympus, the black earth resounding beneath their dancing feet. Sonic effects are much to the fore (lines 39–43) as they harmonize their sound, and their “tireless voice flows sweet from their mouths” (Most 2006, 5) “lily‐like” (leirioessēi) and “deathless” (ambroton). Hesiod depicts them as nymph‐like creatures, at one with nature as they dance on Helicon and bathe in its holy springs, and their affinity with nymphs has often been stressed: they are virginal, they delight in solitary places and they are typically associated with mountains, caves, and pastoral landscapes near springs and sources of water, the fundamental habitat of the nymphs (Larson 2001 and 2007). The floral attributes which they carry in early iconography also suggest a connection with the natural world, which they share with the many other female pluralities that feature so prominently in the mythical imagination. Originating from this same general group, the Muses can be seen as the divine prototype of the choruses of young girls found everywhere in early Greece, and their dancing provides the model for that of human beings (Calame 1997).

Whether human or divine, the female chorus operates as a unity. The chorus of Muses, although plural, sings with one voice (opi kalēi, in the singular, as above). Hesiod’s Muses are a group of nine (Theog. 60, 77–9, 916–17), yet what is emphasized about them is their “like‐mindedness” (60) and the concordance of their voices (39). Like many other female collectives, they are envisaged as a group whose qualities and attributes are interchangeable, even though Hesiod gives them individual names and is, apparently, the first to do so: Clio, Euterpe, Thalia, Melpomene, Terpsichore, Erato, Polymnia, Urania and Calliope (77–9). These names are instructive since they are all “speaking names,” that is, they all have a meaning, which can be roughly translated as Celebrating, Delighting, Festive, Singing, Dance‐delight, Lovely, Many Hymning, Heavenly, Beautiful Voice. The names in themselves derive from words and phrases describing the Muses’ activities in the previous verses. So, Clio picks up on kleiousin (67) where they “celebrate” the good ways of the immortals, Euterpe on terpousi (37 and 51) where they “delight” the mind of their father, Thalia on en thaliēis (65) referring to the “festivities” which are the characteristic setting for their choruses. The name Singing looks back to melpontai (66) where they “sing,” Dance‐delight to choroi (63) and chorous (7), both of which describe their “dancing,” Lovely to eratēn (65), epēraton (67) and eratos (70), which suggest the erotic “loveliness” of the sound of their voices and their dancing feet. Similarly, Polymnia is anticipated by hymneusais (70) and hymneusai (11 and 37) and their “hymning,” Urania by ouranōi (71) and Zeus’ reign “in heaven,” Calliope by opi kalēi (68) where the Muses exult in their “beautiful voice.” This granting of names is almost an act of creation in itself, for as Thalmann has observed, the transformation of verbs, nouns, and adjectives into proper names virtually summons the goddesses into existence through language, so that “song turns into the divinities who are its patrons” (1984, 138). Each name could be said to personify an aspect of poetry and song that came into being with the Muses’ birth (Murray 2005), but they are not used to define the goddesses as individuals. Indeed, some are not exclusive to Muses, and the names Thalia, Clio, Urania, and Erato are shared by Nereids, Charites, nymphs, and maenads (Mojsik 2011, 59–60). In later times individual Muses were given specific functions (Murray 2004; Hardie 2009), but for Hesiod the Muses exist as a plurality, as a chorus of like‐minded sisters, one implying all the others, and their names represent the totality of musical experience that they embody. Order, harmony, beauty, and pleasure are the essential qualities of choral performance, and the Muses themselves epitomize that ideal.

The natural connection between the Muses and harmony is a constant motif in their history, given lyrical expression in Euripides’ Medea when the chorus sings the praises of Athens, the land where “the nine Pierian Muses created golden‐haired Harmonia” (830–2): harmony is an essential characteristic of their sisterhood, and harmony personified is the product of their unity. Similar ideas are at play in the mythological stories of the Muses’ presence at weddings whose very purpose is to bring about the harmonious union between husband and wife. According to Pindar (Pythian 3.88–95) Peleus and Cadmus attained the highest happiness known to man when the golden‐crowned Muses sang at their weddings, the one to Thetis on Mount Pelion, the other to Harmonia in Thebes.1 The wedding of Peleus and Thetis is also the setting for the earliest known depiction of the Muses in Greek art. On a black‐figure dinos by Sophilos (c. 580–570 BC, see Bundrick in this volume) two groups of Muses are depicted in the wedding procession, one group of three accompanying the chariot of Apollo who plays his lyre, the other of five beside the chariot of Ares and Aphrodite, a juxtaposition which perhaps implies the idea of harmony, since Harmonia was their daughter (Hes. Theog. 933–7; Bundrick 2005, 52). Similarly, on the François Vase (c. 570 BC, see Bundrick in this volume), where all nine Muses are portrayed for the first time, and identified with inscriptions, the wedding of Peleus and Thetis provides the context for their appearance. These archetypal scenes, which recur in the classical tradition right through to the Renaissance (Christian 2014, 109–10) symbolize the idea that harmony, whether literal or metaphorical, is the gift that the Muses bring.

Another significant aspect of the Muses’ mythology is their proximity to the most powerful god of all, Zeus. Indeed, their prime function in the Theogony is praise of Zeus, around whose altar they dance at the beginning of the poem (l. 4), and their attachment to him is repeatedly emphasized in the formulaic line that describes them as “Olympian Muses, daughters of Zeus the aegis‐bearer” (25, 52, 966, 1022). Already in Homer they are given the epithet “Olympian” (shared by no other deity apart from Zeus himself), and are depicted as daughters of Zeus (Il. 2.491). But that relationship is fundamental to the Theogony, which tells the story of Zeus’ rise to power, from the origins of the world in primeval Chaos to the establishment of his supremacy as ruler of the Olympian gods. The poem, which the Muses inspire, mirrors the song of the Muses themselves who delight the mind of their father by singing of his victory over Cronus and the Titans, and celebrating the blessings of his rule (43–51). Just as Zeus imposed order on the world, allocating ordinances and domains to the gods, so his daughters exemplify that order in the harmony and unanimity of their singing, in marked contrast to the plethora of discordant voices threatened by Zeus’ last enemy, Typhoeus (829–33; Stehle 1997, 205–6).

That theme of Zeus’ supremacy and the triumph of musical harmony over violence and disorder is also central to Pindar’s great first Pythian Ode, where music is not only aligned with the cosmic order of Zeus, but the means by which he imposes his will on the world. The golden lyre, instrument of Apollo and the Muses, has power over all who hear it, enchanting even Ares, the god of war, himself (1–12), whilst those hostile to Zeus are terrified at the sound of the Muses’ cry, boa (13), a word with a wide semantic range covering, for example, the sound of pipes and lyres, the roaring of a crowd, the proclamation of a herald or a war cry (Morgan 2015, 314). Their song here becomes a weapon against which the hundred‐headed monster Typhon (Hesiod’s Typhoeus) can only rage in frustration as he sends forth fire and lava from his prison beneath Mount Etna (13–28), powerless to overturn the cosmic authority of Zeus. In this mythical image the true meaning of their epithet Olympiades is revealed, for though the Muses may be minor deities, and a female collective at that,2 they are nevertheless at the heart of the Olympian pantheon, their song seen as an essential component in the stability of Zeus’ world.

The Muses’ affinity with Zeus is also attested in the story told by Pindar that, when he had imposed order on the world, Zeus asked the assembled gods if there was anything that they lacked. They replied that he should create for himself immortals who would “adorn” or “set in order” (katakosmēsousi) with words and music all the great deeds and institutions for which he was responsible (Hymns fr. 31).3 The implication is that his kosmos is incomplete without the singing of the Muses who are brought into being specifically to celebrate its beauty. The verb katakosmein, whose primary meaning is to “set in order,” suggests more than simple adornment—perhaps even that the Muses’ song confers a meaning on Zeus’ orderly creation that it would otherwise lack (Pucci 1998, 31–3). At any rate, this myth gives music a necessary rôle in the constitution of the kosmos whose glory must be uttered in order for it to be complete. Walter Otto draws an interesting contrast between this and the situation in the Old Testament where the creation in itself expresses God’s greatness. Whereas for the psalmist “The heavens declare the glory of God” (Psalm 19), the work of Zeus needs a voice to proclaim its existence, and the Muses are created to fulfill that purpose (Otto 1956, 28–9). This account of the Muses’ origins is unique to Pindar, but their function is essentially the same as that described in Hesiod’s Theogony: praise of Zeus and the cosmic order he has constructed.



Memory

The importance of the Muses in early Greek culture is evident from their close relationship with their father, Zeus, the king of the gods, but through their mother they are linked to an earlier generation of divine beings who preceded him. In accordance with the genealogical patterning that typifies his poem, Hesiod makes them the daughters of Mnemosyne, the personification of memory in its dual capacity of preserving the past and allowing the possibility of remembrance in the future (Theog. 53–5, 915–17). Mnemosyne is a Titan goddess, the daughter of the primordial deities Uranos (Sky) and Gaia (Earth), and thus one of the most ancient of divine powers. According to Pausanias (9.29.4), Mimnermus (fr. 13) knew of two generations of Muses, the elder the daughters of Uranos and Gaia, the younger the children of Zeus, whilst Alcman (fr. 2.ii.28) made the Muses the daughters of Gē (fr. 2.ii.28). The antiquity of the Muses is attested in these varying versions of their parentage, but it was Hesiod’s richly symbolic genealogy that became the dominant one, reflecting an age‐old connection between memory and song that has its origins in an oral culture. In a world without writing, memory is virtually the source of the poet’s inspiration, since the bard must not only retain in his mind the oral diction out of which his poetry is made, but also create his song from it. At the most basic level, the bard cannot function without it. But memory also provides knowledge of the past that the Muses bestow, and guarantees that the fame of glorious deeds is not forgotten. Myth makes Mnemosyne the mother of the Muses because memory is at the heart of song, and Hesiod’s genealogy embodies that relationship (Vernant 1965, I. 80–107; Simondon 1982, 103–27).

Mnemosyne does not feature in Homer, but the deep connection between memory and poetry is already apparent in the Iliad. So, for example, when the bard invokes the Muses before the catalogue of ships (Il. 2.484–93) he contrasts his own ignorance with the omniscience of the goddesses: he, being human, relies merely on hearsay, whereas they are ever‐present witnesses of events who see, and therefore, know all things. He needs their aid because, whatever his prowess, he would never be able to name all the leaders and troops who came to Troy unless the Muses reminded him, the verb mimnēskomai at l.492 underlining the role of memory in the process. Pindar takes up and expands on this theme, explicitly invoking the Muses as daughters of Mnemosyne, who know all things (Paean 6.54–8) and asking them for help in his poetic task, since men’s minds are blind without the wisdom they impart (Paean 7b.15–20). Here the Muses’ memory relates not only to recollection of the past but to all knowledge that is hidden from mortal eyes. That knowledge can go back to a time before human history, as we can see from the Homeric Hymn to Hermes where Hermes delights Apollo with the sound of his newly invented lyre. He sings of the origins of the gods and how they received their portions, praising first and foremost Mnemosyne, the mother of the Muses, who is his patron (4.427–33). Mnemosyne takes pride of place as the source of the young god’s song, just as her daughters are celebrated in the proem to Hesiod’s Theogony where they themselves sing of the birth of the gods “from the beginning” (ex archēs, l.45) and bestow their gift on the poet, so that he too can sing of their generation “from the beginning” (ex archēs, l.115). In both these theogonies, the past is seen not just as the antecedent of the present but also as the source from which it derives (Simondon 1982, 107).

The interdependence of the Muses and Mnemosyne is embodied in their genealogy, and perhaps also exists at the level of language. The etymology of the word mousa is disputed, but the majority of experts argue that it derives from the same root, *men‐, as mimnēskomai (“I call to mind,” or “remember”) and other related words to do with memory and thought in its various manifestations (e.g. West 2007, 31–5; Brillante 2009, 43–4). If this is correct it would underpin a deep‐seated connection that is well attested in archaic and classical literature.4 In fact, the link between memory and song, between time and poetry, remains close throughout Greek culture and beyond (Schlapbach 2014, 37–9). The Muses themselves are omniscient, and through their inspiration the poet is able to experience the past as if he too were present and thus to make it live for his audience. This making present is indeed a hallmark of the Muses’ function, as we can see, for example, in the paradigmatic scene with Demodocus in book 8 of the Odyssey (486–91) where Odysseus says that it must have been a Muse or Apollo who taught him, so beautifully did he sing of the fate of the Achaeans, as if he himself had been present or had heard it from another witness of the events. Past and present come together in the moment of performance as all are transported to another world by the authenticity of the bard’s account (Halliwell 2011, 77–88).

The recollecting and recording of the past is one aspect of the Muses’ relationship to memory. But equally significant is their role in perpetuating remembrance for the future, as can be seen in the exceptional honor accorded to Achilles when the Muses led the mourning at his funeral (Hom. Od. 24.60–2, 93–4; Pind. Isthm. 8.56–62). The dirge that they sing ensures that his name will not die, that his kleos will live amongst men for ever in the epic poetry that celebrates his deeds. As grief is transmuted into song, the immortality that the Muses confer transcends the suffering and brevity of the hero’s tragic life.

The immortalizing power of poetry is a favorite theme from Homer onward, but it is not confined to epic.5 So, to take one of the best‐known examples, Theognis (237–54) claims that he has given wings to his addressee, Cyrnus, so that he will fly over land and sea, his fame ever present on the lips of men as they sing of him at banquets and feasts. Even in death, his kleos will never die, for his name will be immortal thanks to the “glorious gifts of the violet‐crowned Muses” (250). Conversely, Sappho (fr. 55) chides an uncultured woman (apaideuton) with the thought that when she dies there will be no memory (mnamosuna) of her since she has “no share in the roses of Pieria” (2–3). Instead she will wander to and fro, unseen, amongst the shadowy corpses in Hades, unremembered because of her ignorance of the Muses (Hardie 2005).

In a different context, Pindar (Nem. 1.12) proclaims that the Muse loves to commemorate (memnasthai) great contests, and it is Pindar again who brings out the significance of the Muses’ genealogy for this topos when he pictures Mnemosyne as a mirror to noble deeds that would lie in obscurity unless celebrated in poetry’s famous songs (Nem. 7.11–16). Fame and Mnemosyne are similarly brought together in a chorus of Euripides’ Hercules Furens where they sing of a life dedicated to the Muses, of Mnemosyne and of Heracles’ glorious victories, which will be forever remembered in song (673–86).

In an oral culture, fame depends, of course, on musical performance, and in practice “immortality” is achieved when a song becomes part of the Panhellenic repertoire and travels through space and time. But beyond that merely practical consideration, we could say that in mythic thought the Muses, as daughters of Memory, counteract the effects of time by preserving for the future what belongs to the past. Through their gift, the subjects of song are elevated beyond a particular performance in the transient present to a more permanent realm where, together with the gods and heroes, they become part of the common cultural heritage (Thalmann 1984, 113–17; Herington 1985, 59–60).



Performance, Consolation, and Mortality

For the favored few there is the compensation of everlasting fame through poetry, but song brings consolation to ordinary mortals, too. Thus, Hesiod describes how a man whose heart is withered by recent bereavement forgets his cares as soon as he hears a bard singing of the famous deeds of men of old, or of the gods who dwell on Olympus, his anguish quickly turned aside by the goddesses’ gifts (Theog. 98–103). When Memory lay with Zeus and gave birth to the Muses she brought forth “forgetfulness of evils” for mortals, a paradox that is emphasized by the word play on Mnēmosynē (Memory) and lēsmosynē (forgetfulness) in Hesiod’s text (54–5). The idea of song as a solace for the ills of mortality is deep‐seated in Greek culture, as is that of its quasi‐magical power to enchant (thelgein) all those who hear it (Halliwell 2011, 45–55). Typical of the intensity of such experience is Apollo’s reaction to the music of the newly invented lyre in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes, where the loveliness of its sound invades his senses, and he is seized with longing as he listens to Hermes’ wondrous singing (420–52 with Richardson 2010). The effects of music are vividly conveyed by this description, but whereas for gods it merely enhances an already care‐free existence, for human beings it acts as an antidote against the inevitable miseries of death and decay, its value all the greater through its power to liberate the listener, at least momentarily, from the conditions of mortality. Plato later drew on these traditional ideas in his semi‐mythical account of the origins of paideia in the Laws (2.653d–654a), when he says that the gods took pity on the human race, “born to suffer as it was,” and gave them the Muses, with Apollo as their leader, and Dionysus, who taught them how to dance. Celebrating the religious festivals instituted in honor of these deities gives refreshment to care‐worn mortals, restoring them to wholeness as they find solace from their labors in the choral worship of the gods, “their companions in the dance” (654a). Plato’s formulation here suggests that it is above all through participation in musical performance that the presence of the gods is felt and the power of the Muses is experienced (Söffner 2014).

Greek myth portrays music as a gift of the gods, and the Muses are both the embodiment of music and the channel through which that gift is communicated to human beings. Hesiod’s encounter with the goddesses on mount Helicon, the archetypal epiphany and the model for many such scenes of poetic initiation in antiquity,6 singles him out from his fellow human beings, and authorizes him as a divine singer in traditional terms that are part of the belief system that made such epiphanies possible (Henrichs 2010, 32–5). But the relationship with the Muses does not end there, for the equally traditional practice of invocation implies their presence in every poetic performance, reminding us that music is above all a performative art (Cook 1998, 73–8) whose effectiveness depends on the participation of the goddesses in the process. When the Thracian bard Thamyris met the Muses and enraged them by boasting that he could beat them in a contest, they put a stop to his singing, depriving him of his divine gift of song and making him forget his kitharist’s ability (Il. 2.594–600).7 This story can be read in a number of ways, most obviously as a classic tale of the punishment of human hybris, and it fits with other myths of the misuse of music, for example, that of Marsyas, flayed alive for challenging Apollo to a musical contest (Pl. Euthyd. 285c–d), or of Linus, who was killed by Apollo for rivaling him in song (Pausanias 9.29.6). But the image of the silenced Thamyris is also a potent reminder of what a world without Muses would be like.

In the oral society in which the Muses originate, music is the basis of culture and the means by which human beings can transcend their mortality, if only in the moment of performance, or, for the favored few, through the remembrance that song confers. In that context, to live without the Muses, as Stephen Halliwell has put it, is “to lack something essential to the most fulfilling kind of human existence” (2012, 17). As society changes, so too do the Muses: broadly speaking they move from being anthropomorphic goddesses to quasi‐personifications of predominantly creative and intellectual practices, whilst always retaining their connection with poetic inspiration (Murray 2004). But though the scope and meaning of mousikē change over time, we can say that throughout antiquity the Muses were essential to a civilized and fully human life.



FURTHER READING

Semenzato 2017 is an indispensable resource, providing a detailed analysis of all passages in which Muses are mentioned in epic and lyric poetry from the eighth to fifth centuries BC. Camilloni 1998 is a useful general study of the Muses in antiquity, but there is nothing of this sort in English. Tomasz Mojsik’s forthcoming book on the Muses in the Routledge Gods and Heroes series is therefore eagerly awaited. Harriott 1969 remains a good starting point on the Muses before Plato, and Thalmann 1984 is much to be recommended. Spentzou and Fowler 2002, and Murray and Wilson 2004 are collections of essays which cover a wide range of Muse‐related themes, both with extensive bibliographies. Christian, Guest, and Wedepohl 2014 is a particularly rich source on the Muses in European culture, which also sheds light on their rôle in antiquity. Caruso 2016 collects together and examines the evidence for Muse cults, whilst Mojsik 2019 discusses the controversy about how far back they go. Halliwell 2012 considers what the Muses stood for by looking at ideas of life without them.
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NOTES


	1 See also Pind. Nem. 5.22–37; Thgn. 15–18; Eur. IA 1036–48; Diod. Sic. 5.49.1. On the theme of harmony in iconography and literature see Bundrick 2005, 140–96.

	2 For discussion of issues of gender relating to the Muse see Murray 2006, Mojsik 2008.

	3 For detailed analysis of this Hymn, which exists only in fragments, see Snell 1960, 71–89 and Hardie 2000.

	4 Further references to Memory as mother of the Muses include Pind. Isthm. 6.75–6; Solon fr. 13.1–4; Terpander fr. 4 = adesp. 941 PMG; Alcm. fr. 8; Aristoph. Lys. 1249; Pl. Euthyd. 275c.

	5 For a comprehensive discussion of all Archaic epic and lyric verses in which the Muses are mentioned see Semenzato 2017. On the Muses in different genres see Maslov 2016.

	6 See e.g. Most 2006, xiii–xxiv; Platt 2011, 50–60; Murray 2014, 15–8 with further bibliography; Petridou 2015, chapter 4. On the Dichterweihe of Archilochus see Clay 2004.

	7 Further discussion in Murray 2002, 36–8 and 2006, 337–40; Wilson 2009. On Thamyris in art, see Bundrick 2005, 126–31, and Sarti in this volume.







CHAPTER TWO
Apollo and Music

Ian Rutherford



Apollo in His Mediterranean Context

Apollo is a god of contradictions: on the one hand, a young male warrior god of a type found in many places of the Mediterranean and Western Asia, on the other hand a controller of oracles and thus of divine wisdom and a musician, particularly associated with the lyre. In all these respects he acts on behalf of his father Zeus. None of the major Greek deities is more associated with music than him, although Dionysus and Pan are musical as well (see Ieranò and LeVen in this volume). Apollo is known as Mousēgetēs, “leader of the Muses” (see Murray in this volume), invoked like them by poets for help in their song (e.g. Timoth. Pers. 205).1 The idea of Apollo’s musical expertise is already present in some of the earliest Greek poetic texts. In the Theogony (94–5) Hesiod says that singers and kithara‐players “are from” the Muses and Apollo the far‐shooter.2 In Homer’s Iliad (1.603–4) Apollo plays the kithara at a divine feast and the Muses sing. When Apollo is born (Hom. Hymn Apol. 131–2), he speaks: “The lyre and the curved bow shall ever be dear to me, and I will declare to men the unfailing will of Zeus.” The contradiction between the two sides of Apollo’s nature is illustrated in the famous statue of Apollo at Delos which represented him carrying a bow in one hand and the three Graces, symbolising music, in the other (see below).

Apollo’s role as a musical deity is unusual when compared to other polytheistic religions of the Ancient Near East and Western Asia. Apollo is often thought to be one of the Greek deities who owe something to the Ancient Near East and to be related to a class of young warrior deities such the Syrian Reshef, but the pantheons of the Ancient Near East have no god of music.3 The musical side of Apollo’s nature, then, may be a Greek innovation,4 reflecting the high value given to music in Greek culture. In Greek theology, the warrior god who enforces Zeus’ will with violence is also the god who can transcend violence through his patronage of music and harmony.

 

Apolline Music and Myth


Mythological Weddings

Apollo was supposed to have played the lyre at several major mythological weddings.5 The most famous is the marriage of Cadmus and Harmonia, the presumed occasion when Cadmus heard Apollo playing “correct music” according to Pindar.6 Apollo also played at the wedding of Peleus and Thetis, referred to by Homer (Il. 24.62–3); by Aeschylus (fr. 350 Radt), who represented Thetis after the death of Achilles as looking back to it when Apollo had performed a paean, ostensibly promising her a prosperous life (Rutherford 2001, 124–5); and in an elaborate description by Pindar (Nem. 5.22–5). (For the tradition of Apollo and Peleus’ wedding: Hadjicosti 2006). In iconography, a lyre‐holding Apollo is present at other significant events, such as the birth of Athena (LIMC II.1, s.v. Apollōn, no. 817–18).



Service to Admetus

According to Euripides (Alc. 575–86), Apollo was punished for killing the Delphic dragon by having to serve a year’s punishment in the palace of Admetus of Pherae in Thessaly, living the life of a herdsman and playing the lyre and piping: Apollo


(…) of the lovely lyre (eulyras) (…) submitted to become a shepherd (melonomas) in your pastures (nomois), playing on his pipe mating‐songs for your herds on the slanting hillsides. Under his shepherd care, in joy at his songs, were also spotted lynxes, and there came, leaving the vale of Othrys, a pride of tawny lions, and the dappled fawn stepping beyond the tall fir‐trees with its light foot danced to your lyre‐playing, rejoicing in your joyful melody.

(transl. Kovacs 1994)


Apollo here anticipates Orpheus (see Sarti in this volume). In the background here may be Apollo’s epithet Nomios, derived from nomos, which can mean meadow, law, or tune (see below).



Building the Walls of Megara

In the local tradition of Megara, Apollo helped king Alcathous build the walls of the city, and left his lyre inside one of the stones, so that it resounds (Paus. 1.42.2).7 In a similar way, according to Ovid (Her. 16.179–80) the walls of Troy were built with the sound of Apollo’s lyre (see Power 2010, 167).



Contest with Marsyas

Apollo engaged in a musical competition with Marsyas the satyr (see Sarti in this volume), the agreement being that the winner could treat the loser as he wished. Marsyas played Athena’s auloi, which he had found, while Apollo played the kithara. Apollo defeated Marsyas and flayed him; his hide was hung from a tree at Celaenae in Phrygia. According to Apollodorus’ account (Bibl. 1.4.2), Apollo won by “turning” his lyre and demanding that Marsyas do the same with his instrument, which he was unable to do; what type of inversion is involved—up‐down or back‐front—is not stated.8

Since Marsyas is from Phrygia, the myth suggests the opposition between the Dorian and Phrygian modes, characteristic of the paean and dithyramb, respectively (for the Dorian mode and the paean, see Pindar fr. 67 = Rutherford 2001, 357–8; for the Phrygian mode and the dithyramb, see Arist. Pol. 8.1342b, with West 1992, 364–5). Although the myth seems to presuppose that the kithara is Apollo’s instrument of choice, he sometimes played the auloi himself (see below).



Musical Progeny

Some of Apollo’s children were famous singers. The most celebrated of these is Philammon, son of Apollo and Philonis, who was also mother of Autolycus by Hermes (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 3.1132a). Philammon in turn was father of Thamyris and Eumolpus. He is supposed to have introduced choruses of girls (Pherecydes of Athens FGrH 3F120), and to have been an Argonaut (replacing Orpheus: F26). Pindar in a fragment of a thrēnos (fr. 126.1–8) lists three sons of Apollo Linus, Hymenaios, and Ialemos, all eponyms of minor genres of lament. Orpheus, though not the son of Apollo in most versions (though see OF22, oracle quoted by Menaechmus of Sicyon FGrHist 131F2 = schol. Pind. Pyth. 4), is “sent from” Apollo (Pind. Pyth. 4.176),9 and in a version of the myth of Eurydice which may go back to Aeschylus’ Bassarides (West 1983, 63–71; TGF 3.178–9), he embraces Apollo and rejects Dionysus after returning from the underworld (for a reassessment see now Burges Watson 2015). According to the poet Eumelus of Corinth (fr. 17), Apollo was the father of the three Muses, Kephisos, Achelois (?) and Borusthenis; the Muses in this case are apparently named after rivers, the Borusthenis being connected with the Borysthenes/Dnieper, which presumably reflects Corinth’s interests in the Black Sea.




Instruments


Kithara

Apollo’s instrument of choice was the lyre (usually kithara or lyra; phorminx in Hom. Il. 1.604, see above). He appears with it in both literary sources and visual media.

The earliest certain visual representations—images on vases and reliefs—are from the mid‐seventh century BC. Images of the kithara‐playing Apollo on vases from the sixth‐century Athens may reflect the cultural and religious agenda of the tyrant Peisistratus, whose interest in Apollo is manifested also in the tradition that he purified Apollo’s island Delos (Shapiro 1989, 58; Power 2010, 444–5); Pericles may have revived this (Bundrick 2005, 192; Power 2010, 497–8), but it has been suggested that in the later fifth‐century Apollo tends to be represented playing a lyra rather than a kithara, a reaction against the tyrannical associations of the latter (Sarti 1992; Power 2010, 84). Statues of the kithara‐playing Apollo are common in the Hellenistic and Roman worlds,10 the earliest examples being apparently from the fourth century, including one by Scopas of Paros;11 there may have been a cult statue at Megara (Flashar 1992, 17–24).12 Note that the term “Apollo Citharodus” (Gr. kitharōidos, Lat. citharoedus), commonly used today for Apollo in this form, was not used by ancient writers.13

In literary sources, Apollo is associated with the kithara three times in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo: in the Delian part when he is born (see above), and at the start of the Pythian part (186–206), when Apollo arrives on Olympus and there is a general musical performance (the Muses sing, the Charites, Hōrai, Harmonia, Hebe and Aphrodite dance, while Apollo plays the kithara, “stepping high”) and later on when he leads the Cretan seamen who will become his priests from Crisa to Delphi, “playing sweetly as he stepped high and well. So the Cretans followed him while they chanted the Iē Paian after the manner of the Cretan paean‐singers” (513–23).14 In both passages, reference is made to Apollo’s manner of walking (kala kai hypsi bibas). The idea of Apollo’s special association with music is subverted in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes, which recounts how the infant Hermes invented the tortoise‐lyre and gave it to Apollo in recompense for stolen cattle (see Terzēs in this volume).

The image of the lyre playing Apollo was also popular in the early Roman Empire. The statue by Scopas may have been the basis for the statue set up in the temple of Apollo Palatinus in Rome by Augustus in 28 BC15 (Fantham 2013, 21–2; Galinsky 1996, 216; Power 2010, 153–4), and a fresco of Apollo Kitharōidos also appeared in his house (Galinsky 1996, 218), apparently a symbol of peace (cf. the statue at Delos). For the lyre‐playing Apollo on terra sigillata from this period, see Castaldo 2018, 99–100. In the latter part of his reign the emperor Nero seems to have represented himself as Apollo Kitharōidos (Tac. Ann. 14.14–15; Champlin 2003; Power 2010, 29).

Citharode‐singers seem to imitate Apollo’s stance, which in turn has probably been constricted to resemble an idealized image of singer: see the statement in Proclus’ Chrestomathia (ap. Phot. Bibl. 320b1–4), no doubt drawing on an earlier source: “Chrysothemis the Cretan, wearing conspicuous raiment and taking up the kithara in re‐enactment (mimēsin) of Apollo, was the first man to sing by himself a nomos; and since he won acclaim, this style of competitive performance persists to this day” (see Power 2010, 28–31).



Aulos

The Marsyas myth suggests an antipathy between the lyre‐playing Apollo and the aulos. However, Apollo is also associated with the aulos: a character in Ps.‐Plutarch On Music quotes authorities such as Alcman and Corinna to this effect.16 Two celebrated auletic nomoi were dedicated to Apollo: the polykephalos nomos of Olympus and the Pythikos nomos, which was concerned with Apollo’s fight with the Delphic dragon.17 Apollo’s epithet Donaktas has been interpreted as “of the reeds” (Hsch. s.v., quoting Theopompus), and he had the epithet Aulaitēs at Magnesia on the Maeander, which may be related.18 The aulos (and not the lyre) is regularly mentioned in Pindar’s Paeans (fr. 70 and Paean 3.94), and it was regularly used in Apolline cult (ThesCRA 2.383).




Genres


Paean

Apollo was particularly associated with the paean, a form of choral lyric distinguished by a paean refrain that has the form iē paian (Käppel 1992; Rutherford 2001; Ford 2006). In the fifth‐century BC, these were composed by Pindar and other major poets for performance at festivals of Apollo at Delphi and Delos. Apollo was supposed to have had a role in its genesis: according to the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, it goes back to the Cretan seamen who Apollo brought to Delphi (Huxley 1975; see above). Alternatively, it goes back to the ritual cry “shoot, child, an arrow” (hiē, pai, ion) shouted by people when the child Apollo killed the Delphic dragon Python. In Limenios’ Paean (late second‐century BC; Martinelli in this volume) it was invented by the Athenian musicians who first welcomed Apollo.

The paean is often associated with healing, as we see already in the Iliad (1.472–4), where the Greeks sing it to Apollo as part of their measures against the plague (see Provenza in this volume). This is partly because Apollo caused the plague, partly because Apollo’s epithet Paieon/Paion seems to mean “healer.” For the latter reason they were also performed in honor of Apollo’s son, the healer deity Asclepius.

The paean was primarily performed by choruses of young men, and it tends to be associated with stable cohesion and with the battlefield. On the level of music, there is a contrast between the solemn Dorian mode and the excitable Phrygian mode, which is associated with the dithyramb and Dionysus. The contrast between “order” and “disorder” is already present in Philochorus fr. 172 (Rutherford 2001, 37 and 87). Plutarch, apparently drawing on Middle Platonism, interprets this as code for the universal conflict between stable unity (“A‐pollo” = “not many”) and unstable plurality (De E apud Delphos 389a–b). This contrast inspired Friedrich Nietzsche’s idea of a contrast between “Dionysiac” and “Apollonian” principles of art (Silk and Stern 1981, 222; cf. Ieranò in this volume).

Because Apollo is associated with the Olympic sphere and with purity, the paean is often contrasted with the dirge (Rutherford 2001, 49–50; 118–21).



Nomos

Apollo is also associated with the genre called the nomos, a long, monodic song (Power 2010). Proclus says that Apollo’s epithet Nomimos (oddly used instead of the usual Nomios) derives from this practice (Chrest. 320A35; cf. Power 2010, 221 with n. 82; the same idea may be in the background in Eur. Alc. 570). The orthios nomos, performed by Arion at Hdt. 1.23–4, may have been linked to Apollo. Terpander 697 PMG, an address to Apollo (anax hekatēbolos), is said by Suda to be the prooimion of the Orthios Nomos (Gostoli 1990, 49–50, 72–3).




Locations


Delphi

Delphi is Apollo’s oracle, but there is a connection between music and prophecy. Muses were worshipped at Delphi (Simon. PMG 577), either because they provide inspiration or because oracles were sometimes expressed in verse (Parke 1981; Hardie 1996, 233). For the Delphic Muses see also below. Pindar (fr. 150) presents poetic inspiration as analogous to prophecy: “give an oracle (manteueo), Muse, I shall be the one who speaks in front (prophēteusō),” like the prophētēs who interprets the Pythian priestess. In the Eighth Paean, the Siren‐like Celedones who sit on the gables of a mythological temple of Apollo “sang” the past, present, and future, hypnotizing visitors, so much so that in the end the gods had to destroy it.

It is indicative of Apollo’s association with music that the oldest musical competition in Greece is supposed to have been at Delphi, predating the reorganization of the festival early in the sixth‐century BC.19 In Pausanias’ account, the first winners in the contest had Apollonian associations: Chrysothemis of Crete, son of Karmanor, who purified Apollo after the killing of the Delphic dragon, and Philammon, a son of Apollo, followed by his son Thamyris. The earliest contest was supposed to have been a kitharodic performance of a hymn or paean to Apollo, with aulōidia added in the early sixth‐century reorganization, which was soon removed, and replaced by auletic and kitharistic performance without singing. Part of this was the Pythian nomos, possibly to be ascribed to Sacadas of Argos (Poll. Onom. 4.77), which imitated Apollo’s conflict with the dragon and his victory.

Manifestly, Delphi must have been a place where musicians from different parts of Greece met; Pindar clearly has a close association with it (see above). It may also have played a part in disseminating music. Delphi sent Terpander to Sparta (Fontenrose 285 (Q53); Parke and Wormell 92 (PW224)), and also Thaletas (see Fontenrose 286 (Q54)). Delphi also encouraged the estabishment of the hero cult of Archilochus on Paros, and later on in the 3rd century BC that of the Archilocheion (inscription of Mnesiepes: Archil. test. 3 in Gerber 1999 = SEG 15.517).



Delos

Delos was also a major centre of Apolline music. The Delian Maidens (Dēliades) performed at Delos, imitating the voices of visitors, according to the Homeric Hymn to Apollo (156–64), and choirs from neighboring islands performed hymns to Apollo (Thuc. Hist. 3.104). It was as if the islands themselves danced (Callim. Hymn 4.300–1). Musical contests were also held there. A focal point was the statue of Apollo, with a bow in the right hand and the three musical Graces in the left; one Grace held a lyre, another auloi and the one in the middle was playing the syrinx. This was the theme of one of Callimachus’ Aetia (fr. 114), where the statue explains this in moralistic terms: “he is slow to punish the bad and eager to reward the good.”20




Apollo and Swans

The song of swans seems to have become a symbol of Apolline music.21 In Homeric Hymn to Apollo 21, the swan alighting on the River Peneios in Thessaly is described as singing Apollo to the accompaniment of its wings (Power 2010, 188). The song of swans is connected with Apollo also by Plato’s Socrates (Phd. 84e–85b), who argues that their singing whey they are about to die is not a sign of grief, but expressed an inspired prophetic vision of the blessings of the afterlife. Delos was particularly renowned for its Apolline swans: according to an aetiology presented by Callimachus (Hymn to Delos 249–54), Apollo gave the lyre several strings because the swans of the Pactolus River in Lydia circled Delos seven ties when he was born. A link between the song of swans and Delos is made also in Euripides’ Heracles (687–94): the Delians maidens sing paeans at Delos, and I sing paeans like an old swan at your house.22

The Imperial writer Aelian (HA 11.1) imagines the cult of Apollo among the Hyperboreans with a temple staffed by three giant priests. When they perform hymns to the gods, swans appear in the sky and after circling the temple “as though they were purifying it by their flight,” they descend into the precinct of the temple, and join in the singing; “… and never once do they sing a discordant note or out of tune, but as though they had been given the key by the conductor they sing with the natives who are skilled in the sacred melodies.”



Civic Harmony

In ancient Greek mentality, music is part of the social order, and Apolline music has a key part in this. Choral song, for example the performance of Apolline paeans, contributes to social cohesion. When the community is afflicted by plague, healing‐priests restore order by rituals, which include the performance of Apolline paeans. The key example there is Thaletas of Gortyn, who is supposed to have purified Sparta in the seventh century BC. At Locri in South Italy performances of paeans were mandated by Delphi to quell an outbreak of hysteria (Aristox. fr. 117 Wehrli; see Rutherford 2001, 38). It is possible that the name paiēones, applied to the paean‐ singing Cretan priests in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, originally denoted such paean‐chanting shamans (Huxley 1975; see also Rutherford 2013): the “Getty Hexameters” could be an example of such a paeanic chant. Apollo was also associated with order in the sense of moral authority: Delphic wisdom included maxims such as “know yourself” and “nothing on excess.”

In a wide‐ranging study of Athenian vases representing Apollo with the kithara or the chelys lyre, Sheramy Bundrick (2005, 142–50) has argued that among other things they can signify the value of sōphrosynē associated with Apollo or the harmonia of the city.

The supreme statement of this attitude is perhaps the opening of Pindar’s First Pythian Ode, where Pindar invokes the golden lyre (phorminx), a possession shared by Apollo and the Muses, which is capable of calming even Zeus’ thunderbolt. The phorminx is imagined as having agency in the performance of music, so that singers obey its notes. This is focalized by the image of the eagle, which sleeps on Zeus’ scepter, lulled to sleep by the music, along with Ares; but creatures who Zeus does not love have a completely different reaction when they hear the music of the Muses, and the example given is Typhon, the monstrous adversary of Zeus, who lies beneath Mt. Etna, driven crazy by the same melody that calms the others. Pindar’s commitment to Apolline music is evident elsewhere in his works. In Pyth. 8.67–9, the singer/poet prays that Apollo looks upon him with a certain harmonia (alternatively: prays that he—the singer/Pindar—observes with a certain harmonia). Pindar seems to have thought of himself as born during a festival of Apollo (fr. 193, H5 in Rutherford 2001), and it is significant that he was honored in Delphi after his death.



Philosophy, Apollo’s Powers: Bows, Prophecy

Socrates in the Phaedo seems to align himself with Apolline mousikē in a broad sense (Murray and Wilson 2004, 377–8): he receives a dream (61b2) to do mousikē, which he originally interpreted as philosophy, but then after the trial decided that “popular” mousikē was intended, so he composed a hymn to Apollo and then put Aesop’s fables into verse. And at the end of the Phaedo, Socrates refers to Apollo’s birds, the swans (see above), who sing at their death (81b).

In Plato’s Cratylus (405c–d), one of the suggested etymologies of Apollo’s name has to do with cosmic music:


And with reference to music we have to understand that alpha often signifies “together,” and here it denotes moving together in the heavens about the poles, as we call them, and harmony in song, which is called concord; for, as the ingenious musicians and astronomers tell us, all these things move together by a kind of harmony. And this god directs the harmony, making them all move together, among both gods and men; and so, just as we call the homokeleuthon (him who accompanies), and homokoitin (bedfellow), by changing the homo to alpha, akolouthon and akoitin, so also we called him Apollo who was Homopolōn, (…).

(transl. Fowler 1926)




Later on, the idea is taken over by Stoics, as we see in Cornutus Compendium 32:


(Apollo) has been represented as a musical and kithara‐player because he strikes every part of the cosmos tunefully and makes it in tune with all of the other parts. Among all things that exists, no discord can be observed. Rather, it preserves to the highest degree, as if in rhythm, a reciprocal symmetry in the timing of things (the seasons) (…) For this reason he was called Leader of the Muses and their guardian; and he himself was thought to play with the Muses: “For from the Muses and Apollo the Far‐Shooter men are singers on earth, and kings,” says Hesiod23 (…).

(transl. Boys‐Stones 2018)


One of the Pythagorean acusmata says something similar (Iambl. VP 85): “What is the oracle at Delphi? The tetraktys; that is, the harmony in which the Sirens sing.” It is uncertain how old this is,24 but as early as the sixth century BC philosophical thinkers, including Pythagoreans, made connections between music and the cosmos. Apollo probably played some role in this. The philosopher Heraclitus of Ephesos (fr. 51 DK) in his fragments about the cosmos talks about a “harmonia” (attunement?) like that of a bow and a lyre: “They do not comprehend how a thing agrees at variance with itself. It is an attunement turning back on itself, like that of the bow and the lyre.” One thing that links the bow and the lyre is that they are both associated with Apollo, whom Heraclitus mentions elsewhere, apparently as a model for his own method of philosophy or presentation (93 DK). Charles Kahn (1979, 200) suggested that Heraclitus already presupposes a connection made by early Pythagoreans between cosmic harmonia and Apollo.25



Total Music: The Roman Empire

Music and song were always a way of worshipping Apollo. Pindar talked somewhere of sacrificing a dithyramb or possibly a paean to Apollo (fr. 86a: dithyramb; Dr.i.3.18 = iii.302.13). Callimachus says he was directed by Lycian Apollo (Aet. 1, fr. 1.21–4). Song had always been performed at sanctuaries of Apollo, but at Didyma in the third century AD, this is the only way you worship him: Apollo tells his consultants that he does not need hecatombs, colossal statues, or other images, but rather, songs (SGO 01/19/01). Part of the background to this is that animal sacrifice had become much less popular in this period (Stroumsa 2009, 57–62).

In the Orphic Hymn to Apollo (34, ed. Fayant 2014), composed about the same period (Fayant 2014, xxx), the seasons are correlated with strings of the lyre: highest = summer, lowest = winter and apparently Dorian (i.e. middle) = spring (cf. the three Muses at Delphi according to Plut. Quaest. conv. 745a, Hypatē, Mesē and Neatē, which he suggests refer to Upper, Middle, and Lower regions of the cosmos):


The beginning and the end are of concern to you.   15

All‐blooming, you tune the entire axis of heavens with your resounding kithara,

Moving sometimes to the limit of the lowest string,

Sometimes to the highest, sometimes in the Dorian mode (diakosmos).

Mixing the entire axis, you keep the tribes of living creatures distinct,Tempering a pan‐cosmic fate for men by harmony,   20

Combining in equal shares of winter and summer for both of them,

Distributing winter on the highest three strings and summer on the lowest, and on the Dorian the seasonable bloom of lovely spring. Hence the mortals give you the title of lord,

Pan, the two‐horned god (dikerōt’) who sends the whistling winds,   25

Because you hold the seal that leaves its mark on the entire kosmos.




In line 25, Apollo is called Pan, which is apparently felt appropriate both because of the similarity to the Apolline name Paian (cf. Rutherford 2001, 12 n. 8) and also perhaps because Pan has two horns, corresponding the “horns” of a lyre (for keras used of a lyre, see Soph. fr. 244).
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NOTES
 

	1 Also Musaeus (Gr. Mouseios): IG VII 35 from Megara, reign of Augustus.

	2 Apparently imitated in Hom. Hymn 25.2–3.

	3 If music is associated with deities in the Ancient Near East (see Franklin in this volume), it tends to be with goddesses, as in the Hurro‐Hittite Myth of Hedammu, where Sauska/Ishtar’s attendants Ninatta and Kulitta play music to seduce the sea‐monster Hedammu (Hoffner 1998, 54). Musical instruments could be deified (Franklin 2006; Franklin 2015; cf. Gabbay 2018). In Ancient Egypt, the god Ihi was a musician (Hoenes 1980), and music was also associated with Hathor and Bes. In Hinduism, the goddess Saraswati is regularly pictured with the Vina, a form of sitar, but this cannot be traced back before the sixth century AD (Ludvik 2007, 227–8).

	4 Franklin 2006 argues that a key point in the transition was the deity Apollo kenyristēs in Cyprus, but Fujii rejects that restoration: Franklin 2015, 26; Cayla 2001, 78–9; pace Fujii 2013, 80.

	5 LIMC II.1 list the marriages of Heracles and Hebe (s.v., 840–2), Peleus and Thetis (s.v., 843–50), Cadmus and Harmonia (51), Admetus and Alcestis (852–3). Apollo also accompanies the birth of Athena (817–21a) and the arrival of Heracles on Olympus (822–39).

	6 In his great dactylo‐epitrite hymn, formally understood as a hymn to Zeus but now thought to be a hymn to Apollo (Pind. fr. 32 SM; D’Alessio 2009). In the hymn the adjective orthos is also applied to the “upright” pillars that rise from the foundations of the earth and support the island of Delos (fr. 33d SM; D’Alessio 2009,140).

	7 Cf. Ps.‐Verg. Ciris 105–9; Ov. Met. 8.15–6l; App. Planud. 279. This gives a resonance to the hymn to Apollo in the Theognidea corpus (773–88), which refers to the performers of paeans at Megara delighting in the kithara (778).

	8 Monbrun 2005 relates this to the notion of “palintonos harmonia.”

	9 Ex: cf. Hes. Theog. 74–5.

	10 LIMC II.1, s.v. Apollōn: 82–238; Apollo/Aplu: 77–111; Apollōn/Apollo: 349–54, 532–54.

	11 LIMC II.1, s.v. Apollōn/Apollo no. 8, n. 47 = Apollo n. 155.

	12 Zarax: cult statue of Apollo with lyre: Paus. 3.24.1. Also at Claros (Marcadé 1994), and elsewhere, to judge from numismatics (e.g. LIMC II.1, s.v. Apollōn, 93–9). The form is attested as far as Roman Syria: “Kitharōidos” at Dura‐Eutropos in Syria: Dirven 1999, 128–56.

	13 A common epithet for Apollo in literary texts is eulyras/os, “good in respect of the lyre,” found at Sappho 44.33, Eur. Alc. 570, Ar. Thes. 970, Limenios’ Paean line 2. Cf. fidicen, Hor. Carm. 4.6.25–6; lyrōidos somewhere.

	14 Power 2010, 137 sees Apollo here as a kitharistēs rather than a kitharōidos.

	15 Plin. HN 36.24–5 and 32; described by Prop. 2.31.15–16. For Rome, see Roccos 2002.

	16 Lysias in De mus. 14.1136b, citing Alcman PMG 51 (but see Calame 1983, 614) and Corinna (668 PMG). See also Pausanias 5.7.10.

	17 Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 7.1133d; Poll. Onom. 4.84; Strabo Geog. 93.10.

	18 See Leschhorn and Franke 2002, 1.64; Schultz 1975, 55.

	19 So Strabo 9.3.9, 421 and Pausanias 10.7.2–5. Weir 2004, 33–42.

	20 See Pfeiffer 1952. Ps.‐Plut. (De mus. 14.1136a) attributes information about the statue to Anticleides (140 FGrHist 14) and Istrus in his Epiphanies (334 FGrHist 52), and says that it was said to be the work of the Meropes of Heracles’ time. D’Alessio (2009, 137–8) argues that this goes back to early traditions linking Heracles attack on the Meropes to the cult of Delian Apollo. For depictions of the statue on coins, see LIMC II.1, s.v. Apollōn, no. 390.

	21 See now Calero 2017. For “swan‐necked” lyres in Bronze Age Greece, see Vorreiter 1975.

	22 Alcm. Parth. 1.100 refers to song as like the swan on the waters of the Xanthos: Calame (1983, 348) either Lycia or Troad; so Campbell 1967. If the point is Apollo, it has to be Lycia (Ferrari 2008, 103). For swans see Lloyd forthcoming.

	23 An adaptation of Hesiod Theogony 94–5, with kings as well as singers, dependent on the Muses and Apollo. Ramelli 2003, 19 suggests that the change reflects Nero’s interest in music.

	24 Burkert (1972, 187) thought this as early (cf. Boyance 1952; Delatte 1915, 260–1 connected it with the Celedones of Pindar’s Eighth Paean), though Zhmud 2012 has argued it’s much later.

	25 On the association between bow and lyre, including anthropological speculations, see Monbrun 2007; Hagel 2005.







CHAPTER THREE
Dionysus and the Ambiguity of Orgiastic Music

Giorgio Ieranò



Introduction

Dionysus is undoubtedly a god of music. Starting from the sixth century BC, the Greek vases often show him in scenes where his mythological followers, the satyrs or nymphs, are depicted while dancing and playing musical instruments. As a matter of fact, the Dionysian festivals and rites were accompanied by wind (auloi) and percussion instruments (particularly the tympana; on instruments see Terzēs in this volume). Some very important poetic and musical genres are related to Dionysus. The dithyramb, a choral song consecrated to the god, became one of the culminating and most spectacular moments of the Athenian Great Dionysia in the fifth and fourth centuries BC. The same festival included theatrical performances (tragedies, comedies, satyr plays; see Ercoles in this volume), linked with the Athenian cult of Dionysus Eleuthereus. Moreover, the music accompanied the ceremonies of the thiasoi, the private gatherings of Dionysus’ followers, and the orgiastic rites, mostly celebrated by women (mainades, “mad women,” or bacchai, “bacchants”). Through music as well as wine, Dionysus offered joy and happiness to mortals. Yet, his music was also linked to mania—the madness enticed by divine possession—and to enthousiasmos, i.e. being entheos (“being with a god inside oneself”). A long literary and philosophical tradition credits Dionysian music with the ability to possess an upsetting influence upon human emotions (see Pelosi in this volume): through the convulsive rhythms and unbridled dance, this music produces a state of psychic alteration that brings the faithful of the god to a condition of trance. The “orgiastic” sound (Arist. Pol. 8.1341a22) of the aulos and the syncopated rhythm of the percussions are functional to ekstasis, i.e. that temporary “exit from oneself” that is one of the outcomes of Bacchic rite.

 

The Features of Dionysian Music

The Dionysian cult is already attested in Mycenaean age, in the second half of the second millennium BC. The testimony of the Linear B tablets does not allow us to determine whether even then the god had a relationship with the music that was performed in Mycenaean palaces, as some archaeological evidence has demonstrated.1 The first figurative representations of Dionysus in musical contexts, however, feature on Attic vases, starting from the Archaic age. The oldest one is on the François Vase and is a masterpiece of Archaic Attic art, dating from around 570 BC, and is currently preserved at the Archaeological Museum of Florence (ABV 76,1). In one of the numerous mythological scenes that decorate the vase, the return of Hephaestus on Olympus is depicted: here, Dionysus appears accompanied by a procession of characters that the inscriptions qualify as “silens” (seilēnoi) and “nymphs” (nymphai): a silen plays an aulos while two nymphs hold some kymbala. Another vase, more or less contemporary to this first one, or perhaps slightly older (Louvre E 876: ARV Add 24 [90.1]), presents a sympotic scene with two other silens playing an aulos and surrounded by dancing nymphs. By the end of the sixth century BC, the presence of satyrs and nymphs accompanying the god with dances and music has become a traditional and widespread theme in the representation of Dionysian followers.

These are indeed imaginary representations: satyrs and nymphs do not belong to reality but to the mythological dimension of the Dionysian world (Hedreen 1994). Establishing how much and in what way these pictorial representations reflect the reality of the cult has always been problematic. Literary testimonies pose the same problem. Significant references to Dionysian music and dances can be found, for example, in Euripides’ Bacchae, performed after the author’s death in 406 BC. As is well known, the drama tells of Dionysus’ revenge against Pentheus, king of Thebes, who has refused his cult. The god disguises himself as a man and pretends to be a stranger coming from Asia. A group of Asian women follows him: these form the chorus of the tragedy and appear to be engaged in a series of orgiastic dances in which the music of the auloi and tympana plays an important role. The greatest scholar of the Bacchae, Eric Dodds, attributes a realistic character to the maenadic rituals that Euripides describes, basing his analysis on anthropological comparisons and similar orgiastic rituals diffused in different temporal and geographical zones of the world, where the use of wind instruments and percussion was essential to achieving a state of ecstasy (Dodds 1940; Dodds 1951, 270–82; see also Bélis 1988). Another authoritative scholar of Dionysism, Albert Henrichs (Henrichs 1978; Henrichs 1982; Henrichs 1990; see also Bremmer 1984), is rather more skeptical. According to him, it is necessary to distinguish between historical and mythological maenadisms, as already pointed out by Adolf Rapp (Rapp 1872; see also Porres Caballero 2013), both for Euripides’ Bacchae and vase depictions. Indeed, female orgiastic rituals have been attested with certainty in different places, in the centuries following Euripides’ play (Henrichs 1978). Yet, the depiction of Dionysian cult in the Bacchae is perhaps more inspired by oriental cults, imported into Athens by the end of the fifth century BC (like that of Sabatius: Dodds 1940; Dodds 1960, XXIII–XXV) than by contemporary Dionysian ritual practices. As it is heavily embedded with literary invention and mythological fantasy, the Bacchae cannot be taken as simply a realistic description of Dionysian cults.

The play is a symbolic representation of Dionysism, which a fifth‐century Athenian audience could recognize as belonging to Dionysus. Dionysian music appears primarily linked to the festive joy in the ritual community of thiasos: the “powers” of Dionysus, says the chorus of the Euripidean tragedy (378–81), are “to blend us, by dance, with the worshipful band, / to laugh to the sound of piping (auloi)” (transl. Kovacs 2002). This joyful feature of Dionysian ritual is a frequent topos in ancient texts. Centuries later, Tacitus, in his Histories (5.5), will make a curious observation: according to some, he writes, the Jews were devoted to Dionysus (Liber) precisely because their priests sang in the sacred rites with the accompaniment of auloi and tympana (quia sacerdotes eorum tibia tympanisque concinebant). But, immediately after this, Tacitus adds that the Dionysian rites, unlike the Jewish ones, which are dark and sad, have a joyful character (Liber festos laetosque ritus posuit).

The combination of percussion and wind instruments is also characteristic of several orgiastic cults, not just the Dionysian, and is already attested in relatively ancient texts. For example, at the beginning of the very short Homeric Hymn to the Mother of Gods (14.1–3), a scene that is akin to Dionysian rituals is described: “Celebrate, shrill Muse, daughter of great Zeus, the Mother of all gods and all men, whom the shriek of castanets (krotala) and drums (typana) together with the roar (bromos) of auloi pleases” (transl. Weiss 2018). This contiguity between the cult music dedicated to Dionysus and that devoted to the Great Mother—often identified with Rhea, wife to Cronus and mother of Zeus, and/or with the Phrygian deity Cybele—is frequent. Pindar too bears witness to it in the fragmentary proem to a dithyramb performed in Thebes (70d Maehler): “For thee, o mighty Mother are present as preludes the clashing cymbals (kymbala), and the clappers of ringing rattles (krotala)” (transl. Sandys 1925).

Many passages from the Bacchae emphasize the key role of dance, musical instruments, singing (or shouting) in the Dionysian ritual. In the parodos of the tragedy (152–62), it is said that a celebrant (or perhaps the god himself) invites the bacchants to the sacred rite with such words:



On bacchants,

on you bacchants,

pride of the River Tmolus that runs with gold:

sing Dionysus’ praises

to the deep‐roaring drums,

making ecstatic cries to the god of ecstasy

with Phrygian shouts and exclamations,

when the lovely pipe

shrills, all holy, its holy songs in concert

with those who go to the mountain, to the mountain!



(transl. Kovacs 2002)



It is the description of a Bacchanal where the sound of the tympana and that of a type of aulos, the lōtos, which Euripides also quotes elsewhere (Hel. 165; IA 1037), calling it “Libyan” (Barker 2018), accompany the song (molpē) and cry (boai and enopai). Most probably the term lōtos designates the type of wood used to construct the instrument and not a particular kind of aulos (Barker 1984, 67 n. 34). If, in Dionysian feasts, the aulos could be equally played by males or females, the tambourines known as tympana, which appear on Greek vases from mid‐fifth century BC, are generally used by women only (West 1992, 124). The sacred music of Dionysus also appears inseparably linked to noise, cry, and clamor. Dionysus himself is the “noisy” god par excellence (Bromios), “the god with the powerful cry” (Eriboas), two epithets that were already attributed to him in one of Pindar’s fragmentary dithyrambs, which was performed at the Athenian Great Dionysia (Pindar fr. 75.10 Maehler). Bromos, “clamor,” “noise,” is also that produced by the sound of the auloi (Eur. Hel. 1351, Ar. Nub. 313: mousa barybromos aulōn) and the tympana (see Bacch. 156: barybromōn hypo tympanōn) as well as by the cry.2 Indeed, even when it is inspired by the actual worship, this orgiastic dimension cannot be automatically extended to all musical exhibitions of the Dionysian rite.

 

Dionysus, Orgiasm, and Phrygian Harmonia

The connection between the Dionysian cult and Phrygia (a region of Asia Minor) established in the Bacchae is rather significant. It is primarily based on intra‐textual reasons: in the theatrical fiction, the chorus of the Bacchae comes from Asia Minor. Yet, there is also a particular type of aulos called “Phrygian,” which Euripides himself cites in the play (127–28), where the Dionysian rite is accompanied “with the high‐stretched, sweet‐crying breath of Phrygian auloi” (transl. Barker 1984).3 But, in general, all the auloi were connected to a Phrygian origin (Barker 1984, 74 n. 79; see Franklin in this volume).

The link between the Phrygian‐Asian dimension and Dionysism was developed by philosophers and musical theorists, who, starting from the fourth century BC, connected Dionysian music, and the aulos especially, to a particular musical mode, harmonia, called precisely Phrygian. The canonical treatment is found in the Book 8 of Aristotle’s Politics. The philosopher (1340b3–5) claims that while the Doric harmonia “produces a moderate and settled temper,” the Phrygian “inspires enthusiasm.” As a matter of fact, it is evident—the philosopher immediately notes (1342b1–17)—that both the aulos and the Phrygian harmonia possess an “orgiastic” (orgiastikon) and “emotional” (pathētikon) character in close connection with the Bacchic dimension (bakcheia). Aristotle here is polemizing with Plato, who banned the aulos from his ideal city in the Republic (3.398c–399d) and yet saved the Phrygian harmonia, calling it “peaceful.” In fact, it is possible that Plato considered the Phrygian harmonia chiefly from the point of view of its effects on the psyche, which, as it often happened in orgiastic rites, may produce a mystical serenity after ecstasy (Pagliara 2000; Tartaglini 2001; Gostoli 2007; see also Lynch 2016). It is not clear whether Aristotle’s observations on the Phrygian harmonia as the quintessential musical mode of Dionysian songs evoke a more ancient tradition or reflect a contemporary trend. The situation was perhaps more complex than Aristotle presents it (see West 1992, 180–1 and 364–5).

The Greeks have often opposed Dionysian to Apollonian music, and dithyramb with paean in particular (see Rutherford in this volume): the “ethical,” educational, harmonious and orderly character of the Apollonian songs, characterized by the Doric harmonia, contrasted with the “enthusiastic,” drunken and orgiastic nature of the Dionysiac melodies, composed following the Phrygian way. Plutarch (De E apud Delphos 389a–b), for example, opposed dithyrambic songs (dithyrambika melē), “strongly emotional (pathōn mesta) and rich in musical variations (metabolai)” to the “ordered and wise (tetagmenēn kai sōphrona)” Muse of the paean (see also Proclus ap. Phot. Bibl. 5.320a–b, 160.25–33, and 161.12–30 Henry). Such a contrast was then crystallized by Friedrich Nietzsche in his essay The Birth of Tragedy from the Spirit of Music (1872), where “Apollonian” and “Dionysian” are transformed into two opposed categories of the spirit. This is a “modern mythology” (Isler‐Kerényi 2001) that the Greeks would probably not have understood. Within the poetic‐musical sphere too, the interference between Dionysus and Apollo is a phenomenon that dates back to at least the fifth century BC, as attested by the dithyrambs (16 and 17 Maehler) composed by Bacchylides for the festivals of Delphi and Delos. Nor was the contrast between stringed instruments and wind instruments, between Apollonian kithara and Dionysian aulos, as clear and unambivalent as modern interpretations seem to suggest. Sometimes, the invention of the aulos was attributed to Apollo himself (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 14.1135f–1136a: see Castaldo 2000, 33–4; Zschätzsch 2002, 44–6) and an instrumental performance with the aulos was dedicated to the god during the Pythian celebrations, the nomos pythikos (whence a version with the kithara was then invented, but much less successfully). On the other hand, Arion of Methymna, the poet that the tradition considered the “inventor” of dithyramb, was mainly known as a kitharōidos, and we should not exclude that already in the Archaic age the performance of dithyrambs was accompanied by stringed instruments (Franklin 2013, 220–2).



Dionysus and the Muses

In the first attestation of the term dithyrambos in Greek literature, Dionysus is already presented as a supernatural inspirer of songs and musical performance. It is a well‐known fragment by Archilochus (120 West), where the poet proclaims:


For I know how to intone the fine song of the lord Dionysus, the dithyramb, when my heart is lightning‐struck with wine.


Wine here is an instrument connected to Dionysian possession and inspiration. Compared to the dithyrambic song, Dionysus subsumes the function that the Muses possess with regards to singing in general (see Murray in this volume). Archilochus’ legendary biography, as attested by the Inscription of Mnesiepes, also recalled the special favor accorded to the poet by the Muses, then reaffirmed by an oracle of Apollo. The heroic cult bestowed on Archilochus in his native island, Paros, involved sacrifices to both Dionysus and the Muses, Apollo Musegetes and Mnemosyne (Mnesiepes Inscription E1 II). The relationship between Dionysus and the Muses is hinted at in several ancient texts (Jiménez San Cristóbal 2013, 285–8). In Sophocles’ Antigone (965), it is said that the impious Thracian king Lycurgus, persecuting Dionysus, has offended the “Muses, friends with the aulos.” In his Oedipus Rex, too (1005–9), Dionysus is depicted while “playing” (sympaizei) with the Muses. Diodorus Siculus (4.4.3) evoked that the Muses accompanied the god during his wanderings, while Plutarch (Quaest. conv. 717a) recounted that, during a Boeotian feast, the Agrionia at Chaeronea, women pretended to look for Dionysus and said that he had “taken refuge in and hid by the Muses.”

The relationship between Dionysus and the Muses is probably based on the fact that, in both cases, we have to do with deities who inspire music and poetry. The aforementioned interference between the religious (and musical) spheres of the cults of Dionysus and Apollo may have had an influence too, an interference which Hellenistic texts such as Philodamus Scarpheus’ Dionysian paean even enhance. However, the association between Apollo Musegetes, Dionysus, and the Muses as patrons of mousikē, already appears in Plato (Leg. 2.653d–e), and in the context of a passage in which the invention “of rhythm and harmony” (rhythmos and harmonia) is attributed to those deities. It is therefore not surprising to find, in the Hellenistic age, in the Aegean islands, a Dionysus who is worshipped as the Mousēgetēs, i.e. “leader of the Muses,” a title that is usually reserved for Apollo. The cult is attested in Naxos (IG XII 5.46) and, from a series of inscriptions, in Rhodes (Morelli 1959, 75–184 and 122–3). In the latter, the joint worship of Dionysus and the Muses (or, as an inscription says, of the “Muses of Dionysus”) hinges on the associations of the “artists of Dionysus” (Dionysou technitai), who, starting from the Hellenistic Age, gathered theatre professionals, including aulos‐players and musicians.


Dionysus Melpomenos

Besides Musegetes, another cult epithet connecting Dionysus to the musical dimension is that of Melpomenos. With this epithet Dionysus was first worshipped in Athens, as it is attested to in a passage from Pausanias (1.2.5), who recalls having visited a sanctuary of Dionysus Melpomenos in the area of the Ceramicus (Kerameikos, see Aneziri 2002). This sanctuary was built on the site where once stood the house in which Alcibiades had staged the parody of the Eleusinian mysteries in the fifth century BC. It is unclear whether the epithet Melpomenos refers specifically to Dionysus as the god of tragedy (Melpomenē was the Muse responsible for tragic poetry), or whether it generically indicates his connection with molpē, sung music, as Pausanias seems to suggest, establishing a comparison between Dionysus Melpomenos and Apollo Musegetes. We also know of an Apollo called Molpastas (Anth. Pal. 6, 155.1–2). It is difficult to establish how ancient this cult of Dionysus Melpomenos is. It is also attested in the Attic deme of Acarnae, as Pausanias reports once again (1.31.6), and in the town of Priene, on the shores of Asia Minor, where an inscription from the Roman Imperial Age (Sokolowski 1955 No. 37, 15–17: see Castaldo 2000, 158) talks about sacrifices (thysiai) to be performed in the theatre in honor of Dionysus Melpomenos. In Athens, still in Roman times, the cult of Dionysus Melpomenos was entrusted jointly to the Dionysian technitai and the aristocratic genos of the Euneids: on two stone seats in the first row of the theatre of Dionysus (proedria), we still have the inscriptions designating the two seats to the two priests (IG II2 5060 and 5056). Although linked to the Dionysian cult, the Euneids were also indicated in the ancient testimonies as a “kitharodic lineage” or “of kitharists” (Lysias fr. 26 Suppe; Hesych. ε 7007; Phot. ε 2259: see also Poll. Onom. 8.103). Their mythological ancestor, Euneus, also appeared as a character in a lost tragedy by Euripides, the Hypsipyle: a fragment of this drama (759a Kannicht) reports that he was instructed as a kitharōidos by Orpheus himself.4 On the other hand, on a religious level, the link between Dionysus and the aulos was reiterated by the worship of Dionysus Aulonaeus, which is attested in an inscription from the early Roman Imperial Age discovered in the Athenian dēmos of Oropos (IG II² 4745: see Gill 1991, 45–7 No. 15; Goette 2014, 77 n. 4).



Dionysus Musician

Unlike Hermes or Apollo, Dionysus is rarely portrayed as a musician. In vase paintings, satyrs and Bacchae gather joyously around the god, who, however, only receives the devotion of his faithful musicians, sometimes stiffened in a rigid frontality. Moreover, in the rare examples where Dionysus appears with an instrument in his hand, he never holds one of the instruments that belong to his cult par excellence, i.e. an aulos or a tympanon. As a matter of fact, all the figurative testimonies show him holding or playing a stringed instrument. This is the case, for example, of one of the most famous images of the god: the interior of an Attic red‐figured cup attributed to Brygos Painter (ARV2 371.14) and dated around 480 BC. Here Dionysus is portrayed with the head turned backward while playing a barbitos.

Aristophanes in the Thesmophoriazusae (137), describing the amazement of Mnesilochus in front of the effeminate Agathon, evokes the barbitos in the context of a declared parody of Aeschylus. Aristophanes’ passage takes up the first drama of the Dionysian trilogy of Lycurgeia, the Edonians, where Dionysus was described as effeminate (fr. 61 Radt). West (1992, 58) infers from Aristophanes’ parody that Dionysus held a barbitos in his hand already in Aeschylus’ Edonians: but the inference is neither proved nor demonstrable (see also Prato 2001, 178–81; Austin and Olson 2004, 100–1). The barbitos is an instrument often linked to the context of the symposium and the kōmos, the festive procession of the drunken that represents its development (West 1992, 58; Maas and Snyder 1987, 113–28). In Euripides’ Cyclops (37–40), for example, the barbitos is connected to the kōmos of the satyrs. It is probable that the Brygos painter offers us an image of Dionysus as an ideal and archetypal symposiast (or comast).

In other cases, in vase paintings as well as sculptural depictions, Dionysus holds the lyra or the kithara: this iconography appears already by the end of the sixth century BC, on a red‐figure vase by the Andokides Painter (ARV 2 3.5), and occurs more frequently in the fifth century on a series of vases where the god is sometimes accompanied by a female figure (Ariadna?), in a context often erotically characterized through personifications of Desire (Pothos, Eros, Himeros). In connection with these images, which do not correspond to literary traditions, several scholars (Restani 1991; Lissarague 1996; Castaldo 2000, 157–61; Castaldo 2003; Cera 2012; Ulieriu‐Rostás 2016) have proposed in‐depth analyses and convincing interpretations. It is probable that the representation of Dionysus as a musician holding a stringed instrument in his hand was formed in the context of symposia, even if an interference between the Apollonian iconography and that of the symposia is not to be excluded, especially for later evidence.




Dionysus and the Invention of the Tympana

Given that he is not a musician, Dionysus is not considered to be the inventor of any musical instruments. Even the creation of the aulos is generally attributed to Athena, who is said to have passed the instrument on to the satyr Marsyas: only a fragment of Telestes (805c Page), cited by Athenaeus (14.616e), claims that Athena delivered the aulos directly to Dionysus (Fongoni 2016). Yet, even in this case, Dionysus is not credited with the role of creating a musical instrument. Only in one case is this role attributed to him. It is a passage from the prologue of Euripides’ Bacchae (55–61) where the god, disguised as a common mortal, invites the chorus of his Asian followers to enter the scene and take hold of the tympana:


So, my holy band, you women who have left Mount Tmolus, Lydia’s bulwark, and whom I have brought from the outlands as my companions in rest and march, take up the drums that are native to Phrygia, drums invented by Mother Rhea and by me, come and stand about this royal palace of Pentheus and make a din so that Cadmus’ city may see you!

(transl. Kovacs 2002)


No other ancient source backs up this information, which is also contradicted by Euripides himself. In another drama, Helen (1346–49), the invention of tympana is in fact attributed to Aphrodite. And in the very parodos of the Bacchae, a few lines later (124–34), the chorus offers a different genealogy to the musical instrument:



O secret chamber of the Curetes,

holy haunts of Crete

where Zeus was born!

There in the cave the thrice‐helmed

Corybantes invented for me

this drum of tightened hide;

and in their intense ecstatic dance

they mingled it with the sweet‐hallooing breath

of Phrygian pipes and put it into the hands of Mother Rhea,

to mark the measure for the bacchants’ ecstatic dance.

And the maddened satyrs obtained it

from the Goddess Mother

and added it to the dances

of the second‐year festivals

in which Dionysus delights.



(transl. Kovacs 2002)





The chorus thus credits the Corybantes—and not Dionysus—with the invention of tympana: the term Corybantes, which elsewhere may simply indicate the participants to orgiastic rites, here designates instead the mythological demons that raised Zeus in a cave in Crete, in his early childhood. The tympanon, invented by the Corybantes, was then handed over to Rhea and from her to the satyrs5 who inserted it into the Dionysian ritual. There is a patent contradiction with what the god himself has argued some lines before: in the prologue, it was the god who gave the instrument to his faithful, not his faithful who consecrated it to the god. It is a contradiction which could not escape the audience’s attention but which has generally been ignored by commentators of the Bacchae. The exception is Vincenzo Di Benedetto (2004, 298), according to whom, however, there would not be an absolute incompatibility between the two, only a difference in emphasis. In the first case, with a “personalistic” forcing, Dionysus limited himself to underlining the shared cult experience which he had with Great Mother Rhea, mentioned again by Euripides in a fragment from Palamedes (586.2–4 Kannicht), where Dionysus “rejoices with the dear Mother to the shouts of the tympana.”

The opposition between the two passages, however, is clearly highlighted at a textual level: the ema heurēmata (“my inventions,” 59), mentioned by Dionysus, are contrasted with the moi Korybantes hēuron (“the Corybantes have invented for me,” 125) of the chorus. The contradiction should probably be explained through the Bacchae’s text. The tympana were almost certainly shown and played by the chorus on the scene. Already in the prologue, Dionysus invites the bacchants to raise them up: “Take up the drums […] and make a din” (58–61). Then, the use of deictic adjectives refers again both to the instrument (124: “this/tode drum of tightened hide”) and to its sound (513–14: “this/toude clapping and drum beating”). Obsessed with the sound of the tympana, Pentheus pronounces these last words: the compulsive drum rolls represent the Dionysian grip that tightens up the city of Thebes and which the king tries to oppose in vain (Yerucham 2016). A fragment of an Apulian red‐figured krater (Bažant and Berger‐Doer 1994, 315, nr.13), which probably dates back to 360 BC ca., about forty years after the Bacchae, shows Pentheus chased by a maenad who is holding a tympanon threateningly. Tympana are not mere musical instruments: they are sacred objects and symbols of the arcane power of the god.

In later texts, the tympanon appears with a mystical and almost magical function within mystery cults. The Christian writer Firmicus Maternus (De errore profanarum religionum 18.1) refers to a ritualistic formula that was to be pronounced by the initiates at the rituals to the Phrygian god Attis: “I ate from the tympanon, I drank from the kymbalon, I have become an initiate of Attis” (see also Clem. Al. Protr. 15.1.3; Euseb. Praep. evang. 2.3.15; Schol. in Pl. Grg. 497c). As R. M. Taylor observes: “Musical instruments […] are ritual hallucinogens, aiding the Bacchant in the journey of sensations leading to possession” (2008, 120).

Therefore, when the chorus of bacchants holds the tympana, they are not simply playing them for Dionysus: they are also possessed by Dionysus. Throughout the drama, the Asian women do not know that the stranger who invites them to dance and play the tympana is actually Dionysus himself disguised as a mortal. In short, the chorus is a victim of deception. The bacchants present their participation to worship as a free choice, but their action is instead wholly conditioned by the will and secret vengeful plans of the god. Enclosed in the happiness of the cult, still unaware of the gory punishment that Dionysus is plotting against Thebes, the chorus tells the sacred fable of the tympanon that comes from the joyful devotion of the Corybantes and satyrs to Rhea and Dionysus. Yet, the true story of the tympanon is the one told by the god in the prologue: it is he who invented the instrument and it is he who now orders his followers to play it, to perform his vengeance on Pentheus.

 

Conclusion

Although a musical god, Dionysus is not a musician god. Unlike Hermes or Apollo, only exceptionally is he presented as the inventor of any musical instrument. And when he is depicted on vases as the performer of musical pieces, he never holds wind or percussion instruments, the auloi or tympana, which belong to his world, but plays string instruments (kithara, lyra, or barbitos). The relationship between Dionysus and music is hence complex and ambivalent, just as the power of his music is ambivalent, capable both of upsetting and of reassuring humankind. In a sense, Dionysus is music itself: songs, dances, melodies are, like wine, one of the forms through which he exercises his power over humans, one of the manifestations of his mysterious and sinister charm.



FURTHER READING

Some general studies on the figure of Dionysus (in which the musical aspect possesses clear relevance): Otto 1933; Jeanmaire 1951; Kerény 1976; Seaford 2006; Cole 2007. On the musical iconography of Dionysus and Dionysian followers: Castaldo 2000 and 2003; Bundrick 2005, 106–16; Bellia 2013. In general, on the iconography of Dionysus: Gasparri 1986; Carpenter 1986; Schöne 1987; Carpenter 1997; Isler‐Kerényi 2007; Isler‐Kerényi 2014. On the dithyramb: Ieranò 1997; Zimmermann 2008; Kowalzig and Wilson 2013. On Dionysian technitai: Le Guen 2001; Aneziri 2003.
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NOTES


	1 The use of the auloi was already attested in the Aegean world, cf. Younger 1998, 28–33. In general, on the Minoan and Mycenaean frescoes related to musical performances, cf. Kontorli‐Papadopolou 1996, 151–3.

	2 The same term enopē, which Euripides employs in the Bacchae, even if it may simply mean “cry, clamor,” is already associated to the sound of the auloi in the Iliad (10.13).

	3 On the Phrigian aulos in Euripides, see Weiss 2018, 120 and 207–9.

	4 About Euneus, Euneides, and the Hypsipyle by Euripides, cf. Burkert 1994; Cassio 2000; Battezzato 2005, 197–9; Hardie 2012.

	5 In a much later text, Lucian’s On the Dance (22), satyrs appear as the inventors of three types of theatrical dances: emmeleia (tragedy), sikinnis (satirical drama) and kordax (comedy).







CHAPTER FOUR
Pan and the Music of Nature

Pauline LeVen



Pan is a late addition to the Greek musical pantheon. The son of Hermes and Penelope according to Herodotus (Histories 2.145), he is a native of Arcadia and associated with life in that mountainous region. One etymology for his name (derived from the root †pa(s) cf. Latin pascere) refers to his main activity: he is a shepherd and protector of shepherds and flocks. From his earliest depictions in fifth‐century poetry and art, Pan is represented with two attributes: the lagōbolon, a curved stick used to hunt hares, and the syrinx, the rustic pipes he invented (see Terzēs in this volume). Originally worshiped in his native Arcadia, Pan only obtains Panhellenic cult status after his introduction to Athens at the beginning of the fifth century BC, after his epiphany to Pheidippides before the battle of Marathon (Hdt. 6.105; Paus. 8.54.6). Because of the geographic specificity of his cult in the Archaic period, he is not mentioned in the Homeric epics nor in Hesiod’s poetry and is hardly ever alluded to before the fifth century BC.



A Hybrid, Lustful, Musical God

The first text exclusively devoted to Pan, the Homeric Hymn to Pan, provides a fitting introduction to the god. The hymn is of uncertain date, but was probably composed after the god’s introduction to Attica in the early fifth century BC (Allen, Halliday, and Sikes 1904; Janko 1982; Thomas 2011). It opens by celebrating Pan’s main characteristics:



Of the dear son of Hermes, tell me, Muse,

with his goat’s feet and two horns, a lover of noise (…).1




First, Pan is a hybrid, an anthropomorphized god with a goat’s feet and horns (aigipodēn and dikerōta, 2). A bright‐haired (aglaetheiron, 5) shaggy creature (auchmēentha, 6) born with a full beard that scared his nurse away (38–9), Pan often seems more goat than man. He “roams through the thick brush, sometimes drawn to the gentle streams, sometimes again passing among the towering crags as he climbs up to the highest peak to survey the flock” (8–11): always in movement, he does not follow the set of paths and destinations that constitute the familiar experience of space of gods and mortals, but roams through the open space. In his independence, he embodies the free‐ranging spirit of goat and goatherd, living beyond civilization’s structures. As supergoat, he can access the “goat‐deserted peaks” to dance with the nymphs (Thomas 2011). Yet he is not merely an animal: he plays music and dances like a human, is celebrated as a god by the Muses (see Murray in this volume), and is introduced to the Olympians by his father Hermes (Hom. Hymn Pan 45).

In structuralist terms, this hybridity makes Pan a liminal figure, straddling ontological statuses (god and animal) but also confusing them: “A double and liminal figure, always transformed already, Pan meets man only to leave him at the precise spot where animality corresponds to the divine” (Borgeaud 1988, 55—on the question of hybridity, see also Aston 2011). Pan’s ambiguities do not stop there: even his representative animal, the goat, inhabits the border between the domesticated and the wild. A pastoral god (nomion theon, 5), Pan is both goatherd and goat, protector of domestic animals and hunter of wild animals. Conflating the two activities, the third‐century BC poet Castorion of Soli calls him “herdsman of wild creatures” (thēronome Pan, SH 310.2). In the symbolic system of myth, these apparently contradictory activities (hunting and shepherding) represent two aspects of one function: maintaining the balance of nature.

As a man–animal hybrid, Pan is close to the centaurs, the silens, and the satyrs. However, in contrast to these creatures, who only exist in the Greek imagination and on the theater stage, Pan was also the object of a cult. His cult epithets—nomios (of the pastures—an epithet he shares with Apollo, see Rutherford in this volume), agreus (of the hunt), agrotēs (giver of pastures)—all refer to his main activities. He was often worshipped, and associated, with the Great Mother of the Gods (Pind. Pyth. 3.76–9), and other divinities of what Dumèzil called the “third function” (farming and trading, which complement the other two traditional functions, priest and warrior): the nourishing figures of the nymphs, together with Olympians associated with fertility, inner beauty, and wealth like Demeter and Artemis (Borgeaud 1988, 139), as well as Aphrodite and Eros. In Attica, he was worshipped in liminal, quasi‐negative spaces: caves and grottoes, “natural sanctuaries actually or symbolically at some distance from the urban centers” (Borgeaud 1988, 48).

The god’s cultic associations with fertility find a counterpart in his boundless sexual energy and fierce eroticism. This feature is not referred to in the Homeric Hymn to Pan, but it is depicted in the earliest visual representations of the god and will remain important for the rest of this chapter. Like the satyrs, Pan is often shown with an erect phallus, aggressively chasing a nymph. His most famous pursuits are nymphs who ultimately transform into features of the natural and pastoral world: Pitys (the pine‐tree), Echo, and Syrinx. Other episodes include his attempted rape of Omphale (Ov. Fast. 2.304–56) and his seduction of the moon goddess Selene (Verg. G. 3.391–3: for Pan in Latin poetry, see Galasso in this volume). The god is also known for trying to seduce shepherds, and even joins Priapus in assaulting his own music‐student, the shepherd Daphnis (Theoc. Epigr. 3 = AP 9.338). In one of his earliest depictions, Pan is shown hurling himself onto a young goatherd who tries to run away. His incessant, violent sexuality led Callimachus to label Pan the trypanon (drill) of goatherds (Callim. fr. 689 Pfeiffer). Like the horny billy goat whose form he partly shares, Pan represents wild sexuality. His couplings are violent, “ephemeral and most frequently unfortunate” (Borgeaud 1988, 77), as illustrated by Euripides’ comparison between the rape of Helen and the cry of a nymph in “Panic marriage” (Panos gamous, Eur. Hel. 190).

The second main characteristic celebrated in the opening of the Homeric Hymn to Pan is Pan’s “love of noise.” The curious adjective used to describe him (philokroton, 2) is a hapax and refers to a love for any percussive noise (krotos), such as a snap of the fingers or the tapping of feet. The expression brings up the fundamental question of the relationship between Pan, music, and the environment: is the krotos he loves the sound of his own stomping hooves, the percussive music by which human beings celebrate him, or something else altogether? One thing philokroton probably does not refer to is the sound of Pan’s instrumental playing: Pan is always represented as playing the pipes that take his name, the panpipes or syrinx, a wind instrument. The Homeric Hymn describes him as a virtuoso with unmatched talent, exceeding even the skill of the nightingale (Hom. Hymn Pan 16–18).

Pan’s syrinx‐playing is multifarious. First, in contrast to many types of instrumental production, it is functional and has semiotic content. The principal function of syrinx‐playing for shepherds is to communicate with the animals they herd. The pastoral romance Daphnis and Chloe provides a good example of the use of the syrinx, describing (4.15) the range of tunes herdsmen play on their pipes to induce their animals to graze, lie down, run off and hide, or come back. As Pan’s syrinx‐playing prevents the musician from using his mouth, it substitutes for the use of words: the tunes he plays are meaningful in themselves, both for goats and for other shepherds who hear them.

Just as Pan himself is a rustic god who mostly remains away from polis life, his music stands clearly apart from classical mousikē, typically understood as a marker of culture, education, and civilization (Murray and Wilson 2004). Pan’s solitary syrinx‐playing (oion, Hom. Hymn Pan 14) is a reversal of all the prized features of the mousikē integral to sociocultural life in archaic and classical Greece: it is performed outdoors, in the evening (hesperos) rather than the daytime (when musical and other civic activities take place), and it has nothing to do with public display (be it in small sympotic gatherings or large civic ones). It is purely delightful (mousan … nēdymon, ibid. 15–16), a plaything for the god (athyrōn, ibid. 15), lacking any social or educational role in the human world. Finally, it is wind‐music, not the fetishized music of the kithara and other string instruments (Wilson 1999, Martin 2003, Wilson 2004). Like other wind‐music, it cannot be accompanied by words. The god’s musical production is qualified by a verb “to cry” (eklagen, ibid. 14), which also describes bird vocalizations. In other words, Pan’s music is wonderful, but it does not belong to the world of mousikē. An emblematic episode makes this particularly clear: after the musical duel that opposed Pan playing his syrinx to Apollo playing the kithara, with Mount Tmolus as judge (Ov. Met. 11.146–71), Midas alone fails to acknowledge Apollo’s victory and receives the ears of an ass as punishment. This divine contest, and Pan’s defeat, illustrates a deep‐seated ideological opposition between different types of music and different systems of associated cultural values.

Yet even if Pan’s syrinx‐playing differs from the most recognized models of mousikē, the god is also partly conceptualized in those very terms. Like Dionysus and his maenads (see Ieranò in this volume), or Cybele and her Corybantes, Pan is often shown leading a chorus of female dancers who participate in his worship and replicate his nature. The god is hailed as “chorus‐leader of the nymphs” (nymphagetan, Epidaurian Hymn to Pan 1) and as the “glory of their golden dances” (chryseōn chorōn agalma, ibid. 3). He is often depicted leading the thiasos of Dionysus, and Lucian calls him the “most Bacchic” (bakchikōtaton) of Dionysus’ attendants (Luc. Bis acc. 9.13). Several texts provide vivid tableaux of Pan’s choral activities: the Homeric Hymn to Pan (19–24) describes how “the clear‐voiced nymphs are with him and move with nimble feet, singing by some spring of dark water, while Echo wails about the mountain‐top, and the god on this side or on that of the choirs, or at times sidling into the midst, plies it nimbly with his feet.” These lines might very well evoke the krotos Pan loves in the percussive sound made by the stepping of the nymphs who accompany him (Thomas 2011). The pairing of the nymphs with Pan creates a neat balance in the soundscape: the nymphs’ feminine choral power opposes his solo masculine instrumental activity (Peponi 2007). There is a deep connection between the nymphs’ choral movement, Pan’s music, and the landscape in which they evolve.

The power of Pan’s music, the nymphs’ response to the divine melody, and their relationship with their landscape is represented particularly powerfully on some fourth‐century BC votive reliefs found in Attic sanctuaries dedicated to Pan. These reliefs depict the nymphs dancing in the foreground (representing a cave setting) and show the god leading their chorus with his syrinx (usually from a marginal position within the image). What makes these reliefs fascinating objects is what Laferrière has described as “the participatory nature inherent in the act of looking:” worshippers would honor Pan by playing music themselves in the cave where the votives were displayed, thus replicating, in a double mimetic move, the god’s music as they were “encouraged to hear Pan’s music by gazing at the depiction of Pan as a musician” (Laferrière 2017, 300). Here, the music of Pan is not only the imaginary music he makes for his animals, himself, or the nymphs in the relief: the actual, human‐produced music by which he is worshipped is just as much his own.



Pan’s Inscape and the Soundscape

Pan’s representation as a hybrid, musical god roaming the countryside and leading a female chorus dancing on mountaintops shows the intricate relationship between the god, the natural world, and music. But this does not exactly correspond to our idea of “music of nature,” which usually brings to mind the lovely vocalizations of birds, the enchanting babbling of brooks, mesmerizing frog duets, etc.2 There is only partial overlap between the two parts of this chapter’s title (“Pan and the Music of Nature”). The following pages will investigate aspects of these two rather independent terms by tracking their fascinating convergences and divergences, which reveal much about the history of religious, aesthetic, and epistemic thought in ancient Greece.

First, Pan and nature. Pan is commonly called the “god of nature,” yet the phrase is misleading. The great majority of ancient Greek gods were “connected in one way or another with natural phenomena, so in some sense all are nature deities. Zeus was a god of rain, Poseidon of earthquakes, Artemis of wild beasts, [Demeter of grain and fertility]” (Larson 2007), and the category of “nature deities” is itself a modern construct. This is all more true since the Greeks had no one term for “nature” and the Greek term we translate by “nature,” physis, meant something rather different.3 What Westerners mean by nature is wide‐ranging and perhaps the “most complex word in the [English] language” (Williams 1972; Soper 1995). In its most encompassing sense, “nature” can mean the workings of the world, from the formation of volcanoes to sexual reproduction. In its most reductive, it refers only to the countryside, wilderness, or, to use a more modern term, the environment, in opposition to the city, humans, and culture. Instead of trying to map our notions of nature onto Pan, it is more productive to think of the god as part of a larger symbolic system in which a constellation of divinities was variously connected to nature in all of its different meanings (from landscapes and features of the environment to fertility and the rearing of the young).4 Pan is thus both less and more than the modern concept of “nature.”

Why more? I have already noted that Pan is a hybrid god, haunting liminal places (eschatiai in Greek). But the landscapes Pan inhabits are more than a background for narrative: they represent the liminality he signifies and are “at once an inscape, a metaphor and not mere geography” (Hillman 1972, xvii). Pan is not in any specific environment, but a figure for humans’ perception of those environments. Invoking Pan captures the feeling of awe and even dread one feels in certain natural places; to put it another way, places sacred to the god are felt to possess a particularly ominous quality in keeping with the god’s nature. Pan is a metaphor for the experience of the natural world at the margins of civilization, an experience perceived as threatening and overwhelming. The god provides a way to situate one’s experience of the natural world near the supernatural, where human abilities (technē or sophia) lose their ability to control and manipulate reality.

The god’s presence is particularly strong in the ominous quality of the burning midday sun in the countryside, when animals and insects are silent, leaving humans susceptible to the spell of Pan’s associates, the nymphs (Larson 2001; Pache 2011). Pan’s sacred time is evoked in the third‐century BC pastoral poet Theocritus’ programmatic Idyll 1. His shepherds warn against Pan’s anger if the god is woken up from his noon slumber:


It is not right, shepherd, it is not right for us to pipe at midday. We are in fear of Pan, who at that time is weary from hunting and takes his rest. He has a short temper, and his bitter anger is always ready to well up. (12–15)


Pan’s association with the awesome and unnerving experience of the natural world in its acoustic dimension is probably most interestingly illustrated in a handful of mythological episodes, probably invented by learned Hellenistic poets and preserved in Imperial literature. They are all the more remarkable that Pan’s mythology is limited (the only event that the Homeric Hymn to Pan describes is the birth of the god and his nurse’s abandonment). These mythical narratives all follow a common thread: they involve the god’s passion for a nymph (Pitys, Echo, Syrinx) whom the god tries to seduce but who, in order to escape the god, is metamorphosed into an element of the natural landscape—or, rather, of the natural soundscape. I will concentrate on the two most emblematic episodes, Pan’s pursuits of Echo and of Syrinx.5

Echo’s companionship of Pan is already attested in the Homeric Hymn to Pan, where she “wails about the mountain top” (21) but her metamorphosis is probably best known in Ovid’s narrative, in which she is the unrequited lover of Narcissus (Met. 3.339–401). It is also recounted in a different version in Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe (3.22). There, the goatherd Daphnis explains to his beloved Chloe that the beautiful nymph Echo (a virtuoso musician trained by the Muses) drew the ire of Pan, “jealous of the music and frustrated not to have gotten her beauty.” The god


(…) threw a madness over the herdsmen and goatherds. And, like dogs or wolves, they tore her apart and threw her limbs, still singing, all over the earth. And for love of the nymphs, the earth hid all the limbs and preserves the music, and with the wisdom of the Muses [Echo] sends forth her voice and mimics everything—gods, men, instruments, wild beasts—as she used to when she was a maiden. She even mimics Pan playing the syrinx, and hearing it, he jumps up and rushes throughout the hills, not desiring to find anything other than to learn who his invisible pupil is.




Besides the god’s traditional character traits (his uncontrollable libido, his quickness to anger, and his influence over shepherds) a further feature appears: his passionate love for music and the sounds he hears, understood in relation to the environment. In the myth of origins of the echo, Pan’s desire and Pan’s passion for music and attention to sound collapse into one another. Pan “invents” (discovers) the echo insofar as he is seduced by its power and recognizes its grip on the senses—the impression of presence it suggests and the new awareness of music it creates (LeVen forthcoming). The myth also displays a certain understanding of the environment based on continuity, dependent on Pan’s agency, between humans and natural phenomena (Echo and the echo) and between human and natural sounds (Echo’s music and the echoed sounds). In this sense, Pan can be read as a figure for an awareness of the natural soundscape. These ideas are examined even further in the myth of invention of the syrinx.

Among the different versions of the myth, Ovid’s Metamorphoses (1.689–723) again provides the richest meditation on the relationship between Pan, music, and natural world:


[Syrinx], spurning his prayers, fled through the pathless wastes until she come to Laton’s stream flowing peacefully along his sandy banks; (…) when the water checked her further flight, she besought her sisters of the stream to change her form; and (…) Pan, when now he thought he had caught Syrinx, instead of her held naught but marsh reeds in his arms; and whole he sighed in disappointment, the soft air stirring in the reeds gave forth a low and complaining sound. Touched by this wonder and charmed by the sweet tones, the god exclaimed: “this converse, at least, shall I have with thee.” And so the pipes made of unequal reeds fitted together by a joining of wax, took and kept the name of the maiden.

(transl. Miller 1977)


The major work performed by the narrative is to erase, twice, the boundaries one might see between nature and culture, and between humans and other animals. As the god pines (a surprising emotion for the god usually characterized by his sweet laughter, hēdygelōs—Hom. Hymn Pan 37), he perceives the sound of the wind in the reeds as a human expression of emotion (see Pelosi in this volume). He attributes a voice to the plant, and considers this natural production a “new art” (arte noua, Met. 1.709). If at face value the narrative accounts for the origins of the instrument made of reeds (the transformed body of the nymph), it also draws attention to the power of the sounds of the natural world and the attention they deserve: here, that power lies in the god’s impression that the reeds express some feelings that merit closer attention and inspire him to transform them into a musical instrument with which to communicate with the nymph. In the story of the metamorphosis of the nymph into a plant, we find a stirring discourse not only on the origins of the instrument, but also, again, crucial testimony of a certain form of attentiveness toward the natural soundscape.

As these myths illustrate particularly well, Pan is a fertile mythic site at which to think about the natural world in its uncanny, unsettling aspects. The myths reflect on the fascination that sounds in the natural world (echoes, sound of winds in the reeds, or, in the case of Pitys, rustling of leaves) can produce in their listeners. This fascination is an awesome, passionate experience, as it results directly from the death of the maiden who gave her name and identity to the natural phenomenon. As Borgeaud puts it (87): “Music… seems thus to originate in a deficit. But we would be wrong to take it as a mere substitutive compensation. It is infused with supernatural power and is that which it replaces; it has all the overpowering force of passion—and its reality.” Yet one element is strikingly missing in these mythical narratives: there are no human listeners in Pan’s mythological acoustic universe. His syrinx‐playing is aimed at divine listeners and the episodes in which he is involved occur on a plane separate from that of humans. The final section will investigate alternative ancient ways to conceptualize sounds from the natural world, focusing once more on these concepts’ relationship with humans.



Pan’s Alternatives: Pastoral and Materialism

If Pan is a figure for the uncanny attraction to the natural soundscape, is the “music of nature” a purely modern (Romantic) construction? Again, not entirely: it finds an ancestor in two ancient trends. The first is the genre of pastoral. Pastoral represents shepherds’ lives and activities under the purview of Pan—shepherding animals, syrinx‐playing and rumination of amorous thoughts (Halperin 1983; Alpers 1996; Skoie and Bjøornstad‐Velásquez 2006; Payne 2009). Shepherds are not shown playing the panpipes to call their animals but to “amuse themselves,” like Pan in the Homeric Hymn, and engage in private musical contests that are the humble equivalents of their urban public counterparts. The songs they perform often embed an image of shepherds’ life: rather than a realistic image of the countryside, pastoral offers an image of nature as art‐world (Segal 1975). The beginning of Theocritus’ first Idyll provides a paradigmatic example:


Thyrsis: A sweet thing is the whispered music of that pine by the springs, goatherd, and sweet is your piping too; after Pan you will take the second prize. If he should choose the horned goat, you will have the she‐goat, and if he has the she‐goat as his prize, the kid falls to you. The flesh of a kid is good before you milk her.

Goatherd: Sweeter is the outpouring of your song, shepherd, than that cascade teeming down from the rock up above. If the Muses should take the sheep as their gift, you will have a stall‐fed lamb, and if they would like to have a lamb, you will be next and take away the sheep.

(transl. Hopkinson 2015)


Here, the sound of the shepherd’s song rivals the music of the goatherd’s syrinx in a double imagined contest: one between human and instrumental voice, and one opposing human and divine performers. But other actants are involved in the making of lovely sounds, for the idyll refers to the sounds of the environment: the wind in the pine tree (an oblique reference to the myth of Pitys?), the bubbling of the spring, the crashing of the cascade. In a third type of contest, human musicians attempt to emulate these features of the landscape. There is no difference in the vocabulary used to describe human and nonhuman sounds, or, in Leppert’s words, no struggle between authorized and unauthorized sounds (Leppert 1993): the pine‐tree produces a whisper (psithyrisma), and sweetness (hady) characterizes both the shepherd’s voice and the tree’s sounds. Idyll 7 provides an even better example of the continuity of vocabulary for human and natural sounds:


Many a poplar and elm murmured above our heads; trickling down from a cave of the nymphs, a sacred spring plashed nearby; on the shady branches the dusky cicadas worked hard at their song; far off in the dense brambles the tree frog kept up its crooning; linnets and finches sang; doves were cooing, and humming bees were flying around the spring.


The passage represents the variety of the “sonosphere” (Bettini 2008): the difference of frequency, pitches, and timbre of aural production in a landscape, in a way announcing the work of modern scholars of the “great animal orchestra” (Rothenberg 2005; Rothenberg and Ulvaeus 2009; Krause 2012; Rothenberg 2013). In other idylls, the natural world is even imagined as expressing feelings of bereavement to echo human emotions. In Idyll 7 again, Tityrus sings how


Daphnis the oxherd once loved Xenea, and how the mountains lamented for him and the oak trees that grow on the banks of the river Himeras sang his dirge as he wasted away like snow under Haemus or Athos or Rhodope or furthest Caucasus (…).


Continuity in the vocabulary used for humans and elements of the natural world takes a new dimension here: it illustrates the “pathetic fallacy,” where nonhuman actants (animals, plants, features of the landscape) are believed to echo the feelings of humans, and are even imagined as participants in human institutions (such as the ritualized lament).6 As opposed to the myths that involved Pan and divine invention of features of the natural soundscape, the real focus of pastoral is on humans, their music, and their inner lives. The “nature” of the pastoral world is only capable of echoing back the shepherds’ songs—the very music that constructs that world in the first place.

The second useful set of sources for conceptualizing the “music of nature” is the materialist tradition. Philosophers from Epicurus to Lucretius aimed at ridding “nature” of the divine presences that were felt to animate it (Gale 1994). A passage of Lucretius provides a most emblematic example, in berating the farmer‐race associating some sounds in nature with the presence of Pan (De rer. nat. 4.586–92):


the farmers’ men all over the countryside listen, while Pan, shaking the pine leaves that cover his half‐human head, often runs over the open reeds with curved lips, that the panpipes may never slacken in their flood of woodland music. All other signs and wonders of this sort they relate, that they may not perhaps be thought to inhabit a wilderness which even the gods have left.

(Rouse 1992)


In a general enterprise meant to rid the world of numinous presences, Lucretius locates the origins of human song and syrinx playing in humans’ ability to listen to and imitate, respectively, the sound of birds and wind in the reeds in a specific environment (De rer. nat. 5.1378–1435). This natural history of music is another way of undermining the divide between nature and culture and seeing continuity between humans and the natural soundscape.



Conclusion

This chapter has been an unpacking of its title, “Pan and the Music of Nature.” There is a deep‐seated connection between the god, music, and the sounds of the natural world (bird songs, insect noises, and sounds of natural elements), but the story I have told is that of the divorce between the two parts of the title. In mythical thought, Pan is at once a god connected to aspects of the natural world and a musician paradoxically conceptualized both along the classical model of mousikē and as a lonely musician playing at the margins of civilization. But the god has more to do with the uncanny attraction of the soundscape than with the Romantic idea of “music of nature.”

This idea of the “music of nature,” whose point of reference is humans rather than a cosmos governed by gods, is nevertheless illustrated in the genre of pastoral, which depicts the sounds of human and non‐human musicians in similar terms and treats the music of nature as an extension and reflection of human music. The materialist tradition, on the other hand, positions the sounds of the natural world as the origins of human music in its deconstruction of the opposition between nature and art.

In an intellectual turn over the last three decades, students of the natural soundscape have returned to examining “nature” as musical, but without positing the centrality of human beings in the conceptualization of music. For these scholars—evolutionary musicologists, zoomusicologists, and eco‐musicologists—the notion of music should be used indifferently for human and non‐human creatures, and music should be conceptualized as a cross‐species phenomenon.7 Even if we are far from the mythical figure of Pan, questions related to the origins of music, its place in the world, the continuity between nature and culture, and the borders between music and noise are still vibrant today.
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NOTES


	1 Translations are my own except when otherwise noted.

	2 The subtitle of W. Gardiner’s 1837 book The Music of Nature is representative: An Attempt to Prove That What Is Passionate and Pleasing in the Art of Singing, Speaking, and Performing upon Musical Instruments, Is Derived from the Sounds of the Animated World.

	3 A noun formed from the verb phyō, to grow, physis means the growing force of something. On the concept of nature in the ancient world: Schrödinger 1996; Del Corno 1998; Cusset 1999; Asdal 2003; Naddaf 2005; Payne 2014.

	4 Pan was connected in particular with his father Hermes, with whom he shares an Arcadian heritage and the function of pasturing animals, and with his uncle Apollo (Nomios, pastor). Like Artemis, Pan is a hunter (but unlike her, a protector of domestic animals as well).

	5 There is no extant retelling of the myth of Pitys but several authors (Luc. Dial. mort. 22.4; Daphnis and Chloe 2.7 and 39; Nonn. Dion. 2.108) allude to her transformation into a pine tree. What is interesting, in the light of the two other myths, is the idea that there is continuity between different species in making delightful music.

	6 Later examples can be found in Bion’s Lament for Adonis 18.32–5, Moschus’s Lament for Bion 1–49.

	7 Scholars of biomusicology call it “a discipline defined in part by its commitment to exploring the relevance of modern biological knowledge about the evolution and functions of animal behavior to the question of the origins of human music and dance, and this includes the rich treasure of theory and observation provided by behavioral biology on topics such as animal vocalization, communication, emotive expression, and display” (Wallin, Merker and Brown 2000). For Martinelli: “Zoomusicology approaches nonhuman animals from the direction of human sciences, and music from the direction of biological sciences. (…) Hence, to adopt the zoomusicological paradigm means to put seriously into discussion the present definitions of music, starting from its strongly anthropocentric connotation. At the same time, the whole conception of the nature‐culture dichotomy is to be revised” (Martinelli 2009, 7). See also Mâche 1983; Rehding 2002.







CHAPTER FIVE
Musical Heroes

Susanna Sarti



Greek musical heroes were extraordinary individuals, often characterized as legendary “first discoverers” (prōtoi heuretai) of instruments (see Terzēs in this volume) or musical genres. Their talent for singing and playing allowed them to cross the boundary between human and divine worlds, and their lives and deeds were celebrated in literary works as well as in visual art.

Most came from lands such as Thrace and Phrygia that were associated with exotic music, beauty, and luxury. Their tales often play on the cultural opposition between East and West (see Franklin in this volume), Greek and Barbarian, as well as other contrasts such as male–female (see De Simone in this volume), man–animal, and Apollo–Dionysus (see Rutherford and Ieranò in this volume), polar opposites that are sometimes reconciled through music.

Relating to episodes of musical innovation, performance and competition, musical myths carried key educational, moral as well as political messages. The same heroes also populate Roman myths (see Galasso in this volume), although their tales often conveyed different values.



Magical Music: Orpheus, Arion, Amphion

The deeds of Orpheus, Amphion, and Arion are frequently described to illustrate the prodigious ability of music to enchant and mesmerize human beings, which was regarded as a divine gift, bestowed on human poets‐musicians by Apollo and the Muses (see Murray in this volume). The strains of Orpheus charmed both natural beings and deities of Olympus and Hades; Amphion built the walls of Thebes by moving stones to the tune of his lyre; and Arion’s lyre music enchanted the dolphin that rescued him. These tales about the power of music were recorded in Greek literature and visual art, and turned into models that were transmitted to Roman artists and authors. In Silius Italicus’ epic poem Punica, for instance, the warrior‐poet Teuthras attempts to weaken Hannibal and his men by singing about the mythological Greek time when “the tortoise shell had power to draw stones and bring them of their own accord, to make walls for a city” (Pun. 11.440–3, transl. Duff 2015). Teuthras sings of the poets Amphion and Arion, relates how Chiron’s lyre soothed Achilles, and also speaks of the extraordinary power of Orpheus’ music (Pun. 11.466). Stories about the musical talent of the three musical heroes continue to be told in late antique literature (Clem. Al. Protr. 1.1–2; Mart. Cap. 9.906–8; Lieberg 1984, 150–2; Jourdan 2008).

The earliest mention of Orpheus was by Ibycus of Rhegium, who called him “illustrious” (onomaklytos, fr. 306 Davies), showing that the hero was already a famous figure in the sixth century BC. The poet’s long‐established fame is confirmed by Pindar (Pyth. 4.176–7), who lists him among the members of the expedition that brought Jason and the Argonauts to Colchis to fetch the Golden Fleece. Orpheus acted as a boatswain (keleustēs), giving rhythm to the oarsmen of the Argo with his instrument (Lomiento 2005, 59, 69), and his magical music also saved the Argonauts from the lethal song of the Sirens (Ap. Rhod. Argon. 4.891–911; Apollod. Bibl. 1.9.25; cf. Bacch. fr. 29 Maehler, with Ercoles 2009, 49–54).

Orpheus’ participation in the expedition puts him in a mythological time before the Trojan War. By contrast, Aristophanes (Ran. 1032) presents him as a quasi‐historical figure in the sequence Orpheus, Musaeus, Hesiod, and Homer. Plato followed the same tradition in the Apology (41a6–7), but elsewhere revealed an otherwise‐unknown side of the Thracian musician, characterizing him as a coward (Symp. 179d). Glaucus of Rhegium mentioned Orpheus in his catalogue of musicians and placed him immediately after Olympus and before Terpander (Huxley 1968). Timotheus, the most renowned exponent of the “New Music” (see D’Angour in this volume), in order to defend himself from the charge of using an excessively varied musical style (poikilia), presented himself as Orpheus and Terpander’s heir, stating that they were already virtuoso kithara players (Maas 1992; Ercoles 2008, 125–9). Indeed, Orpheus appears as a character who could master old as well as new musical styles, embracing amateur and professional genres.

The magical power of enchantment exerted by Orpheus’ music and voice are described by Simonides (PMG 567), Aeschylus (Ag. 1628–32), and Euripides (Med. 543, Hipp. 953, Bacch. 560–4, IA 1211–15, Cycl. 646‐648). The latter mentioned him also in the Alcestis, where Admetus refers to Orpheus’ success in charming the gods of Hades (357–9), which allowed him to rescue his wife Eurydice. This theme was further developed in Latin sources with key additions to the traditional story. Virgil, for instance, is the first who tells us that the deities of the Underworld agreed to release Eurydice on the condition that Orpheus not look at her until they reached the upper world. But Orpheus disobeyed, losing his wife forever (G. 4.485–529, with Owen Lee 1996; cf. Ov. Met. 10.40–63).

Orpheus’ descent to the Underworld (katabasis) is echoed in Pseudo‐Eratosthenes’ Catasterisms (24),1 a passage that also reports an episode taken from Aeschylus’ lost play Bassarides: Orpheus was killed by a group of frenzied women, who tore him to pieces and scattered his limbs far and wide as a punishment for having betrayed Dionysus in favor of Helios‐Apollo (Seaford 2005).2 The Hellenistic poet Phanocles expands on Orpheus’ rejection of women and his love for Boreas’ son, Calais (fr. 1 Powell); further references to a homoerotic Orpheus appear in Latin literature (Ov. Met. 10.78–85, Hyg. Poet. astr. 2.7; Stern 1979).

The hero’s connection with myth, religion, and poetry illustrated in literary sources was also spread through visual arts. The earliest known image of Orpheus appears on a metope from the Sicyonian Treasury at Delphi dated to 570–560 BC (Delphi, Arch. Mus. inv. 1323, with Trzcionkowski 2015, 145–8). The poet is identified by name and depicted as one of the Argonauts, flanked by an unknown musician as well as two horsemen. Orpheus might also be identified with the musician represented between two Sirens on an Attic lēkythos dated around 570–560 BC (Heidelberg, Ruprecht‐Karls‐Univ. inv. 68.1; Beazley Archive n. 2434);3 otherwise he does not appear in later representations of the Argonauts.

The inscription “hail, Orpheus” (chaire Orpheu), which is next to the kitharōidos stepping onto a competitors’ platform (Attic black‐figure olpē, Rome, Villa Giulia inv. 50627; Beazley archive n. 303344), suggests that the depicted musician was indeed Orpheus (ABV 432,4 and Gropengiesser 1977, 607–6). However, according to Pausanias (10.7.2), Orpheus never took part in musical competitions, but he would have been such a popular figure in sixth‐century Athens that his name could have been used for talented musicians in general (Garezou 1994, 97 n. 176).

Pausanias (10.30.6–7), in his description of the painting by Polygnotos in the Leschē of the Cnidians at Delphi, mentions Orpheus donning Greek clothes as well as playing music in the Underworld in order to rescue Eurydice. This theme, first mentioned in Euripides’ Alcestis, is only attested on one of the three‐figure reliefs, dated to 420–410 BC, known to us through Roman copies (Naples, Arch. Mus. inv. 6727; Nulton 2009, 30, fig . 4.1).4 By contrast, the hero’s descent into Hades is a frequent theme on fourth‐century Apulian vases, which depict him in Eastern clothes and a Phrygian cap, playing the kithara surrounded by Hermes Psychopompus, Cerberus, the Erinyes and mythological sinners like Sisyphus, Ixion, or the Danaids. Orpheus appears here as a human mediator who, alongside the divine mediator Dionysus, reveals the way to salvation through initiation, suggesting a connection with the spread of mystery cults in South Italy (Bernabé 2009).

After losing Eurydice, Orpheus went to Thrace where, charming men with music, he enraged the women to such an extent that they violently killed him (Figure 5.1). Iconography from 470 BC onward illustrates a story of Orpheus’ death, different from that told by Aeschylus but similar to that of Phanocles, which focuses on the opposition between female and male (Detienne 1975, 76).


Another significant opposition that informs myths about Orpheus is that between men and animals, which could be illustrated on vase paintings that show him enchanting satyrs (hybrid creatures: Lissarrague 1994a, 275–6) and defeating the half‐bird, half‐woman Sirens (Ap. Rhod. Argon. 4.891–911; Apollod. Bibl. 1.135). A further antithesis is visually symbolized by the Greek clothes that Orpheus wears among the Thracians (Lissarrague 1994b, 273). On many occasions, Orpheus’ music and magic spells seem capable of reconciling these contrasts by dissolving boundaries between divine, natural, and human worlds (Bernabé 2015). But the alluring effect of his music on everything and everybody might have been the precise reason why the hero was punished with death. Orpheus probably exceeded human limits so that Apollo and the Muses took back his musical power.

But not even death could overpower his talent and, in Hellenistic as well as Latin sources, we hear that Orpheus’ head continued to sing and give prophecies even after being severed from his body. This scene already appeared on late fifth‐century Athenian vases, and included the Muses and sometimes Apollo, or a bearded man generally regarded as the poet Terpander.5 These images seem to prefigure the tale (aition) first reported by the Hellenistic poet Phanocles (fr. 1.11–22), who explains the musicality of Lesbos—the land of Terpander, Alceus, and Sappho—by describing how Orpheus’ head and lyre traveled to the island after being thrown into the Hebros river by the women of Thrace (Verg. G. 4.520–7; Ov. Met. 11.50–60). Nicomachus (Excerpta 266.2–12 Jan) adds that the lyre was collected by fishermen and brought to the poet Terpander, while Philostratus (Her. 28.8 = Orph 1056T) tells us that Orpheus’ head gave prophecies from a hollow in the earth. The principal purpose of the tale seems to have been accounting for the existence and popularity of Orphic writings.6
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Figure 5.1 Attic red‐figure stamnos, Zurich, Inst. für Arch. inv. 3477; Beazley archive n. 275230.

© Archaeological Collection, University of Zurich, inv. 3477. Photo: Frank Tomio.



Orpheus’ story indeed becomes a common subject on fifth‐century Athenian vases as well as fourth‐century Apulian pottery (Tsiafakis 2002; Isler‐Kerenyi 2009). It is surprising, however, to find out that a famous episode such as Orpheus’ enchantment of the beasts is hardly ever portrayed in Greek art. Exceptions might be an Attic black‐figure plate showing a musician accompanied by birds and a deer (Garezou 1994, 98 n. 191), an Attic krater representing Orpheus with a turtle and a horse (Hamburg, Mus. für Kunst und Gewerbe inv. 1968.79; Beazley archive n. 275004), and an Apulian krater showing him with a deer (Naples, Arch. Mus. inv. 82347; Garezou 1994, 84, §17). In contrast, the Roman world loved images that represented Orpheus with his lyre surrounded by a variety of beasts (Lieberg 1984, 140–1; Belis 2016, 18–21). In such images, he is no longer regarded as the hero who challenged Hades and the Sirens, responsible for introducing new religious trends or musical novelties akin to those of the “New Musicians.” Now he is a youth who brings together wild and domestic animals, fostering peace (concordia) between them by musical spells. From the second century AD, this image was often employed on sarcophagi, as well as catacomb frescoes and mosaics to represent Christ and the biblical king David (Hachlili 2009, 72–8; Herrero de Jáuregui 2010, esp. 118–26).

Regarded in antiquity as a “magical” musician on a par with Orpheus, the semi‐legendary poet Arion lived at the court of Periander of Corinth (Hdt. 1.23–4). The defining episode of his mythical life took place after a successful performing tour in South Italy. Arion hired a ship to sail from Tarentum back to Corinth, but the crew plotted to steal the money he earned performing in Sicily and ordered him to kill himself or jump into the sea. Arion persuaded them to let him sing one last time, so he sang a hymn to Apollo, accompanying himself on his kithara, standing on the prow of the boat in his performance costume (skeuē). Herodotus’ emphasis on Arion’s lavish dress is reflected by images on coins minted in Corinth and Methymna, as well as Roman mosaics.7 Immediately after singing, he jumped into the sea; but his beautiful song had attracted a dolphin that carried him on his back safely to Taenarum, an area that hosted a sanctuary of Poseidon and was commonly believed to be an entrance to the Underworld (Beaulieu 2016a, 239).

Herodotus’ focus on Arion’s leap into the sea seems to emphasize his heroism, “composed of acceptance and persistence rather than agonistic combat” (Flory 1978, 418). As Plutarch points out, Arion was beloved by the gods (theophilēs, Plut. Conv. sept. sap. 161e–f): Apollo forewarned Arion of the danger he would face (Hyg. Fab. 194), and dolphins played a significant role in Apollo’s cult at Delphi; the sea is the world of Poseidon; and the dithyramb allegedly invented by Arion is a song in honor of Dionysus (Hdt. 1.23–4).

The story continued to be popular in Roman times, albeit with some variation of detail, and is represented in mosaics such as the example preserved at the Roman Villa del Casale in Piazza Armerina (Sicily). Passing references appear in Cicero (Tusc. 2.67), Virgil (Ecl. 8.56) and Propertius (Pro. 2.26a.18); Ovid (Fast. 2.79–118) relates the entire story in order to explain the origin of the constellation of the Dolphin and compares Arion’s final dirge to the swan’s death song (Perutelli 2003, 15–16). In Aulus Gellius (NA 16.19) and Tzetzes (Chil. 1.17.403), Arion’s story acquired significant funerary and eschatological overtones: his leap turns into a “katabasis of sorts” (Beaulieu 2016a, 239) that allowed him to access the Underworld. In this context, the dolphin plays the role of psychopomp and acts as a mediator between life and death, men and gods (Beaulieu 2016a, 238–42; Beaulieu 2016b, 120–4).

The magic of music is a leading theme also in the myth of Amphion and Zethus, Zeus and Antiope’s twin sons. Amphion, who had received his lyre from Hermes, was a model of ‘contemplative life’ whereas Zethus, a hunter and herdsman, embodied “practical life” (Eur. frs 183–8 TrGF; Hor. Epist. 1.18.41–4) (Figure 5.2). They erected the walls of Thebes together (Hom. Od. 11.260), but Zethus struggled to carry his stones, whereas his brother made them fall into place of their own accord with his musical incantations (Ap. Rhod. Argon. 1.735–41; Paus. 6.20.18).


Heraclides of Pontus regarded Amphion as the inventor of singing with the kithara (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 3.1132a, with Barker 1984, 207) and Pausanias (9.8.4) writes that he had learned the Lydian mode from the Lydians themselves, having married Tantalus’ daughter, Niobe. In antiquity, Niobe became a famous symbol of the tragic consequences of human arrogance: she boasted that she had more children than the goddess Leto, an act that was punished by Apollo and Artemis who killed all her sons and daughters (Apollod. 3.5.6; Gell. 20.7; Hyg. Fab. 9.1–4). Images of Amphion and Zethus are rare in Classical iconography, but Niobe’s sorrow is a frequent subject on South Italian vases (Keuls 1978; Taplin 2007, 74–7), on which Amphion is represented with his lyre (Siciliote fragment, Lipari inv. 13183, Apulian krater, Melbourne, Graham Geddes coll. inv. A: 5.1, Trendall 1986, 159–61, figs. 3–5), or at his grave (Princeton, University Art Mus. inv. 1989.29; Taplin 2007, 78–9; Rebaudo 2013, 220–1, n. 7).
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Figure 5.2 Roman relief, Rome, Palazzo Spada. ICCD‐Gabinetto Fotografico Nazionale, Fondo GFN n. inv. D002757.

© Su autorizzazione dell'Istituto Centrale per il Catalogo e la Documentazione–MiBACT. © MiBACT.SABAP‐RM‐MET. Foto: Mauro Benedetti



Some literary sources report that Amphion was killed by Apollo because he had challenged the god (Apollod. Bibl. 3.5.6; Hyg. Fab. 9), whereas Ovid (Met. 6.267–72) claims that he committed suicide on the grave of his children. In spite of differences in detail, these sources show that Amphion suffered divine retribution (nemesis).



String Music in Myth: Musaeus and Linus

Often associated with Orpheus and Apollo is Musaeus, who has a complex genealogy (Henrichs 1985). Although he is generally said to come from Athens or Eleusis, he is occasionally portrayed in Thracian clothing together with his wife Deiope and son Eumolpus (Attic pelikē, New York, Metr. Mus. inv. 37.11.23; Beazley archive n. 220499). He is described as a seer, a poet, a singer, and even a dancer connected with the Mysteries of Eleusis. Musaeus among the Muses (Figure 5.3) appeared frequently in Attic iconography between 450 and 410 BC, but is nowhere depicted engaging in competitions with the gods. He always appears as a positive figure, who was buried in front of the Acropolis of Athens (Paus. 1.25.8; Beschi 1991, 43).
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Figure 5.3 Attic red‐figure kalpis, Rome, Villa Giulia inv. 233013.

MiBACT.SABAP‐RM‐MET. Foto: Mauro Benedetti. ICCD‐ Gabinetto Fotografico Nazionale, Fondo GFN n. inv. D002757. © Su autorizzazione dell’Istituto Centrale per il Catalogo e la Documentazione–MiBACT.



A very different destiny was in store for Linus, a mythical son of Apollo and a Muse (Hes. fr. 305):8 after his untimely death, he became the subject of a famous dirge that contained the ritual cry ailinon (“woe for Linus!”, cf. Alexiou 1974). Diodorus Siculus (3.67) describes Linus as “the inventor of rhythm and melody,” as well as the teacher of Musaeus, Orpheus, Thamyris, and Heracles. He appears on an Attic cup together with a young Musaeus (Paris, Louvre inv. G457; Beazley archive n. 217018), and is also depicted on a skyphos teaching music to Iphicles, while Heracles approaches the school accompanied by an old servant who carries his lyre (Schwerin, Staatl. Mus. inv. 708; Beazley archive n. 211358). Linus’ death may have taken place precisely in this context. Several sources tell us that Heracles got so angry at being punished by his music teacher that he killed him with his lyre (Apollod. Bibl. 2.4.9; Diod. Sic. 3.67), the plēktron (Ael. VH 3.32), or a stool (Attic cup, Paris, Cabinet des Medailles inv. 811; Beazley archive n. 210300). According to another tradition, Linus was killed by Apollo, either because he had claimed to be as good as him in singing (Paus. 9.29.6) or because he substituted gut strings with flax threads (linon, Philoch. FGrHist 328 F207).

Represented only on late archaic Attic iconography and always connected with Heracles, Linus is a teacher whose talent and commitment were possibly the causes of his death, lamented by poets even outside Greece.

 

Wind Music in Myth: The Phrygian Triad

Olympus, Marsyas, and Hyagnis are Phrygian mythical figures connected with wind instruments. Hyagnis, Marsyas’ father, was believed to have invented the aulos as well as the Phrygian harmonia (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 1132f, with Barker 1984, 210). The origin of the aulos was the subject of a renowned myth, according to which the satyr Marsyas picked up the instrument after it had been discarded by Athena (Apollod. Bibl. 1.24.2).

An equally famous myth describes the punishment of Marsyas’s arrogance. Believing that his aulos playing was superior to any other kind of music, he challenged Apollo himself to a musical contest and was flayed alive after losing.9 During the last quarter of the fifth century BC, the contest between Apollo and Marsyas appears on several Attic red‐figure vases; but on a few of them Marsyas plays the kithara,10 a variation of the myth that might have been inspired by a literary work (Boardman 1956; Froning 1971). Alternatively, it might have been the result of a change in the cultural significance of string and wind instruments (Sarti 1992, 101–3; Power 2013, 241–3) as the kithara had become a fully professional instrument, capable of as much virtuosity as the aulos.

Visual representations of Marsyas appear also in Magna Graecia (Mugione 2000, 89–94) and Rome, where a statue of the satyr was placed in the Forum (Hor. Sat. 1.6.120). Depictions focus mostly on his brutal punishment, but some Roman sarcophagi, dated to the second century AD, combine different mythical episodes: Athena rejecting the aulos (subsequently taken up by Marsyas), the musical contest with Apollo, as well as its sad epilogue (Figure 5.4).


In Plato’s Symposium (215c), Marsyas is described as the teacher of Olympus, another mythical musician regarded as “the founder of the noble style of music that is properly Greek” (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 11.1135b, with Barker 1984, 217–18; Barker 2011; cf. Pl. Leg. 3.677d). Olympus is depicted as Marsyas’s pupil in Polygnotos’s Nekyia painting at Delphi (Paus. 10.30.9) and on a few Attic vases, mostly dated to the end of the fifth century BC. Representations of Olympus are more common in Magna Graecia and in Roman art (Rawson 1987, 67–74).
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Figure 5.4 Roman Sarcophagus, Paris, Louvre Ma 2347 (Cp 6365).

Photo Jastrow (2006), Public domain.



 

Music of Love and Beauty: Thamyris, Phaon, Adonis

The Thracian musician Thamyris, son of Philammon and nephew of Apollo, lost a legendary competition against the Muses, who punished him by taking away his sight as well as his ability to play and sing (Hom. Il. 2.594–600; Eur. Rh. 924–5). Once again, musical myths turn into cautionary tales against human arrogance (hybris), which offends the gods and incites their revenge.11

Pliny the Elder attributes to Thamyris the discovery of the Dorios modulos (HN 7.204) and describes a fourth‐century BC painting produced by Theon of Samos that featured him. Pausanias tells us that he threw his lyre into a river (4.33.3), was punished in Hades (4.33.7), and was one of the winners at the musical contests of Delphi (10.7.2). Pausanias describes also a statue on the Mount Helicon that represented the blind poet holding a broken lyre (9.30.2) and a similar scene in the Leschē of the Cnidians (10.30.8).

Visual art gives us a sense of the historical development of the Thamyris myth, which originally focused on his arrogance in competing with the gods. This motif inspired his representation in Polygnotos’ Nekyia, as well as Sophocles’ Thamyras, works that could be both connected with the anti‐Thracian politics of the Athenian Cimon (Cillo 1993, 205–6). A few decades later, however, when Aphrodite and Eros enjoyed a renewed popularity in Athenian iconography as symbols of beauty and love, this myth seems to have been used differently. In this new context, Thamyris may not have been represented for his musical talent but for his proverbial beauty, his link with Apollo and the Muses, and as the first homosexual (Apollod. Bibl. 1.3.3). In other words, he is represented as a foreign, handsome, homosexual musician, evoking an exotic and luxurious atmosphere, rather than as a figure in opposition to the poetic status quo embodied by the Muses (Wilson 2009, 47). In fact, it seems that at the end of the fifth century the new Athenian society, and in particular the pottery workshop of the Meidias Painter (Burn 1987), preferred this version of the Thamyris story to the earlier one in which the musical competition was the most important element.

An Attic krater from Spina (Ferrara, Arch. Mus. inv. 3033, T127; Beazley archive n. 215539) seems to combine the older scene of musical competition and punishment with the new delicate and joyful images favored by the Meidias painter and his circle. Perhaps the ephemeral nature of the moral expressed by the Thamyris myth was the reason it was not transmitted to the Greek West,12 in contrast with the spread of the myth of Marsyas, the other well‐known musical hybristēs.

Like Thamyris and Musaeus, Phaon and Adonis were popular subjects in Meidias’s workshop (Burn 1987, 54–9), since their stories allowed painters to explore newly developed aspects of their artistic sensitivity. Phaon was an old and ugly boatman from Mitylene, who received the gift of beauty from Aphrodite as a reward for having unknowingly ferried her for no payment. This story is first attested in a fragment by the comic poet Cratinus (fr. 370 K.‐A.) in the late fifth century, around the same time as the first images of him appeared on Athenian vases (e.g. Bologna, Mus. Civico inv. 288bis; Beazley archive n. 213717). On a red‐figure kalpis from Populonia (Florence, Arch. Mus. inv. 81947; Beazley archive n. 220494), Phaon is represented playing the lyre; and on a similar vase (Florence, Arch. Mus. inv. 81948; Beazley archive n. 220493), Adonis is depicted with his lyre, an instrument often presented as a feature of beautiful paidika in visual art of the second half of the fifth century (Shapiro 2009, 256).

 

Conclusions

Ancient Greek and Roman tales about mythical musicians and heroes illustrated different aspects of the relationship between men and gods, and significant social and religious messages were also conveyed by their visual representations. Competition and hybris are key themes in musical myths, and death is the fate of heroes whenever they appear to be more talented than gods. Exceptions are Musaeus, who never challenged the gods, and Arion, who was able to wield his musical power within the limits set by the gods.



FURTHER READING

For Adonis, see Weber‐Lehmann 2003. For Arion, Phalantos and Taras, see also Bowra 1963, Schamp 1979, Vignolo Munson 1986, Hooker 1989, Gray 2001, Meriani 2010, Lyons 2014. For Amphion, see also David‐Guignard 2006. For Marsyas, see also Rambach 2001 and Van Keer 2004. For Mousaios, see also Gorrini 2010. For Orpheus, see also Warden 1982, Segal 1989; Fontanaz 2008 and Isler‐Kerenyi 2009 (iconography on Attic vases), Iannucci 2009 (Orpheus Argonaut), Vieillefon Laurence 2003 (Orpheus in Late antiquity); Jesnick 1997 (Orpheus in mosaics) and Vendries 2006 (Orpheus among animals). For Thamyris, see also Menichetti 2007, Meriani 2007, De Cesare 2009, Wilson 2009, Sarti 2012 and Kárpáti 2016.
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NOTES


	1 Di Marco (1993) plausibly argues that this was a later addition to the text; see also West 1983a.

	2 See also Apollodorus (Bibl. 1.3.2), with West 1983b, 23–4 and Calame 2010.

	3 These numbers refer to the Beazley Archive Pottery Database: http://www.beazley.ox.ac.uk/pottery/default.htm. On this representation of Orpheus, see Garezou 1994, 98 §187; Graf 1987, 96; Blatter 1984.

	4 See also Simon 2004 and Faraone 2008.

	5 Attic hydria Basel Antikensammlung inv. BS481; Beazley archive n. 3735. See Burges Watson 2013 and Faraone 2004.

	6 See, e.g. Pl. Resp. 2.364e and the Apulian amphora (Basel, Antikenmuseum inv. 540) in Bernabé 2009, Fig. 6.9.

	7 See “Arion” in LIMC. Tarantine coins represent the legendary founders of the city (Phalanthos or the hero Taras himself) as young men riding dolphins while holding a lyre; but differently from Arion, they are naked: cf. “Phalanthos”, “Taras” in LIMC.

	8 Different accounts of his parentage are attested in other sources, e.g. Paus. 9.29.6; Diog. Laert. 1.4.

	9 Hdt. 7.26; Ov. Met. 6.382–400; Hyg. Fab. 165; and see Attic aryballic lēkythos, Naples, Arch. Mus. inv. 81396, H2991, Weis 1982, 34, n. 14, pl. 3, fig. 15.

	10 Attic krater Ruvo, Museo Jatta inv. 1093 (36818); Beazley archive n. 215689; Attic krater Syracuse, Museo Arch. Regionale Paolo Orsi inv. 17427; Beazley archive n. 215692.

	11 He is also mentioned in Lucian’s Fisher (6.17) as example of ungrateful defiance, together with Eurytus, who challenged Apollo with the bow (De Martino 1982).

	12 For a possible exception see De Cesare 2009.







CHAPTER SIX
Musical Metamorphoses in the Roman World

Luigi Galasso



General Considerations

Today, Ovid’s Metamorphoses is the central text from Roman antiquity regarding myths with a musical subject. The loss and disappearance of many other works may have altered our perspective, but it is not a coincidence that, in this singular poem, there is a considerably greater concentration of stories with music at their center, compared to other literary sources written in Latin. Experiences with music and singing are very important in the Metamorphoses, if for no other reason that such a poem is also a story of the development of human civilization, especially in reference to the arts, with “encyclopedic” ambitions. In addition, this work shows a renewed and in‐depth confrontation with Greece, resulting in a particular manifestation of Hellenization, to be found in Rome for each work striving to surpass those of their predecessors. Our legitimate feeling of a culture that reached high levels of interpenetration between its two components must not obscure the tension existent between them, of which Ovid is well aware, especially since in his poem he provides a clear picture of the cultural passage from Greece to Italy.

As is often the case in Latin poetry, in the Metamorphoses music is simply evoked: it is the music of the lyre, which accompanies the song of Apollo, Orpheus, and the Muses, or that of the pastoral flute. However, it is usually mentioned without any further detail: entirely topical are also the references to the exotic music accompanying the goddess Isis (Met. 9.777–8). After all, even in a poetic production such as Horace’s lyric verses, declaring themselves as institutionally and ostentatiously sung, instruments and harmonies seem to have a purely “bookish” dimension and the texts are intended for reading.1 His sole composition performed in public with a musical accompaniment was, as is known, the Carmen Saeculare (see Alonso Fernandez in this volume; Thomas 2011, 57–8). As for examples of other literary genres, although the testimonies are very uncertain, works such as the Eclogues and parts of the Aeneid of Virgil (cf. De Simone in this volume),2 as well as some Ovidian passages (perhaps from the Metamorphoses, Ingleheart 2008) have in all likelihood been performed in antiquity—one can easily imagine as texts for the pantomime. In the works, however, we have no explicit indication: in any case, these performances—whether or not they actually took place—were subsequent adaptations.

Thus, it is striking how music had a decisive role in entertainment events in the Roman society of the Augustan Era (see Moore and Dessi in this volume), while in literature we have the impression of a persistence almost exclusively nominal of lexicon and images related to singing—in this there is an important difference compared to the Republican age, when the theater offered culturally dedicated texts and the role of musical accompaniment was significant. Some assumptions must be kept in mind while reading the musical myths of the Metamorphoses: a complex interaction among various literary genres, each of which in some way is related to a specific musical instrument; a discourse of hierarchy and power; the performance of the song itself, which has important effects on the listeners.

All these problems deeply affect the text, as can even be seen just by looking at an apparently marginal feature, the etiquette of the performance. An example: in the contest between the Pierides and the Muses in Book 5 of the Metamorphoses, the arrogant human challengers throw themselves into the competition paying no attention to the usual procedures (318); instead, Calliope, who is designated to answer the challenge, exhibits all the traits of the rhetoric of modesty (338–40), i.e. the approach of modest hesitation recommended to those who are about to start a musical performance (as Orpheus in 10.145–7) or a speech (as Ulysses, 13.124–7), a winning gesture even when power relationships are at play and the victory of the gods is obvious. The effect of attentive courtesy is further emphasized by the way in which the Muse who welcomes Minerva addresses her important interlocutor (5.333–4): in doing so, she proposes a model for the presentation of an artistic exhibition. In this episode, which shows clearly programmatic traits, even the verbs “to say” and “to sing” (dico, loquor, cano, canto) are carefully used and related to the component of authority that emerges from the narrative (Habinek 2005, 58–64). Elsewhere, such a distinction does not seem significant: in a noticeable place such as the beginning of Metamorphoses, Ovid indicates his poetic activity by the verb dicere, “saying” (1; cf. Wheeler 1999, 41–3), and he presents his own work as a carmen (4), a noun that immediately brings to mind the etymology of cano, “to sing” (carmen from *can‐men, cf. Pierre 2016).



Syrinx

The first instrument that we are presented with in the Metamorphoses is the pastoral flute, born from the metamorphosis of Syrinx into hollow water reeds, syrinx (Met. 1.689–712, see LeVen in this volume), parallel to Daphne’s transformation into a laurel tree. The story is narrated by Mercury, sent by Jupiter to liberate Io, already transformed into a cow and in the custody of Argos, a hundred‐eyed giant who must be asleep in order to be killed.

The tale of Syrinx is therefore like a narrative inside a narrative, and this gives particular importance to the setting. Argos and Mercury are represented as if they were two characters from Virgil’s Eclogues, an indispensable model, and the words of invitation that the guardian addresses to the god are basically a quotation of that model (678–9; cf. Barchiesi 2005, 223–4). This choice is particularly appropriate, seen that this passage represents the birth of bucolic poetry (Hardie 2002, 130–2). Moreover, Argos has been characterized as a shepherd since the time of Greek Tragedy (Aesch. Prom. 574–5; Soph. fr. 281 Radt; already [Hes.] fr. 126 M.‐W.), as well as in many figurative testimonies of antiquity (Ghedini 2012). Its numerous eyes, which take turns closing to rest, are the fairytale element in a figure quite unlike the giant depicted by the rest of tradition, and this is emphasized by the patronymic (Arestoridae 624), which excludes him as the son of Earth.

Mercury is also a shepherd through and through: his virga, “rod,” looks like a cane, he grazes stolen goats and plays the pastoral flute (677). The melody is qualified as voce nova (678),3 i.e. as a melody that had previously never been heard. In almost all tradition, beginning with the Homeric Hymn to Hermes (4.512), syrinx is the creation of Hermes, not of Pan; in literary texts, the invention of this instrument is assigned to him—significantly in a context of frustrated love—only starting from Virgil (Ecl. 2.32–3: Cucchiarelli 2012, 190), who strongly reiterates this attribution later in the liber (8.24), with the lexicon typical of the civilizing discoveries.4 Ovid brilliantly solves the problem of this dual tradition by having Mercury recount the origin of the pastoral flute as the work of Pan.

The story is introduced with verses that are particularly refined and characterized by the Hellenistic doctrine (1.689–91):



Tum deus “Arcadiae gelidis sub montibus” inquit

“inter hamadryadas celeberrima Nonacrinas

naias una fuit: nymphae Syringa vocabant.”




Then said the god: “On Arcadia’s cool mountain‐slopes,

among the wood nymphs who dwelt on Nonacris, there was one

much sought by suitors. Her sister nymphs called her Syrinx.”



(transl. Miller 1916, modified)



The setting is in Arcadia, a region linked to Pan (see LeVen in this volume) and to tales of remote antiquity. The plot of a nymph defending her virginity by escaping from danger, already having taken place twice in Book 1 of the poem through the characters of Daphne and Io, is here reintroduced. Syrinx is a follower of Diana and emulates her in all ways, as Daphne (1.476) and Callisto (2.415) do. While returning from a hunt on the mountain Lycaeus, she is seen by Pan, who is wearing a wreath of pine leaves on his forehead (699)—a disturbing detail, since Pitys, another nymph that had also been an object of his desire, has been transformed precisely into a pine tree. However, the narrative is interrupted and continues in an indirect way, with a remarkable effect of surprise and an evident reinforcement of its stereotyped quality.

The music makes Argos close half of his eyes, but he falls completely asleep only because of a story summarized in the words of the omniscient narrator, as Mercury does not need to sing it. With a particular irony, the principle of variatio characterizing the whole poem is here highlighted: if there is repetition, the reader risks falling asleep. The parallelism with the previous story of Daphne is emphasized also in the details: the presence of the Ladon (702), the flowing Arcadian River Alpheus, is significant because, in the Arcadian version of the myth, Ladon is Daphne’s father (Lightfoot 1999, 472).

The description of what happens immediately after the metamorphosis is meaningful: Pan, while on the point of capturing the nymph, instead finds a handful of marsh reeds in his grasp (706; the same thing that had happened to Apollo with Daphne, 553–6). The expression becomes complex (707–12):



dumque ibi suspirat, motos in harundine ventos

effecisse sonum tenuem similemque querenti.

arte nova vocisque deum dulcedine captum

“hoc mihi conloquium tecum” dixisse “manebit,”

atque ita disparibus calamis conpagine cerae

inter se iunctis nomen posuisse puellae.

And while he sighed in disappointment, the air was stirred in a cane

and it produced a soft sound similar to a lamenting voice.

Touched by this wonder and charmed by the sweet tones,

the god exclaimed: “This converse, at least, shall I have with thee.”

And so the pipes, made of unequal reeds fitted together

by a joining of wax, were given the name of the maiden.



(transl. Miller 1916, modified)



Due to his running, Pan pants (suspirat), producing a sort of wind (Cameron 2004, 302) that reverberates in the reeds creating a sound, which is subtle (tenuem: cf. Verg. Ecl. 1.2 tenui … avena) and similar to a lament: it must reflect the mood of the nymph. The statement may appear singular, but it is precisely the mention of motos in harundine ventos that evokes what Lucretius said about the birth of the first musical instrument: human song originated from the imitation of the bird song, and music was created when the puff of zephyr in the reeds taught humans to blow into empty reeds (5.1379–83). Thus, the instrument and its melody remain tied to the world of shepherds and gives life to an agrestis … Musa (1398). In this way, Ovid inserts an element of scientific causality into a metamorphic myth (Barchiesi 2005, 226–7), creating a remythologization of the invention of syrinx. The Ovidian poem is in fact also the story of the development of human civilization, within which the creation of musical instruments plays a role. Besides Lucretius, the birth of music in connection with bucolic poetry is recurrent in the entire Greek scholarly tradition: so Ovid here re‐proposes a consolidated doctrine.

Pan will always feel desire and frustration towards Syrinx. These two feelings will connote his conversation with her and be then perpetuated in the shepherds’ song. The god will give the instrument the name of the nymph: 712, posuisse “to have affixed” (Tarrant 2004, 28), or tribuisse, “to have attributed” (Waddel 1734, 99–100) are conjectures aimed at healing the transmitted tenuisse, “to have held,” hard to accept and easily originated as a repetition of the verb tenuisse at 706. In turn, the querenti participle refers to Syrinx, “to whom laments” (708): she too, like Daphne, expresses her pain by having to undergo a metamorphosis in order to save herself from violence. Both frustration and lamentation can be seen as feelings that are at the origin of elegiac poetry (Fabre‐Serris 2008, 144).

As a result of this story and of the music, all of Argos’ eyes close in sleep: an incredible event, given that some of his eyes were supposed to remain open. Interestingly, the flute initially arouses the interest of Argos, but then, hearing it played for a while, the giant falls asleep. Nonetheless, in order to be completely sure, Mercury touches his victim with the magic rod, which he has not yet attempted to use, and thus proceeds to kill him.



Apollo and Pan

In the Metamorphoses we also meet Apollo (see Rutherford in this volume) who, surprisingly, while playing the flute is turned into a shepherd and falls in love with Admetus. Completely absorbed by his feelings, Apollo is robbed of the beasts he should be guarding by his brother Mercury (2.680–5):



illud erat tempus, quo te pastoria pellis

texit, onusque fuit baculum silvestre sinistrae,

alterius dispar septenis fistula cannis.

dumque amor est curae, dum te tua fistula mulcet,

incustoditae Pylios memorantur in agros

processisse boves (...).

In those days, when thy garment was a shepherd’s cloak,

you held a stout stick from the wood in your left hand,

and a pipe made of seven unequal reeds was in the other hand.

And while thy thoughts were all of love, and while thou didst discourse

sweetly on the pipe, the cattle thou wast keeping strayed, ’tis said,

all unguarded into the Pylian fields (...).


(transl. Miller 1916, slightly adapted)


The representation of Apollo as a shepherd is certainly paradoxical and is ironically foreshadowed in the episode of Daphne in Book 1 (Casali 1992, 94–7). In contrast, in the challenge with Pan depicted in Book 11 (146–93), Apollo is represented as the Olympic god in all his majesty, whereas Pan is understandably the representative of the bucolic chant. In this context, Pan boasts about his compositions to the tender nymphs, tightly tied to him, deities of the countryside and at the same time objects of his aggressions.

Lucretius, in order to explain the phenomenon of the echo, had already said that, in the imagination of those who live near the mountains, nymphs, satyrs, and fauns are believed to wander and to make the sound of their instruments heard (De rer. nat. 4.568–81). Moreover, in the episode of Echo in the Book 3 of Metamorphoses (356–401), we can find another remythologicalization of a Lucretian subject (Delvigo 2012, 217–25). More specifically, in the Homeric Hymn to Pan (19), the god is presented in a very suggestive manner. While he plays a peaceful melody with the syrinx, the nymphs dance and sing. Even in the Metamorphoses he modulates a fine motif on the waxed reeds, exhibiting the levitas of bucolic poetry (154 leve cerata modulatur harundine carmen, “he plays airy interludes upon his reeds close joined with wax,” transl. Miller 1916; cf. supra 1.708 tenuem). Pan, deluded to such an extent as to be able to despise the songs of Apollo, joins the competition of which Mount Tmolus is the judge (today Bozdoğan, mountain height 2100 meters). His role is particularly emphasized by Ovid, with a pun between natural phenomenon and personification that is frequent in the poem and which has models in Hellenistic poetry, and especially in Virgil, who similarly had associated the divine person and the natural power of the mountain in representations of Atlas (Aen. 4.246–51) and Apennines (Aen. 12.701–3). The playful effects of this personification of the mountain, that sits on itself, are remarkable, a witty combination of the literal and the metaphorical level. While in the challenge between Apollo and Marsyas, as we will see, the moment of punishment held central stage, the poet here focuses on the competition itself.

Also, Midas is present at the event, fascinated by the sound of the pastoral flute. The judgment of the King, however, has just been disqualified: after having renounced the ability to transform everything he touched into gold, he lives in nature, but always has a pingue ingenium, “crass intellect” (Met. 11.148), a variation of the usual expression pinguis Minerva. Echoes of Callimachus are present in similar contexts in the term pinguis (cf. Call. Aet. fr. 1.23 Pfeiffer), which almost became a technical item thanks to Verg. Ecl. 6.4; Hor. Serm. 2.6.14–15 (in the same sense Epist. 2.1.267). Therefore, for the myth the critical terminology of Augustan poetry is often employed.

However, Midas would have had the possibility of forming a different taste, given that—as Ovid says a short time before (11.89–99)—some Phrygian peasants had brought him Silenus tied with garlands. Silenus had already been protagonist of an important episode in a similar context: in fact, he had performed a great song in Virgil’s Eclogue 6, after two boys had tied him up, drunk, with his own crowns (19).

Tmolus invites Pan to perform, as it is the challenger who usually starts the competition (cf. Theoc. 6.5; Verg. Ecl. 3.58). The music that is now produced is rustic (11.161: here agrestibus is pejorative term), but Midas likes this barbaric chant (162–3 barbarico … carmine), a preference that is clearly understandable for a Phrygian who must have had musical skills: in Plin. Nat. 7.204 the King is said to be inventor of the tibia obliqua, the plagiaulos of the Greek pastoral tradition (see Terzēs in this volume).

Apollo’s approach is completely different, well‐thought‐out, and refined, being often reproduced in sculpture. The god wears the Roman palla, the characteristic robe of musicians; it is a precious purple and his lyre is decorated with gems.5 His appearance is therefore very different from when he was in the service of Admetus. This is really Augustan. An interesting, although unprovable, hypothesis is that Ovid had the statue of Apollo in mind, a work by Scopas that was found in the Palatine temple; but, as a passage in the Rhetorica ad Herennium (4.60) shows, the inspiration could have simply been rhetoric. In conclusion, the sweetness of his singing (170 dulcedine captus, cf. n. 3) and his artistic excellence result in his victory.

Midas, however, disputes the decision of the judge with the foolishness typical of the opponents of the gods, and takes the side of Pan without having being asked. Consequently, Apollo punishes Midas by transforming his ears into those of a donkey, an animal considered to be insensitive to music (at the time of Ovid, there wasn’t unanimity regarding the reasons for which King Midas befell this sentence). While in the contest between Apollo and Marsyas, it is the satyr, i.e. the challenger, who is atrociously punished, here the competition is between two gods, even if not of an equal hierarchical level: so the punishment falls on a man.

Midas hides his animal ears with a Phrygian cap. Although earlier in the poem we are informed that the king lived alone on the Tmolus, in this moment a barber enters the scene trying to keep his master’s secret; but the temptation to reveal it is too strong, so he confesses it to a hole he digs up, only to then cover it up again. The reeds that grow there, however, reveal the secret to everybody, thanks to the wind blowing on them. The pastoral flute, the syrinx, had been invented by Pan as a result of his panting, which produced a sound through the reeds; these same reeds now have a voice of their own, but what they transmit is a dishonorable anecdote.



Polyphemus

In Book 13 of the poem, we may read another example of bucolic poetry at its uppermost, whose most salient characteristic is disproportion. Paradoxical effects are the result of gigantism, as if every single element were inflated as much as possible. The passage is characterized by virtuosity: the grotesque seems continually to be about to exceed, but the laws of the genre are always observed. The singer is the Cyclops Polyphemus, in love with the sea‐nymph Galatea: but Galatea and the handsome young Acis are in love with each other. Acis is eventually killed by the jealous giant and transformed into the homonymous river deity (Met. 13.740–897).

This is the first attestation of the myth in Latin literature. Polyphemus, after the celebrated and successful Homeric tale in Book 9 of the Odyssey, had been the protagonist of works of various kinds, including the Cyclops by Euripides, in which the burlesque traits of the character had already been developed. A radical change in his literary personality had taken place at the beginning of the fourth century, when Philoxenus of Cythera, in a work unfortunately lost but that will have a great fortune (frs 815–24 PMG = 1–13 Fongoni), depicts him as in love with Galatea, a nymph who until then had only been mentioned briefly twice: in the catalogue of the Nereids in Homer (Il. 18.45) and in Hesiod (Theog. 250). Philoxenus’ version dominated successive literature (Fongoni 2014, 101). For example, Hermesianax, as we know from a single verse, had touched on this theme in the Leontion (fr. 1 Powell). Very little of the Galatea by Callimachus has remained, only two verses (fr. 378 Pfeiffer), and only four by Bion on the same subject (fr. 16 Gow). An important model for Ovid is Theocritus’ Idyll 11, entirely dedicated to the story, which becomes an exemplification of the power of poetry to heal the troubles of love. Of the 81 verses of the poem, the prevailing part (61) consists of Polyphemus’ song, which perhaps, not by accident, occupies 81 verses in the Metamorphoses.

In addition, in Idyll 6, the cowherd Daphnis produces a song about the Cyclops in love, in which the giant pretends to be insensitive to Galatea’s attentions. In the second Eclogue, Virgil imitates Theocritus, at times very closely (in Ecl. 9.39–43 there is almost a translation of Theoc. 11.42–7); perhaps the presence of the rival Iolla (57) in the Virgilian composition offered Ovid a cue for his scenario.

This episode is extremely significant because of the relationship among different literary genres within the Metamorphoses (Farrell 1992): Polyphemus, Acis, and Galatea are presented as conventional figures of the bucolic; at the same time the Cyclops has the typical traits of an elegiac lover, taking revenge on his rival in an epic way. Throughout the course of the episode, Ovid evokes the literary past of his characters, drawing on and reacting to the particular models—belonging to these various genres—which narrate the story. For example, the Cyclops’ sudden interest in his appearance (764–7) alludes directly to the advice that Ovid himself gave to his addressee in Ars Amatoria (1.518). Similarly, the way in which Polyphemus kills Acis by crushing him with a boulder from a mountain specifically recalls the Homeric Cyclops’ attempt to avenge Ulysses (Od. 9.481–566). It has been suggested that satisfied love would have turned the giant into a civilized creature with no anthropophagic instincts (cf. Labate 2012).

The main model from which the pastoral setting and the structure of the serenade of Polyphemus is derived, Idyll 11 of Theocritus, was already in itself a kind of tour de force, where a specifically Homeric character had been introduced into the rural world. This was also facilitated by the fact that Polyphemus was a shepherd and lived in Sicily, the land of Theocritean shepherds. Despite this, the Cyclops literary past remains present and, thanks to this, Theocritus succeeds in obtaining particular effects.

Therefore, Theocritean composition was already configured as a model not to be simply absorbed in an inert way. Further, it is reintroduced through Virgil’s Eclogue 2 in a scale suitable for the size of the giant. The effects of parody arise from the intensification of the traditional characters of the genre, whose origin has already been seen in Book 1 of Metamorphoses. An example: perhaps based on the model of the apostrophe that in Philoxenus the Cyclops addresses the Nymph, extremely refined and contrived in the lexicon (PMG 821 = 9 Fongoni), in Theocritus the giant begins saying (11.19–20): “O white Galatea, why reject those who love you? / Whiter than curdled milk …,” and three other comparisons follow. In Ovid, the opening sentence (Met. 13.789), Candidior folio nivei, Galatea, ligustri, “O Galatea, whiter than snowy privet leaves” (transl. Miller 1916), is followed by as many as fourteen positive comparisons, including the one with curdled milk (796), which carries out an etymological game with the name Galatea (gala in Greek means “milk”). The incipit, which in Ovid too proposes an image of whiteness, the white privet, was varied on the base of Verg. Ecl. 2.18, where the same flower is implicitly likened to Alexis, of which Corydon is vainly in love.

The song of the Cyclops in the Metamorphoses is not a mere comical passage, but rather a virtuosic one, which explores what the song of the shepherds could stand for: courting, but also self‐consolation. The goal of courtship together with gigantism, however, produces a tension that ultimately causes a rupture of the balance: Polyphemus is overwhelmed by his epic past, hence hurls the boulder and crushes his rival Acis completely. Theocritus shows us how anyone can try to withstand the pain of love, while in Virgil there is a truly consolatory effect. In Ovid, the singing produced by a giant undergoes a further ‘metamorphosis’ and finishes in a paroxysm of anger and fury.



Marsyas

The most emblematic story for understanding the relationship between music and power is the myth of Marsyas, name of a tributary of the river Meander and of a mythological character mainly characterized as a satyr or silenus (see Sarti in this volume). According to tradition, Marsyas found the aulos that Minerva had invented but then threw it away since playing it made her cheeks bulge, thus making her ugly. Marsyas became so confident in his ability to play that he challenged Apollo who, however, ends up defeating him. According to a version of the myth, Apollo won the contest using a trick (Apollod. 1.4.2 and Hyg. fab. 165): he turned his lyre upside down and played it excellently; when Marsyas was unable to do the same with his aulos, the god was proclaimed the victor and, under the terms of the competition, he was allowed to do what he wanted to the adversary. He decided to skin him alive.

In the Ovidian poem, the story is presented toward the end of a cycle relating to mortals punished for their arrogance towards the gods: therefore this narrative has a marked conclusive value. The background is given as a premise to the story, which begins with the defeat of Marsyas; in a few verses it describes the cruel penalty (which enjoyed considerable success in figurative art: Weis 1992, 373–5) and then focuses on metamorphosis (6.382–400). Ovid offers a dense and vivid tale of the story even in the Fasti, placing the words into the mouth of Minerva (6.697–708), who emphasizes how ugly she felt. Immediately before (6.651–92),6 the goddess tells Ovid—whom she had been questioned by—of the voluntary exile to Tibur by Roman “pipe‐players” (tibicines) due to the censorship regulations of Appius Claudius Caecus and Gaius Plautius Venox (312 BC), and of their return to the city: this is a topic concerning the history of religion and rituals that becomes an explanation for the origins of the costume and mask worn by the tibicines during the feast of the Quinquatrus minusculae.7 The story of Marsyas is also mentioned in Ars Amatoria 3.505, where Ovid focuses only on the gesture of Minerva, characterized by a charming tone. Actually, in the Greek world the fact that the aulos would deform the facial expression was included in a rather extensive and thorough discussion of its role in education (useful summary in Wilson 1999, 58–95; see also Raffa in this volume). In the Metamorphoses, however, this aspect remains marginal.

Two scenes are represented by Ovid. The first (383–91) shows the punishment of the sacrilegious character and exhibits a noteworthy taste for cruel and macabre details:



  satyri reminiscitur alter,

quem Tritoniaca Latous harundine victum

adfecit poena. “quid me mihi detrahis?” inquit;   385

“a! piget, a! non est” clamabat “tibia tanti.”

clamanti cutis est summos direpta per artus,

nec quicquam nisi vulnus erat; cruor undique manat,

detectique patent nervi, trepidaeque sine ulla

pelle micant venae; salientia viscera possis   390

et perlucentes numerare in pectore fibras.

Then another story‐teller recalled the satyr,

whom the son of Latona had conquered in a contest on Pallas’ reed,

and punished. “Why do you tear me from myself?” he cried.

“Oh, I repent! Oh, a pipe is not worth such price!”

As he screams, his skin is stripped off the surface of his limbs,

and he is all one wound: blood flows down on every side,

the sinews lie bare, his veins throb and quiver with no skin

to cover them: you could count the entrails as they palpitate,

and the vitals showing clearly in his breast.


(transl. Miller 1916, modified)


V. 384 is stylistically refined and dense: the rare adjective Tritoniacus, which refers to the aulos, is clearly derived from Tritonia (the epithet of Minerva in epic poetry); according to a tradition attested in late mythographers (Fulg. Myth. 3.9, cf. Myth. Vat. 2.23) and assumed in Alc. Anth. Plan. 8.3, it was when the goddess saw her image reflected in Lake Tritonis that she threw the aulos away, disgusted. The matronymic Latous (384) for Apollo clarifies the connection with Latona’s myths and the role of the god as an avenger in the extermination of Niobe’s sons. The exclamation of Marsyas: quid me mihi detrahis? (385) incorporates in a dramatic context one of the elements of the metamorphic process: the removal of the subject from himself. Also, the other phrase that the satyr says as he is skinned, non est … tibia tanti (386), is a conceptism: he repeats the words that Minerva states in Ars Amatoria 3.505 “i procul hinc” dixit “non es mihi, tibia, tanti” (“Go far away from here—she said—you are not worth this much to me, pipe!”), and Fast. 6.701 “ars mihi non tanti est; valeas, mea tibia,” dixi (“Art is not worth that much to me; farewell, my pipe!” I said). The goddess had rejected the aulos because of the facial deformation that occurred as she played. For her, it was a price too high to pay for art. The Metamorphoses gives a virtuosic variation of this sentence: the phrase is now attributed to Marsyas, identical in content although slightly varied in form, but with the difference that for Minerva this was a game, while for Marsyas it was out of mortal anguish. It seems difficult not to interpret this as a statement, another time, about the relationship between a human artist and a divine figure, a theme that has been read as a strong stand taken by Ovid against Augustus (Johnson 2008).

The description of the potentially horrific punishment is enriched by a further conceptism at 388 (cf. 1.292 omnia pontus erat, in the tale of the deluge, and especially 15.529 unum … erat omnia vulnus). This verse displays a remarkable taste for the macabre, which has also other parallels in the Metamorphoses, while at the same time it shows a certain detachment, evident in the attention given to the luminist values (390 micant, “shimmer, quiver”; 391 perlucentes, “shining through”). The second scene presents details that evoke the Hellenistic epigram (Alc. Anth. Plan. 8; Arch. Anth. Pal. 7.696) in the melancholic lamentation for the Satyr, whose hybris results as a fatal lack of foresight. The passage describes a peaceful rural scene and the birth of the river Marsyas, born from the tears of the creatures of the fields, since his destiny provokes a weeping chorus in the pastoral world, 392–5:



illum ruricolae, silvarum numina, fauni

et satyri fratres et tunc quoque carus Olympus

et nymphae flerunt, et quisquis montibus illis

lanigerosque greges armentaque bucera pavit.




The country people, the sylvan deities, fauns

and his brother satyrs, and Olympus, whom even then he still loved,

and the nymphs, all wept for him, and every shepherd who on those mountains

pastured his woolly sheep or horned kine.



(transl. Miller 1916, slightly adapted)




In this episode, the connections with the bucolic reality of the Virgilian Eclogues are also important, especially in that the painting is similar to that of Eclogue 10 with its lament for Cornelius Gallus. Gallus is a significant name when considering that Marsyas, an artist fallen prey to hybris but also unfortunate for the punishment he suffers, is punished by Apollo, a divine figure closely connected to the Augustan regime. It should be noted that the cadenced rhythm that the phrase receives thanks to a polysyndeton, as well as the pitiful touch when it refers to Olympus, schoolboy and lover of Marsyas, dear to him even in the midst of torture. Typical of this very bucolic framework is the ennobling of shepherds and herdsmen: with 395 cf. Lucr. 5.866 (lanigeraeque simul pecudes et bucera saecla, “woolly flocks and horned breeds of oxen”) and 6.1245. Ovid uses epic, solemn, and periphrastic compounds: laniger, for example, can be traced back to Ennius (sat. 66 V.2 = 22 Courtney) and Accius (praetext. 20 R.3).

Traditionally, it is the blood of Marsyas that gives rise to the river, whereas in the Ovidian version the river is created from the tears of others collected from the earth. Similarly, in Book 1 of the Argonautica by Apollonius Rhodius, the tears of the forest nymphs, caused by the death of Cleite, produce a spring that retains the name of the unfortunate nymph (1065–9).

Here is one of the stories in which greater evidence of a metamorphosis dilutes the tragedy of the event by offering the protagonists a form of consolation: the consolation of art.



FURTHER READING

The discussion on performance in Augustan poetry and in the Republican age is developed in a stimulating and sophisticated manner by Lowrie 2009 (for Horace also Barchiesi 2000). Undoubtedly appealing is the reading of bucolic poetry in the Metamorphoses in Barchiesi 2006. For a different perspective, see Habinek 2005, where the expression of song and music is analyzed in its connections with the social reality and power. On the role of the readers in the reception of the Metamorphoses, see Wheeler 1999. For an interesting discussion on the reconstruction of the group of Athena and Marsyas, attributed to Myron, within a wider contextualization, see Junker 2002.
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NOTES


	1 Rossi (1998) and Barchiesi (2000, 170–1) illustrate the situation well. The observations to the contrary by Flores (2016, 15–17; 27–9; 45–8) are inconclusive. Informative: Milanese 1997.

	2 Höschele 2013 offers a useful analysis on the topic (with bibliography), where the problematic elements are pointed out.

	3 Here Argos is said to be voce nova captus, then Pan (709) arte nova vocisque deum dulcedine captum: for an interesting comparison see Cic. carm. 30.4 Blänsdorf vocum dulcedine captus, that translates Hom. Od. 12.187, referring to songs of the Sirens.

	4 At the beginning of the first century BC, based on a probable numismatic attestation: Wille 1967, 525–6.

	5 On the technical details of his performance, see Scoditti 2007, 258–60.

	6 Important effects in the connection between the two episodes are suggested by Fusi 2010, 135 n. 66.

	7 Materials and discussion in Littlewood (2006, 191–204) and Fusi (2010).







PART II
CONTEXTS AND PRACTICES








CHAPTER SEVEN
Ancient Musical Performance in Context: Places, Settings, and Occasions

Sylvain Perrot



In reconstructing aspects of ancient music, we must always strive to interpret philological and iconographical evidence within their archaeological context. Scholars must take into account the physical and acoustic constraints posed by specific features of the spaces in which musical performances took place. In this sense, music archaeology is deeply connected with the “archaeology of performance” (Takeshi and Cohen 2006), a new research area that attempts to reconstruct the practicalities of ancient performance practices (ritual, political, or strictly musical). Moreover, it is impossible to study ancient performance spaces without some critical distance, because we are greatly influenced by our own experiences of sounds. The habit of listening to music in closed spaces like concert halls, and requiring ambient silence is recent (Goehr 1992, 236–7), whereas in the past people experienced these events outdoors. Therefore, we need to take into consideration the environment sounds that usually accompanied a performance.

The research field concerned with ancient soundscapes (Emerit, Perrot, and Vincent 2015) belongs to the broader field of “Sensory Studies” (Betts 2015; Bettler and Nooter 2018) and focuses on the way ancient people perceived, conceived, and produced their sonic world. The development of new technologies has led to the expansion of archaeoacoustics, i.e. the study of spaces dedicated to sounds and their possible acoustic properties (Scarre and Lawson 2006; Eneix 2014). Furthermore, when studying places hosting musical events, it is necessary to make a distinction between occasional spaces (without any particular equipment) and architectural spaces (specifically designed for this purpose).

 

Occasional Places: A Topographical Survey

In Greco‐Roman antiquity, the basic unit of territorial administration was the polis or the urbs, in the wider sense of the word, which encompasses political, social, and religious aspects. Some quarters could have their own sonic identity, since urban and rural activities did not generate the same noises and sounds.


Living and Working Spaces

Throughout ancient Greece, music could be heard in private houses. Children grew up in the women’s quarters (gynaikeia), where women played instruments traditionally associated with them, the cradle kithara and the harp (Bundrick 2005, 92–102, and in this volume), and sang specific songs while weaving. Such private concerts are also attested on Vesuvian frescoes. Nurses performed cradle songs for children, who had their own repertoire, e.g. playing the chelichelōnē and the “bronze fly” (Poll. Onom. 9.122–5). Later, boys would go to their masters’ houses to learn how to play the aulos and the lyre. Aristophanes relates that, in the “good old days,” boys would go to the music teacher even when it snowed (Ar. Nub. 962–85). Music teachers’ houses would have acted as focal points in ancient cities, but it is impossible to identify them in the archaeological record since they cannot be told apart from other houses. They could also host artistic rehearsals: in 419 BC, a chorēgos explained that “he [had] fit out a training room [for the Thargelia] in the most suitable part of his house, the same he had used when chorēgos at the Dionysia” (Antiph. Pro choreut. 11). In Hellenistic times, music schools were established thanks to the generosity of benefactors (euergetai): a decree from Teos (I. Teos 41) mentions only the salaries of teachers and not any contributions to the costs of the building itself, perhaps suggesting that teachers used existing infrastructures. Some music lessons occurred in the attending rooms of the gymnasia, which could host public talks (Van Liefferinge 2000).

As adults, young men had to perform ancient poetry to the accompaniment of a lyre or barbitos in the symposium, in rooms reserved for men (andrōnes). The musical repertoire was partly made of skolia (“drinking songs”): the Anakreontea (from Anacreon of Teos), which praised wine, beauty, and erotic love, were particularly appreciated. Xenophon tells us of a symposium that featured a spectacle with music and dancing acrobats (Xen. Symp. 9). Red‐figure vases confirm the existence of acrobatics accompanied by the sound of the aulos in a domestic setting.

Working places also resounded with songs. These were meant to help the physical efforts of the workers. In workshops like the potter’s quarter in Athens, one could hear shouts and work songs, like the himaion asma (the “water‐drawing song”) at wells. Rural activities such as harvesting crops and grapes, and milling or kneading bread were accompanied with songs (Lambin 1992; Yatromanolakis 2009, 263–76) and shepherds played the syrinx and exchanged songs while guarding their sheep and goats (see Power in this volume). There was no human activity without music (Arist. Quint. De mus. 2.4, 57.23–4 W.‐I.).



Transit Areas: Streets, Squares, and Crossroads

Most performances took place outdoors and did not require a permanent structure. Since, in principle, any place could host a musical event, there are very few archaeological remains of buildings with such an explicit purpose. Being the center of public life, the agora and the forum were very noisy most of the time, due to the presence of merchants, priests supervising sacrifices, magistrates, philosophers, orators, and musicians.

A Greek citizen, walking on the street, could enjoy street performances and meet many processions or revels. At dusk, it was possible to come across a wedding procession, with the young couple going home on a chariot accompanied by songs (hymenaia) and music of the aulos, while other songs (epithalamia) were performed in front of the door of the nuptial chamber (Lissarrague 1996; Brûlé 2001). By night, young people called kōmastai sang and played the barbitos all around the city, after the symposium. It was also usual for musicians to play the aulos and the kithara (or lyre) during cultic processions, regardless of their size (Brand 2000), before the sacrifice. Here, a specific musical genre called the prosodion (lit. “song to be sung along the way”) was performed, like the one Amphicles of Rhenea composed for the Delians (IDélos 1497). During the Great Panathenaia, well known thanks to the carved frieze in the Parthenon, aulos and kithara players accompanied the priests, the magistrates and the whole assembly along the Sacred Way (hiera hodos), namely the street going from Eleusis to the Acropolis through the Ceramicus (Stroszek 2014).

Processions and sacrifices occurred in Roman cities too, e.g. in the cult to the Lares Compitales, minor guardian deities of local communities, celebrated at the Compitalia festival. Their shrines were usually positioned at the main central crossroads (compites). Tibicines were also involved: we know this because they were often painted on altars, e.g. in Delos (Bruneau and Ducat 2005, 63). In Rome, one could sometimes enjoy the big spectacle of a triumphus, a civil ceremony that publicly celebrated the success of a military commander. A triumphus traditionally included cornicines and tubicines, typically military musicians, who played brass instruments: the cornu had the shape of the letter G, whereas the tuba was a long, straight trumpet (Vincent 2016, see Terzēs in this volume). In 17 BC, during the Ludi Saeculares organized by the Emperor Augustus, Rome resounded with the music of a procession to Apollo and Diana. During this event, Horatius’ Carmen Saeculare was performed by 27 boys and 27 maidens (CIL VI, 32323; see Alonzo Fernández in this volume).



Sacred Places: Cemeteries and Sanctuaries

Some sources on the soundscape of ancient necropolises, which were located outside the city walls, indicate that the deceased were transferred to the grave accompanied by laments, shrill sounds, and ritual cries performed by women and an aulos player. These were called thrēnaulēs or tymbaulēs (Bélis 1999, 84–6), and are shown on a few Attic vases (Cabinet des Médailles, inv. 533 and 355).

One of the main opportunities to hear music consisted of attending festivals in sanctuaries (Greek temenē, Latin fana). Some musicians offered their instruments to deities, suggesting that those instruments were actually played in those contexts. In the sanctuary of Artemis Orthia in Sparta, located in an area called Limnai (“marshlands”), archaeologists have unearthed fragments of two bone auloi dedicated to the goddess (Dawkins 1929; see also Perrot 2012 on further auloi in marshland sanctuaries). However, bells were dedicated to Athena in her sanctuary on the Acropolis (Villing 2002). Because these votive offerings were found in different places, we might suppose that different instruments pleased Artemis’ and Athena’s ears (Perrot 2019).

Many hymns were dedicated to the gods. The final part of the prosodion resounded at the altar: for example, we know that a prosodion was performed before the sacrifice “in the courtyard” of Artemis’ sanctuary in Amarynthos (IG XII, 9, 189). Other musical genres included the paean, a hymn of thanksgiving for deliverance or victory, mostly dedicated to Apollo and Asclepius, and the dithyramb, which from classical times was normally sung in honor of Dionysus (see Rutherford and Ieranò in this volume). They were both choral songs, whereas a soloist performed the nomos: aulos or kithara players performed instrumental pieces, or a kitharode performed vocal pieces.

Music played a big role in festivals, wherever the sanctuary was: urban, rural, or extra‐urban. A good example of an urban festival is the Thargelia for Apollo in Athens, which was probably held in the Pythion, on the right bank of the Ilissos River. Essentially an agricultural festival, the Thargelia included a purifying and expiatory ceremony. On the first day, according to Hipponax (frs 5–10 West) and Hesychius (s.v. kradiēs nomos), two pharmakoi (i.e. scapegoats), one for men and one for women, were whipped with rods of fig wood and squills, while an aulos player performed the “Nomos of the Fig” (kradiēs nomos) as they were banished out of the city. On the second day, regarded as Apollo’s birthday, choruses of men and boys competed to get a tripod as a prize. Among rural festivals, we can quote also the rural Dionysia, organized by each Attic deme to invoke the fertility of Earth (Parker 1996; Goette 2014). Among the most important extra‐urban sanctuaries there are the famous Panhellenic ones (Delphi, Isthmia, and Nemea) and the sanctuaries of Asclepius, particularly those at Cos and Epidaurus, which were very quiet places as we can assume from their geographical location (Perrot 2016). The sanctuary dedicated to the Muses near Thespiae was also located far from the city noises, in a very peaceful valley. However, one must not forget that in times of war, approximately two out of three years in Classical times, the plains became noisy battlefields (Tyrtaeus fr. 19 West), and each army had its own musical customs. The Spartans went to battle to the sound of the aulos, whereas Cretans marched accompanied by the lyre (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 26.1140c). On warships, a triēraulēs usually played to encourage oarsmen (Poll. Onom. 1.96, with Bélis 1999, 75–6).




Architectural Spaces: The Equipment for Musical Performances and the Invention of the Theatrical Buildings

In the fifth century BC, the emergence of new musical genres required the construction of permanent buildings with more specific purposes: the theaters. Thanks to archaeological excavations, however, we know that certain structures were used for musical performances, even if those earlier places had not been designed specifically for that purpose. By contrast, the new architecture of the theater had the advantage of providing innovative features regarding shape and acoustics.


To See and to Be Seen, to Hear and to Be Heard

One important feature used during ancient musical performances has totally disappeared from the archaeological record: the platform (bēma), on which musicians played. Plato’s Ion, for instance, explains that while performing in front of a big audience, he could see them from the top because he stood on a bēma (Pl. Ion 535e1–3). The bēma is well attested by ceramics, which regularly show music contests on a platform usually made of wood and featuring three steps (see e.g. Louvre G 103). The best parallel for this now‐lost equipment is the big stone bēma on the Athenian Pnyx, where orators pronounced their speeches. The bēma might have had an acoustical purpose, increasing the projection of voice and music (as suggested by Polacco 1990 for the theater of Syracuse), but it is more probable that its main function was to make the performers more visible to as broad an audience as possible.

Another topic to be explored is the identification of seating. One option consisted of using preexisting staircases (Hollinshead 2015), e.g. in the sanctuary of Hera close to Argos in Prosymni, where a monumental staircase was built between two terraces. Pierre Amandry (1980) has suggested that it was used by spectators during ceremonies. A stadium could also host musical performances, like the Panathenaic stadium (IG II² 351).

An alternative option was to build wooden seats. Before the first stone theater was built in Athens, wooden seats were temporarily displayed for the audience during the period of the performances. The location of these wooden seats, called ikria (Hesychius, s.v.), is unclear, but most scholars agree with the idea advanced by John Travlos (1971) that they were set up in the place called the orchēstra (“dancing place”) on the northwestern corner of the agora (Moretti 2001, 121–2). Two black‐figure vases show such a device: a fragment of Sophilos depicting the funeral festivals that Achilles organized for Patroclus (Athens 15499) and an amphora featuring a contest with acrobats on horses accompanied by the aulos (Cabinet des Médailles 243). After the ikria on the agora collapsed between 499 and 496 BC (Suda s.v. Aeschylus and Pratinas), performances were moved to the sanctuary of Dionysus Eleuthereus, where wooden ikria were set up before the stone theater was built.



From Wooden Structures to Stone Theaters

The core of the theatrical performance took place on a simple clay court called orchēstra, where the chorus danced and sang (see Ercoles in this volume). It was generally situated on a flattened terrace at the foot of a hill, the slope of which produced a natural theatron (lit. “seeing place”). Around 499 BC the practice of inlaying stone blocks into the side of the hill to create permanent seating became more common, first for the proedria (lit. “front seats”), in the lowest row: these were the best seats, close to the orchēstra. On those monumental seats we sometimes still find inscribed the name and/or the function of the members of the audience, like the priest of Dionysus in Athens or in the Amphiaraion of Oropos (Petrakos 1996). Indeed, theaters were not only the physical settings of musical performances, but they also provided an opportunity for social visibility.

Whenever possible, theaters took advantage of the natural features of the landscape, and engineers carved the koilon (lit. “cavity”) in the natural rock, e.g. in Chaeronea, where the theater was partly embedded into the Petrachos Hill, while the rest of the theater was man‐made in the fifth century BC. The orchēstra and the koilon were not systematically circular in shape: the theater of Thorikos (mid‐fifth century BC) is elongated, with a linear central part and curved ends, and its orchēstra is rectangular. In some cities, it was necessary to build a koilon because of the lack of natural substructure: in Eretria, the engineers decided to make an artificial embankment and put stone seats upon it. In Athens, the theater of Dionysus was equipped with wooden banks until Lycurgus, elected to the financial superintendence of the city, decided to erect stone rows between 338 and 326 BC (Papastamati‐von Moock 2014 and 2015) (see Figure 7.1). In general, the development of stone theaters dates back to the fourth century BC. In most of the cases, the koilon was divided into two parts that did not have the same inclination, with a horizontal walkway between tiers of seats called diazōma.
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Figure 7.1 The Dionysus Theater in Athens.
Photo by Author.



Other elements of the theater were gradually adapted, too. In 465 BC, playwrights began using a backdrop, called the skēnē (lit. “tent,” since it was originally a cloth curtain). During the fifth century BC (thanks to Sophocles, as we are told by Arist. Poet. 1449a18–19), the skēnē was transformed into painted wooden panels representing the buildings in front of which the drama was set, and it delimited the area where actors could change their costumes and masks. It became a permanent building, whose roof could be used to make speeches. As time passed, a proper stage (proskēnion) was built in front of the skēnē. In 425 BC long stone side walls, called paraskēnia, which had doorways for entrances and exits, became a common addition to skēnai. Theaters also had tall, sometimes arched entrances called parodoi or eisodoi, through which actors and chorus members entered and exited the orchēstra. By the end of the fifth century BC, the skēnē was two stories high, the upper one called the episkēnion. Some theaters also had a raised speaking place on the orchēstra called the logeion.

From the late fifth century on, the whole area of the theater was called the theatron. All architectural elements played a role in the general acoustics of a place (see Pöhlmann in this volume). As shown by the so‐called Echo Stoa in Olympia (a covered walkway sometimes used for meetings), Greeks paid a lot of attention to the reverberation of sounds (Vitr. De arch. 5.7). Ancient authors (collected in Perrot 2015) report that this stoa had unique acoustics, because inside it a single voice could reverberate seven times. Ancient designers planned theaters so that the actors’ and chorus’s voices could be heard throughout, including from the very top row of seats, by increasing the volume and the intelligibility of the voice through different kinds of reverberations (Canac 1968; Beckers and Borgia 2007). First, the configuration of the rows let each spectator catch the sound directly. The diazōma and the stronger inclination of the upper part let the people in the higher rows better understand the sounds. Furthermore, the sound reverberated in the orchēstra, increasing the range of satisfactory listening from 42 meters (the distance limit for speech transmission in quiet conditions) to 60 meters (Barron 1993, 262). The orchēstra had to remain very flat: when it was covered with straw (Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 11.25) or there were holes, the sound reverberated badly (Plin. HN 11.32). Finally, additional acoustical reflections came from behind the actor, that is, from the skēnē, which had sound‐reflecting properties due to its vertical surface.

The best example of all these acoustic properties is the theater in the sanctuary of Asclepius in Epidaurus. It was a huge theater, albeit not the biggest in Antiquity (e.g. Epidaurus: 14,000 people; Megalopolis: 21,000; Dodona: 25,000). It was designed by Polykleitos the Younger in the fourth century BC, and was praised by Pausanias for its symmetry and beauty (Paus. 2.27). Its original form, comprising of 34 rows, was extended in Roman times by adding 21 extra rows. As usual for Greek theaters, the view of a lush landscape behind the skēnē represented an integral part of the theater itself. A recent study suggests that its astonishing acoustic properties may be a deliberate result of advanced design: its numerous limestone seats filter out low‐frequency sounds, such as the murmur of the crowd, and at the same time amplify high‐frequency sounds coming from the stage (Declercq and Dekeyser 2007). The acoustic properties of this theater have been further examined by a team who also investigated the acoustics in Athens and Oiniadai (Gogos 2008, 2009 and 2011). Readers should keep in mind that it is always difficult to elaborate on a good protocol for the acoustical analysis of buildings in ruins, but it remains interesting to compare different theaters analyzed with the same protocol.

The number of theatrical buildings considerably increased in the Hellenistic times (Bosher 2012; Wilson 2007; Moretti 2014). A new distinction appears in written sources in order to distinguish between different categories of musical festivals: the “scenic” festivals included different kinds of theatrical performances, whereas “thymelic” festivals hosted aulos and kithara contests (Ath. 8.350b–c; Poll. Onom. 4.123). Both terms are etymologically related to architectural elements, the thymelē being the altar of Dionysus.

In Roman times, the acoustics changed because of the new configuration of the theatrical space: the skēnē became a high wall that completely closed the theater and, according to Vitruvius (De arch. 5.5), tuned bronze vases set in niches were added in order to amplify or modify the sounds, even if no certain example of them survive (some hypotheses are mentioned in Sear 2006, 8). In Republican Rome, only temporary wooden theaters were erected for festivals and pulled down when no longer necessary: the first Roman stone theaters were built only in the first century BC by Pompeius and Marcellus (Sear 2006, 57–65; Madeleine 2015).



From the Ōideion of Pericles to the Roman Odea

Besides theaters, another kind of building was specifically dedicated to musical performances, becoming very common in Roman times: the ōideion. The Greek term ōideion refers to a kind of construction that provided good acoustical and physical conditions for singing. The oldest example is the ōideion commissioned by Pericles in Athens and completed in 435 BC (Meinel 1980; Mosconi 2000; Sear 2006, 42, 93, 389–90). This massive building covered 4000 m² and was built at the bottom the southeastern slope of the Acropolis, next to the entrance to the Theater of Dionysus. Modern excavation works have revealed its foundations (62.40 × 68.60 m) and the bases of 90 pillars, in nine rows of ten, which supported its roof. According to Plutarch (Per. 13), it was “adorned with stone pillars,” with many seats and an almost square base, instead of the usual circular one typical of the later ōideia. On some Attic vases of the late fifth century BC depicting musical contests, some architectural elements (columns and even part of the roof) at the back of the scene might be interpreted as a reference to the ōideion. On a red‐figure amphora, a winning kitharode stands on a platform inserted in a building whose roof leans on Doric columns (Meinel 1980, 139). In this kind of building, a large crowd could attend the proagon, a preview of the plays (Pl. Symp. 194a–b).
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Figure 7.2 The Odeon (theatrum tectum) in Pompeii.
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Pericles’ ōideion remained for a long time the only building of this kind. But in Roman times, other ōideia were built: they were often smaller than theaters, with a semi‐circular koilon. The main difference, compared to theaters, was that they were covered with a roof: in Pompeii, the odeum was also known as the theatrum tectum (see Figure 7.2). According to acoustic studies, a roofed structure provides better acoustics for listening to music, especially solo performances, whereas open areas like theaters are better suited to spoken language. That is why ōideia are often erected close to existing theaters, e.g. in Argos, Corinth, Catana, or Lyon, and naturally in Athens (Gogos 2015). Theaters and ōideia did not only host musical performances: they have always been places where political assemblies were held.
 




A Case Study: Apollo’s Sanctuary in Delphi (Phocis)

The main venue for musical performances in Delphi was Apollo’s sanctuary, but fragments of bone auloi have been unearthed in the shrine of Athena Pronaia and in the nearby Corycian cave in the Parnassos, which was dedicated to Pan and the nymphs (Bélis 1984).


Performances

Delphi was mainly renowned for the penteteric Pythia (Della Bona 2017), whose origins are uncertain. The festival was reorganized in 586 BC—the contest was chrēmatitēs, i.e. victors earned money—but in 582 BC it became stephanitēs: the victors at Delphi were presented with a laurel crown that was ceremonially cut from a tree in the Tempea valley by a boy who reenacted the slaying of the Python, the serpent guarding the sanctuary of the Earth Mother (Plut. Quaest. Graec. 293c; Ael. VH 3.1). At the very beginning, there was only one kind of competition, that among kitharodes. In 582 BC, auletic and aulodic contests were added (but the latter was excluded in 578 because singing to the aulos was regarded as “inauspicious” (ouk euphēmon, see Paus. 10.7.5), and citharistic contests in 554. In late Classical or early Hellenistic times, competitions of circular choruses (i.e. dithyrambs) and tragedies were included, then also rhapsody, epic poetry, and again aulody. The festival was organized by the Amphictyonic Council, made of representatives from twelve Greek tribes (in Classical times) that controlled Delphi.

After the defeat of the Gauls, who had tried to invade the sanctuary in 279 BC, the Council decided to create a new festival called the Sōtēria, which around 245 BC became “iso‐Pythian” on the initiative of the Aetolians: it had the same prizes and prestige as the Pythia. Such “iso‐Pythian” festivals were created throughout the Hellenistic kingdoms: see, e.g. the Asklepieia in Cos (241 BC) or the Leukophryneia in Magnesia on the Maeander (207 BC).

The Mediterranean Sea became a huge network, and musicians traveled all the time to attend many contests (Hunter and Rutherford 2009; Power in this volume). But a victory in Delphi was much more prestigious than elsewhere, since it meant the consecration of a musical career. Kitharists and aulētai had to perform the nomos pythikos, an instrumental piece that represented the battle between Apollo and Python. This auletic nomos, which had to be played on the pythikos aulos, had five parts (Poll. 4.81–4): the peirā (Apollo surveys the territory), the katakeleusmos (he challenges Python), the iambikon (he fights against him), the spondeion (he is victorious), and the katachoreusis (he dances). The iambikon included the most impressive moments: the last hissings of the snake and the gnashing of its teeth (syrigmos and odontismos).

During Delphic festivals there were musical recitals that took place separately from the main competitions, called akroaseis or epideixeis. The aulētēs Satyros of Samos, around 200–175 BC, was asked by the Amphictyonic Council to perform excerpts of Euripides’ Bacchae (FD III.3.128). Antipatros of Eleutherna (Syll.3 737) played the hydraulic organ in 94 or 90 BC and Polygnota of Thebes (FD III 3.249) played the harp accompanying a chorus in 86 BC. Both instruments were not allowed in the official contest.

An important Delphic festival was the Theoxenia, where the gods were regarded as if they actually participated in the sacred banquet of their worshippers (Nagy 1999, 59–65). Pindar’s Paean 6 (Rutherford 2001, 178–82) was composed for this event: it relates the murder of Neoptolemus, Achilleus’ son, in Delphi. In 230–225 BC, an honorific decree for Kleochares of Athens tells that he composed a hymn, a paean and a prosodion for this festival (FD III 2.78). The paean was probably the favorite musical genre in Delphi: an example composed by Aristonoos from Corinth in 337–334 BC has been preserved (FD III 2.191). Plutarch (De E apud Delphos 389c) says that paeans were performed nine months a year, whereas dithyrambs were sung the other three months. Indeed, according to the myth, Apollo had to go to Hyperboreans for three months in order to be purified of Python’s murder, during this time Apollo let Dionysus rule over Delphi.

Another important occasion for musical performances was the Pythaid, a kind of pilgrimage that the Athenians organized, but only after the priests had seen lightning in the sky from Mount Pernes. The two hymns with musical notation engraved on the South wall of the Athenian Treasury were performed in occasion of the Pythaid by Dionysus’ technitai (128 BC, see Martinelli in this volume), which included two aulētai, nine kitharistai, and thirty‐nine singers. The two songs are paeans, but the final part of Limenios’ hymn is a prosodion (DAGM 20–21, cf. Bélis 1992).



Places

To begin with, there were probably no specific buildings for the performance of music in Delphi before the second century BC. Sacrifices took place at the great altar. Maybe the Pythia were first set up in the agora, which was probably located just south of the Athenian Stoa (Jacquemin and Laroche 2014). We may find it odd that no theater was built in Delphi before the second century BC, if we compare the situation in other Panhellenic sanctuaries: in the sanctuary of Poseidon at Isthmia, a big theater was built in the fourth century BC, in front of the Corinthian gulf. The case of the Nemean Festivals is more complicated. There was no theater in the sanctuary of Zeus, so—at least in the Hellenistic times—the musical contests were organized in Argos, where one of the largest theaters in the Greek world was erected in the third century BC for circa 20,000 spectators (Moretti and Diez 1993). In 207 BC, the kitharode Pylades sang the first verse of Timotheus’ Persae to welcome the arrival of the Arcadian general Philopoemen in the theater (Plut. Phil. 9.1–4).

Thanks to two inscriptions, we know that music performances could take place in the Pythian stadium (Bommelaer 2002), which was erected in the fourth century BC (Aupert 1979). Firstly, an inscription (CID 2, 139, known as “Dion’s accounts,” 247–246 BC) reports in detail the different works carried out in the sanctuary during the period before the Pythia. The curved part of the stadium, the sphendonē, was used as a koilon, and a stage for singers (ōideion) was set up within the stadium itself, in front of the sphendonē. Second, the inscription in honor of Satyros of Samos tells us explicitly that he performed his recital in the Pythian stadium. Thus, the theater at Delphi (see Figure 7.3) was erected in the northwestern corner of the precincts after 246 and before 160 BC, since an inscription (FD III.3.239, 160–159 BC) mentions some restoration works to the theater, paid by Eumenes II, king of Pergamon (Bommelaer and Laroche 2016, 253–8). There is no evidence to indicate who paid for the construction of the theater. The question is how to interpret Satyros’ inscription: did he perform in the stadium because there was no theater yet, or because the theater was not accessible? Since no excavations have been made beneath the orchēstra, we cannot establish whether an earlier building existed there before. However, the place looks perfect for placing a theater: there are brilliant acoustics (at some point a cross was engraved in the middle of the orchēstra where the sonic reverberation is at its best) and a wonderful view on Apollo’s temple and the valley of olive trees. In the early second century BC, other theaters were built in sanctuaries, e.g. in the Amphiareion of Oropos or in the sanctuary of the Great Gods in Samothrace, as a part of the cultural policy of Hellenistic kings.
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Figure 7.3 The Theater of Delphi (with the temple and Athenian Treasury in background).
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Conclusions

Most of musical performances occurred outdoors and belonged to public life (especially cults and rituals). A few also took place in private contexts (as in the case of the symposium, rehearsals for public performances, music lessons, or various moments of pure entertainment) and were addressed to a limited audience. Every part of an ancient Greek or Roman city resounded with music, but not any kind of genre was allowed in any place, because each repertoire was produced for a particular occasion, like festivals, rites of passage or working activities, each connected to a specific space.

The topographical approach to sounds is an original way to appreciate ancient soundscapes, but it requires method and caution. Many places occasionally hosted musicians but they were not specifically intended for that purpose. For this reason, it is always difficult for archaeologists to identify places where music was actually performed. Most of the times, the equipment (platforms or seats) was temporary, and spaces originally connected to other purposes—such as the stadium—could be used for musical performances, if necessary, before the first two buildings intentionally designed for musical performances had been invented. Both the theater and the ōideion attest a great awareness of the acoustic problems involved in their construction and a high level of technical skill in their design. Even though some of these buildings have survived, many questions concerning them need to be discussed: the hypothetical presence of wooden (hence temporary) structures, the date of their construction or repairs, and their acoustical properties.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
Documenting Music

Maria Chiara Martinelli



Which musical documents have reached us from the ancient Greek and Roman world? At present, we have around sixty scores showing symbols that belong to two systems of melodic notation, one for vocal and the other for instrumental music (see Hagel in this volume); these melodic symbols are occasionally accompanied by symbols giving rhythmic indications both in vocal and instrumental scores (for details, see Hagel and Lynch in this volume). Melodic signs were placed above the syllables of the texts to be sung; rhythmical signs that indicated the duration of the notes or signaled the up‐beat were placed above the notes, whereas other rhythmical signs—which could indicate various phenomena like rests, prolongation of a note, grouping, or articulation—appeared before, after, between, or below the relevant melodic signs (West 1992B, 266–9).

The bulk of the extant musical documents are collected in Pöhlmann and West 2001 edition (= DAGM), but the record now includes a handful of other specimens: P.Oxy. LXIX 4710, P.Louvre inv. E 10534 (Bélis 2004; West 2007; Martinelli 2010) and P.Vat.Gr. 7 (Martinelli and Pintaudi 2009).

Most ancient musical documents consist of papyri from Greek and Roman Egypt. In addition, we have a number of epigraphic testimonies from the period between the late Hellenistic age and the second century AD, and a few short compositions transmitted in the medieval manuscript tradition.

A small number of other findings are regarded by some scholars as testimonia of musical notation, but their interpretation is much disputed. This is the case, for instance, of an inscription in two lines that appears on a fragment of an Attic black‐figure epinētron flanking a female warrior playing the trumpet (Eleusis, Archaeological Museum 907 = DAGM 1, c. 500 BC). Annie Bélis (1984), reading the letters right to left as τοτοτε το[image: images]η, argued that these syllables should be interpreted in the light of the solmization system described in much later sources. According to other scholars, however, these series most likely represent an attempt to imitate the sound of the instrument through nonsense syllables (Pöhlmann and West 2001, 8, reading το[image: images]η before τοτοτε; Hagel 2009, 256 n. 1; Yatromanolakis 2016, 22), and the retrograde reading of the letters has been challenged as well (H.R. Immerwahr in AVI 3431; Chiarini 2018, 190–3). On other cases of dubious or spurious documents with musical notation or others definitely recognized as nonmusical, see Hagel 2009, loc. cit., with bibliography.



The Material Media of Ancient Scores

As mentioned above, the majority of ancient musical scores are recorded on papyri from Greek and Roman Egypt. Ranging in date from the third century BC to the third‐fourth century AD, the extant musical papyri mainly consist of pieces of vocal music. Two of the oldest ones are notably the only documents that present musical settings of Classical lyric texts that have been transmitted in the medieval manuscript tradition.

The first is a famous scrap preserved in Vienna (P.Vindob. G 2315, third‐second century BC = DAGM 3), which contains seven lines of a choral song from Euripides’ Orestes (vv. 338–44; see also Ercoles in this volume). The second is an even scantier fragment, now in Leiden (P.Leid. inv. 510, third century BC = DAGM 4), which presents two lyric portions (vv. 1500?–09; 784–93?) of Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis. Interestingly, these portions are excerpts from longer passages and appear on the papyrus in a different order from that of the play, suggesting that this fragment did not belong to a complete score of the Iphigenia but to a compilation of musical highlights probably related to “some sort of concert performance” (Pöhlmann and West 2001, 20).

Another musical fragment (P.Oxy. LIII 3705, third century AD = DAGM 56) presents a verse from a Menander’s comedy preserved on papyri, the Perikeiromenē (v. 796). It represents a particularly remarkable case because the verse, an iambic trimeter, which in its original context was spoken, is repeated four times and set to four different melodies.

All the other papyri with vocal music record poetic fragments not otherwise preserved, many of which seem to come from dramatic texts. An interesting case is represented by DAGM 5 (P.Ashm. inv. 89B/31, 33, third‐second century BC, now in Oxford). It consists of some disjointed fragments, most of which are very small, written on the recto, which show characteristics of tragic language. According to the first editor (West 1999, 43–53), these fragments might contain rests of notated lyrical parts of a tragedy, possibly Sophocles Junior’s Achilleus, of which iambic and anapaestic portions, i.e. spoken and chanted sections, are preserved on their verso. It is “far from certain,” however, as West himself admits (1999, 43), that the two faces of the document belong to the same text (see the discussion in Gammacurta 2006, 172–4, with bibliography).

Significantly, we find documents that, like the aforementioned P.Leid. inv. 510, probably belonged to anthologies of pieces coming from dramatic texts: in particular P.Oslo inv. 1413 (first‐second century AD) = DAGM 39–40, on which see below, and P.Mich. inv. 2958 (second century AD) = DAGM 42–43. In these two papyri, we may note also the musical setting of spoken verses of the classical drama, such as stichic iambic trimeters. This practice is also attested in the Louvre papyrus mentioned above (P.Louvre inv. E 10534, second‐third century AD1): it preserves part of a scene, most probably belonging to Carcinus Junior’s Medea, where some iambic trimeters are set to music and alternate with spoken ones.

The second group of documents includes inscriptions written on stone supports, mainly connected with sites of religious worship. The most impressive are certainly the so‐called Delphic Hymns (DAGM 20–21, second half of the second century BC)—long and complex choral compositions originally inscribed on the southern outer wall of the Athenian Treasury in Delphi and now on display at the Delphi Museum. The introductory headings of these musical inscriptions and a festival decree from the Athenian Treasury indicate that the composers of one or possibly both hymns belonged to one of the professional guilds active in Hellenistic and Roman times that were known as hoi peri ton Dionyson technitai “Artists of Dionysus,” based in different places; cf. Le Guen 2001; Aneziri 2003 and 2009). The members of the guild came to Delphi from Athens, their hometown, along with a sacred mission (the Pythaïs: Rutherford 2013, 222–30) and, as may be inferred from the texts themselves, performed the hymns there.

Another famous epigraphic testimony is the Seikilos Epitaph (second century AD = DAGM 23), which was discovered in the neighbourhood of Aydın (the ancient Tralles, in Asia Minor) and is now in the National Museum of Copenhagen. This grave stele presents a short song, preceded by an elegiac distich without musical notation, and represents a key document for the study of ancient Greek rhythmics (for details, see Lynch in this volume).

The third and last category of ancient musical documents comprises short compositions transmitted in the medieval manuscript tradition. Some of them are poems attributed to Mesomedes of Crete, a Greek mousikos active in Rome at the court of Hadrian and also later, under Antoninus Pius (DAGM 24–25; 27–28). These poems are preserved in manuscripts dating from the twelfth–thirteenth to the seventeenth century along with a text without musical notation (DAGM 26, an invitation to ritual silence at the arrival of Phoebus; see, however, infra).2 Published in 1581 by Vincenzo Galilei in the Dialogo della musica antica et della moderna (see Restani in this volume), they were the first ancient musical documents to be discovered in modern history. Other poems by Mesomedes are transmitted without musical notation in different manuscript contexts: two poems preserved in the Anthologia Graeca, eight others written in a thirteenth‐fourteenth century codex, the Ottobonianus gr. 59. Some poems of the notated collection are provided with annotations (scholia) on metre and rhythm; scholia of the same type, along with information about the notation keys (DAGM 29–31), accompany three of the eight poems preserved by the Ottobonianus, pointing to a common origin of these two branches of Mesomedes’ transmission. The medieval tradition preserves also six instrumental pieces (DAGM 32–37, third‐fourth century AD?) at the end of a compilation of treatises on Greek music known as Anonyma Bellermanniana, so named after their first editor (cf. Pöhlmann 2018). These short pieces had an obvious didactic purpose and illustrate different rhythmical structures. Some of them may have been used as fingering exercises too, since one consists of an ascending and descending scale, and two include different permutations of four notes (for a fuller discussion on these topics, see Hagel 2008 and 2018).

All this material has been thoroughly studied to obtain an accurate reconstruction of the texts and musical notation, and to evaluate the musical trends they reflect. The development of new technologies such as infrared photography and multispectral imaging will enable us to obtain more accurate readings of damaged or otherwise unclear documents, hopefully allowing further progress in individual cases. Similarly, advances in our understanding of ancient Greek musical theory and practice have a bearing on the interpretation and transcription of the ancient documents. See, for instance, Hagel’s proposal of lowering all standard transcriptions by a fourth (Hagel 2009, 452–3, and in this volume).

 

Contexts and Usages of Documents with Musical Notation

The purposes, the intended readership of musical scores, and the type of expertise required for writing them down constitute some of the most intriguing questions raised by the surviving documents.

The epigraphic record sometimes provides positive clues; this is the case, for instance, of the Delphic Hymns, which as we have seen above are connected with a professional guild. It is unclear, however, whether they were performed on the same date, or on different occasions (for the scholarly debate on this issue, and further discussion see Schröder 1999 and Furley and Bremer 2001, I, 129–31). Be that as it may, these monumental hymns seem to have represented a sort of self‐celebration of the guild, in accordance with Athenian propaganda. The Delphic Hymns also offer some interesting insights into the variety of technical skills mastered by professional musicians. On the one hand, as it seems possible to deduce from their texts, these choral pieces were accompanied both by the kithara and the aulos. On the other hand, they present two different kinds of musical notation: if the first piece (DAGM 20) is written in the usual vocal notation, the second (DAGM 21) is written in instrumental notation despite being a vocal composition—an occurrence that perhaps reflects his author's own professional role as a kithara player (West 1992B, 300).

It is similarly plausible that the Seikilos Epitaph was inscribed with musical notation in order to remind passers‐by of the deceased man's main engagement. But was he a poet‐musician, a performer, or someone involved in copying musical scores?

A multifaceted world revolving around music is disclosed by the production of musical papyri, perhaps the most interesting area to be explored in relation to the use and diffusion of musical notation. Just as we have many different kinds of literary papyri—including, for instance, luxury copies for libraries, school texts as well as exercises, and autographs—musical papyri too should not be conceived as a homogeneous group with regard to the purposes for their compilation and the expertise of the scribes who produced them. In a pioneering paper, Carlo Pernigotti (2009; see also Pernigotti 2011) has suggested classifying musical papyri on the basis of formal features such as the mise‐en‐page of the texts, the accuracy of their production, the quality of the writing, the presence or absence of signs of correction and/or rethinking, and the presence of different hands for the musical notation and the poetic texts. Thanks to this palaeographical approach (for which see also Boria 2012), Pernigotti, focusing on papyri of the Imperial period, was able to reconstruct different techniques used in the drafting of the texts and to advance some interesting suggestions about the possible purposes of different kinds of musical papyri. In particular, he provisionally distinguished between two main categories of documents: “rough drafts/working copies,” laid down with no particular attention to legibility and elegance, and “library copies,” characterized by a greater care in the arrangement of the text; a third category, which he calls “mixed copies,” includes texts in which notation is added by a hand different from the one that has written the text. On the basis of such analyses, Pernigotti also proposed some considerations about the processes of musical composition. Much remains to be done, starting from this promising research line, and one must avoid excessively rigid classifications, as Pernigotti himself notes, given that a few documents display a mixture of the formal characteristics just mentioned.

Whenever possible, it is important to try to reconstruct the context in which these musical papyri originated, taking into account evidence such as archaeological data and epigraphic and papyrological documents pertaining to musical practices (see Sears 2012, 1–39). Most musical papyri are related to the milieu of musical professionals such as, for example, the aforementioned Artists of Dionysus; some, perhaps, point to a technical education in professional or other contexts (see below and cf. Hagel and Lynch 2015) or reveal wider theoretical interests: see in particular the case of P.Berol. inv. 6870+14097 (second‐third century AD) = DAGM 17–18 and 50–52—a remarkable document that contains instrumental pieces as well as vocal excerpts with a heterogeneous content. According to Pöhlmann and West (2001, 173), these musical pieces may have been taken from or intended to accompany a rhythmical treatise as examples of different notions.

As we have seen above, a didactic purpose may also be recognized for the short instrumental items featured in the Anonyma Bellermanniana, pieces that were transmitted in the medieval tradition. It is probable that also Mesomedes’ songs were early connected with musical education. Martin West suggested that they were “adopted as standard items in teaching young musicians to play the lyre” (West 2004–2005, 162; cf. 1992a, 50) on the basis of the fact that Synesius of Cyrene, about three centuries later, described Mesomedes’ Hymn to Nemesis as something that “we sing to the lyre” (Ep. 95). The ancient transmission of the Mesomedes scores, therefore, is most probably related to their didactic use. Their survival in the medieval tradition may be due, as it is the case with the Bellermann exercises, to their association with other materials of musicological interest; see the discussions and the data in Pöhlmann and West 2001, 106, 114–15; West 2004–2005, 162 (Mesomedes); Pöhlmann 2018, 126 (the Bellermann exercises); Hagel and Lynch 2015, 406; Hagel 2018 (Mesomedes and the Bellermann exercises).

The collection of Mesomedes’ notated texts is often puzzling. Such is, for example, his invitation to ritual silence (DAGM 26, see above). In the codex Venetus Marcianus gr. app. cl. VI 10 a solitary note appears above one of the syllables of v. 6: is it an error, or should we regard this individual note as what remains of a notation that accompanied the whole piece? Alternatively, does it represent an insertion of some kind of (vocal or instrumental) music in an otherwise recited text, as cautiously proposed by Barker (2002, 147)?

Another interesting feature to be investigated is the mise‐en‐page of these texts, which, as is the case also for the eight poems transmitted in the Ottobonianus, are divided into metrical phrases, marked by line‐breaks or dicola (:). This is very different from what we find in ancient musical scores, which, as we shall see below, usually present series of long lines not corresponding to metrical divisions. So does this division reflect the needs of a special educational and/or theoretical context, in which a particular interest was also devoted to metrical issues, as suggested also by the aforementioned scholia?



Distinguishing Features of Ancient Musical Documents and the Case of P.Oslo inv. 1413

Let us examine now the main characteristics displayed by the preserved musical documents (as far as the papyri are concerned, see Pernigotti 2009, 304–6; Gammacurta 2006, 255–7). As mentioned above, a feature that is common to nearly all of them is that their texts are written in long lines without correspondence to metrical partition. This perhaps reflected a need for a broader view of the musical and poetic material, which may have been useful for different purposes such as composition and memorization. The line spacing of vocal pieces is normally wide, in order to facilitate the insertion of notation signs. Sometimes, in the papyri, the syllables of the lyrics are detached from each other, a practice that was intended to facilitate detecting the point of insertion of the notes.

Some practices related to the placement of notes and to the writing of the poetic text seem to vary across different periods. In Hellenistic documents, a note to be repeated on several syllables is written only above the first one, while in documents of the Imperial age it is written above each syllable; in the case of syllables furnished with more than one note, the vowel or diphthong is repeated (details in West 1992B, 267 and n. 32)—a practice that can be found in Imperial documents only in isolated and, perhaps, special cases (see below on DAGM 39).

As evidenced by papyri, the Imperial age witnessed a steady increase in the use of signs for rhythmical and performative purposes. This fact, along with the presence of signs of uncertain meaning in documents of different ages (cf. Pernigotti 2009, 305 n. 6), raises an interesting question: did rhythmical complexity increase over time, or did its notation become more and more necessary in connection to a decreasing ability to interpret musical texts in a personal and creative way (Pernigotti 2009, 306)?

An interesting case study is offered by P.Oslo inv. 1413 (first‐second century AD), which illustrates what Pernigotti (see above) identified as a “working copy” (Figure 8.1).


Of unknown provenance, the papyrus consists of a major fragment (a) and twelve small ones (b‐m), written along the fibers. It contains a section in anapaests (lines 1–15 = DAGM 39) followed, after a wide midline space, by a section in iambic trimeters (lines 15–19 = DAGM 40). Pöhlmann and West (2001) have edited these pieces, inserting two of the minor fragments (d, m) in the text of fr. (a) (respectively at the top right and the bottom left, as it can be seen in Figure 8.1); under DAGM 39–40 they collect also the other minor fragments, whose position they discuss at p. 128.3 The texts of fr. (a), without the inclusion of any minor fragments, are published as frr. 680 (a) and (b) in the Kannicht and Snell edition of tragic adespota (Kannicht and Snell 1981), where the minor fragments are collected under fr. 680 (c).4

In the anapaestic piece it seems possible to recognize a speech addressed to Deidamia, narrating facts that happened at Troy and were connected with an epiphany of the dead Achilles; the iambic section, instead, contains an apostrophe to the island of Lemnos. As already noted, it is likely that, according to the suggestion of the editio princeps (Eitrem and Amundsen 1955, 25–9), mostly accepted nowadays, these pieces are separate items belonging to an anthology. As far as the anapaestic text is concerned, the combined evidence of vocabulary, treatment of the subject‐matter, and metrical and prosodic features (the frequent successions of four short syllables; the neglect of Attic correption at word boundary, see l. 9) point to a postclassical origin; the same can be said of the iambic piece, although in this case we can rely on lexical features only (Eitrem and Amundsen 1955, 8, 26; Kannicht and Snell 1981, 268; Pöhlmann and West 2001, 129).

The papyrus makes use of vocal and rhythmical signs, apparently by the same hand as the text; they were written after the text itself, as the color intensity of the ink reveals. The text is written in semicursive script, which, as its first editors noted, “gives an altogether personal impression” (Eitrem and Amundsen 1955, 4). The same letter (e.g. ēta) may be written in different, more or less cursive, forms—see, for instance, Figure 8.1, lines 7, 8, 10. There are also some variations in the writing and size of musical notes. The rhythmical sign for the leimma (normally ∩ or Λ), used in DAGM 39 to mark pauses, is carelessly written; its coupling with a diseme mark often resembles two parallel dashes (see lines 1, 8, 10, 14); the dot (stigmē), which in DAGM 39 marks notes belonging to rhythmical arsis, is also often carelessly written, and the placing of the rhythmical symbols in relation to the notes is remarkably varied (further details in Winnington‐Ingram 1955, 35–7).

 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 8.1 P.Oslo inv. 1413 = DAGM 39–40. University of Oslo.



In the anapaestic piece numerous corrections to both the text and the music have been made in the second writing phase. Some notes have been modified; several ones have been erased in various ways (vertical or/and slanting strokes: see lines 5 and 12), and not substituted by others. An additional note series written above the first one can be seen toward the end of lines 2 and 3, probably as an alternative melodic line. All this, along with the general informality of the script, points to a musician’s working copy (as somewhat doubtfully proposed by Winnington‐Ingram 1955, 56–8).

It is noteworthy that in three proper nouns that appear in DAGM 39 (line 4, Ixeiōn; line 5, Tantalos; line 7, Dēidameia), the long initial syllable is prolonged to a tetraseme length and divided between several notes (for similar cases with proper nouns in Imperial papyri see West 1992B, 203). In line 5, the scribe has repeated the vowel of this syllable (Taa); this may have happened also in line 7, with Dē, but it is hard to tell with certainty because of the presence of a lacuna. In both cases, a wide space was left after these vowels for the insertion, above, of the notes of the melisma (see Pöhlmann and West 2001, 130). In line 4, immediately before Ixeiōn, the word group hyp[o] trochon is abnormally scanned – –, as indicated by diseme and arsis signs. It will be necessary to investigate the origin and nature of these different cases of rhythmic distortion, also in connection to the problem of the composition of the text and music, and of their mutual relations. In other words: has the author of the music—presumably the scribe, as we have seen—deliberately “distorted” the natural prosody of a text composed by someone else? Or was he also responsible for the composition of the text, as doubtfully proposed in Pöhlmann and West 2001, 130 (see also Pöhlmann 2009, 291–3)?



Music Without Scores? Oral Tradition and Writing

So far, we have focused on the extant Greek musical scores, dating from the Hellenistic period onward. But musical notation was born earlier. The systems of melodic notation attested in the extant musical documents represent the outcome of an evolution that started “perhaps not long after 500 BC” (Hagel 2009, 443) and accelerated during the second half of the fifth century under the influence of developments in musical theory and practice (Hagel 2009, 442–52). A key role in this process was played by the increasing technical complexity of professional musical instruments (see Terzēs in this volume), which went hand in hand with the development of a new musical taste verging on melodic intricacy.

What do we know about the use of some sort of written musical record in the era of the great lyrical and dramatic creations? Our knowledge of Archaic and Classical practices relies on the words of poets‐composers‐performers, philosophers, theorists, “musical historians” (Barker 2014) and other literary sources; much can also reasonably be deducted from the iconographic evidence, from the experiences of oral musical cultures, and from taking into account the role of memory in the transmission of music (for Greek monodic lyric see Giordano‐Zecharya 2003). The sources depict a widespread amateur proficiency in singing and playing musical instruments, which complemented professional performances. We learn, for instance, that citizens were regularly recruited to sing and dance in choruses at public festivals, including theatrical performances (see Weiss in this volume); likewise, we know that citizens who participated in symposia often contributed to the entertainment by singing and playing the lyre (see Power in this volume). So why wasn’t this music transmitted along with the poetic text? Questions of this sort bring various issues into play: the use of writing in musical composition, teaching and learning, and in the transmission of musical pieces.

With regard to composition, it is important to note that written supports were not strictly necessary for a kind of music in which the rhythmic values basically corresponded to the natural quantities of syllables and melodies consisted in variations of traditional structures. One may wonder if stylistic changes leading to greater melodic and rhythmical complexity brought about the need for some written records of various kinds: for example, simple annotations, such as the key indications we find in a Ptolemaic musical papyrus (DAGM 9 and 10), or fuller notation systems, more and more similar to that attested in the surviving musical documents.

As for music teaching and learning, visual and textual evidence suggests that orality/aurality played a fundamental role (see Prauscello 2006, 45–7, with further bibliography; Pöhlmann 2011, 11–13). For instance, a famous cup by Douris (490–480 BC), now in Berlin (Antikensammlung, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin‐Preussischer Kulturbesitz, F 2285), shows young pupils being taught recitation, writing, and music, but music teachers notably do not employ written texts. This kind of approach to elementary music teaching seems to have remained a standard practice for centuries. Plutarch, for instance, compares a politician who educates young people by providing practical examples through his own behaviour to the music teachers, who “first play the music themselves [...] and thus show the pupils the way” (An seni 790e–f). Similarly, in another Plutarchan passage we hear that Euripides sang in front of his chorus members in order to teach them how to perform a tune he had composed (Plut. Rect. rat. aud. 46b).

The fact that many features of earlier music are known to authors also very distant in time—such as, for example, Aristoxenus and the musical historians of the late fifth and fourth century attested in the pseudo‐Plutarchan De musica—probably depends on this kind of continuity in teaching, and the related practice of reperforming lyric compositions as well as instrumental music both in public and private settings (a survey in Herington 1985, 207–8; cf. 48–50 and 209–10).

D’Angour (2006; see also D’Angour 2013) has recently suggested to relate the invention of musical notation (or, at least, its more systematic use: D’Angour 2013, 208–9) to a radical change in musical composition that, according to a disputed interpretation of a passage from Athenaeus’ Deipnosophists (10.453d–e), would have been introduced by Euripides in the songs of his Medea: this change concerns the use of the same tune in corresponding lyric strophes and antistrophes regardless of the words’ natural pitch accents. By contrast—D’Angour argues—the standard earlier practice in strophic songs would have consisted in changing the melody of each responding strophe in accordance with the accents, so that early composition rules for strophic lyric “were effectively principles for applying a particular melodic interpretation to the inherent pitch accents of words” (D’Angour 2006, 278; see also 2013, 206–8); and these principles would have been transmitted, along with the melodies they would have produced, by oral tradition and education. The need for a system of notation “as an aide‐mémoire” (D’Angour 2006, 282) would therefore have been engendered by the fact that, with the new composition practice (i.e. with the divorce of melody from pitch accents), it was no longer possible to reconstruct and transmit melodies “with requisite fidelity” (D'Angour 2013, 209). The value of Athenaeus’ text as evidence for the change in the melodic composition principles of strophic songs—considered possible, e.g. by Thomas 2018—is, however, very uncertain; see Gagné 2013, 304–5 n. 21, Thomas 2018, 100 n. 4, with bibliography.

Another widely debated question concerns the written preservation of tragic music of fifth‐century Athens in later periods, that is to say when musical notation was in use.5 This debate is connected to the fact that, as we have seen above, two of the earliest extant musical papyri contain Euripidean passages, and we have evidence about reperformances of tragedies since the Classical age. Reperformances of Classical tragic drama, already existing in the fifth century and officially accepted hors concours at the Athenian Great Dionysia of 386 BC, continued in Hellenistic and Roman times in different places.6 A direct written transmission of the original tragic music down to Alexandrian times has been argued by Fleming and Kopff (1992; Fleming 1999). In particular, they claim that the Alexandrian philologists, in order to provide a correct metrical interpretation of the lyric verses of tragedies, used, along with performance texts provided with musical notation, the official copy of the works of the three great tragedians of the fifth century, that had been commissioned by decree around 330 BC by the Athenian orator and statesman Lycurgus. According to an anecdote reported by Galen (In Hipp. Epid. III=XVII.1, 607.4–14 Kühn), this text arrived at Alexandria about a century later: in Fleming‐Kopff's opinion, it also included a musical notation that could be traced back to the tragic authors. The reliability of this anecdote, however, is doubtful, and as far as it concerns the procedures involved in the Lycurgan decree, the practices of archival transmission suggest that the public official simply read the text to the actors who had to perform it; no source mentions the presence of musical notation in the Lycurgan copy (Battezzato 2003, 9–22; Prauscello 2006, 69–78).

We cannot tell with certainty when, and in what context(s), Classical tragic texts with musical notation were first produced, nor do we know whether the original music of fifth‐century tragedy ever had a written transmission. Our “Euripidean” musical papyri come from Hellenistic Egypt: many scholars think that the Orestes papyrus (DAGM 3) contains the tragedian’s original music (e.g. West 1992B, 270; cf. Pöhlmann and West 2001, 14–17), but Prauscello (2006, 140–3, 154–60) argues that it carries traces of later readaptation; moreover, there is evidence that Hellenistic (and also later) musical practice often redeveloped previous lyrical pieces (Fassino 2003, 33–50; Prauscello 2006, 84–6, 111–16). The other Euripidean papyrus (DAGM 4) certainly did not contain a complete text of the tragedy, and points to the sphere of the Hellenistic virtuoso performance.

A general discussion of the preservation and transmission of Greek musical texts has recently been offered by Napolitano (2016), who has analyzed the reasons for the near‐total loss of ancient Greek music and the scarcity of surviving documents with musical notation in comparison with the number of preserved lyrical texts without notation. This situation, he argues, is related to the late introduction of a musical notation system, along with the “slow and struggling establishment of the new technical skill” (Napolitano 2016, 322), especially outside strictly specialized areas, increasingly connected with professionalism, after a long period of oral transmission and dissemination. Consequently, the effort to give a fixed written form to the Greek oral musical heritage would have been not only nearly impossible, but also possibly regarded as fundamentally inessential. In this scenario, music would not have enjoyed the degree of protection and preservation that was granted to texts by an earlier process of written codification.




FURTHER READING


	In Pöhlmann and West 2001, readers will find critical editions of the documents, their transcriptions in modern notation, commentaries on their melodic and rhythmic features, and discussions of previous bibliography. A precious guide for a preliminary approach to melodic notation can be found in West 1992b, 255–9.
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NOTES


	1 See Martinelli 2010, 61–2 and n. 3.

	2 On the debate about the number of these poems and their authorship, see Lanna 2013, 40–50; Regenauer 2016.

	3 It is to be noted that in Figure 8.1, corresponding to the current placement under glass of the papyrus, not all fragments are collocated according to Pöhlmann‐West's proposals. Further investigation of the document from this point of view is required.

	4 As for the position of fr. (d) see now Kannicht 2004, 2, 1147.

	5 Full discussion in Prauscello 2006.

	6 On this currently much explored topic see Montana 2016, 34–40, and Le Guen 2019, 167–79, with further references; cf. Ercoles in this volume, 141. For a discussion about music in reperformed tragedies see Griffith 2019, 233–41.







CHAPTER NINE
Visualizing Music

Sheramy D. Bundrick



In the performance cultures of Greece and Rome, when many of life’s events were given musical accompaniment, it is not surprising that works of art of all kinds—from architecture and other sculpture to paintings, mosaics, and figured pottery—depicted mythological or historical musicians on a variety of occasions. Artists faced a unique challenge as they tried to represent music: conveying to viewers not only what a performance looked like but also what it sounded like. Modern scholars, meanwhile, encounter their own challenges in visualizing ancient music. Surviving works of art provide tantalizing glimpses into a largely lost musical world, but whereas we can see the pictorial performances, we cannot hear them. This chapter considers musical imagery from the perspective of both artist and scholar: the challenges of creation and those of interpretation. The study of musical iconography itself stands at the intersection of musicology and art history and, at its most effective, draws upon the methodologies of both disciplines.



Challenges of Creation

Ancient artists constantly sought a balance between reality and representation in crafting an image. This was as true with musical iconography as any other theme; artists used musical practices and traditions with which they were familiar as a starting point, then adapted what they knew in order to produce a pleasing composition or express a certain message. Details can appear accurate, suggesting that artists were knowledgeable about instrument construction and the occasions on which certain instruments might be played (see Terzēs in this volume), or at least that they followed established visual conventions. Often iconography meshes well with what can be gleaned from textual sources and archaeological evidence. Artists were not, however, aiming for accuracy in a documentary sense, a fine distinction that requires acknowledgment. As observed by Alan Davison (2014, 93), musical images throughout history are “records of ideas associated with musical performance as much as they are records of music‐making activities.”

Athenian vases, which survive in the thousands and present a wide array of musical subjects, showcase many strategies for depicting music. Examples of how painters could emphasize an instrument can be found on a pair of early fifth‐century BC white‐ground cups—one discovered beneath the Royal Stoa in the Athenian Agora (Athens, Agora Museum P43; BAPD 340196; Maas and MacIntosh Snyder 1989, 111, fig . 27), the other in a tomb outside the sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi (Delphi, Archaeological Museum 8140; BAPD 5522; Bundrick 2005, 16, fig. 6). The interior of the Agora kylix depicts a youth tuning a chelys lyre, his right hand turning the kollopes on the crossbar, the fingers of his left hand plucking the strings. These actions seem accurate in terms of tuning technique, but the painter enlarged the instrument for compositional reasons: to provide a graceful line for the musician’s right arm, to keep the crossbar level with his head and create another line echoing the scene’s circular frame, and in general to highlight the lyre as the young man’s defining attribute. As for the Delphi kylix, its painter likewise rendered the seated Apollo’s lyre in detail, down to its tortoiseshell sound box. He outlined the lyre’s arms and crossbar with added clay so that it stands out in relief against the rest of the scene; this added clay is painted white, which may indicate an ivory lyre—a fitting instrument for a god. Ancient inventories of the Parthenon, for instance, list ivory lyres among gifts to Athena (Harris 1995, 97). Still, Apollo’s actions do not seem particularly realistic, although they combine to yield a satisfying composition. He damps the strings of the lyre with his left hand (Goulaki‐Voutyra 2016, 361–4), but instead of the expected plēktron in his right, he holds a phialē (also emphasized with added clay) and performs a libation. Given the cup’s plain black exterior, anyone picking it up would receive a surprise when looking inside—a veritable epiphany of the god himself (Gaifman 2013, 50).

The power of performance could be conveyed through musicians’ poses and expressions. An uncommon but significant device was for vase painters to represent a musician with three‐quarter or frontal face, when the majority of figures were shown in profile. Not only does this attract immediate visual attention, but elsewhere in Athenian painting, frontal or three‐quarter faces were employed for characters who are drunk, wounded, or asleep. This implies that playing music triggered its own transformation of consciousness. Three‐quarter faces suggest a musician lost in the music, as on a bell krater attributed to the Danae Painter: a female barbitos player gazes past the two women who serve as her audience, as well as the vase’s viewer (c. 440–430 BC, New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art 23.160.80; BAPD 214467; Bundrick 2005, 95, fig. 59). Frontal faces break a scene’s fourth wall to confront the vase’s viewers and draw them into the performance (cf. Mackay 2001; Hedreen 2017). Two of the earliest musicians to be shown this way are both Muses, on a black‐figure dinos by Sophilos (London, British Museum 1971.11‐1.1; BAPD 350099; Queyrel 1992, 671, cat. no. 120; see Murray in this volume) and the volute krater by Kleitias and Ergotimos known as the François Vase (Florence, Museo Archeologico Nazionale 4209; BAPD 300000; Queyrel 1992, 671, cat. no. 121). In both instances, the Muse plays a syrinx as she faces outward, and all the Muses form part of the wedding procession of Peleus and Thetis.

Satyr musicians can be depicted en face, bringing the viewer into Dionysus’ topsy‐turvy world. A frontal‐faced, ithyphallic satyr playing the aulos processes among maenads, other satyrs, and the god himself on a red‐figure amphora by the Kleophrades Painter (Munich, Antikensammlungen 8732; BAPD 201659; Bundrick 2005, 112, fig. 66). As with the Muses holding syringes, the frontal viewpoint allows a more complete view of the musical instrument as well as an opportunity to engage with a mythological figure. A more discomfiting character appears on each side of a black‐figure eye cup from the last decades of the sixth century (Munich, Antikensammlungen 2088; BAPD 301350; Fellmann 2004, 98–9, pls. 62–3). Here, a satyr—or man in a satyr costume (Hedreen 1992, 125)—sits frontally between a pair of large eyes, legs spread, his face almost mask‐like as he plays the aulos. The musical satyr and disembodied eyes may have acted as apotropaic devices, especially at Vulci in Etruria where the cup was imported and placed in a tomb (Bundrick 2015, 313).

Artists could further stress music’s impact by portraying the reaction of listeners. The two women watching the oblique‐faced musician on the Danae Painter’s krater are spellbound by her performance, one leaning upon the shoulders of the other, the pair a tight‐knit group compared to the musician’s self‐absorbed isolation. Similarly, on a red‐figure column krater by the Orpheus Painter (c. 440 BC), the legendary poet Orpheus has enraptured his audience of four Thracian soldiers (Berlin, Antikensammlung 3172; BAPD 216168; Bundrick 2005, 122, fig. 74; see Sarti in this volume). Two soldiers on the right regard Orpheus intently as he sings to the accompaniment of his chelys lyre, the closest propping his foot on the poet’s rocky seat. The two soldiers on the left, meanwhile, are lulled into submission: one leaning on the other like the women on the Danae Painter’s krater and the second figure shown with frontal face and closed eyes.

Scenes of the symposium provided the perfect opportunity for vase painters to explore audience reaction to music. The device of frontal or three‐quarter face can appear here, too, as on a red‐figure stamnos by Polygnotos, where a reclining barbitos player has stopped his own performance only to become lost in that of an aulētris (Rome, Museo Nazionale Etrusco di Villa Giulia 3584; BAPD 213396; Bundrick 2005, 87, fig. 54). Shown with three‐quarter face, he holds his silent instrument in one hand and oversized kylix in the other, while his companion on the right lifts a hand to his mouth and sings. Alternatively, revelers who recline on couches are often represented with one arm arched over their heads and faces raised as they listen to musicians. When the lips are parted, the listener is singing, as in the tondo of a cup by Douris where a symposiast’s impromptu performance—revealed by the inscription to be a song by Theognis—accompanies a youth playing the aulos (Munich, Antikensammlungen 2646; BAPD 205174; Bundrick 2005, 75, fig. 45). Most often, the listener’s mouth is closed, in which case we must presume him to be enchanted by what he hears (Somville 1992). Such is the case on a column krater by the Naples Painter (Baltimore, Walters Art Museum 48.67; BAPD 216093; Bundrick 2016), where the central, reclining youth locks gazes with a hired female performer playing an aulos and ignores his two companions (Figure 9.1). The aulētris wears a phorbeia in white color added post‐firing (now mostly flaked away), an unusual accessory both for a female musician and someone playing indoors (see De Simone in this volume). The appearance of musical performers and musical listeners—whether mortal or mythological—on stamnoi, kraters, cups, and other vessels meant for symposia and other banquets lends a self‐referential effect, as real‐life musicians and audiences were expected to surround, use, and otherwise engage with the vases.




Challenges of Interpretation

The development of musical iconography as its own line of scholarly inquiry is relatively recent. An informational approach historically dominated the field, as musicologists mined visual materials for technical evidence about organology and performance practices, and attempted to reconcile what can be seen in artistic representations with what is known from other sources. Images of instruments became an opportunity to understand better their form and usage, and even aided in their reconstruction. This in itself marks a worthwhile endeavor; however, a purely informational approach runs the risk of treating artworks as mere illustrations and denying the artist’s agency (cf. Leppert 2014). Publications with a more musicological perspective often show isolated figures from a scene or even isolated instruments, and the reader gets little sense of an image’s overall composition or meaning.

 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 9.1 Athenian red‐figure column krater by the Naples Painter, c. 440 BC. Baltimore, Walters Art Museum, acquired by Henry Walters with the Massarenti Collection, 1902, inv. 48.67.

Photo: Walters Art Museum.



An iconological approach—advocated by such scholars as Emanuel Winternitz (1972) and James McKinnon (1982)—acknowledges an image not only as a source of information but also as a construction of its own. Artists made a series of choices in crafting any image, and documentary accuracy may have been low on their list of priorities. This does not mean the image cannot be trusted—artists drew from the world around them even if they altered what they saw—but it does encourage caution and a willingness to decode the artist’s pictorial language. The figure of a musician on an Athenian vase, for example, should be considered not in isolation but in the context of the entire scene, taking into account the type of vase on which it appears, its function, technique, workshop, the time period when it was made, the fact it was made in Athens, and the potential viewing audience. A broad perspective like this, fed by the methodologies of art history, opens the door to sociocultural readings that enrich our understanding of ancient musical culture (cf. Kendrick 2014).

 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 9.2 Athenian white‐ground lēkythos by the Thanatos Painter, c. 440 BC. Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, Henry Lillie Pierce Fund, 01.8080.

Photo: © 2020 Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.



An Athenian white‐ground lēkythos attributed to the Thanatos Painter (Figure 9.2) demonstrates how informational and iconological approaches can be melded (Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 01.8080; BAPD 216394). Two figures flank a grave monument above which a chelys lyre hangs. The painter articulated many details of the lyre—its arms, seven strings, the zygon (crossbar) and kollopes, even the string bar at the base (chordotonon) and the bridge (magas) that transmitted string vibrations to the sound box—and used a brown ocher wash to highlight the ox‐hide covering its interior. He depicted this instrument in a way consistent with other representations, and in that sense the scene is informationally useful.


And yet, the analysis can be taken further. White‐ground lēkythoi were common funerary offerings, since this painting technique made them too fragile to be handled frequently. The iconography of this example fits into the common scene type of visits to the grave: we can identify the mantled youth beneath the lyre as an eidōlon (spirit or shade) of the deceased, while the living visitor to the left, genuflecting with the help of his walking stick, may be a relative or the youth’s paidagōgos, his tutor (Oakley 2004, 192). The second possibility is supported by the tomb’s structure, which includes two acroteria in the form of nude youths and a pedimental scene of a wrestling or boxing match. A discus painted in the same brown ocher as the lyre hangs to the tomb’s left, decorated with a triskelēs. It is not clear whether the lyre and discus are ‘real’ objects, but they certainly serve as metaphorical symbols for a traditional Athenian education in gymnastikē and mousikē, the so‐called archaia paideia mentioned in texts (see Raffa in this volume). Other white‐ground lēkythoi depict deceased youths playing lyres on the steps of their own tombs (Oakley 2004, 164–5; Bundrick 2005, 68–9) or mourners bringing lyres as recognizably “real” offerings. Lyres provided a means for the deceased to amuse himself in the underworld as described in thrēnoi, or funerary songs (Oakley 2004, 165; Bundrick 2005, 66), but they also proclaimed his social status in life as an anēr mousikos, a musical (i.e. educated) man.

 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 9.3 Roman limestone relief from Amiternum, mid‐late first century BC. L’Aquila, Museo Nazionale d’Abruzzo.

Photo: Universal Images Group/Art Resource, NY.



We may additionally consider a Roman relief from Amiternum (Figure 9.3), which depicts professional musicians leading a pompa funebris, or funeral procession (Bodel 1999, 263–5; Hughes 2005). A trio of aerophone players (one with a lituus, two with a cornu, for which see Alexandrescu 2007) and four tibia players occupy over a third of the composition and are more prominent than the deceased’s family members, who follow his bier on the relief’s opposite end. The lituus player turns slightly toward the viewer, while the first tibicen is fully frontal and engages the relief’s audience. This sculpture provides visual evidence for the role of music in Roman funerals, otherwise known mostly from texts: in this case the pompa of a soldier (less likely, a magistrate) whose family was well‐off but not aristocratic. The juxtaposition of lituus and cornu recalls combinations of these instruments in Etruscan funerary art and reminds us of their Etruscan heritage within the Roman musical tradition. The tibia, too, results from Etruscan as much as Greek influence. At the same time, however, we must ask why the sculptor depicted the musicians in this way. While taken from its original monument at some point in its history, the relief was likely paired with another of the same scale and stone showing gladiatorial games. The deceased’s tomb decoration therefore commemorated the spectacle of a funeral, whether or not the actual event unfolded in exactly this manner. The seven musicians, two professional mourners in front of the bier, eight pallbearers, and gladiators who dominate the reliefs were understood by passers‐by and visitors to the tomb as being hired for the pictorial occasion, the financial ability of the deceased’s heirs to employ them worthy of commemoration in itself. When paired with apparent references to the deceased’s military career on the relief (a wreath on his head, a helmet, vine staff, and palm leaf, Hughes 2005, 85–7), the musicians and other figures become another sign of his wealth and status—or at least of the way in which his family intended for him to be remembered publicly.


The above examples represent cases where musical imagery can be compared with textual sources to the benefit of both. A particular challenge arises when images present a different picture from texts. An example in Athenian iconography comes with female musicians, who rarely appear in literary sources except as hetairai (prostitutes) or other entertainers hired for the symposium (Rocconi 2006; Goldman 2015; De Simone in this volume). Certainly on Athenian vases one finds a plethora of aulētrides at symposia, some images more eroticized than others. On the column krater by the Naples Painter (Figure 9.1), the aulētris is modestly dressed, and the scene’s restrained mood leaves it unclear whether she is a prostitute as well as piper. In other cases, an aulētris is shown in more revealing clothing or even nude, cavorting with revelers.

 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 9.4 Athenian red‐figure hydria from the Kerameikos cemetery, c. 430 BC. Athens, Kerameikos Museum 2698.

Photo: Deutsches Archäologisches Institut, Athens, neg. 8070.



Many vases, however, show women playing music in recognizably domestic environments, either alone or with female companions, like the Danae Painter’s krater discussed above (Bundrick 2005, 92–102). On a hydria from the Kerameikos cemetery (Figure 9.4), a woman pauses while playing her barbitos, her performance interrupted by an Eros playing an aulos (Athens, Kerameikos Museum 2698; BAPD 5521). To the right stand two other women: one holds an unfurled scroll, which may feature a poem to be sung, while the other wears a mantle, perhaps because she has just arrived. Variations on this theme appear on over a hundred Athenian vases in a variety of shapes, the majority dating from the second half of the fifth century BC. Instruments played by women include stringed instruments of all types except the concert kithara (barbitoi, chelys lyres, phorminges, and harps), as well as the aulos. The identity of these female figures has been questioned. Are they citizen women at home, which implies some kind of musical education unacknowledged in contemporary texts, or rather Muses not identified by inscriptions or the company of Apollo, or off‐duty professional entertainers, hetairai or otherwise? In the few instances where archaeological context is known, including this hydria found in a woman’s funerary offering trench, the evidence suggests that the viewer could have interpreted the characters as female citizens. On some vases, namely loutrophoroi and lebētes gamikoi—vessels associated with weddings—the musician seems to be a bride (e.g. the harp player on a lebēs gamikos, New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art 07.286.35; BAPD 214881; Bundrick 2005, 188, fig. 108). The presence of Eros on the Kerameikos hydria suggests that the same might be true for this barbitos player. Also included in its offering trench were two lebētes gamikoi with domestic scenes, and additional objects that may mark the deceased an unmarried young woman (Knigge 1991, 148, fig. 143).

 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 9.5 Athenian red‐figure hydria in the manner of the Niobid Painter, c. 450 BC. Plovdiv, Archaeological Museum inv. IV‐13.

Photo: after Kisyov 2005, fig. 16, reproduced with permission of K. Kisyov.



An Athenian hydria recently found in Thrace sheds new light through its unique combination of motifs (Figure 9.5): not only women with a stringed instrument and book roll, respectively, but a third holding a male child draped with protective amulets, whose presence guarantees a mortal, domestic scene (Plovdiv Archaeological Museum IV‐13; Oakley 2014; Kisyov 2015, 86–7). The woman with scroll is perhaps taking a break from singing, while the central musician pauses in her playing. On the hydria’s left side, an aulētris plays her instrument, and her cheeks are puffed up by the effort. In Athenian iconography, although an aulos player and performer with stringed instrument appear together in many scenes, they never play simultaneously (Goulaki‐Voutyra 2016); it is not clear whether this aulētris and the listener before her occupy a separate space. The aulētris’ costume certainly departs from the other women and from the norm. She wears a long‐sleeved variation of a garment normally associated with male musicians—a short, spotted tunic known as an ependytēs—while a leopard‐skin aulos case, called a sybēnē, is draped over her arm. Perhaps the tunic and the distance that separates her from other figures in the scene reveal that she is a professional performer, hired to entertain the gathering. One thinks of Plato’s Symposium (176e), in which Eryximachus dismisses the aulētris “to pipe to herself or, if she likes, for the women inside the house” (Goldman 2015, 32). Nothing, however, prevents us from seeing the seated barbitos player as the mistress of the oikos and perhaps also the child’s mother, as the scene seems designed to highlight her higher status, education, and leisure. Presuming that vase painters are basing their scenes on some aspect of reality, such images become key attestations for a part of Athenian musical life we might not otherwise have known.




New Directions in Musical Iconography

As research on ancient musical iconography progresses, many new directions remain to be pursued. Although Athenian imagery has been the focus of much discussion, including most of the present chapter, because of the sheer number of detailed representations it offers to us, increasing attention has been paid to musical iconography produced in other parts of the Greek world, namely in Magna Graecia and Sicily. Apulian figured pottery of the fourth century BC, for example, features a variety of musical subjects and instruments. Although much scholarship concerning Apulian and other South Italian pottery has explored its relationship to Greek theater and, in particular, what can be learned about lost Athenian plays and their performance (e.g. Taplin 2007; Castaldo and Rocconi 2012), recent work has stressed the influence of indigenous musical traditions in addition to those from the mainland (e.g. Vergara Cerqueira 2014). While scenes on Apulian vessels depict instruments familiar from Athenian iconography such as the aulos, chelys lyre, and syrinx, others are organologically different, such as a more rectangular kithara and more elaborate tympanon (Vergara Cerqueira 2014, 53–8; cf. Di Giulio 1988). A rectangular, ladder‐shaped percussion instrument found on Apulian vases, sometimes referred to as a xylophone but more akin to a sistrum with its bells and rattles, is absent from Athenian images and texts altogether (Vergara Cerqueira 2014, 55, with earlier references). Instead of considering these instruments and the scenes in which they appear purely in comparison with Athenian imagery and customs, they can be discussed on their own terms as the product of a unique musical culture born from the hybridization of different traditions. Such an approach meshes well with recent reevaluations of Apulian figured pottery in general, in which the non‐Greek Italic inhabitants of the region are given greater agency in its consumption and may indeed have been its primary recipients (e.g. Carpenter 2009).

Recent scholarship has investigated other musical imagery in South Italy and Sicily, including terracotta figurines of musicians from Sicilian Greek sites (Bellia 2009), terracotta pinakes with female musicians from a sanctuary of Demeter at Lipari (Bellia 2010), and the painted decoration of so‐called Centuripe vases of the Hellenistic period (Portale 2014), to name only a few examples. Fresh analyses of the Tomb of the Diver at Poseidonia (Paestum) remind us not only of the necessity of considering South Italian imagery in its own right but also the importance of melding iconology with archaeomusicology (Castaldo 2013; Bellia 2014). Dating from c. 480–470 BC, this justly famous tomb juxtaposes a scene of a diver beneath its sarcophagus‐like lid with a symposium wrapping around its four inner walls. As in the imported Athenian pottery with symposium scenes that likely inspired the tomb’s decoration (at least in part), musicians play an important role: reclining partygoers hold and play barbitoi and auloi, while a young aulētris leads new revelers into the space. Allusions to a symposium within a tomb environment, however, and even tomb paintings themselves depart from Athenian practice, and so in that respect musical imagery was adapted for a new purpose, even if the tomb’s occupant was Greek as suspected (Holloway 2006, 376–8). The scene of the diver has been interpreted as a metaphorical and even comforting “vision of death as a rapid passage to safety,” placed above the body of the deceased, while in the paintings around him unfolded “a symposium that would never end and in which he participated to the full, sounding his lyre in the company of his fellow musicians” (Holloway 2006, 384–5). Such a reading is supported by the deceased’s own grave goods, which included a lēkythos, two fragmentary aryballoi, and a tortoise carapace that belonged to either a chelys lyre or barbitos. The inclusion of lyres and auloi in other, contemporary graves at Poseidonia whose deceased can be identified as male suggests the same for the Tomb of the Diver’s occupant, the skeleton otherwise too fragmentary for analysis. The male deceased in Tomb 341 of the Santa Venera necropolis was found with the remains of a lyre in his left hand, a plēktron ready for performance in his right (Bellia 2012, 53–5).

Many Athenian vases that we rely on for understanding of local mousikē were exported in antiquity to Greek and non‐Greek communities throughout the Mediterranean, inspiring new questions based on their new audiences. The Naples Painter’s krater with its typical Athenian symposium, for example (Figure 9.1), served as the cinerary urn for an Etruscan cremation burial at the Tuscan site of Foiano della Chiana (Bundrick 2016). This and other Athenian vases became part of Etruscan material culture and can be read through that lens (e.g. Ridi 2015; Bundrick 2019). Foiano della Chiana lay within Chiusi’s sphere of influence, where banqueting scenes—complete with pipe players and other musicians—had a long tradition in funerary art. Etruscan music itself has enjoyed revived scholarly interest (e.g. Castaldo 2007; Carrese, Li Castro, and Martinelli 2010), which expands our understanding of this imagery’s reception. As for the hydria in the manner of the Niobid Painter (Figure 9.5), it comes from a tumulus tomb in Thrace (Chernozem‐Kaloyanovo tumulus 1), where it lay at the feet of a 20‐ to 25‐year‐old man together with a ceramic lēkythos, bronze hydria, bronze basin, pair of silver spoons, and more metal banqueting ware (Kisyov 2015, 76–87). Other grave goods emphasize heroism and combat, such as a large gold pectoral worn by the deceased, signet ring with warrior figure, cuirass, and weaponry, making the hydria an intriguing anomaly. Was it chosen for its status as a Greek import and/or its hydria shape? Or was its musical iconography somehow considered appropriate, perhaps through the prominent portrayal of a male child?

More archaeological surprises lie ahead that challenge our assumptions about ancient musical instruments and imagery. The recently published, late fifth‐century Tomb 2 at Daphne outside Athens (Pöhlmann 2013; Lygouri‐Tolia 2014), a marble‐lined cist grave discovered in 1981, contained the skeleton of an individual in his or her early twenties, together with the tortoiseshell soundbox fragments of at least one chelys lyre, a trigōnon harp (Terzēs 2013), and wooden aulos; objects for reading and writing, including a bronze inkpot, bronze stylus, wooden writing tablets, and papyrus roll (West 2013; Karamanou 2016); and other items such as an iron chisel, iron saw, and nine bone and copper knucklebones (astragaloi) that were used for games and cleromantic divination. The papyrus roll and tablets both feature text in Ionic dialect (often used in Athens at the time) and seemingly poetic diction, and were possibly written by the same person, although whether the deceased or someone else is unknown. Multiple scholars have observed that aside from the harp, the tomb’s assemblage features all the implements not only of a poet and/or musician, but of the Athenian archaia paideia, and have compared the findings to the famous “school cup” by Douris (Berlin, Antikensammlung F2285; BAPD 205092; cf. West 2013, 75; Lygouri‐Tolia 2014, 19–21; Karamanou 2016, 62). One is also reminded of the appearance of a lyre on the Thanatos Painter’s lēkythos (Figure 9.2) and the discovery of a lyre, strigils, astragaloi, and styli in a child’s grave, possibly around twelve years old, of about the same period (Psaroudakēs 2006).

The harp, however, complicates matters, for in Athenian texts and iconography, harps are almost exclusively associated with women and have no relation to the archaia paideia (Bundrick 2005, 30–4). The specific type of harp represented in the tomb, the triangular trigōnon harp (Terzēs 2013), appears in the hands of brides and their attendants on lebētes gamikoi and pyxides, and is only found on vases of the second half of the fifth century. Vase paintings like those discussed above (Figures 9.4–9.5) open the possibility of a female deceased who could read, write, and play musical instruments, and who was commemorated as such through her grave goods. A fourth‐century parallel comes with a tomb found outside Athens in the early nineteenth century, which belonged to a young woman, possibly one who had died before marriage, and contained a lyre at her feet (Beschi 1996). Scholars await DNA analysis of Daphne Tomb 2’s deceased that can confirm his or her gender—the skeleton itself is too damaged for identification—but one of two things must be true. If the deceased is male, the exclusivity of harps as a female instrument, as suggested by contemporary iconography, is called into question. If the deceased is female, we are right to trust the imagery that grants at least some Athenian women an education in music. When it comes to the ancient world, then, text, image, and archaeology must work together, iconography being only one part of a much larger musical puzzle.
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FURTHER READING

Davison (2014), Kendrick (2014), and Leppert (2014) provide recent introductions to issues and methodologies involved in the study of musical imagery, following in the footsteps of Winternitz (1972) and McKinnon (1982). The volume in which the three essays appear, The Routledge Companion to Music and Visual Culture, explores the intersection of art history and musicology throughout, although the essays are not focused on the ancient world. Among studies of ancient Greece, Paquette (1984) remains useful for its collection of depicted instruments, although these details are divorced from their larger scenes in the majority of cases; Maas and Snyder (1989) more successfully integrates discussion of imagery with literary source material. Bundrick (2005) focuses on fifth‐century Athens and primarily on vase painting from an iconological perspective, while Castaldo (2000) provides an important examination of musical deities in Athenian art. The many publications of Angela Bellia (e.g. 2009, 2010, 2012, 2014) blend archaeomusicology and iconographic study, concentrating in particular on South Italy and Sicily.
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CHAPTER TEN
Music in Classical Greek Drama

Marco Ercoles



In the first chapter of the Poetics, Aristotle observes that epic, tragedy, and comedy, dithyrambs as well as most kinds of citharistic and auletic music were all regarded as forms of imitation (mimēsis), differing from each other under three respects: the media they employ, the objects they represent, and the specific modes of imitation.

As for the media, Aristotle states that “all poetic arts produce mimesis in rhythm (en rhythmōi),1 language (logōi), and melody (harmoniāi), whether separately or in combinations” (Poet. 1447a21–3). In particular, dithyrambs and citharodic nomoi employed all these media throughout in continuous song and dance, tragedy and comedy presented a variety of combinations in different sections (Poet. 1147b24–9): spoken sections, especially iambic trimeters, employed meter and language only, whereas choral odes and solo songs used them all at the same time. Hence, all the components of Greek mousikē—poetry, music, and dance—were fully exploited in these highly sophisticated spectacles, which were much closer in nature to modern operas than ‘pure’ dramatic performances.



Vocal Mousikē in Classical Greek Drama


Spoken Delivery, Parakatalogē, and Choral Songs

Spoken or declaimed delivery was employed in prologues, episodes, and exodoi (“exits”), and was characteristic—though not exclusive—of monologues and dialogues in iambic trimeters. As Aristotle tells us, iambic verses were “akin to speech more than all other meters: an indication of this is that we speak many iambs in conversation with one another, but hexameters only rarely and when stepping out of the colloquial mode” (Poet. 1449a24–7, transl. Lynch; cf. Rh. 3.1408b33–5). Hence iambic trimeters were particularly suitable to convey the impression of everyday speech; this is especially true for comic plays, where iambic verses were more varied and less stylized than in tragic ones.2

A different type of delivery called parakatalogē is mentioned in two ancient sources (Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.6; Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 28.1140f–1141b). It is hard to reconstruct the exact nature of this kind of delivery, but the extant evidence suggests that it was a sort of “chanted recitative,” intermediate between song and recitation (katalogē)3 and accompanied by the aulos (Ar. Av. 676–84 with schol. Av. 682–4 Holwerda; Xen. Symp. 6.1–3; cf. Pickard‐Cambridge 1968, 156–67; Perusino 1968, 20–8, 138–41; Moore 2008).

It is likely that parakatalogē was used in tragedy to perform some iambic trimeters set in alternation with sung odes (see, e.g. Aesch. Pers. 256–89, where iambic couplets uttered by the messenger alternate with the Chorus’s song); according to Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.6, such a contrast in delivery was particularly tragic (tragikon), “for irregularity (anōmalia) is moving also in great misfortune and grief.” As suggested by Xenophon (Symp. 6.1–3), parakatalogē was employed also for some sections in catalectic trochaic tetrameters, particularly in violent scenes (e.g. the harsh exchange between the Chorus of old citizens and Aegisthus flanked by his supporters in Aesch. Ag. 1649–73, with Fraenkel 1950, 3.780, and the similar case Soph. OT 1515–23). Such scenes, marked by strong emotions and by the “running” cadences of trochaic sequences (schol. Ar. Ach. 204 Wilson), would have been ideal for this sort of rendering. Finally, parakatalogē might have been employed in delivering the marching anapaests that accompanied the Chorus’s entrance into the orchēstra, the circular “dancing place” (see Perrot in this volume) between the stage (skēnē) and the audience (e.g. Aesch. Pers. 1–64, Supp. 1–39, Ag. 40–103); or when they left it at the end of the play (e.g. Eur. Heracl. 1054–6, Supp. 1232–4, Hec. 1293–5), following the aulete who provided the musical accompaniment to the play (Anon. Trag. 12, in Perusino 1993; schol. Ar. Vesp. 582 Koster; cf. Wilson 2002, 60).

Parakatalogē seems to have been employed in similar sections of comic plays—for instance, in the anapaestic verses that belonged to the so‐called parabasis, when the Chorus approached the audience to address them directly (Ar. Av. 682–4 with schol. ad loc. Holwerda, and the fuller discussion below). Just as in tragedy, parakatalogē may have characterized also the Chorus’s entrance (parodos) and exit (exodos) chants. An ancient commentator on Aristophanes’ Clouds (schol. Nub. 1352 Holwerda) reports that dance occasionally accompanied anapaestic or iambic tetrameters—verses used in the so‐called agōnes, sections where choral songs alternated with verses delivered by actors. Given that choral dance needed the rhythmic support provided by the aulos, it is likely that the actors’ lines were chanted too, and not simply spoken. Of course, this should not be taken as a fixed rule: it was up to the comic playwright, as a composer and Chorus teacher, to decide which performance style was appropriate in each case.

Songs were performed by the Chorus as well as actors to the accompaniment of the aulos. Originally most sung sections were entrusted to the Chorus, but during the second half of the fifth century BC solo songs performed by actors gradually increased both in number and duration (see below). As shown in a late fifth‐century vase fragment found in Olbia (Kiev, Archaeological Museum, inv. AM 1097/5219), Chorus members wore masks just as the actor‐singers (Braund and Hall 2014; Wiles 2007).

Tragic and comic choruses comprised male Athenian citizens, amateur singers trained by a professional chorodidaskalos; they generally sang in unison in the orchēstra, accompanying their vocal performance with more or less stylized dance movements (see Weiss in this volume). Aristotle (Poet. 1452b14–27) identifies two sections of tragic works as the realm of the Chorus: the aforementioned “entrance” chant (parodos) and the so‐called “standing songs” (stasima), “without anapaests and trochees,” performed in the orchēstra between spoken episodes.

Aristotle’s clear‐cut distinction thus marks a difference between the processional, chanted performance proper to parodoi, and a stationary kind of sung performance (hence, the exclusion of anapaestic and trochaic verses, which were suitable for recitative, cf. Dale 1969, 35). Beside these two choral forms, the philosopher mentions the kommos, “a joint lamentation shared between the Chorus and those on stage,” whose origins might lie in the longstanding tradition of funeral lamentations (thrēnoi: e.g. Il. 24.719–76, Od. 24.35–94). But it is worth noticing that not all sung exchanges between Chorus and actors—the amoibaia—were laments (e.g. Soph. Trach. 879–95, Phil. 1081–1217; Eur. Hel. 330–84, Phoen. 1710–57, IA 1475–1509). On several occasions, actors do not reply to the Chorus by singing but in spoken verses. In modern scholarship, these exchanges are known as “epirrhematic dialogues,” from the Greek word epirrhēma (lit. “afterword” spoken after the song), a term that properly applied to Old Comedy (see below).4 Finally, tragedies occasionally present stanzas sung by the Chorus that are included within spoken episodes, and not placed between them as stasima (e.g. Aesch. Cho. 152–63; Soph. Trach. 205–24; Eur. Hipp. 362–72; other cases in Centanni 1991). Such ‘infra‐episodic’ songs are generally more integrated within the dramatic action, and often express the Chorus’s emotional involvement with the feelings of the main characters.

As mentioned above, comic plays also included choral entrance chants (parodoi) and exit chants (exodoi, often consisting in kōmoi, “revels”), as well as stationary choral songs between episodes. But in comedy, the most relevant choral section was no doubt the parabasis (literally “stepping toward/aside”), which marked the end of the first part of the play and immediately followed the culmination of the plot, staging the fulfilment of the comic hero’s plan. In this climactic moment, the Chorus interrupts the action and steps towards the audience to address it directly; the Chorus leader usually speaks for the poet. As shown in four Aristophanic comedies (Acharnians, Knights, Wasps, Birds), the fullest form of parabasis comprised seven parts:


	kommation, lit. “snippet,” in anapaestic or sung meters;

	parabasis proper, also called anapaistoi (e.g. Ar. Ach. 627, Av. 684; Pherecr. fr. 84.3 K.‐A.) after its characteristic meter, catalectic anapaestic tetrameters;

	pnigos, “choker,” a brief coda generally in anapaestic dimeters, delivered without pauses for breath (apneusti, Heph. Peri poem. 8, 73.4 Consbruch);

	ōidē, in traditional melic meters;

	epirrhēma, typically in trochaic tetrameters catalectic (16 or 20 lines);

	antōidē, in metrical responsion with the ōidē;

	antepirrhēma, in metrical responsion with the epirrhēma.



The first three sections were delivered by the Chorus leader. The remaining four belonged to the Chorus and are known as “epirrhematic syzygy,” a term that highlights the close alternation of song (ōidē, antōidē) and recitative (epirrhēma, antepirrhēma).

This kind of alternation occurred also in other parts of Old Comedy, particularly in confrontation scenes that often followed the parodos. The most important is the so‐called “contest” (agōn), where the main character engages in a lively debate with another actor, while the Chorus acts as a judge. In its complete form, the agōn consist of 10 parts:


	an introduction, or prelude, in iambic tetrameters catalectic;

	a sung ode, in melic meters;

	a “command” or “exhortation” (katakeleusmos) directed at one of the competitors, generally consisting of two iambic or anapaestic lines delivered by the Chorus leader;

	an epirrhēma, predominantly delivered by the first contestant, in iambic or anapaestic tetrameters catalectic;

	a brief coda consisting of dimeters of the same meter employed in the epirrhēma;

	another sung ode, generally in metrical responsion with the ode in section 2 (not always: Dale 1968, 207 n.1);

	a “counter‐exhortation” (antikatakeleusmos), in metrical responsion with the katakeleusmos (section 3);

	an antepirrhēma, only exceptionally in metrical responsion with the epirrhēma in section 4 (see Eq. 335–66=409–40, Av. 462–522=550–620, Lys. 486–531=551–97), more frequently differing in length and sometimes also in rhythm;

	a brief coda consisting of dimeters of the same meter employed in the antepirrhēma;

	a closing “seal” (sphragis), in praise of the winning contender, in iambic or anapaestic tetrameters.





Solo Songs and the Role of Singing Actors

Actors, and especially protagonists (from the Greek prōtagōnistēs, “the one who plays the first part”), were particularly skilled vocal performers, who could easily switch between spoken, chanted, and sung delivery. Playwrights themselves seem to have taken up the protagonist role in early plays, both in tragedy (Arist. Rh. 3.1403b18–24; Marm. Par. FGrHist 239a.43; Plut. Sol. 29.4; Ath. 1.20e) and comedy (Anon. Com. 29 = Prol. de com. 3.9.7 Koster; schol. Ar. Eq. 537 Mervyn Jones; Suda s.v. Chionides). Subsequently, the two roles became separated, as shown by the famous story about Sophocles’ decision to abandon acting because of the weakness of his voice (Soph. vit. 4 = test. 1 Radt). Notwithstanding its anecdotal character, this account is revealing of the emergence of new acting standards that required professional actor‐singers and dedicated training (see Melidis in this volume). An important step in this process was no doubt the institution of actors’ prizes at the Dionysia, first attested for tragic actors in 449–7 BC (IG 22.2318 and 22.2325); a few years later they were instituted at the Lenaea, too (IG 22.2325)—first for comic actors (c. 440 BC) and then for tragic ones (432 BC; cf. Csapo and Slater 1995, 222, 227; Millis and Olson 2012).

The growing prominence of the actor, mentioned by Plato (Leg. 7.817a–d) and Aristotle (Rh. 3.1403b31–5), is reflected by the increasing number of solo songs in later plays. In Aeschylus’ tragedies, for example, there are none,5 whereas five monodies are attested in Sophocles, and roughly thirty in Euripides (for a list see Barner 1971, 279–80). But it was not just a question of quantity. As shown by Aristophanes’ parody of late Euripidean music (e.g. Ran. 1331–63), these solo songs displayed a complex musical style, characterized by asymmetric freeform metrical structures, intricate rhythms, melodic ornaments (e.g. trills: Ran. 1314 eieieieieieilissete, 1348 eieieieilissousa), and harmonic modulations. Through these means, the main characters of his tragedies could effectively express intimate feelings or lament their fate. Sometimes, Euripides assigned virtuoso songs also to secondary characters: one remarkable example is Helen’s Phrygian slave in Euripides’ Orestes, whose complex solo (1369–1502) displayed a variety of rhythms and a high tessitura (schol. Or. 1384 Schwartz). Actors’ “songs from the skēnē,” as Aristotle called them (Poet. 1452b18), also included duets such as the aforementioned kommoi and amoibaia (Popp 1971).

The most appreciated features of the actors’ voices were megalophōnia (“loudness,” Pl. Resp. 8.568c), euphōnia (“goodness of voice”), lamprotēs (“clearness”), solemnity (e.g. Ar. Nub. 364), tonal security and precision (Ps.‐Arist. De aud. 804a9–32), and adaptability to the mood of the character represented (Arist. Rh. 3.1403b21–35). Aristotle adds that a good actor “should give the impression that he is speaking naturally, not artificially. Naturalness is convincing, artificiality the reverse” (Rh. 3.1404b18–21, transl. Hubbard). Such a naturalistic delivery was particularly appreciated in Aristotle’s time, but things seem to have been different at the time of Aeschylus, when a more declamatory style was probably favored over realism (Vetta 1995; Csapo 2002; Green 2002).

Comedy, however, demanded skillful vocal imitations from its beginnings: Magnes, a comic poet contemporary of Aeschylus, was known for vocalizing “all kinds of sounds, strumming, flapping, singing Lydian, and buzzing” (Ar. Eq. 522–3). Individual voices were also object of imitation, as shown in many Aristophanic plays, particularly from 411, “when the vogue for vocal mimicry is probably exploited by a rash of comedies involving themes of disguise and (especially crossgender) role‐playing” (Csapo 2010, 139). One striking example is Agathon’s song in Thesmophoriazusae (101–29), where the performer most likely imitated the poet’s feminine voice (gynaikophōnos, Thesm. 192), perhaps in falsetto (Vetta 1995, 71).




The Aulos and Other Musical Instruments

Comic and tragic songs, as well as parakatalogē, were accompanied by the aulos—a double‐reed wind instrument played in pairs, hence often referred to in the plural (auloi, “pipes;” see Terzēs in this volume). It is therefore misleading to qualify dramatic songs as “lyric” (lit. “to lyre accompaniment”), and it is preferable to employ the adjective “melic” with reference to sung delivery (melos).

The aulos’ sound was full‐toned and penetrating (pamphōnos: Pind. Ol. 7.12, Pyth. 12.19, Isthm. 5.27), therefore particularly suitable to express intense emotions (Arist. Pol. 8.1342b). But it was also extremely flexible and adaptable to different contexts. The aulos’ harmonic flexibility was greatly increased by the development of rotating sleeves or collars, which made it possible to play several modes on the same pair of pipes (West 1992, 86–7; Landels 1999, 34–8).

This development is first credited to Pronomos of Thebes (Paus. 9.12.5; Ath. 14.631e, with Wilson 2007; Lynch 2018), a star aulete who is depicted together with the other members of the cast of a satyr play on a famous fifth‐century krater (Napoli, Museo Archeologico Nazionale, inv. 81673 [H 3240], from Ruvo; cf. Taplin and Wyles 2010). The depiction is instructive in several respects. First it confirms that only one aulete accompanied satyr plays and the tragic trilogies that preceded them, just as the same cast and Chorus performed in all four works.6 Second, it illustrates the close relationship between the musician and the Chorus (Pronomos is seated in the middle of the choreuts and at a marked distance from the actors): a big part of a player’s business was, in fact, leading choral movements and giving them the keynote (endosimon, Ps.‐Arist. Mund. 399a14; Ael. NA 15.5).

The Pronomos’ vase also testifies to the importance and exposure acquired by star auletes in the second half of the fifth century BC (this development is even more evident in the fourth century: Wilson 2002, 47): aulos players increasingly won popular favor thanks to the avant‐garde, virtuoso musical style known in modern scholarship as “New Music” (see D’Angour in this volume). In addition to free‐form polymetric monodies, tragedy now included purely instrumental pieces between sung stanzas, known as diaulia (schol. Ar. Ra 1264 Chantry) or mesaulia (Eust. Il. 862.19 V.; Anon. Trag. 9; cf. West 1992, 351 with n. 109); a virtuoso auletic performance similarly characterized the Nightingale’s song in Aristophanes’ Birds, as indicated by the stage‐direction given in most manuscripts at verse 222: “someone plays the aulos” (for another case, see schol. Ran. 311 Chantry).

Other instruments were also used on occasion, another aspect of the general change in musical language which took place in the second half of the fifth century. On the Pronomos vase, a lyre player is depicted next to the famous aulete, and we indeed hear that stringed instruments were employed when the mythic plot demanded them. This is the case, for instance, of Sophocles’ Thamyras, a tragedy centred on the Thracian kithara player and singer who dared to compete with the Muses (see Sarti in this volume); this character was perhaps impersonated by Sophocles himself (Ath. 1.20e, Vit. Soph. 5 = Soph. testt. 28 and 1 Radt). Percussions were probably involved too in a few cases, especially in late Euripidean works. The most striking example is the Hypsipyle, where the eponymous heroine probably accompanied her song to the baby Opheltes with krotala (lit. “clackers”) or castanets: “Look, here is the sound of castanets (…) These are not Lemnian songs, relieving the labor of weft‐thread and web‐stretching shuttle, that the Muse desires me to sing, but what serves for a tender young boy, to lull him or charm him or tend to his needs—this is the song I tunefully sing” (fr. 752f.8–14; transl. Collard and Kropp). This scene is alluded to by Aristophanes in the Frogs (1304–7), where the Euripidean Muse is presented as a naked hetaira playing ostraka (“potsherds,” see De Simone in this volume). Another notable case is the extended parodos in Bacchae, where Dionysus himself urges the Chorus members to sing and dance “to the sound of deep‐thundering drums (tympana)” (152–6; cf. 123–9).



Dance

Through the Chorus’s bodily movements, musical rhythm was translated into visual language, too—a highly imitative language (e.g. Arist. Poet. 1447a27; Plut. Quaest. conv. 747b–748d) made of postures (schēmata).7 An example is the skōpeuma (Arist. fr. 293 Rose), a posture mimicking an owl and expressing the action of looking around for something or someone (e.g. Aesch. fr. 79 R.).

Aeschylus and his predecessor Phrynichus were renowned for inventing many dances and schēmata (Plut. Quaest. conv. 732f; Ath. 1.21d–f), while Sophocles seems to have been an accomplished dancer (Vit. Soph. 3.5). Nothing is known about the choreographic or dancing abilities of Euripides: this could be the sign of an increasing differentiation between the poet‐composer and the Chorus director in the second middle of the fifth century (Dem. Or. 21.15 and 58–61).

In a work on tragic dance, Aristoxenus distinguishes three types of dramatic dances (fr. 104 Wehrli): “the type of tragic dance was the so‐called emmeleia, just as the so‐called sikinnis was the type of satyric dance and the so‐called kordax was the type of comic dance” (cf. also Luc. Salt. 26; Poll. 4.99; Ath. 1.20d–e, 14.630b–e). The emmeleia was “solemn and grandiose, with many long pauses between movements” (Anon. Trag. 11 Perusino),8 while the kordax and the sikinnis were quicker and more lively (Lawler 1964, 89; Pickard‐Cambridge 1968, 252–7). For more on Greek dance see Weiss in this volume.



The Grammar of Dramatic Mousikē: Meters, Rhythms, and Harmoniai

Each composition had its peculiar character (ēthos) given by the combination of particular meters and rhythms, agōgai (tempos), harmoniai (roughly “modes,” see Barker in this volume) and dance movements. If one element changed, the overall ethical effect of the piece changed too (see Aristox. ap. Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 33.1143b–c, with Barker 2007, 243–9; Rocconi 2012, 80–1).

As for the rhythmical aspect, dramatic composers borrowed from past and contemporary melic poetry. Tragedians mainly looked at the highly stylized tradition of choral and citharodic song, represented by renowned archaic and classical composers such as Terpander, Alcman, Stesichorus, Pindar, and Bacchylides (Swift 2010; De Poli 2013, 95–105; Bagordo 2015). Comic playwrights were mainly inspired by simpler cultic and work songs, but occasionally engaged with high poetry for parodic purposes (Bierl 2009, esp. 47–82; Perusino and Colantonio 2007, 215–334; Rocconi 2016). It is important to remember, however, that our knowledge of comic songs is rather limited, and largely rests on Aristophanes alone.

One distinctive feature of the dramatic use of rhythms is that, in a play, no two songs follow the same pattern. “Can we ask, then, why this particular meter and pattern is in this given place? Ultimately, doubtless, the only answer is that the theme presented itself in this form to the poet, but in some cases a more definite rhythmical propriety seems to have guided his choice. The question would be easier if we were less ignorant of the origins of different types of meter, of the precise manner of their delivery, and of the emotional response of the Greek spectator to rhythmical sound and movement” (Dale 1969, 253).

A notable exception is represented by dochmiacs (“askew” sequences): [image: images], or better [image: images] (Battezzato 2014, 833–4, with bibliography). This distinctive rhythmical/metrical form was employed by tragic poets in highly emotional scenes: this effect depended on the asymmetry of this rhythm, based on the association of an iambic foot (a double rhythm) with a cretic one (a paeonic rhythm, see Lynch in this volume). As Aristides Quintilianus tells us, “compound rhythms are more emotional, because for the most part the rhythms from which they are constituted are unequal; and the impression they give is very tempestuous, because the number from which they are constructed does not keep the same order of its parts in each position” (De mus. 2.15, 83.7–11 W.‐I., transl. Barker 1989).

The way in which dochmiacs were actually delivered in performance is documented by a little papyrus scrap (Figure 10.1) provided with melodic and rhythmical notation (P.Vindob. G 2315 = DAGM 3; see Martinelli in this volume), which preserves six lines of Euripides’ Orestes (338–44: the Chorus of female servants expresses worry for the deranged Orestes). The music is considered authentically Euripidean by several scholars (e.g. West 1992, 270; Landels 1999, 252), though not by all (e.g. Anderson 1994, 220–2; Bélis 2001, 43). In this papyrus, the notes corresponding to the first and third position of each dochmiac present a dot above them, a sign that marked the arsis or “up‐beat” of a rhythmical group; as a consequence, the remainder notes must belong to thesis, or “down‐beat” (see Lynch in this volume). Unfortunately, this precious musical document tells us nothing about tempo, but various pieces of evidence suggest that dochmiac agōgē contributed to the impression of urgency and emotional intensity (Ercoles 2015, 320–3).

Dramatic choral songs, such as the one documented in the Orestes papyrus, normally follow clear antistrophic patterns, formed by couples of stanzas having the same metrical pattern (respectively called strophē, “turn,” and antistrophē, “counter‐turn”). Unlike nondramatic choral music, each metrical pattern is not repeated more than twice (AA′ BB′ CC′…), but antistrophic couples could be followed by another stanza with a different metrical pattern, the epōidos, “added song” (AA′ BB′ CC′ … Ep.). Less frequently, they were preceded by a proōidos (Pr. AA′ BB′) or separated by a mesōidos (A Mes. A′ … or AA′ Mes. BB′ …). In some cases, a brief refrain (ephymnion) was intercalated between the strophes, as in the second stasimon of Aeschylus’ Supplices (630–709: AeA′e BeB′e CeC′e DD′, where e indicates the ephymnion).

 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 10.1 P.Vindob. G 2315 (third to second century BC) = DAGM 3: Eur. Or. 338–44. Reproduced with permission of Oxford Publishing Limited through PLSclear.



A simpler kind of strophic construction, once again borrowed from Archaic and Classical melic poetry, is the repetition of the same stanza for two or more times. Such monostrophic patterns appear frequently in comedy, both in choral songs and in sung exchanges (amoibaia) between actors and the Chorus: e.g. Ar. Ach. 204–33 (parodos: AAʹ), 929–51 (amoibaion: AAʹ), Eq. 1111–50 (choral ode: AAʹAʹʹAʹʹʹ).

Over the course of the fifth century BC, strophic structures were increasingly abandoned in favor of nonrepetitive, through‐composed songs that the ancients called apolelymena (“released” scil. from metrical responsion). This kind of pattern, which appears to have originated in instrumental music (West 1992, 212–14), allowed more expressive freedom to the composer as well as the performers, particularly virtuoso soloists. A notable example is Iphigenia’s first monody in Euripides’ IA 1283–1335, where different themes are expressed by means of specific rhythms (Cerbo 2010, 4–13):





	Verses
	Meters
	Themes



	1283–90
	dochmiacs
	Address to Mount Ida, where the baby Paris was abandoned.


	1291–3
	trochees
	An unrealistic wish: would Paris not have been exposed!


	1294–9
	dactyls
	Paris’ childhood.


	1300–14
	trochees and cretics
	Paris’ judgment and Iphigenia’s destiny.


	1315–18
	iambs
	Iphigenia’s complaint about her own present condition.


	1319–29
	anapaests
	Greek fleet waiting at Aulis and wind sent by Zeus.


	1330–2
	dactyls
	Consideration of human misery.


	1334–5
	iambs
	Complaint about the sufferings brought upon all the Greeks by Helen.


Such elaborate musical compositions are less common in comedy and are mostly parodies of serious poetry, especially later Euripidean tragedy (e.g. Ar. Ran. 1309–22, 1331–63; cf. Zimmermann 1988; Pretagostini 1989). One notable exception is the Hoopoe’s monody in Aristophanes’ Birds (227–62), a virtuoso piece that imitates the calls of different birds by means of different rhythms (Pretagostini 1988; Pöhlmann 2017):





	Verses
	Meters
	Themes



	227–9
	dochmiacs, iambics
	Prelude.


	230–7
	kat’enoplion‐epitrites with dochmiacs
	Birds of the field and (perhaps) swallows.


	238–9
	ionics a minore plus a dochmiac
	Birds of the gardens.


	240–3
	iambics
	Birds of the hills.


	243–7
	cretics
	Birds of marshy glens and water‐meadows.


	248–9
	glyconic and cretics
	Black Francolin (an example of the previous group).


	250–4
	dactyls
	Birds of the seashore.


	255–7
	anapaests
	Reasons of the convocation.


	258–62
	trochees
	Final call.


“Freeform” songs were occasionally used also in choral sections to evoke joyful or particularly excited atmospheres. The earliest, most impressive, instance is the parodos of the Seven against Thebes (78–150),9 in which Theban women express their worry and terror for the imminent Argive attack, and call on the city gods to avert the catastrophe. This emotionally charged atmosphere was conveyed by means of dochmiacs, possibly accompanied by fast and asymmetrical dance movements (Taplin 1977, 141–2). The mood changes with the final prayer, which exhibits a more controlled style and antistrophic structure (151–81: AA′ BB′). Other notable cases occur in Sophocles: e.g. Ai. 693–718, Trach. 205–24, 633–62 (Power 2012, 293–8; Rodighiero 2012, 56–60, 156–62).

Beside meters and rhythms, other relevant components of a musical piece were harmoniai or modes, which can be mentioned here only briefly (see Barker in this volume). The most comprehensive account of the dramatic use of harmoniai is provided by the anonymous Byzantine treatise On Tragedy (ascribed by R. Browning to Michael Psellus), which reports:


Old tragic music employed the unmixed enharmonic genus and a genus formed by a mixture of the enharmonic and diatonic genera, but none of the tragedians appears to have made use of the chromatic genus until Euripides. The character of this genus is soft. Of the modes ancient tragedy mainly used the Dorian and Mixolydian, the former because it is suited to solemnity, the Mixolydian because it is conducive to mourning. It also used the so‐called loose modes, the Ionian and the loose Lydian. Sophocles was the first to take up the Phrygian and the Lydian. Old tragedy also used the Phrygian in more of a dithyrambic style. The Hypophrygian and Hypodorian were rare in old tragedy as they are suited to dithyramb. Agathon first introduced the Hypodorian and the Hypophrygian mode to tragedy. The Lydian is more suited to the style of singers to the kithara. The ancients made use of small‐scale systems; Euripides first used a large range of notes. This style of music was called “perforated” by the ancient musicians. And, generally speaking, Euripides uses many more genera and has much more variety than his predecessors.

(transl. Csapo and Slater 1995)




Development of Drama in Later Classical Age

As already mentioned, during the second half of the fifth century the Chorus’s role became progressively less important, to the extent that choral pieces became almost intermezzi, while actors’ monodies increased in number and extension. Aristotle identifies the beginning of this trend with late Euripides, who failed to integrate the Chorus in the action (Poet. 1456a25–7). After him, he observes, “the songs are no more integral to the plot than to another tragedy. Hence the practice, started by Agathon, of singing interlude odes [embolima]” (Poet. 1456a29; transl. Halliwell).

A similar development occurred in fourth‐century comedy (Hunter 1979; Rothwell 1992): starting with the last Aristophanic plays (Ecclesiazusae, 392/1 BC, and Plutus, 388 BC), parabaseis disappeared and other choral sections became intermezzi unrelated to the plot, possibly not even composed by the same playwright. By Menander’s time, comedy had wholly lost its traditional structure, and consisted in five acts separated by four choral interludes that were not transmitted in ancient papyri, but were simply marked by the label ΧΟΡΟ⊖ (“part/song of the Chorus”). The evidence for satyr plays is too scanty to allow any firm conclusions, but a comparison between larger fragments of Aeschylean and Sophoclean satyr plays and Euripides’ Cyclops suggests that choral interventions diminished also in this context (Seidensticker 2003, 106–9).

As a result, song increasingly became the business of professional actor‐singers, who rose to fame for specific talents (Hall 2002). Aristotle observes that, by his time, actors were more important than poets (Rh. 3.1403b31–5): evidently, the public increasingly focused on the virtuoso skills and showmanship of these performers, to the detriment of the composers’ role.

 

FURTHER READINGS

For a classic and comprehensive account of music in Greek drama, see Pickard‐Cambridge 1968, esp. 257–62; on tragedy, Pintacuda 1978; Comotti 1989; West 1992, 350–5; Wilson 2005; Battezzato 2005; on comedy, Csapo 2010, 133–9, and Hughes 2011, 95–105. For ancient sources on dramatic music see Barker 1984, esp. 62–116, Csapo and Slater 1995, esp. 331–68. For ancient documents with tragic music cf. Pöhlmann and West 2001, and West 2007.

On the metrical/musical design of Aeschylus’ and Sophocles’ songs see Scott 1984, 1996. On Sophocles’ music see also Power 2012 and Rodighiero 2012. On the metrical design of Euripides’ songs, see Lourenço 2012; for Euripidean music, see Csapo 1999–2000; Bélis 2001; D’Angour 2017. On Aristophanes’ songs, see Zimmermann 1984‐1987, Parker 1997 (both on meter), and Pintacuda 1982 (on musical aspects).

For the development of drama in the fourth century see Csapo, Goette, Green, and Wilson 2014, and Csapo and Wilson 2015. For the reperformances of “old” dramas in post‐Classical age see Nervegna 2007, 2013, 2014.
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NOTES


	1 Aristotle here speaks of rhythm (rhythmos), and not of meter (metron), because that was a common feature shared by all musical media: language, melody, as well as dance (see Lynch in this volume). Here Aristotle regarded meter as a particular form of rhythm (Poet. 1448b21–2).

	2 It was only with the last plays of Euripides that the divergence diminished: Battezzato 2014, 826–7.

	3 The word katalogē seems to have identified a kind of chanting used for oracles (Hdt. 7.7), official prayers (Herm. FHG 2.80 ap. Ath. 4.149e), agonal recitations of poetry (inscriptions from 1st century BC Larisa: IG 9/2.531.10–3 and 46–8; SEG 53.550.14–16), and perhaps also funeral lamentations (Hesych. k 1214 Latte).

	4 Its extension to tragedy is due to Zieliński 1885.

	5 Two extended monodies, one through‐composed and the other strophic, appear in the Prometheus Bound (88–127, Prometheus; 561–608, Io), but the authenticity of these lines is disputed, also on account of musical arguments (Marzullo 1993, 553–72 points out the reduction of choral songs to 18% in this play, against the average of 42% of other Aeschylean tragedies).

	6 For the evidence see Pickard‐Cambridge 1968, 165–7; West 1992, 351 n. 110; Wilson 2002, 42 with figures 10–11.

	7 For lists of schēmata cf. Poll. Onom. 4.103–5 and Ath. 14.629f.

	8 However, it is worth observing that the name emmeleia had “to cover a considerable variety of dances (…), ranging from the fine serenity of the Colonus ode to the raging of the Furies and the ecstatic devotions of the Bacchae, adapting itself to every kind and degree of emotion” (Pickard‐Cambridge 1968, 254).

	9 Modern editors have tried to modify the transmitted colometry in order to restore antistrophic responsion in 109–49; however, there is no compelling reason for this. Cf. Lomiento 2004, with further references.







CHAPTER ELEVEN
Music in Roman Drama

Timothy J. Moore



Roman theater came in many varieties. Surviving texts include comedies by Plautus and Terence and tragedies attributed to Seneca. Many more theatrical works were either never written down or were recorded in texts that are now lost: these include comedies and tragedies by many other authors, a form of farcical skit called mime (not to be confused with modern mime, in which an actor performs silently), and an elaborate form of dance called pantomime (see Alonso Fernández in this volume). Our evidence makes clear that music played an essential role in most of this theater.



The Ubiquity of Music

At the core of virtually all Roman theater, as in most Greek theater (see Ercoles in this volume) was the double‐piped tibia (aulos in Greek, see Terzēs in this volume), played by an instrumentalist called the tibicen. According to the historian Livy, theater began in Rome when, in 364 BC, performers were summoned from Etruria to dance to the rhythms of the tibicen, in hopes of appeasing the gods (Livy, Ab urbe condita 7.2.4). Imitation of these dancers by Roman youths led eventually to a mixture of song and dance called saturae, accompanied by the tibicen. Later Livius Andronicus introduced plays with plots. He performed in his own plays, and when he grew hoarse from too many encores he placed a surrogate in front of the tibicen to do the singing, while he himself danced (Livy, Ab urbe condita 7.2.5–9). Livy’s account has been the subject of intense scholarly controversy, and much of it may be fictional. Whatever we decide about Livy’s truthfulness, however, his account makes clear that for Livy and for his source—almost certainly the first‐century‐BC polymath Varro—dancing and singing to the tibicen was at the heart of what Roman theater was all about.

Other evidence both literary and visual confirms the degree to which theater in Rome meant musical theater. Numerous works of art show tibicines in theatrical performances and tibiae juxtaposed with theatrical masks. The orator and statesman Cicero, when he imagines a state modeled on an idealized Rome, takes for granted that lyres and tibiae will perform in that state’s theater (Leg. 2.38). Ovid describes Roman plebeians singing songs they learned in the theater (Fast. 3.535), and Censorinus cites the existence of theatrical games dedicated to the gods as evidence that the gods like music (DN 12.1–2).

Our manuscripts of five of the six plays of Terence and of two of the twenty‐one surviving comedies of Plautus include what are called didascaliae, which record information about the plays’ first performances. Six of the didascaliae report the name of the tibicen and the type of tibiae he used in accompanying the plays. Marcipor, slave of Oppius, we learn, played for the first performance of Plautus’ Stichus, using Sarranian tibiae (tibiae Sarranae; Lindsay 1905, Stichus didascalia). Claudius’ slave Flaccus played for each of the five plays of Terence for which didascaliae survive, playing on different occasions equal pipes (tibiae pares), unequal pipes (tibiae impares), right pipes (tibiae dextrae), and Sarranian tibiae (cf. Moore 2012, 56–63). What distinguished the different kinds of tibiae is obscure, but the names probably reflect different combinations of pipes in the two‐piped instrument. Other sources confirm the importance of the tibicen to comedy. Cicero, for example, describes his contemporary, the comic actor Roscius, as slowing down the rhythms of the tibicen as he got older (Leg. 1.11).

Tragic performance in the Republic was equally musical, if not more so. When Cicero describes an especially emotional moment in a performance of a tragedy, he writes of an actor, “he pours forth such good septenarii to the accompaniment of the tibia” (Tusc. 1.106). Elsewhere, Cicero suggests that the producers of melodies (qui fecerunt modos) played a role along with playwrights and actors in varying the pace of tragic performance (De or. 3.102).

Mime performers are explicitly identified as dancers (Gel. NA 1.11.12–13). Cicero, mocking actions of his opponents in a lawsuit, compares those actions to a mime that ends with the noise of scabilla, foot clappers used by tibicines to reinforce rhythm (Cael. 65). A scene from a mime from Roman Egypt preserved on papyrus includes symbols that appear to be cues for players of the tibia and various percussion instruments (P.Oxy. 3.413; cf. Skulimowska 1966).

The most musical of Roman theatrical genres was pantomime, which appears to have become the most popular form of stage entertainment under the Empire. The solitary, silent dancer at the center of most pantomime performances could be accompanied by orchestras including tibiae, pan‐pipes, and various string instruments, as well as large choruses. Lucian lists this beautiful and multifaceted music as one of the aspects that makes pantomime so appealing (Salt. 68). In a description of a variation of pantomime involving several miming performers, Apuleius records how different types of melodies played by the tibicen accompanied different characters (Met. 10.29–32).



Music and Text

The grammarian Donatus reports that melodies for Roman plays were created not by the playwright, but by a separate composer, presumably the tibicen mentioned in the didascaliae (De com. 8.9; Wessner 1902, 30). None of the melodies produced by these composers survive. Our texts can nevertheless tell us a great deal about what happened on stage musically when Roman plays were performed.

At least in Republican drama one meter, the iambic senarius, was as a rule spoken by actors without the accompaniment of the tibia. But when playwrights used other meters, actors usually sang or chanted while the tibicen played. This metrical dichotomy between accompanied and unaccompanied passages offers us priceless insights into the musical element of Roman drama.

First, the association between music and meter reveals that audiences of the Republic heard music through large portions of the plays they watched. Plautus and Terence modeled their plays on a Greek genre of comedy of the fourth and third centuries BC known as New Comedy. The surviving plays and fragments of Greek New Comedy suggest that those plays were written almost entirely in iambic trimeters, the unaccompanied Greek equivalent of the Latin iambic senarii, except for choruses inserted between acts. The Roman comic playwrights eliminated New Comedy’s choruses, but even as they did so they made their plays considerably more musical than their Greek models had been by having their actors perform extensively to the music of the tibia: almost 67 percent of Plautus’ surviving corpus is in meters other than iambic senarii, 52 percent of Terence’s. The tragedies of the Republic clearly did have choruses (see Alonso Fernández in this volume). As the tragedies survive only in fragments, it remains uncertain exactly how those choruses were handled. The fragments do reveal, however, that tragic actors also spent much of their time singing or chanting to the accompaniment of the tibia. The percentage of accompanied verses in the fragments of the Republican tragedians ranges from about 45 percent (Accius) to 70 percent (Ennius) (Jocelyn 1967, 30 n.1).

The musical dichotomy between iambic senarii and other meters also tells us much about what the playwrights accomplished through this abundant music. The alternation between accompanied and unaccompanied scenes and passages provides the key structural element of Roman Republican drama; and playwrights produced numerous effects by switching between unaccompanied iambic senarii and other accompanied meters. Iambic senarii are standard when characters are providing important information. More emotional moments are more likely to be accompanied, and the playwrights often drew contrasts between characters by having some characters perform to accompaniment more often than others.

Within the accompanied portions of the plays, meter produces several other important distinctions. One is that between what are called iambo‐trochaic meters and meters of other types. Iambo‐trochaic meters, including the meters that make up most of the accompanied parts of the plays (trochaic septenarii, iambic octonarii, and iambic septenarii), are similar to iambic senarii in the arrangement of their long and short syllables, and features of how Latin was spoken in Plautus and Terence’s day have a great effect on how they work. Other meters bring a wide variety of different metrical patterns, and they tend to be less effected by features of spoken Latin. A second distinction is that between stichic passages, where the same basic metrical pattern is repeated from verse to verse, and polymetric passages, in which the meter changes from verse to verse. Some scholars have concluded that stichic passages of iambo‐trochaic meters were chanted to accompaniment (cf. Ercoles in this volume, on parakatalogē), while polymetric passages and passages in non‐iambo‐trochaic meters were performed in a manner we would call song. Others have argued that all accompanied passages were sung. Donatus seems to suggest that in polymetric passages the melody, like the meter, varied from verse to verse, while in stichic passages a similar melodic line was repeated from verse to verse (De com. 8.9). For ease of reference, I use “song” of the mode of vocal performance in all accompanied passages, but it should be kept in mind that some forms of that “song” may have been closer to what we would normally call “chant.”

Latin meters, like Greek meters, are quantitative: they are based on patterns of long and short syllables (cf. Lynch in this volume). A long syllable took about twice as long to speak as a short syllable, and this ratio was probably regularized in song, so that a long syllable was equivalent to our quarter note ([image: No alt text required.]), a short syllable to our eighth note ([image: No alt text required.]). Metrical patterns thus provide rhythm in themselves, so although actors and tibicines probably made additional rhythmic adjustments as they performed, we can know from our text the basic rhythmic foundation of Roman drama’s songs. We have evidence that Roman audiences were acute listeners, attuned to these rhythmic distinctions: Cicero reports that in his day an actor who misrepresented the length of a syllable would hear shouts of derision from the whole theater (De orat. 3.196).

Variations in rhythm within accompanied passages, indicated by metrical patterns, joined the dichotomy between accompanied and unaccompanied passages in providing musical structure to the plays. The playwrights used rhythmical parallels and leitmotifs for thematic purposes, varied tone through the metrical choices they made, and associated different types of characters with different meters. Plautus’ Mostellaria, or The Ghost Play, provides an example of how Republican playwrights produced musical effects through metrical variation.

Mostellaria has a remarkably simple plot. Theopropides, a merchant, is off on a business trip to Egypt. While he has been gone, his son, Philolaches, has been spending his money in parties and has bought for himself his slave girlfriend, Philematium. Philolaches’ slave, Tranio, encourages him in this behavior. The first part of the play leads to a party on stage with Philolaches, Philematium, and their friends Callidamates and Delphium. That party comes to an abrupt end when Tranio reports that Theopropides has returned home unexpectedly. To keep the old man away, Tranio persuades Theopropides that the house is haunted, and he should flee for his life. Things get complicated when Theopropides and Tranio encounter a moneylender, Misargyrides, who demands interest on money Philolaches borrowed from him. Tranio persuades Theopropides that Philolaches borrowed the money to buy the unhaunted house of his next‐door neighbor, Simo. He then persuades Simo that Theopropides is thinking about buying a house like Simo's. After a pair of slaves coming to fetch Callidamates tell Theopropides the truth, Tranio takes refuge on an altar, and Callidamates persuades Theopropides to forgive both Tranio and Philolaches.

Much of what made this simple plot effective in performance was the play’s music, which is charted in Table 11.1.


The key building block of Roman Comedy’s music is the default meter of Roman comedy, the trochaic septenarius, the italicized right column in Table 11.1. This meter, which, as we have seen, was either sung with repeated melodies or chanted to the accompaniment of the tibia, might be called the meter of movement. Throughout Roman comedy, it tends to be used for progress of the plot. The most conspicuous way to vary from this standard was to have no music at all. That is accomplished, as we have seen, through the iambic senarius, the unmarked left column in Table 11.1.

The second method of variation was a move to another accompanied meter besides trochaic septenarius, the bolded middle column of Table 11.1. Plautus uses many of these meters, but two are especially important for Mostellaria. One is the bacchiac, a short syllable followed by two long syllables ([image: No alt text required.]). As in almost all meters of Roman comedy, substitutions of two short syllables for one long and sometimes of a long syllable for a short are allowed. Bacchiacs are known in modern scholarship as a “rising” meter: the repeated movement from the short syllable to the two long syllables gives an impression of a slight struggle to move forward. The second meter especially important in Mostellaria is the cretic, made up of a short syllable in between two long syllables ([image: No alt text required.]). Modern scholars regard cretics as a “falling” meter. The position of the short syllable between the two long ones gives the impression of a continual falling and getting back up rather than the steady rise that bacchiacs bring.



Table 11.1  Plautus, Mostellaria: Metrical Structure.





	Iambic senarii (A)
	Accompanied meters besides trochaic septenarii (B) 1 
	Trochaic septenarii (C)  


	1–83: Grumio and Tranio
	
	 


	
	84–153 (bacchiacs and cretics dominate): Philolaches monody 
	 


	
	
	154–6: Philolaches concludes monody  


	
	157–247 (iambic septenarii): Philematium and Scapha overheard by Philolaches 
	 


	
	
	248–312: Philematium and Scapha overheard by Philolaches; Philematium and Philolaches  


	
	313–47 (bacchiacs and cretics dominate): Callidamates and Delphium; Callidamates, Philolaches, Philematium, and Delphium 
	 


	
	
	348–408: Tranio monody; Tranio, Callidamates, Philolaches, Philematium, and Delphium  


	409–689: Tranio monologue; Tranio and Theopropides; Tranio, Theopropides and Misargyrides
	
	 


	
	690–746 (cretics dominate): Simo monody; Simo and Tranio 
	 


	747–82: Simo and Tranio
	
	 


	
	783–804 (bacchiacs dominate): Tranio and Theopropides 
	 


	
	
	805–57: Tranio, Theopropides and Simo  


	
	858–903 (various meters, including iambo‐trochaics, cola reiziana, anapests, bacchiacs, cretics, and aeolics; no one meter type dominates): Phaniscus monody; Phaniscus and Pinacium 
	 


	
	
	904–92: Tranio and Theopropides; Theopropides, Phaniscus and Pinacium  


	993–1040: Theopropides and Simo
	
	 


	
	
	1041–1181: Tranio monody; Theopropides and Tranio; Theopropides, Tranio, and Callidamates  
  


In combining these three types of musical building blocks—trochaic septenarii, other accompanied meters, and iambic senarii—Plautus tends to use what we can call “ABC progression”: more often than not, iambic senarii (A) come first, followed by one or more accompanied meters other than trochaic septenarii (B), followed by trochaic septenarii (C). Almost all plays start this way, and then the pattern is repeated with variations as the play continues. The accompanied meters other than trochaic septenarii tend to be the plays’ most exuberant moments, as characters revel in self‐presentation, emotion, or pure silliness. A switch to trochaic septenarii tends to suggest that after such a diversion the plot is ready to progress again.

Plautus could also provide musical variation by changing meters more or less often and by increasing or decreasing the regularity with which he used his meters, most of which allowed a great deal of variation within the verse. Greater irregularity can reflect greater emotion or general chaos, or just that characters are having fun, responding to apparent metrical rules with insouciance.

The play begins with some essential exposition: in chastising Tranio for aiding and abetting their young master’s profligacy, the country slave Grumio describes all that has happened since Theopropides left, thus revealing the background to the play (1–83). As expected, this passage is without music.

The next scene, however, tells us nothing that we need to know to understand the plot. Philolaches enters, remorseful, proposing that a young man is like a house. Just as a house thrives under good owners, Philolaches himself thrived under the tutelage of his parents but fell to ruin when left to his own devices. Philolaches’ moralizing is hardly to be taken seriously, and one gets the distinct impression that he doth protest too much, enjoying the pleasures of his downfall along with his pompous imitation of a persuasive speech. The song thus suits very well the first “B” moment in the ABC progression, the first accompanied meters that are not trochaic septenarii. Rhythms, and presumably melodies, change with abandon. Among those changes, the dominant pattern is two conspicuous moves from bacchiacs to cretics (cf. Duckworth 1952, 372). Bacchiacs dominate the opening of the song, when Philolaches explains how a house thrives under good owners, as in this verse:



[image: Verse explaining how a house thrives under good owners.]

As soon as the house is well built and polished up.





When new owners take over and the house falls to ruin, however, cretics replace the rising meters, and the music seems to fall along with the house:



[image: Verse explaining when new owners take over and the house falls to ruin.]

And that’s what often happens: a storm comes.





Then, Philolaches repeats the same pattern for the youth. Bacchiacs dominate his account of the well‐raised youth, as here:



[image: Verse explaining how bacchiacs dominate his account of the well‐raised youth.]

First of all the parents are the builders of children:

they lay a foundation for their children.





But as the youth falls into depravity, cretics take over:



[image: Verse explaining when the youth falls into depravity and the cretics take over.]

Idleness came: that was my storm.





The pattern of bacchiacs and cretics here will form a leitmotif throughout the play, with cretics repeatedly bringing a crescendo in the play’s emphasis on pure fun.

Philolaches concludes his song with trochaic septenarii (154–6). These bring a musical hint that something will happen to move the plot forward. But Plautus has produced a musical “false start.” After just three verses, Philolaches’ beloved Philematium enters unannounced, and the meter changes to iambic septenarii (157). Plautus thus breaks the ABC pattern, and we are treated to a long scene in which Philolaches eavesdrops on Philematium conversing with her slave Scapha. Nothing happens here to advance the plot, even when the meter does finally change to trochaic septenarii midway through the scene (248).

Near the end of the scene, Philolaches reveals himself to Philematium, and it looks as if now something will really happen (293). But again we are deceived. After just twenty more verses, Philolaches’ friend Callidamates enters, very drunk, with his girlfriend Delphium, and the ABC pattern is broken again (313). Callidamates’ drunken entrance is a musical tour de force. His meters change more often than Philolaches’ did, and many verses are irregular to a remarkable degree. The song also repeats Philolaches’ pattern of bacchiacs moving to cretics.

The very irregular bacchiacs of Callidamates’ first verses underline not something rising, but the drunken man’s struggle to move forward:



[image: Verse explaining the very irregular bacchiacs of Callidamates’ first verses underline not something rising, but the drunken man’s struggle to move forward.]

I want somebody to come and get me at Philolaches’ house in a timely manner.

Listen, that’s an order

[…]

Do you think maybe I’m a little d‐d‐d‐drunk?





Then cretics, which underlined a metaphorical fall in Philolaches’ song, here accompany a literal fall:



[image: Verse explaining how a metaphorical fall in Philolaches’ song.]

CALLIDAMATES: Please lead me. DELPHIUM: Watch that you don’t fall.

Stand up

[…]

CA.: Just let me fall. (324, 328)





Cretics remain the dominant meter as the friends join and begin a party (329–47). When Tranio returns from the harbor with the news that Theopropides has returned, the real action finally does begin, and Tranio sings trochaic septenarii (348). In the midst of his own and the others’ panic, Tranio comes up with his plan, and he has all the partiers hide inside the house. The trochaic septenarii end with this exchange:



PHILOLACHES: in tuam custodem meque et meas spes trado, Tranio—

TRANIO: pluma haud interest patronus an cliens probior siet. (406–8)




PHILOLACHES: Tranio, I hand over myself and my hopes to you—

TRANIO: It doesn’t make a bit of difference whether the patron or the client is better.




What follows is the longest continuous passage of iambic senarii in Roman comedy (409–689). Tranio first persuades Theopropides that the house is haunted, then concocts the story that Philolaches borrowed money to buy Simo’s house. The long stretch without music allows us to concentrate on the intricacies of the deception; at the same time it sets the play’s two major blocking characters—Theopropides and Misargyrides—apart from the rollicking playfulness of the scenes that precede.

Conspicuous playfulness returns with Simo’s entrance (690). He is escaping from his wife, who wants sex after feeding him a nice lunch. Simo uses the same cretics that have represented fun earlier, but he introduces extra humor by replacing some cretics with thymelici ([image: No alt text required.]), in which three short syllables replace the usual single short syllable of a cretic. We expect a continuation of the cretics, and the extra short syllables produce a humorous surprise:



[image: Verse illustrating the extra short syllables that produce a humorous surprise.]







My wife has given me a very fine lunch.

Now she bids me go to bed. No way!

That didn’t seem at all by chance to me,

when my wife gave me a lunch better than she usually does:

that old woman wanted to get me into bed.

Sleep after lunch is not good. Away with it!





Tranio greets Simo, and the two converse in more polymetric verses consisting mostly of cretics (717–46). The accompanied section ends with this exchange:



      TRANIO: genua obsecro

ne indicium ero facias meo. SIMO: e me, ne quid metuas, nil sciet.

TR.: patrone, salve. SI.: nil moror mi istius modi clientis. (743–6)




      TRANIO: I beg you at your knees:

please don’t tell my master. SIMO: Oh no, don’t fear. He won’t learn anything from me.

TR.: Hail, my patron! SI.: I don’t care for any clients like you.





With its mocking reference to a patron and clients, the play’s second move from musical to nonmusical performance thus echoes its first, which was noted above (406–8). Musical and verbal repetitions thus combine to mark the movement from Tranio’s step 1, the initial deception of Theopropides, to his step 2, the deception of Simo. The move is also accompanied by the first break in the ABC pattern involving a move to iambic senarii, as the music stops with no intervening passage of trochaic septenarii (747).

The ABC pattern returns as Tranio goes back to Theopropides, telling him that they must pretend Philolaches has not purchased Simo’s house, in order to assuage Simo’s remorse at selling. Tranio and Theopropides sing bacchiacs, echoing the bacchiacs Philolaches used of a youth under the control of his parents, and contrasting with the cretics so conspicuous in the songs of Philolaches, Callidamates, and Simo (783–803). The bacchiacs also continue their association with hampered motion, as Theopropides complains that Tranio has been too slow (787).

Now the preliminaries are done, and the meter changes to trochaic septenarii, as Tranio leads Simo and Theopropides on a tour of the front of Simo’s house (805–57). When the three enter the house, Callidamates’ slave Phaniscus enters to fetch his master home from Philolaches’ house (858). Musical patterns send clues that Phaniscus will derail Tranio’s plot. Plautus again breaks the ABC pattern, and for the first time a polymetric section does not begin with bacchiacs or cretics, but with various other meters. One of the delightful paradoxes of Plautine comedy is that so‐called “good slaves” like Phaniscus, who boast about how loyal they are to their masters and would seem to be bulwarks of propriety, produce some of Plautus’ most exuberant music. Phaniscus’ monody and his ensuing dialogue with his fellow slave Pinacium (885–903) have an extraordinary metrical variety, matching or even exceeding the play’s earlier polymetric songs in pure musical fun. Meters change more often here than anywhere else in the play, and the degree of irregularity and the variety of different meters used is unparalleled elsewhere in the play and rarely matched elsewhere in Plautus. No meter ever becomes dominant, but the cretics that have played such an important role so far in the play do come to the fore for a short section near the end of Phaniscus’ monody:



[image: The Phaniscus’ monody.]




That’s the reward I got for doing good. I went out.

Now I alone, out of all those slaves, am going to meet my master.

When the master learns about this tomorrow,

he’ll punish them in the morning

  with the hides of cattle.





The bouncy cretics underline well Phaniscus’ cheerful self‐satisfaction. Sung by this ardent rule‐keeper, they also echo ironically the earlier cretics that were so closely associated with the breaking of rules.

Tranio is blithely unaware of the disaster to come, and as he reenters with Theopropides they sing the same trochaic septenarii with which they left (904). The trochaic septenarii continue after Tranio leaves and Theopropides meets Phaniscus and Pinacium (933). When they have told Theopropides the truth and leave, the music suddenly stops:



THEOPROPIDES: puere, iamne abis? PHANISCUS: libertas paenulast tergo tuo: trochaic septenarii




mihi, nisi ut erum metuam et curem, nihil est qui tergum tegam.— TH. perii hercle! quid opust verbis? … (991–3)   iambic senarii




THEOPROPIDES: Boy, where are you going? PHANISCUS: Freedom is a cloak for your back.

For my back, unless I fear and pay attention to my master there’s no cover.

TH.: Oh no! What is there to say?





The sudden stop in the music underlines Theopropides’ shock. At the same time it helps to make clear that for Tranio, the end is near. The music remains off as Simo and Theopropides plot to catch and punish Tranio. Steps 1 and 2 of Tranio’s plan, presented in earlier unaccompanied sections, have been replaced by a third step, also unaccompanied, taken now not by Tranio but against him (993–1040).

Tranio reenters with the same trochaic septenarii he used in his two last scenes (1041). With his entrance he brings the play’s last music, and its final break from the ABC pattern, the only time in the play trochaic septenarii replace iambic senarii without an intervening passage in another accompanied meter. He thus continues to demonstrate the musical power he has shown throughout the play. That power reflects his control over the plot, as he sits on an altar and manages to escape punishment, in spite of mocking Theopropides right to the end of the play.

Each Plautine play has its own musical patterns, but what we have seen here of Mostellaria is indicative of the kinds of things Plautus accomplishes through music. Terence modified this approach somewhat. As we have seen, his characters are more likely than Plautus’ to deliver their verses without accompaniment. Terence avoided non‐iambo‐trochaic meters almost completely, and he followed the ABC pattern much less often. His basic musical language, however, remains that of Plautus. Like Plautus, Terence created a core structure of unaccompanied iambic senarii alternating with accompanied passages, and he changed meters, and hence musical rhythms, frequently, substituting iambo‐trochaic meters arranged polymetrically for Plautus’ non‐iambo‐trochaic polymetry. Like Plautus, Terence varied tone, reinforced themes, and contrasted characters through musical variations and repetitions.

Things become less certain when we approach the plays of Seneca. Some have argued that these plays were not written for performance. Most scholars now assume, however, that as Seneca wrote them he envisioned performance on stage, following the standard conventions of ancient stage practice. It might also be doubted whether the association between meter and accompaniment remained the same in Seneca’s day. A majority of Seneca’s corpus is in iambic trimeters, a more regular equivalent of iambic senarii. Papyri have survived from Roman imperial times and earlier of iambic trimeters with musical notation, suggesting that those trimeters were sung, perhaps to accompaniment. The iambic trimeters with musical notation, however, were probably produced for performance by solo singers who performed excerpts from earlier dramas musically (see Martinelli in this volume). An interlocutor in Lucian, expressing disdain for performers of tragedy, says, “Sometimes they even go about singing the iambics” (Salt. 27.11–12; cf. Suet. Nero 46), suggesting that in his day musical performance of iambic trimeters remained unusual and controversial.

We can be reasonably confident, therefore, that in performances of whole plays in the Empire the musical dichotomy between iambic trimeters and other meters remained in place, and that the lyric and anapaestic choruses of Seneca’s plays were sung by groups of singers. Also remaining was the quantitative nature of Latin meter, so that Seneca, like his Republican predecessors, could determine musical patterns through his metrical choices. Even if we take the most skeptical view of Senecan performance, and assume only a stageless recitation for Seneca’s plays, the musical conventions of Roman scripted theater were sufficiently ingrained that both reciters and audience members would perceive passages in meters other than iambic trimeters as more musical than those in iambic trimeters; and the rhythms of a reciter would reflect those of a singer even if the non‐iambic‐trimeter passages were not sung to accompaniment. We are therefore justified in finding musical patterns also in Seneca’s plays. Table 11.2 charts those patterns in his Medea.

A look at the chart reveals immediately how different the basic musical patterns of a Senecan tragedy are from those of a Plautine comedy. Here the default meter is not trochaic septenarius but iambic trimeter. Only about 27% of Seneca’s verses are in meters other than iambic trimeters. Unlike his predecessors in the Republic, Seneca reverts to the practice of fifth‐century Greek tragedy in having his chorus do most of the singing. And they sing nothing like the wild variety of Plautine polymetrics. Nevertheless, music accomplishes some of the same things here that it did in Plautus’ Mostellaria.

When the play begins, Medea has been abandoned by her husband Jason, who is about to marry the daughter of Creon, king of Corinth. After an unaccompanied opening monologue by Medea, the chorus enters celebrating the wedding of Jason and Creon’s daughter. They sing meters borrowed from the Odes of Horace that have almost no variations between verses in their rhythmic patterns (56–109). They conclude with a meter reminiscent of epic poetry, the dactylic hexameter (110–15). The chorus’ well‐ordered meters reflect their sense that, with Jason and the royal family joined and Medea spurned, all is well with the world.



Table 11.2  Seneca, Medea: Metrical Structure.





	Iambic trimeters
	Horatian meters 
	Anapests 
	Other 


	1–55: Medea monologue
	
	
	 


	
	56–109: chorus celebrates wedding 
	
	 


	
	
	
	110–15 (da6): chorus calls upon Hymen and wishes silence upon Medea 


	116–300: Medea monologue; Medea and Nurse; Medea and Creon
	
	
	 


	
	
	301–79: chorus laments sea travel 
	 


	380–578: Nurse and Medea; Jason and Medea
	
	
	 


	
	579–669: chorus cites power of a wronged woman and prays for Jason, citing fate of others associated with Argo 
	
	 


	670–739: Nurse reports Medea’s preparations within
	
	
	 


	
	
	
	740–51 (trochaic tetrameters): Medea calls upon figures of the Underworld 


	752–70: Medea reports what her magic has accomplished before
	
	
	 


	
	
	
	771–86 (iambic trimeters and iambic dimeters): Medea dedicates objects to Hecate 


	
	
	787–842: Medea sees and invokes Hecate and describes poisoned gifts 
	 


	843–48: Medea summons sons to take gifts
	
	
	 


	
	
	
	849–78 (truncated iambic verses interrupted by shorter verses): chorus expresses fear of Medea 


	879–1027: Nurse reports burning of palace; Medea kills children
	
	
	 
  


In their second song, however, the chorus reveals that all may not be so well after all. They lament the invention of sea travel. Though such a lament is a topos of Latin literature, in this play it has special significance; for it is the most emphatic statement of a theme that runs throughout the play, that Medea and her horrible vengeance are a punishment for the hubristic sailing of the Argo, the first ship. Here the chorus sings anapests, like these:



[image: Illustration depicting the chorus sings anapests.]

Too daring was he who first broke

The treacherous sea with a ship so fragile.





Anapests lack the orderliness of completely regular Horatian meters or of stately dactylic hexameters. Their basic unit can alternate between two short syllables followed by a long syllable ([image: No alt text required.]), a long syllable followed by two short syllables ([image: image]), and two long syllables ([image: image]). Nevertheless, anapests are remarkable for their steadiness. They are the only meter common in ancient drama in which each basic metrical unit is of the same length and can be divided into two even halves. As Jacqueline Dangel has pointed out, anapests, with their steady and consistent rhythm, lend themselves to a feeling of inexorability, appropriate for the foreboding of the chorus here (2001, 214–16).

The connection between Medea, the Argo, and divine punishment becomes clearer in the chorus’ next song, as they note the power of a wronged woman and pray for Jason’s safety, citing the tragic fates of other Argonauts. They return to a regular, orderly Horatian meter, reflecting their hopes for the kind of order they celebrated in their first song (579–669).

What follows is one of the most powerful scenes, both visually and musically, in ancient drama. After the Nurse reports in iambic trimeters Medea’s preparations of a magical concoction (670–739), Medea enters and calls on beings of the underworld in trochaic tetrameters, a more regular form of trochaic septenarii (740–51). This meter, so pervasive in earlier Roman drama, is used only two other times in the Senecan corpus. After only speaking throughout most of the play, Medea sings when she has begun to put her vengeance into motion. Because the trochaic septenarius is used throughout Roman Republican drama to suggest forward movement of the plot, in using it here Medea underlines the extent to which she has seized the initiative.

After twelve verses, Medea switches back to iambic trimeters as she describes what her powers as a sorceress have previously accomplished (752–70). She thus stops singing to call extra attention to the words of her boast. She then dedicates various objects to Hecate, and the meter changes to iambic trimeters alternating with iambic dimeters (771–86). Whether she sings or speaks these verses, in which the usually unaccompanied iambic trimeters alternate with shorter iambic verses, is unclear. Either way, the verses would be disorienting, as the shorter verses repeatedly interrupt the standard dialogue meter of drama.

Medea then switches to anapests, and she sings a long aria, the play’s musical climax, as she sees a vision of Hecate and dedicates herself and the poisoned robe to vengeance (787–842). Her anapests echo the chorus’s earlier anapests, underlining the inexorability of her vengeance and reinforcing musically her role in the divine punishment of the Argonauts. The ritual of dedication completed, she returns to iambic trimeters when she summons her sons and sends them off with the poisoned gifts (843–8). She thus stops the music to emphasize that it is time for action.

The rhythm of the chorus’s next song suggests the degree to which Medea has completely won the day. Expressing their fear of Medea, they sing one of the oddest meters in ancient drama, a series of what appear to be truncated iambic verses interrupted by shorter verses (849–78). The dignified rhythms of the chorus’ opening song have been reduced to near incoherence in the face of Medea’s complete domination. This musical collapse prepares us well for the utter destruction of the play’s final scenes, in which Medea not only kills her children but also starts a fire that threatens to engulf all of Corinth (879–1027).

A significant part of what Romans enjoyed in their theater, then, was music, expressed most often through song and dance to the accompaniment of the tibia. The ability to produce various musical effects through the manipulation of meters was an essential part of the Roman playwright’s craft.



FURTHER READING

Wille (1967) is an encyclopedic compilation of evidence for music in ancient Rome, including theatrical music. For Livy’s account of the origins of Roman theater, see Oakley (1998). Moore (2012) discusses thoroughly the music of Roman comedy. See also Marshall (2006). For the distinction in Roman drama between accompanied and unaccompanied passages, see Moore (2008). For the meters of Roman comedy, see Questa (1995) and (2007), and Moore (2016a). For music in Roman tragedy, see Moore (2016b). On the performance of Seneca, see Harrison (2000). For Seneca’s meters and their uses, see Dangel (2001). The best introduction to mime is Panayotakis (2010). On pantomime, see the works cited by Alonso Fernández in this volume.
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NOTES


	1 Includes some isolated trochaic septenarii.

	2 When words in Latin verse end in a vowel or an m and the next vowel begins with a vowel or an h, the final vowel of the first word was usually not pronounced or was pronounced so fleetingly that it did not count for metrical purposes, through a process known as elision. I have marked such vowels with parentheses.

	3 | marks hiatus, a place where an expected elision does not occur.







CHAPTER TWELVE
Ancient Greek Choreia

Naomi A. Weiss



“Shall we assume that the uneducated man is one who hasn’t danced in a chorus?” (Pl. Leg. 2.654a). This question in Plato’s Laws, posed at the start of a long discussion of the educational system to be established within the new colony of Magnesia, can baffle the modern reader, for whom singing and dancing choruses are not a part of everyday life. Plato presents the chorus as vital to the social, cultural, ethical, even physical fabric of the city, and as an activity that defines us as humans more generally: unlike animals, whose movements are disorderly, we sing and dance together in choruses as a result of the gods giving us perception of rhythm and harmonia (2.653d–54a). Magnesia is imaginary, but the plans for its construction nevertheless indicate quite how central a role choral song and dance—choreia—played within ancient Greek society.

Both literary and visual evidence attests to the ubiquity of choreia across the ancient Greek world. Defined in Laws as “both song and dance as a whole” (2.654b), choreia generally means the combination of words, movement, and music performed by a group, typically for a religious occasion. It was a capacious genre, encompassing a broad spectrum of communal performances with varying degrees and combinations of song, dance, and instrumental accompaniment. Our evidence for these different forms of choreia and their roles within Greek culture consists in part in surviving choral lyric, from the odes of tragedies to fragments of wedding songs. But we also have many commentaries on and images of choral practice, in art, in prose writings like Laws, and in poetry.

This chapter provides an overview of how choreia was performed, represented, and conceptualized within archaic and classical Greece. I begin by discussing what choreia as a category of performance means, in terms of both the types of song and dance it includes and the contexts in which they were performed. I then turn to the sociopolitical functions of choreia and its place within the polis, and finally to the choral imaginary—that is, the imagery linked to and value conveyed upon choral performances within Greek culture. In the last section I will focus on depictions of dolphin choruses in an attempt to access an audience’s experience of choreia, and suggest that this always involved a combination of “real” and imaginary performances.



Defining Choreia

Choreia encompasses a wide range of choral performances across the Greek world, a tiny fraction of which has been preserved for us in the form of lyric poetry. In the Hellenistic period, scholars in Alexandria edited and organized the works of earlier melic, iambic, and elegiac poets, and classified choral lyric according to certain nondramatic song types, such as epinician, partheneion (maiden song), paean, and dithyramb. I call these genres “nondramatic” because they are discrete choral performances that do not contribute to larger dramatic narratives involving actors. Even the dithyramb, which was performed in the same theatrical space as tragedy, comedy, and satyr play, was thus distinct from them (Ieranò in this volume).

However, “dramatic” genres of course themselves contained choral performances, as the chorus sang and danced at regular intervals to the accompaniment of the aulos (double pipes, cf. Ercoles and Terzēs in this volume). Indeed, each of these genres was thought of in its entirety as a form of choreia, as Plato’s discussion of different types of choral dancing in Laws demonstrates. The Athenian Stranger discusses tragedy as a form of dance that represents what is “serious”; he implies that comedy and satyr play are baser kinds of choreia (7.814e–17e). Tragedy and comedy (and perhaps to a lesser extent satyr play) also combined and adapted a variety of nondramatic choral forms. Euripides in particular likes to draw attention to the generic hybridity of his choreia: in the second stasimon of Heracles, for instance, the chorus describes its song as an epinician, Dionysiac music, and a paean within just a few lines, then likens itself to a swan, a figure typical of lament (680–94). But the generic boundaries of nondramatic choreia were also malleable, as we can see from much surviving lyric poetry: one much‐discussed example is Bacchylides 17, which was marked as a dithyramb within the Alexandrian edition of his songs, but also includes paeanic elements, like the concluding invocation of Apollo (esp. Schmidt 1990; Tsagalis 2009).

The contexts at which these different types of choreia were performed were typically public and religious. Choruses were an important part of divine worship; indeed, as Kurke (2012, 2013) has demonstrated, a synchronized performance by a well‐trained chorus was essentially an offering to the gods, akin to an expensive sacrifice or dedication (cf. Kowalzig 2004; Kowalzig 2007, 70–2). Many paeans, for example, were composed for performance at the cult center of Apollo and Artemis on Delos, where Ionian cities sent choruses as offerings to the gods (see Rutherford in this volume). In Athens tragedies, comedies, and satyr plays were produced at festivals for Dionysus, the largest of which was the annual City Dionysia. Surviving tragedies—especially those dramatizing stories concerning Dionysus, such as Aeschylus’ Edonians or Euripides’ Bacchae—frequently remind us of this context by referring to the god’s cultic worship, which they themselves are simultaneously performing.

Though there are some examples of male and female choruses performing together, in general different types of choreia were organized according to age and gender. Partheneia, for instance, were performed by adolescent girls: one surviving fragment, Alcman fr. 3 PMG, tracks the movement of someone called Astymeloisa away from her maiden group toward the larger community as she enters adulthood through marriage (Peponi 2007); this is a generic role, probably coinciding with that of the chorus leader in each performance (Nagy 1990, 345–9). The paean, on the other hand, was almost exclusively a male genre, though in the theater such gender boundaries appear to become malleable (Rutherford 1994–95, 120; Rutherford 2001, 58–9; Swift 2010, 64–5; Weiss 2018, 228–31): there are several examples in Greek tragedy of female choruses (or even soloists like Iphigenia) performing paeans, but such a distortion of gender and genre only goes so far, since the dramatic chorus itself was made up of Athenian men (e.g. Aesch. Ag. 243–7, Cho. 149–63; Soph. Trach. 205–23; Eur. IA 1467–1532).

There were also numerous choral performances that did not fit within the melic categories created by Hellenistic scholars and instead survive anecdotally or in the visual record. In Herodotus, for example, we hear of the “choruses of mocking women” with which the Aeginetans propitiated Damia and Auxesia at Epidaurus (5.83); from Plutarch we learn of another mocking festival, the Hybristika at Argos, where male and female choruses taunted each other (De mul. vir. 245d–f). Many choral performances consisted primarily in dancing rather than song, and therefore do not belong within the lyric tradition. An armed dance, often called the pyrrhichē, was common across the ancient Greek world (Ceccarelli 1998); in Athens choruses of boys, youths, and men competed separately in pyrrhic contests at the Panathenaia. Another example is the “crane dance,” which Plutarch claims was first performed by Theseus and his young companions at Delos as “an imitation of the circling passages and pathways in the Labyrinth” (Thes. 21). This dance may also be depicted on the François Vase, a late sixth‐century Attic black‐figure volute‐krater that shows Theseus leading a choral formation on its uppermost frieze (esp. Hedreen 2011; Olsen 2015).

It is already clear, then, that choreia is a flexible term, covering a wide range of group performances. There are also various types of less ordered or institutionalized song and dance that demonstrate the flexibility of choreia as a category of performance. We have already seen that, despite its definition as “both song and dance as a whole” in Plato’s Laws, it need not have always involved singing as well as dancing. At the same time, we should not necessarily think of these two activities as distinct from one another: “in the complex choral act dancing is so inextricably connected to vocal activity that it is ultimately considered part of the same expressive mechanism” (Peponi 2009, 60). The distinction between choreia and other types of performance can also be unclear: for example, the kōmos, the spontaneous, festive procession through the polis following a symposium, is often associated—even conflated—with the chorus in archaic and classical sources (esp. Nagy 2007). Aristotle’s reference in Poetics to the theory that comedy developed from the kōmos also suggests at least a conceptual link with dramatic chorality (1448a35–b2).

Similarly, orgiastic dance and music‐making, though more chaotic and individualistic than organized choreia, are nevertheless closely associated with it (Budelmann and Power 2015, 275–8; Olsen 2020). Depictions of Dionysiac cult on vases typically show maenads and satyrs moving and playing music in individualized and apparently spontaneous ways, yet they also tend to emphasize the communality of such a performance. Moreover, depictions of ecstatic mousikē frequently occur within other, more formal choral songs, encouraging an association between the two types of performance. In a fragment of one of Pindar’s dithyrambs, for example, the chorus describes a scene of divine mousikē in honor of Dionysus and the Great Mother, with a mix of drums, krotala (castanets), and the loud cries and head‐shaking of Naiad nymphs (fr. 70b SM 8–14). It thus suggests a continuum of Dionysiac chorality, from its own, more restrained performance as a male chorus in the theater to the frenzied, female music and dance it depicts so vividly in its song.

Although the basic characteristic of choreia is the communal, public nature of its performance, even the distinction between choreia and monody is not entirely straightforward. Most of the surviving fragments of Sappho’s poetry seem to be monodic, composed for a small group of women on Lesbos. And yet these songs incorporate elements of chorality, including addresses to a group of girls and references to song and dance, and indeed do so to such an extent that some have argued that they were choral, despite the fact that in meter and language they conform to the formal features of monody (Lardinois 1996; cf. Calame 1997, 210–14; Nagy 2007). Such monodic engagement with and simulation of choreia, which Power (2019) terms “parachorality” (cf. D’Alessio 2018), frequently occurs in Attic drama too: in Aristophanes’ Thesmophoriazusae, for example, the tragic poet Agathon performs his own antiphonal choral ode, in the role of both chorus and chorus leader (101–29); in Euripides’ Troades Hecuba appropriates the language and imagery of choral performance in her own opening monody, thus emphasizing the lack of choreia in the wake of Troy’s fall—and suggesting the possibility of an absent chorus in the drama itself (122–37; Weiss 2018, 106–13). And in general, choral songs could be reperformed in more informal, nonchoral contexts, such as the symposium (esp. Currie 2004; Budelmann 2013; Olsen 2019).



Choreia and the City

Returning to the stricter definition of choreia as organized song and dance, performed by a group in a public setting, we can now consider in more depth its role within ancient Greek society. Plato’s Laws makes its sociocultural significance especially clear, but this is also evident in the Iliad, where we find some of the earliest depictions of choreia. The ecphrasis of Achilles’ shield in Book 18 contains three images of music‐making, which become the defining markers of functioning social life beyond the world of war. It begins with a wedding song within the city at peace, accompanied by circular dancing and instrumental music (491–6). This scene is not explicitly described as choral and suggests more independent and spontaneous performance than formal choreia, but it nevertheless contains strong elements of chorality, demonstrating the sort of flexibility of choral performance that I discussed above. Halfway through the ecphrasis comes a description of the grape harvest, in which paired groups of boys and girls carry the fruit in baskets and sing, shout, and dance as a youth sings and plays a lyre in their midst (567–72). Finally, the ecphrasis closes with a scene of full choreia: Hephaestus has fashioned a choros (here meaning “dancing place”) in which young men and girls, dressed in finery, dance, “holding their hands on each others’ wrists.” Their dancing is likened to the movement of a potter’s wheel:


And they were at times running with skilled feet, very smoothly, as when a potter, squatting, tests the wheel fitted in his hands, [to see] if it runs; and at other times, they were running in ranks through each other. And a great throng stood around the desirable chorus, rejoicing.

(Hom. Il. 18.599–604, transl. Kurke 2012)


This scene of ideal choreia, with a “desirable chorus” of finely clothed youths and girls dancing to the delight of a large crowd of spectators, completes the picture of social cohesion that contrasts so sharply with the rest of the poem.

We see in Iliad 18 an early recognition of the social work performed by choreia as it replaces violence with order and strife with desire and joy. This conceptualization of choreia as a mechanism for creating and maintaining a stable community recurs across the ancient Greek world (esp. Kurke 1991; Wilson 2003; Kowalzig 2004). As Wilson (2003) demonstrates, it is especially pronounced in the case of the dithyramb in Athens, in part because of its massive scale and “parapolitical” character: at the City Dionysia alone the men’s and boys’ dithyrambic competitions each involved 500 choreuts, who were divided according to their tribal affiliation into ten choruses; the Council was similarly constituted by fifty representatives from each of the ten tribes. This particular organization of the Dionysia coincided with Cleisthenes’ social reforms—including the establishment of the ten tribes—following a period of stasis in the late sixth century, and appears to have been a deliberate strategy both to encourage healthy competition within the city and to strengthen tribal ties, thereby cutting across the factional divisions of Peisistratid Athens.

Recent work on choreia, especially the surviving poetry of Pindar, has also demonstrated quite how embedded choral performances could be within the physical fabric of a city. Pindar fr. 75 SM, a dithyramb composed for the Athenians, is a powerful example, since it employs such a dense network of topographical references. Kurke and Neer (2014) argue that these situate the song within the Old Agora at Athens, and thus project the formal regularity of the chorus’s dancing bodies onto the city’s contested urban fabric. Euripides plays with this close tie between choreia and a city’s physical (as well as social) structure in his Troades through a sort of inverse situation (Weiss 2018, 100–39). Performing against the backdrop of Troy’s ruins, Hecuba and her chorus repeatedly emphasize the absence of choral performance in this environment, even as they themselves sing and dance. The loss of choreia symbolizes the city’s destruction.

Choral performances could deal with relations between a city and other parts of the Greek world. Some could remember and account for inter‐poleis relations. According to Herodotus, for example, the long rivalry between Corinth and Samos began when, to help some Corcyrans imprisoned by the Corinthians, the Samians invented a ritual whereby choruses of boys and girls carried food to the prisoners at the shrine of Artemis (3.48). Such choreia, still performed in Herodotus’ day, recalls and shapes this historical event, setting in ritual terms a rivalry that was probably in large part economic (Kowalzig 2004, 57–8).

Other choral performances could work instead to establish the presence of a city elsewhere. Pindar’s Pythian 7, for example, opens by merging song, Athens, and the physical environment of its (probable) performance setting next to the Alcmaeonid temple at Delphi, addressing Athens as a “fairest prelude to lay down as a foundation of songs to honor the mighty race of the Alkmaionidai for their horses” (1–3, transl. Race). We can detect various possible references to Delphic topography here: Athanassaki (2011) suggests that the horses allude the equestrian statues on the east pediment of Apollo’s temple, and that the later apostrophe to the god points to his statue at the pediment’s center; Neer (2004, 86–8) argues that the opening lines direct us to the Athenian Treasury instead. The paean thus becomes embedded within its performance space at Delphi, and so does the Athenian chorus that probably performed it, building itself into this setting through its “foundation of songs.”



Dancing Dolphins and the Choral Imaginary

Pythian 7 also exemplifies a common conceptualization of choruses within the Greek cultural imaginary as similar to crafted objects, such as temples or statues (Power 2011; Kurke 2012; Kurke 2013). We see this idea already in the shield ecphrasis in the Iliad, in which the choral dance is compared to the circle of a potter’s wheel—“itself an object of skilled crafting (…) and the means to craft other symmetrical and harmonious artifacts” (Kurke 2012, 230). It is this imaginary world of choreia, the various figures and objects with which it was associated in the Greek imagination, to which I now turn. Yet, as I will argue, we should not view this imaginary world separately from the practice of choreia itself, since it played a fundamental role within the choral experience.

Greek choruses frequently link themselves to archetypal choral groups like the Muses, Nereids, and Sirens, thereby effecting a transformation of their own dancing bodies. Though sometimes Apollo joins them as a chorus leader (chorēgos), these divine figures of chorality are all female, demonstrating a gendered conceptualization of choreia at odds with the many male choruses in everyday life—indeed, in classical Athens there is little evidence for female choral performance in general (Budelmann and Power 2015). The Muses are the source of mousikē itself, and the extended description of their perfectly coordinated choral song and dance at the start of Hesiod’s Theogony may suggest the primacy of choreia over other forms of musical performance, including Hesiod’s own (Hes. Th. 1–74). The Delian Maidens form another archetypal chorus, and appear as such in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, where they are said to represent people’s voices and movements so well that “each one might think that he himself is giving voice” (163–4). According to this ideal model, choreia brings about a merging of audience and chorus, human and divine, as “the line separating the act of performing from the act of attending tends to disappear” (Peponi 2009, 67. Cf. Kurke 2012, 224–6; Kurke 2013, 147–9). The human chorus can also merge with these divine musical figures through their song and dance. In Pindar’s Nemean 5, for example, the description of the Muses singing to the accompaniment of Apollo’s lyre encourages multiple interactions between the mythic narrative and the live performance (22–5). It thus elevates the chorus of the epinician itself, which achieves a temporary near‐divine status through the transformative power of choreia.

Recent scholarship has demonstrated the choral associations of certain animals in ancient Greek culture, and these too serve as musical models to which a human chorus could be assimilated (esp. Weiss 2018; Steiner forthcoming). Some of the choruses of Old Comedy, such as Aristophanes’ Birds, present a literal demonstration of animal chorality. Some sixth‐century Attic vases showing choruses dressed as birds or horses (or as riders of these animals) have typically been interpreted as representing proto‐comic performances (esp. Sifakis 1967; Green 1985; Rothwell 2007);1 on some they have assumed these roles so completely that it is unclear whether or not the animal attributes are parts of a costume. But choruses did not require costumes in order to encourage some correlation between their performance and that of these animals. In Alcman’s first Partheneion, for example, the chorus presents its leaders first as prize‐winning horses and then as doves and/or stars (45–63). In Euripides’ Iphigenia in Tauris the chorus likens itself to various birds before wishing it could “step along the bright horse‐courses” and, once in Greece, “stop moving the wings on my back”; it then imagines dancing as maidens (parthenoi) once again (1138–41). These two examples suggest that equine and avian imagery may have been especially common within the parthenaic choral imaginary.

The dolphin frequently appears in choral contexts in surviving Greek sources. It is no surprise that, in a maritime culture, dolphins might be a ready image for song and dance. Indeed, vases depicting choruses of dolphins and dolphin‐riders begin to appear at a time of increased maritime connectivity across the Mediterranean, and their link to the dithyramb and Dionysus in particular may be largely due to the god’s own connections with seafaring and trade (Kowalzig 2013). We see this mix of associations—dolphins, choruses, Dionysus, trade—in the Homeric Hymn to Dionysus, in which trader‐pirates are transformed into a sort of dolphin chorus (51–3). Euripidean choral lyric also refers to choruses of dolphins in the context of maritime travel: in Helen the chorus addresses the Phoenician ship transporting Helen back to Sparta as “leader of the dolphins of beautiful choruses” (Eur. Hel. 1454–5; cf. El. 435–7); its nationality further links it to Dionysus, who was associated with Phoenician trade (Kowalzig 2013, 51–3). An Attic black‐figure krater dated to around 550 BC (Musée du Louvre, Paris, CA 2988) demonstrates the fluid crossover between a human and dolphin chorus for the audience of choreia. On the outside of this vase we see a chorus of men performing a dithyramb with an aulete accompanying them; on the inside we see a chorus of dolphins. For the viewer of the bowl, as for the audience of a dithyramb, men and dolphins merge, as “the two lines of choral dancers blur into one and the same” (Kowalzig 2013, 35).

Vases like this one suggest the powerful effect of the choral imaginary within a performance of choreia. Those showing dolphin‐human hybrids demonstrate a similar sort of merging of “real” and imaginary choruses, while references to dolphins in surviving choral lyric indicate that the words of a song could fundamentally affect the way an audience viewed—or visualized—the chorus:2 they should be understood not as merely verbal analogies but as reflective of the choral experience itself. It is likely that other aspects of a choral performance that are now almost entirely lost to us (melodies, dance moves) also encouraged such associations. Words, music, and choreography could combine to transform—however fleetingly—the dancing bodies of the chorus.

Vases showing dolphin‐riders similarly provide us with a window into the imaginative world of choreia as it was activated in performance. The best known of these is the Oltos psyktēr (Figure 12.1), a wine cooler dated to the late sixth century on which six hoplites, almost identically dressed, ride dolphins in formation, with the words “on a dolphin” (epi delphinos) issuing from their mouths. No aulos‐player is depicted, but the image is nevertheless a strongly choral one thanks to the dolphin‐riders’ circular, synchronized movement following the shape of the vessel. Since the psyktēr would have been placed in water within a large krater to keep the wine cool, the figures would appear to ride the waves as the vessel bobbed up and down; it may have also turned around, thus enhancing the impression of a circular chorus (Hedreen 2013, 186; cf. Lissarrague 2007, 115).

 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 12.1 Attic red‐figure psyktēr attributed to Oltos, c. 520–510 BC. Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, Gift of Norbert Schimmel Trust, 1989, inv. 1989.281.69.



The words epi delphinos need not be the opening of a particular song, but instead can communicate the essence of what the chorus is singing, while the near‐identical pattern of each inscription adds to the impression of perfectly coordinated choreia, in voice as well as movement. They also point to the role a song’s words could play in prompting the audience to imagine the chorus as something beyond itself: we see a correlation between what the chorus is singing and what it is imagined to be doing. The psyktēr thus depicts the audience’s view of a choral performance—a view that could be shaped and transformed by the chorus’s words, combined with their song, musical accompaniment (presumably the aulos), dance, and perhaps also costume. In doing so, it brings this multilayered experience of choreia into the nonchoral context of the symposium, while at the same time it produces its own choral performance as it moves around in the water.

Choruses of dolphin‐riders also appear in two passages of tragic choral lyric, which themselves demonstrate the transformative effects of choreia. In a fragment of a tragedy by Aeschylus, a chorus of Nereids sings of “crossing the sea’s plain of dolphins” (fr. 150 TrGF). This play has been linked to a series of vases that show Nereids riding on dolphins, carrying armor for Achilles, of which the earliest surviving examples date to about 480 BC, roughly the same period in which the Achilleis trilogy was probably produced. The correlation between this fragment and the vase images suggests that the tragedy’s audience could visualize the chorus of Nereids as dolphin‐riders during its song. Roughly sixty years later, Euripides draws on these same associations in the first stasimon of Electra:


Glorious ships, which once went to Troy with countless oars, escorting the choral dances of the Nereids, where the aulos‐loving dolphin would leap, whirling by the dark‐blue prows, carrying Thetis’ son, Achilles, swift in the leap of his feet, with Agamemnon to the banks of the Simois, Troy’s river.

(Eur. El. 432–41)


There is an overload of choral imagery in this ode, from the “countless oars,” Nereids, and dolphin in the first strophe to the later images of star choruses and horses on Achilles’ armor, all of which merge with the chorus’ own singing and dancing bodies in the orchēstra (Weiss 2018, 75–91). This chorus is made up of Argive women, not Nereids, but it assimilates itself to each of these choral figures in and through its choreia. Further mimetic layers are therefore in play here than in Aeschylus’ tragedy, perhaps as a result of Euripides’ experimentation with new musical trends in the late fifth century (Weiss 2018, 235–41). But the Oltos psyktēr demonstrates that the ability of choreia to transcend the “actual” identity of a chorus in this way was not new to Euripides’ audience.

Indeed, there may be further correlations between the hoplite dolphin‐riders on the vase and the “aulos‐loving dolphin” that carries Achilles in the first stasimon of Electra. Only the shield devices differentiate the riders on the psyktēr: three show a sympotic vessel, reflecting the use of the vase itself as well as its artistic medium (Lissarrague 2007, 115–16); between these are devices showing, respectively, a wheel with four spinning dolphins, a triskelē of three bent legs, and a chimaera‐like animal. The dolphin‐wheel resembles a circular dolphin‐chorus, while the running (or dancing?) legs remind us of its human equivalent. But the latter also bring to mind Achilles’ famous attribute, which is emphasized in Euripides’ ode: he is “swift in the leap of his foot;” later he is described as “fast‐moving on his feet” (Eur. El. 451). The Chimaera appears in the ode too, as one of the female monsters depicted on Achilles’ armor, which the Nereids carry to him from Euboea (442–51). Such correspondences suggest that this particular combination of motifs within a choral performance—dolphin‐choruses, dolphin‐riders, Achilles’ armor, and the monsters represented on it—predates not only Euripides’ Electra but perhaps even Aeschylus’ Nereids. They also encourage us to see the vase as a visual representation of such a performance that merges the “real” and imaginary parts of choreia.

The sorts of choral imagery I have discussed above demonstrate how we cannot neatly separate the practice of choreia from how it was conceptualized within ancient Greek culture. It was a multilayered, multimedia experience, combining words, music, and dance (and sometimes costume), and incorporating the cultural imaginary of choreia as much as the live reality of performance. I have suggested that images of chorality on vases with animal figures like dolphins and dolphin‐riders, however fantastical they might seem, can give us a sense of this experience by presenting a synthesis of the “real” and imaginary elements of a performance. The example of the Oltos psyktēr also demonstrates the fluidity of choreia in terms of performance mode and context: this sympotic vessel itself becomes a choral performance as it moves in water, a material demonstration of the potter’s wheel simile in Iliad 18.

Such vases further show how choreia infiltrated Greek life in many ways, not just in the performance itself. The Oltos psyktēr, like the krater showing both dithyrambic and dolphin choruses, brings choral performance from the dance floor into the symposium, thus becoming a form of “parachorality” akin to the solo reperformance of choral lyric within the same context. Choreia provided a sense of communality with the gods, but it also functioned as a model for human organization, a mechanism for thinking about, reflecting, and co‐producing social units and relations. We saw it working in this way in the context of the city as a whole, but it could extend to as small a space as the kitchen cupboard—as in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus, when Ischomachus compares a well‐ordered household to the coordinated dancing of a chorus (8.2–3).

It is no wonder, then, that the Athenian Stranger in Plato’s Laws claims that the uneducated man is one who lacks experience of choreia, nor that choral performances underpin Magnesia’s social structure. The various sources I have discussed here attest not just to the prominence of choreia within ancient Greek social, religious, and political life, but to its ability to organize and define the community in which it was embedded. I have focused on the rich array of literary and visual evidence for archaic and classical choral culture, but it was by no means confined to these periods, and choreia continued to be performed across Greece through the Hellenistic era and under the Roman empire (see Alonso Fernández in this volume). Hellenistic kings and Roman rulers exploited its cultural status, staging choreia as a way to integrate and establish their own authoritative presence within Greek communities (Bowie 2006).

Even divorced from historical practice, the idea of the chorus’s “Greekness” could be exploited to powerful effect. In the Augustan period, for example, poets often used it as a symbol of their own inheritance of the Greek tradition (Curtis 2017). From Roman tragedy and pantomime to modern dance and theater, the chorus has continued to be an important form of engagement with ancient Greek culture, even as the idea of what choreia actually means is itself flexible and culturally contingent.

 

FURTHER READING

The bibliography for ancient Greek choreia is vast. Some useful introductions are Bacon 1994, Calame 1997, and Peponi 2013b; also the papers in Athanassaki and Bowie 2011 and Gianvittorio 2017. On choreia in its ritual context, see esp. Lonsdale 1993, Calame 1997, and Kowalzig 2007; also Stehle 1997 on its construction of social identities. For its sociopolitical efficacy, Kurke 1991 remains vital reading; also Wilson 2003. On choral culture in Plato’s Laws, see esp. Peponi 2013a, Prauscello 2014, Folch 2015. Tragedy is increasingly being discussed in choral terms: Swift 2010, Gagné and Hopman 2013, Weiss 2018. On the civic prominence of tragic choreia see Wilson 2000. On dithyrambic performances, see Wilson and Kowalzig 2013. The choral imaginary has been a popular focus of scholarship ever since Henrichs 1994–95: e.g. Peponi 2004, Kurke 2012. On the afterlife of the Greek chorus and how it has been reimagined and appropriated, see Billings, Budelmann, and Macintosh 2013.
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NOTES


	1 They may also be linked to the dithyramb (esp. Csapo 2003; Rusten 2006).

	2 On “visualizing” the chorus, see Peponi 2004, 2015.







CHAPTER THIRTEEN
Roman Dance

Zoa Alonso Fernández



Roman Choreia



Musae, quae pedibus magnum pulsatis Olympum

(“Muses, who beat great Olympus with your feet”)

Enn. Ann. 1.1 = Varro Ling. 7.20; Serv. on Aen. 11.660




The opening section of Ennius’ Annales presents an invocation to the Muses, who appear to engage in a choral performance. This programmatic opposition to the predecessors of Roman epic—the use of the hexameter and the appeal to dancing goddesses—discloses the poet’s intention to Hellenize Saturnian material or, more exactly, to import Greek literary culture to Rome (Goldschmidt 2013, 40). The Muses of Ennius are no longer called Camenae—those archaic Roman divinities—and the rhythm of their feet resounds in the distant lands of Olympus—a characterization that reveals how, in Ennius’ view, there is nothing more Greek than the image of choreia (see Weiss in this volume).

Roman Mediterranean expansion in the mid‐Republican period as well as the Hellenistic heritage of Magna Graecia furthers, in Rome, the adoption of the aesthetic—and choreographic—ideal of Greek choral song and dance in multiple contexts and forms. Extant fragments of Roman tragedies from the third and second centuries BC in fact presuppose the presence of choruses who perform on‐stage, just as in Classical Greek drama (Manuwald 2011, 138). Ennius’ own version of Aeschylus’ Eumenides gives preeminence to its chorus of mythical figures, making them the central character of the play, while Naevius’ Lycurgus seems to have featured a band of Bacchantes‐worshiping Dionysus with orgiastic dances and cries. Gradually, however, the chorus becomes less involved in the dramatic action, leading to the decline of choreographic language in connection with actors’ performance. Ultimately, the dancing space of the orchēstra is removed from Roman theaters and filled with seating that prevents the enactment of choral singing and dancing (Moore 2012, 129).

Outside the realm of theater, the modes and style of archaic Latin hymnody are also embedded within structural schemes that promote the inseparable combination of poetry, music, and dance in group performance. The Carmen Saliare and Carmen Arvale, for instance—the oldest liturgical prayers in Latin—are sung by priestly colleges to the rhythms of a three‐step choreography. Yet, in addition to these forms of Roman performance, there is evidence of a significant occurrence of ritual choreia that proves the permeability of Greek compositional patterns in Roman public religion. In 207 BC, as Livy recalls (Ab Urb. 27.37), after a series of ill‐fated omens, a group of twenty‐seven virgins marched along the streets of the forum while holding a rope and singing a song that was composed for the event by the Tarentine poet Livius Andronicus. This ceremony turned out to be crucial for the purifying of the city, and so it became a model for other expiatory rites that took place in subsequent years (Liv. Ab Urb. 31.12). In fact, this ritual act is what Augustus must have had in mind when he commissioned the Carmen Saeculare from Horace, approximately two hundred years after this expiatory procession.

A poem supposedly written to be performed by a chorus of twenty‐seven girls and twenty‐seven boys at the civic festivities of the Ludi Saeculares in 17 BC, Horace’s Carmen Saeculare shares a number of distinctive traits with the chorus of 207 BC (Curtis forthcoming). Despite a gap of almost two centuries, these celebrations differ from most of the dances performed in Roman religious festivals precisely because of their Hellenizing overtones (Champeaux 1966, 82). The number and gender of these young performers, or the fact that their carmina were composed by renowned poets, contrast significantly with the Roman custom according to which a group of male citizens danced to traditional, anonymous hymns, as in the case of the Salii and the Fratres Arvales. Also, there are reasons to believe that these lustral choreographies were connected to a choral performance that took place at the Ludi Tarentini in 249 BC (schol. Hor. Carm. Saec. 8) and which evidenced the Roman creative potential in bringing elements from other traditions into moments of ritual crisis.

Chorality in Rome, therefore, symbolizes the appropriation of Greek cultural heritage. But more than just that, it epitomizes the constant negotiation of the Romans with Greek archetypal models of dance and performance in their search for inventing traditions. In the Roman imagination, performances of group songs and dances turn out to be markers of Hellenicity—suggestive representations of Greekness that transcend into visual imagery through decorations of villas and gardens. Likewise, within the realm of literature, the chorus becomes an excellent channel of intertextuality, which also connects poetic performance and written text. As Curtis (2017) has demonstrated, the Roman fascination with choral poetics reaches a peak of intensity in Augustan times. The idea of the dancing chorus permeates the works of Propertius, Horace, and Virgil, who transform it into a particularly Roman phenomenon whereby they can invent their relationship with an imagined past––an eminently Greek past, which is, in turn, implicated in their present. This transformation, however, occurs mostly on a fictional level. So, in spite of the myriad examples of choral performances depicted in Roman literature and visual arts, the dance of the chorus never had the central position enjoyed by Greek choreia as an integral element of civic, religious, and cultural life. The paradigm of Greek chorality is, thus, a fine lens through which we can evaluate certain aspects of dance in ancient Roman society, but it will be necessary to take other forms of dance into consideration in order to approach this choreographic culture in its own right.

 

Roman Religious Dance

The extraordinary weight of choreia in Archaic and Classical Greece has overshadowed any other type of ancient performance, leading scholars to systematically interpret later practices in the light of the model of Greek dancing choruses (Schlapbach 2018, 1–21). Within the field of ancient dance studies, attention has traditionally been paid almost exclusively to group, theatrical, or religious dances with a strong mimetic component, or to the blending of song and dance as the quintessential form of orchestic performance, thus neglecting the significance of any other format that falls outside these categories, such as, for instance, the practice of solo dance (Olsen 2020). In the case of ancient Rome, the absence of a “native” kind of civic choreia has discouraged most attempts to investigate dance.

So, in contrast with the healthy variety of approaches to Greek dance (Weiss in this volume), at least until the end of the twentieth‐century scholars working on Roman dance have mostly produced catalogs of the dances mentioned by ancient authors, accompanying them with very succinct descriptions (Séchan 1911; Wüst 1949; Wille 1967). Furthermore, the dispersed and fragmentary state of the evidence contrasts with the overwhelming variety of Greek sources on dance, which range from theoretical and philosophical discussions to lists of technical terms compiled by lexicographers, proverbs, and references to choreography in lyric poetry and dramatic texts––what Henrichs (1994–5) called “choral self‐referentiality.”

Visual arts, too, have offered extremely useful clues for the study of particular aspects of Greek dance. These have fostered investigations on the problem of reconstruction (Naerebout 1997, 60–6), and even on the use made by modern dancers and choreographers in search of inspiration (Macintosh 2010). In the Roman context, however, we rarely find visual representations that aim at documenting real performances (Fless and Moede 2007). Most of them are copies of Greek models, evidencing a lack of artistic originality that responds to the above‐mentioned ideological and aesthetic principles of cultural appropriation. Yet archaeological and epigraphic evidence, as well as literary sources—both Latin and Greek texts from the Roman period—provide sufficient material to satisfy an increasing scholarly interest in this research topic.

Studies on Roman dance rightly emphasize the important role of those priesthoods that introduced choreography as part of their rituals. The Salian sodalitas, for instance, which was named after the “leaping” (salire) executed by the priests (Varro Ling. 5.85; Ov. Fast. 3.387), constituted one of the most prominent institutions of Roman public religion (Cirilli 1913; Glinister 2011; Castaldo forthcoming). This prestigious college was restricted to twelve patrician citizens; its members were in charge of the shields of Numa, which they carried in procession around the city of Rome while chanting the famous Carmen Saliare to the rhythms of a sacred step known as tripudium (Hor. Carm. 3.18.15–16; Liv. Ab Urb. 1.20.4; Plut. Num. 13). According to Festus (Gloss. Lat. 334 L), parts of the Salian choreography were danced in call‐and‐response patterns (see also Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.70), whereby a leader called praesul first set the movements (amptruare) so that the rest could copy them in return (redamptruare). This all occurred in several days throughout the month of March, with the object of commemorating Numa’s foundational cult in several spots throughout the city. The Arval Brothers too performed a martial choreography in the sacred grove of Dea Dia, at the boundary of the ager romanus (Scheid 1990 and 2012). This elitist brotherhood was supposedly connected to Romulus and the sons of Acca Larentia (Plin. HN 18.6), but it is only after the Augustan reforms of the Roman cult that we have evidence of a newly constituted collegium, tightly connected to the princeps’ religious program. The Arvals, then, carried out their sacred dance to the words of the Carmen Arvale, aiming at consolidating their status as a religious body but, unlike the Salii, they did so while secluded in a private temple.

Modern scholarship has appreciated the choral resonances of these two corporations, as they performed group dances that were inseparable from the rhythmic verses of their songs. Yet, in contrast to the civic spirit of Greek choreia, participation in these performances was restricted to select members of the Roman male elite, where only a few representatives embodied the standards of an ideal “Romanness” (Habinek 2005, 19–28; Alonso Fernández 2016). The dance of the Salii and the Arval Brothers is, thus, a significant indicator of gender, class, and citizenship, but only very recently has it started to be taken into more serious consideration.

In keeping with this, we may recall other choreographies that involved male adolescents from the upper ranks of society and took place during the celebrations of the public games. For example, the lusus Troiae (“game of Troy”) was an equestrian display that originated in the Late Republic but was mostly celebrated in Imperial times (Suet. Caes. 39.2, Aug. 43.2, Tib. 6.4; Scheid and Svenbro 1996, 35–50; Curtis 2017, 179). Roman authors related this spectacle to a Greek type of dance called pyrrhichē, for it was executed by young men in armor (Serv. ad Aen. 5.602; Ceccarelli 1998, 148–50). Armed boys and satirical dancers also performed in processions such as the pompa circensis and pompa theatralis, and were collectively known as ludii or ludiones because of the context of their performances (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 7.72 and 2.71; Dupont 1993; Latham 2016). These players are at times assimilated to the Etruscan dancers who put up the first theatrical show witnessed by the Romans in 364 BC and were soon imitated by the Roman youths (iuventus, Liv. Ab Urb. 7.2; Val. Max. 2.4.4). At all these occasions, the active presence of the soon‐to‐be viri Romani gives a special significance to the public celebration, as their movements evoke the same ideals of citizenship that the Salii and the Arvals performed in their rituals (Alonso Fernández 2017). Moreover, in a transitional moment that is marked by the ludic ambiance of the games (Piccaluga 1965), the serious and irreverent actions of the young performers both promote and secure their status as leading members of the community.

On another note, it is broadly accepted that the gods were regarded as the ultimate spectators of the ludi, and bodily performances were essential for the correct development of the rite (Piganiol 1923; Dupont 1993). Cicero, for instance, highlights the vital role played by the ludius in the games, on a par with pipe‐players, and other participants:


If the dancer stopped, or a tibicen suddenly ceased to play (…), then the games have not been celebrated according to the rite, and those mistakes will have to be expiated, and the minds of the immortal gods will have to be appeased by the repetition of the games.

(Cic. Har. resp. 23.1–6)


Other testimonies support his point, such as an anecdote related by Festus (Gloss. Lat. 438 L) and Servius (ad Aen. 3.279 and 8.110) in connection with the Latin proverb salva res, saltat senex (“all is well, the old man is dancing”). This expression alludes to an historical event that occurred during the Ludi Apollinares of 212 BC. Upon hearing that the enemy was attacking the city, everybody ran away to take up arms, but the aged mime Pomponius kept dancing to the sound of the pipe until the spectators returned to the theater. Pomponius’ unbroken performance appeased the gods, and therefore it was not necessary to repeat the whole rite (Jory 1996, 25).

As this anecdote reveals, the close interplay between performance and religion helps us to understand the role of body language as an indispensable element in the communicative process of Roman civic rituals. Dance contributed to enhancing the spectacular significance of religious events addressed to various divinities (Piccaluga 1965), but such level of spectacularity had also important ideological effects. Seeing and being seen constitutes the quintessential principle of Roman public life, and there is a clear awareness of the relationship between ritual performance, social position, and self‐display. Recently, scholars have explored the theatricality of Roman religion, observing the power of spectacle in the orchestration of social relations (Bergmann and Kondoleon 1999). They have also pondered the dynamics of civic interaction by recognizing the efficacy of gestures implicated in ritual exchanges (Corbeill 2004) and acknowledging notions of space, performance, and visibility in the sociocultural and political apparatus of public religion (Habinek 2005; Wiseman 2008; Favro and Johanson 2010; Östenberg, Malmberg, and Bjørnebye 2015).

Despite these scholarly advances, Roman religious dance continues to be underexplored and it is hard to find critical appraisals of the value of choreography, and corporeality more generally, in Roman ceremonies. This may be partly due to the fact that most of the above‐mentioned performances were not described as “harmonious” choral executions like those of the Greek chorus, and their musical accompaniment was not particularly sophisticated—or, rather, not even mentioned in ancient accounts. Yet, the reason that may have contributed the most to the modern disregard for Roman ritual dance is that the sources have often conceptualized these performances as “elemental” bodily movements—even, sometimes, “disarranged” (Liv. Ab Urb. 7.2; Val. Max. 2.4.4; Verg. G. 1.350)—and rarely used the label of “dance.” Consequently, there has been a tendency to dismiss their significance within the Roman cultural system. Moreover, bearing in mind that Western intellectual traditions have been prone to ignore the importance of the body—and, of course, the moving body—as a cultural marker and agent (Thomas 2003), it is not difficult to understand the persistent lack of interest on the part of scholars in pondering the weight of these movements in the construction of Roman identities—especially when they are represented as a‐musical or nonmimetic performances.

The solution to this gap, I propose, is to pay attention to the multiple approaches to the moving body arisen in the past two decades within the field of dance studies (Alonso Fernández 2017). On the one hand, these critical methodologies have transformed the traditional conception of the body by considering it as an active generator of meanings, and not just a mere vehicle for the expression of a specific preexisting narrative. On the other, they have proposed to expand the notion of “choreography” to designate a system of “signs through which [bodies] discourse” (Foster 1996, x). These premises, thus, have paved the way for new perspectives on the analysis of any action or event—be they marches, dances, protests, or demonstrations—which is imbued with “meaning‐filled physicality” (Foster 1996, xiii), hence becoming an exceptionally suitable method for the theorization of the choreographic aspects of Roman religion in relation to spectacle, power, and society.



Morality

Among the entertainments that populated Roman daily life, dance was a fairly common activity. Literary sources from Plautus to Macrobius offer countless references to different occasions for dance, including comedies, humorous performances at dinner parties, exotic displays, and, after the Augustan period, pantomimic representations. However, the low social standing of the performers who danced in these settings—mostly foreigners, slaves, and prostitutes—led scholars to produce a rather simplistic picture, according to which nonreligious dances in Rome were either “oriental” and “vulgar” or “depraved” and “obscene,” and therefore completely uninteresting for modern scholarship (on this, Naerebout 2009, 144).

Furthermore, the sources that mention “proper” Roman citizens dancing in nonreligious contexts generally depict them as acting against the norms of decorum. For the most part, these occasional dancers are presented as “un‐Roman” (Naerebout 2009, 148), as they engage in endeavors that disguise more dangerous behaviors (Corbeill 1996, 135–9)—that is to say, comportments typical of women, homosexuals, foreigners, and actors, who were considered infames by the Roman law (Edwards 1997). So, if watching dance is described as a rather questionable activity (Plin. Ep. 7.24.3–5), performing it appears to be even worse. This is the prevailing view of ancient moralistic narratives, which has been accepted by most modern works on Roman dance. Yet, we have to keep in mind that the concept of decorum was socially determined and varied over time. As Hunter (2002, 196) recalls, “When we move away from élite texts which are concerned to demarcate the boundaries of culture, those boundaries become very hard to find.” Thus, it will be necessary to carry out an attentive reading of the extant sources in order to disentangle the complexities that surround dance as a cultural practice in Republican and Imperial times. All in all, dancing was certainly an underestimated occupation in ancient Rome, but Roman dance has been especially underestimated by the scholarly tradition.

Inevitably, an overview on the morality of Roman dance practice will begin by acknowledging the differences of this cultural milieu with regard to its Greek counterpart. As reflected in the Latin sources, the Romans consistently distance themselves from the activity of dancing, something considered to be suspiciously Greek. Cornelius Nepos, for example, in the Life of Epaminondas establishes a clear‐cut division between Greek and Roman attitudes toward dance that seems to reflect a widespread commonplace in late‐Republican times:


We know that the discipline of music is, according to our customs, far removed from the character of any major figure, and that indeed dancing is to be placed among the vices. All these things are considered among the Greeks both pleasing and praiseworthy.

(Nep. Epam. 1.2)


According to Nepos, Romans had a univocally critical relationship with dance, and always regarded it with disdain. Moreover, this generalization implies that dancing—no matter what kind or in which context—was systematically appreciated by all Greeks. Yet, Greek habits are frequently presented in Latin literature as a rhetorical counterfoil to the Roman way of life (Henrichs 1995), so we need to clarify the circumstances that lie behind Nepos’ assertion in a more encompassing way.

First, Greek discourse on dance is also complicated, and reveals a deep ambivalence towards specific forms of choreography. Olsen (2020) argues that solo dance, in the Archaic and Classical Greek cultural and literary imagination, “tends to signify vulnerability or violation within the social and political order, as the isolation of an individual dancer from the communal chorus corresponds with his or her rupture from other kinds of social, political, civic, and/or ritual structure.” We can particularly observe this dynamic at work in private dancing, especially in the context of the symposium. In line with this perspective, there are plenty of references that undermine Nepos’ claim about Greek attitudes to dance and that bring up significant nuances and contradictions. Olsen considers, for example, the final scene of Aristophanes’ Wasps (vv. 1484–1537), wherein Philocleon’s rowdy solo dancing is framed as a disruption of sympotic and aristocratic norms, a rejection of the flexible communality of the kōmos, and a dismantling of the choral aesthetics of comedy itself. We may also recall the case of Socrates in Xenophon’s Symposium, who rebukes his fellow banqueters for laughing at him after he revealed his desire to learn from the Syracusan entertainer (Symp. 2.16–19). Yet Socrates, of course, does not actually perform for the dinner party, as he only evokes an imagined unusual form of dance (Olsen 2020). More problematic is the case of the Athenian aristocrat Hippoclides who, according to Herodotus (6.129), did not win the hand of Cleisthenes’ daughter because of his defiant solo dance at the suitors’ feast, which concluded in a sort of very obscene handstand (Griffith, in this volume). The dance of Hippoclides was remembered as a physical subversion of the social norm through the expression “you have danced away your marriage!” to which Hippoclides responded with what later became a famous proverb: “It does not matter to Hippoclides.” As Olsen suggests, “Hippoclides’ performance violates the normative expectations surrounding sympotic dance and exploits existing cultural assumptions surrounding performance, masculinity, and the possession of political authority” (Olsen 2020).

These cases reveal that the dominant Greek attitude toward the male exercise of dance beyond the context of communal civic or religious festivals coincides with that of the Romans. They also show that the relationship between ideal behaviours and actual practice is never straightforward, suggesting that in Rome too the reality of private dance—and, in particular, the dance of the citizens—was far more complex than the image presented in conservative sources.

The excerpt by Nepos quoted above belongs to a longer work that begins by justifying his decision to include incidental details about the historical personalities that he will then examine, such as who was the dancing master of Epaminondas (Nep. Praef. 1.1). According to Nepos, this kind of “seemingly” insignificant information turns out to be vital for historians, allowing them to appreciate the cultural background of each of his characters. Moreover, in the prologue, Nepos explicitly addresses people who, being unacquainted with Greek literature, regard music and dance as trivial and “unworthy of the parts played by great men,” emphasizing how “the same things are not equally honest or shameful among all people” (Praef. 1.2–3; Epam. 2.3). This assertion shows not just that he accepts—and even appreciates—cultural differences, but that he exhorts others to do the same and reject the unfounded prejudice toward dancing that was widespread in the Late Republic. One of the passages that best reflects this view is a statement from Cicero’s Pro Murena, a sentence often cited by modern scholars without taking into account its real context:


Hardly anyone dances sober unless he happens to be insane, either by himself or at any moderate and honest party.

(Cic. Mur. 13.8–9)


A simple generalization that has become a motto for many studies of Roman dance, Cicero’s claim is just a small part of an elaborate speech that aims at defending Murena from the accusation of being a saltator (“dancer”). According to Cicero, this is “strong language” (maledictum), used to slander a consul of the Roman people. He himself launches similar attacks against Catiline (Cat. 2.23), Antony (Phil. 5.15.4–7), and Gabinius, co‐consul with Piso in 58 BC (Dom. 60.10; Planc. 87.7–9; Red. sen. 13.8–10; Pis. 18.7–14 and 22.5–8). Yet, as Naerebout states (2009, 150), this political criticism exposes, above all, the fact that members of the elite did indeed dance. Surely, Cicero and his colleagues conceive this kind of behavior as disreputable and inappropriate, but they seem to reject a particular dance style as “open for condemnation, as Cicero repeatedly mentions nudity, and hints at ‘oriental’ music” (Naerebout 2009, 150). In the Pro Murena, Cicero does not denounce dancing per se but the act of dancing “sober,” a detail that indirectly justifies Murena’s performance or, rather, that refutes the accusation’s argumentation (Corbeill 1996, 138–9). In the words that follow this famous statement, Cicero provides a clear‐cut distinction between a moderate convivium and the kind of party that includes wild dancing and drinking. A respectable politician like Cicero would never attend this sort of event, and that is what he would expect from his clients, too. Nevertheless, it must have been so common for Roman citizens—including Murena—to partake in these parties that even if Cicero disapproved of this behavior, he could not condemn it fully. Cicero’s dialectic exercise—which goes on for a few more lines and complicates the main argument with sophisticated metaphors—manifests how hard it was to justify a kind of conduct that defied the moral standards of the Roman patriarchal elite, but was nonetheless very common.

As we have seen above, Roman freeborn citizens belonging to the equestrian and senatorial ranks were allowed to perform ritual dances, but engaging in any other form of dance was considered “un‐Roman.” Naerebout (2009, 149) points out how the Roman discourse “distinguishes quite strongly between proper and improper dance,” and analyzes dancing as a cultural marker of class, race, and ethnicity within the Roman Empire. But dancing was also a marker of gender and sexuality, which served to differentiate the Roman vir from homosexuals and women. Sallust’s description of Sempronia (cf. De Simone in this volume), for instance, exploits the same rhetorical trick whereby dance embodies a set of negative qualities that smear the reputation of the matron:


Educated in Greek and Latin literature, she knew how to play the lyre and danced more elegantly than necessary for a decent woman, and possessed many other skills that are conducive to luxury.

(Sall. Cat. 25.2)


Just like Cicero, Sallust manipulates Sempronia’s accomplishments to produce an exaggerated or, rather, a distorted view that supports his partisan interests. However, the way in which he refers to Sempronia’s dancing prowess indicates that female dance was not subject to the same general condemnation applied to male dancing, but was regarded as reprehensible only when performed “too well.” As a bodily practice whose language differs from rational thinking and words, dance has traditionally fallen in the feminine domain (Webb 1997 and 2002).

In Roman culture, women were indeed invited to dance and become objects of the male gaze (Plaut. Stich. 755; Ov. Am. 2.4.23–32; Petron. Sat. 52.8; Mart. 14.203.1–2). But there were limits within which an aristocratic woman like Sempronia should perform, not only to avoid a sexualized presentation of herself but also to prevent an empowered use of her body (Webb 1997; Alonso Fernández 2015). In Sallust’s text, the nuances implied by the expression “more elegantly” (elegantius), which denotes both the attractiveness and the dexterity of the matron’s performance, reveal the duality of dance as an activity that is, at the same time, a cultural product and a process. Sempronia’s literary and artistic abilities separate her from the standard behaviors expected from Republican women precisely because they entail various levels of personal agency. But we cannot forget that Sempronia is one of what Wyke called “written women” (Wyke 2002, 37) whose subversion responds to Sallust’s agenda; so also in this case, the line between appropriate and inappropriate dancing is blended with narrative issues, invective persuasive, and cultural manipulation.

 

Imperial Pantomime

Dance affects and is affected by cultural change. Hence, when the new art of pantomime flourished in Rome in the early years of the Principate, it brought with it a whole new set of possibilities for seeing, practicing, and experiencing dance, conditioning the genre’s moral acceptance, too. Pantomimes were mimetic representations of mythological subjects danced to the words of a chorus (Lada‐Richards 2007; Garelli‐François 2007; Hall and Wyles 2008; Webb 2008). Even though performances varied from one venue to another, their most recurring features were the long robe and silent mask worn by a male dancer (Jory 1996) who impersonated all the characters of the plot, changing quickly from one into another (Luc. Salt. 19). The dancer moved to a musical accompaniment and the words of a libretto (Hall and Wyles 2008, 28–9; Ov. Trist. 2.519 and 5.7b.1; Iuv. 7.87; Macr. Sat. 2.7.14) and summarized the most representative scenes of the story through spatial movements, gestures, and signs (Plut. Quaest. conv. 747a).

Pantomime was called “danced tragedy” (tragoedia saltata), and most of its themes were taken from the Attic repertoire and adapted to the technical necessities of the choreographic mode. The medium of dance, thus, brought back to life the essence of classical drama, but the ēthos and pathos of all tragic characters were now condensed in the silent performance of a single body. For this reason, the genre required a new level of professionalization, which resulted in an increase of specialized literature and the elaboration of a theoretical apparatus. Writings like Lucian’s On Dance or Libanius’ On Behalf of the Dancers offer convincing systematizations of the pantomimic genre based on thorough philosophical reflections on the discipline of dance (Schlapbach 2018, 25–149), to the extent that the language of pantomime becomes a useful tool for the theorization of all kinds of theatrical and mimetic dances, including Classical and Archaic choreia (Peponi 2015).

This innovative art form had major social resonances and conquered private as well as public stages at every corner of the Empire. Pantomimists fascinated the crowds with virtuosic performances, and obtained fame and wealth in exchange for their talent. Despite their low social status, they established close relationships with the cream of Roman society, including the emperor and his wife (Suet. Cal. 55.1; Tac. Ann. 1.54 and 11.36). A hybrid product between the spheres of high and low culture (Lada‐Richards 2007), pantomime complicated the moral discourses on the dancing body and posed new challenges for the overall acceptance of this art. The ambiguity of the pantomimes’ corporeal language, which incarnated male and female characters indistinctly, and the explicit sensuality of their own flesh, involved a complex relationship with the spectators, which brought about empathetic responses as well as ferocious criticisms (Lada‐Richards 2007, 131; Webb 2008, 87; Slaney 2017). Seneca (QNat. 7.32.3), for example, accuses men and women of being so interested in dance and in learning from famous performers that they completely neglect philosophy. Likewise, Juvenal (6.63–6) despised the attitude of female spectators of pantomime, and the use of pantomimic dance as a negative model made by historians like Suetonius and Tacitus evokes Republican rhetorical invectives against dance.

Systematic attacks against dancers and pantomimes are also found in the writings of the Church Fathers (Webb 2008). Nevertheless, a true cultural revolution in the Roman conception of dance is revealed by the major influence that pantomime dancing had on public life, which is reflected by the sheer number of anecdotes about observers and practitioners as well as frequent engagement with other genres and disciplines such as literature (Zanobi 2014; Lada‐Richards 2013 and 2016), rhetorical declamations (Lada‐Richards 2007; Lada‐Richards 2018; Schlapbach 2018, 75–121), and even everyday self‐presentation (Alonso Fernández 2015, 317–20). Pantomime, thus, represents the most important contribution that Roman culture offered to the art of dance, and it is central to understanding the relevance of the moving body in the creation of culture in ancient Rome.



FURTHER READING

In the past two decades, Roman dance has become a growing object of research (cf. Schlapbach 2020). Naerebout 2009 provides a necessary overview on the value of dance in Roman thought. Schlapbach 2018 focuses on Imperial literary and philosophical discourses. A descriptive account of Roman dance is offered in Alonso Fernández 2011. For religious contexts, see Giannotta 2004. Salian rites have been recently studied by Glinister 2011 and Alonso Fernández 2016, but Cirilli 1913 remains a vital starting point. On Roman forms of armed dance in relation to the Greek pyrrhichē, see Ceccarelli 1998. For dance in Roman comedy, see Moore 2012. On kinaidoi see Sapsford 2017. The most complete and up‐to‐date works on Imperial pantomime are Garelli‐François 2007, Lada‐Richards 2007, Hall and Wyles 2008, and Webb 2008, as well as Garelli‐François, Visa‐Ondarçuhu 2010 and Slaney 2017. Lada‐Richards 2013, 2016 and 2018 analyze specific connections between literature and pantomime, while Zanobi 2014 and Slaney 2016 reflect on the aesthetics of dance and pantomime in relation to Seneca’s tragedies and their reception. On literary representations of the chorus, see Curtis 2017. For the dancers’ lives and careers, Leppin 1999 remains fundamental, and also Vesterinen 2007 on Roman Egypt.
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN
Musical Competitors and Competitions in Greece and Rome

Timothy Power



The Agonistic Spirit of Mousikē 

Although there were numerous musical occasions that lacked an explicitly competitive dimension, literary and archaeological sources amply demonstrate the centrality of competition to the practices, institutions, and mentalities of Greek and (largely Hellenized) Roman musical culture. Already for Hesiod, the rivalry among musicians was proverbial. In Works and Days, singers (aoidoi) cap a list of professions exemplifying the “strife” (eris) beneficial to both individuals and society (Op. 25–6). Later in the same poem, Hesiod refers to his own activity as an agonistic aoidos, telling of his journey to Chalcis, where he competed in a song contest at the funeral games for the Chalcidian king Amphidamas. Hesiod won, taking home a prize tripod that he dedicated to the Muses (Op. 654–9).

Homeric epic also recognizes music as a competitive endeavor. While explicit reference to musical agonism is notably absent from the Odyssey, the Iliad contains a paradigmatic instance: the inset tale of Thamyris (2.594–600), an itinerant lyre‐singer who “boasted that he would be victorious even if the Muses themselves were to sing” against him—a “reductio ad absurdum of the agonistic mindset” (Wilson 2009, 59).1 The Muses confront Thamyris during his travels, leaving him maimed and deprived of his art. Though the Iliadic text does not specify the nature of the encounter, later Greek poets imagined it as a musical contest in which the mortal singer paid dearly for his challenge (see Sarti in this volume).

The Hesiodic narrative presents us with a prototypical mousikos agōn, a public, officially regulated and judged musical contest, at which musicians competed for prizes and recognition. Aspects of agonistic culture—high‐stakes competition, egotistical agonists—also appear in the Thamyris tale, refracted through the prism of myth.

Musical competition was also expressed in contexts less formalized than the agōn. Three examples will give a sense of range. The symposium was the site of much impromptu, yet also rule‐bound musical one‐upmanship. Symposiasts routinely sought to ‘cap’—i.e. offer a pointed response to—the verses sung by their fellow drinkers with verses of their own.2 The spirit of such capping was dialogic and collaborative, as each member of the group took his turn in the collective song making, but it was also agonistic.

Musical competition in the symposium thus emphasized poetic wit. But symposiasts were also expected to sing well—a hungover symposiast might apologize for not singing “with clear voice, like a nightingale” (Thgn. 939)—and, at more elite symposia, to acquit themselves ably on the lyre. Musicianship was subject to open critique (e.g. Plut. Cim. 9). The Hellenistic scholar Dicaearchus divided sympotic song making into three types (fr. 88 Wehrli): songs voiced chorally, by all guests together (cf. Plut. Quaest. conv. 615b); songs sung by individual symposiasts, one after the other; and songs performed only by the most skilled. While this typology is based on the conventional spatio‐temporal ordering of song performance in the symposium, it presupposes too a musical environment defined as much by hierarchy and rivalry as by collaboration.

Dicaearchus’ discussion of sympotic music tellingly comes from his treatise On Mousikoi Agōnes, a title suggesting that he understood the music of symposia and formal contests to exist along the same continuum. Symposiasts likely did as well. Two elegiac couplets express a playful challenge from one symposiast to another, complete with a (hypothetical) prize appropriate to the erotic ambience of the occasion:


If you were to set a prize, Academus, for the singing of a lovely song, and if a boy with the fair bloom of youth were the prize for you and me as we compete in artistry (sophiē), you would know how superior mules are to asses.

(Thgn. 993–6, transl. Gerber 1999)


Away from urban symposia, informal singing contests took place in the countryside. While we lack primary documentation for the rural “folk” music of ancient Greece and Italy, the bucolic poems of Theocritus offer representations that, though stylized, may reflect some authentic sense of its agonistic rituals. Theocritus’ musical herdsmen compete in impromptu contests, usually before a judge and for a suitably rustic prize (a lamb or syrinx), either in singing self‐contained, precomposed songs (e.g. Idylls 6, 7) or, as in Idyll 5, by engaging in contests of “amoebaean song,” in which two singers trade off dueling verses in a manner similar to sympotic capping. In such contests, verbal dexterity was paramount, but singing was also a criterion. In Idyll 8, the goatherd appointed to judge a contest compliments the winner’s “lovely voice” that sounds sweeter than honey (81–2).

Finally, there was competitiveness in funerary lamentation, a musical form in which women traditionally played a leading part. The closing book of the Iliad contains a paradigmatic example: Andromache, Hecuba, and Helen take turns singing a lament (goos) for Hector (24.723–76). Their performance, in a pattern we have already seen, is at once collaborative but also implicitly competitive. Helen’s lament, coming last (and including a subtle swipe at Hecuba, 24.770), surpasses the emotional effect of the others, moving the entire populace to groan in sympathy (24.776). The scene well illustrates that “lament is an agonistic genre, and mourning can be a competitive event” (Murnaghan 1999, 209). In his Helen, Euripides again makes Helen represent the competitive posture of lament. Introducing an antiphonal lamentation between herself and the female chorus, Helen asks, “What sort of goos should I enter into the contest (amillathō)?” (Hel. 165). The verb, as A.M. Dale observed, should not be taken as pure metaphor; it is fundamentally agonistic, suggesting the “notion of outdoing rival performances” (1967, 76).

It is even possible that women competed in organized contests of lament singing. In Theocritus’ Idyll 15, an attendee at the Adonia festival in third‐century BC Alexandria is eager to hear a woman “sing the Adonis song.” This singer, she says, “aristeuse at the dirge last year” (Theoc. Id. 15.96–9; cf. 145–6). The verb aristeuse could simply mean “excelled at,” which would suggest no more than that the singer performed her popular rendition of a (noncompetitive) dirge for Adonis. It could, however, mean “won, was best at,” in which case a formal contest is suggested.



Agōnes: Music, Religion, Politics

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to the mousikos agōn, the institution that most fully expressed the competitive essence of mousikē. The importance of the musical contest in Greek and later Greco‐Roman society—both the mousikos agōn strictly speaking, which primarily involved competition between solo musicians, and the conceptually and practically distinct dramatic and choral contests, to which music was integral—is difficult to overestimate. Agōnes played a central role in the collective experience of music, poetry, and dance, defining shared expectations and ideals of form, technical accomplishment, beauty, and pleasure in respect to these various areas of mousikē. The agōnes were where professional musicians won fame and wealth, and where reputations and legacies of poet‐composers were established and contested. Indeed, the greater part of the Greek poetry we read today (and much more that is lost)—drama, epic, hymns, citharodic nomoi—was a product of the musico‐poetic agonistic system, which informed its composition and reception in ways we can only partially appreciate.

Contests encouraged both musical conservatism and innovation, often at the same time. Musicians and poet‐composers were bound by the rules and conventions of the agōnes. The contest pieces usually performed by soloists were in fact called nomoi, a word that also means “laws” or “customs,” a not‐unappreciated coincidence (Pl. Leg. 4.722e; Ath. 8.352b). Yet the need to stand out from competitors also compelled agonists to experiment with form, technique, and performance. Some agōnes were less open to innovation, such as, for instance, the citharodic contest of the Spartan Karneia festival. It was thought to be the oldest‐established such contest, along with the agōn at the Delphic Pythia, and anecdotal accounts depict it as fiercely resistant to innovative citharodes such as Phrynis of Mytilene and Timotheus of Miletus (Plut. De prof. virt. 13.84a, Inst. Lac. 17.238c; cf. Timoth. Pers. 206–12). Others were more open, above all those of the Athenian City Dionysia and Panathenaia festivals, where Euripides, Timotheus, and other proponents of the “New Music” found receptive crowds (see D’Angour in this volume). But even there these musicians had to temper new with old, or risk alienating audiences and losing prizes (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 4.1132d–e; Plut. An seni 795d).

The Pythikos nomos, performed by auletes at the Pythian festival, emblematizes the agonistic dynamic of tradition and novelty. The piece, whose movements represented through instrumental mimesis Apollo’s slaughter of the Pythian serpent (Poll. Onom. 4.84), was introduced to the agōn in the early sixth century BC. Hundreds of years later, auletes were still performing it. Yet nomoi such as the Pythikos invited innovation even as they ensured conventionality. These were not fixed compositions but open‐ended frameworks for performance (cf. West 1992, 215–17). While prescriptive in certain formal aspects—a papyrus containing rules for an Imperial‐era contest in Karanis specifies that any aulete who “omits a section of the nomos” will be disqualified (P.Mich. inv. 4682)—nomoi left agonists much room for creativity. In the case of the Pythikos nomos, auletes expanded their techniques and even altered the construction of the aulos to produce music more sonically vivid than that of rivals and predecessors (Strab. 9.3.10; Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 21.1138a; West 1992, 93–4, 212–14).

The cultural importance of mousikoi agōnes was inseparable from their religious and political significance. As early as the seventh century BC, they were attached to cultic festivals in cities and at regional or Panhellenic shrines such as Delos or Delphi (see Rutherford in this volume). Once instituted, musical competitions became a key component of festal programs alongside other core ritual events such as the procession and sacrifice. A fourth‐century BC inscription decreeing procedures for an Eretrian festival illustrates the integration of these events (IG XII.9 189): agonists were required to supply music for the sacrificial procession prior to the agōn itself.

Like sacrifices and processions, mousikoi agōnes were directed at both divine and mortal audiences. In the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, the celebrants of Apollo’s festival on Delos are said to “delight the god with boxing and dancing and song, whenever they hold the agōn” (149–50).3 Although it has been argued that agonistic music over time outgrew its cultic origins and became increasingly secularized, especially with the rise of the New Music, we should not imagine postclassical agōnes to have been utterly desacralized entertainments. That is the misleading impression made by musical reactionaries such as Plato, who criticized the demotic culture of agōnes (Pl. Resp. 3.397a–b; Leg. 3.700a–d). Eleonora Rocconi observes that virtuoso pyrotechnics did not necessarily represent a “progressive detachment (…) from the religious frame” of the festival contest (2015, 85–6). Rather, virtuosity may have been grounded in the traditionally pious desire to delight gods and to outdo rivals in presenting them splendid offerings. (This may have been especially true of the Pythikos nomos, which was a mimesis of, and a tribute to, Apollo’s foundational struggle.) A conservative ideologue could criticize Timotheus and other new‐wave agonists for pursuing a “crowd‐pleasing and money‐making style” (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 12.1135c–d), but an ambition to impress crowds and so succeed at agōnes need not have been at odds with pleasing the gods, whose favor, in turn, promoted victory. Timotheus thus concludes his Persians, a citharodic nomos, with a traditional petitionary prayer to Apollo, whom he invokes, however, as an advocate of “new‐fashioned music” (Timoth. Pers. 203).

The proliferation of mousikoi agōnes in the Archaic and Classical periods was itself a matter of geopolitical competition. The staging of contests, which drew musicians and spectators from abroad, involved a jockeying between cities, tyrants, and religious centers to advertise international prestige and influence. It seems, for example, that their promotion of the agōn at the Panathenaia festival in the sixth century BC was an attempt by the Athenian tyrant Peisistratus and his sons to make Athens into the cultural capital of Greece. It likely was also a response to the prestigious musical contests established in previous decades at Sparta and Delphi.

In the middle of the fifth century BC, Pericles followed the Peisistratids’ lead by foregrounding festival music in his cultural‐political agenda. As part of a broader program to magnify Athenian greatness (and his own popularity) he reorganized the Panathenaic agōn, building a roofed concert hall, the Odeon, to house the competitions (see Perrot in this volume), and having himself elected athlothetēs, a supervisor of the contests (Plut. Per. 13.11). The Panathenaic agōn emerged as the leading musical contest of the Classical period, and remained vital in Hellenistic times, attracting Greece’s most consequential musicians not only by its own prominence and the musical richness of its broader context—Athens was the epicenter of drama and dithyramb too, and there was productive cross‐fertilization between these ensemble musical forms and the primarily solo ones practiced at the Panathenaia—but also by the lucrative prizes offered. Unlike the Pythian and other stephanitic (or sacred) agōnes, which awarded crowns of great symbolic but no monetary value, the Panathenaic and other chrematitic (or thematic) contests awarded cash and valuables. Such prizes could make successful agonists wealthy indeed. A fourth‐century inscription lists the prizes for the Panathenaic competitions (IG II2 2311). The winning citharode received an enormous payout: a gold crown worth 1,000 drachmas plus 500 silver drachmas cash. Even the fourth‐place citharode, who won only 400 drachmas, took home more than the annual wages of an Athenian laborer.

Musical contests multiplied during Hellenistic and Imperial times, when cities big and small, eager to capitalize on the popularity of agōnes, put on new and reorganized festivals featuring expansive menus of musical competition. This agonistic “explosion” is well documented by an extensive dossier of inscriptions relating to festival agōnes, including catalogs of competition categories, victors, and prizes—valuable evidence not only for festival administration, but for changing musical tastes at the local and Panhellenic levels.4 Professional agonists of the time were, more than ever, cosmopolitan itinerants. A Severan‐era honorific inscription from Smyrna for a Pergamene citharode lists victories at festivals in Rome, Naples, Argos, Athens, Delphi, Miletus, Rhodes, Sardis, and other cities east and west (IGRom IV.1432).

In Republican Rome, the patronage of dramatic contests, the ludi scaenici, had long been played to political advantage. Pompey built a splendid theater to hold them, clearly intending to create “a permanent political space for the glorification of himself” (Boyle 2006, 152). Under the Empire, however, contests in this theater would serve different agendas (see Dessì in this volume). Here, Nero put on the first Greek‐style musical contests in Rome, at the Neronia. In a stunning display of political and artistic narcissism, he took the stage as a competitive citharode the second time this festival was held (Pliny HN 37.19). After Nero’s death, successive emperors promoted contests to strategic ends. Vespasian put on grand ludi at the restored Theater of Marcellus featuring Terpnus and Diodorus, two former citharodic “rivals” of Nero (Cass. Dio 63.8), perhaps with an eye to appropriating (or eclipsing) the legacy of Neronian musical politics (Suet. Vesp. 19.1). Domitian established agōnes at his Capitolia festival that would make Rome into a major presence on the festival circuit traveled by the top musicians of the Greek world (Hardie 2002, 125–34).

Although seasonally recurring, public festivals were the normal setting for mousikoi agōnes, one‐time, privately underwritten celebrations could serve as occasions. In Works and Days, Hesiod sings at the funeral games put on by the sons of Amphidamas (Op. 654–7). Such events, organized by aristocratic families, may have been a common setting for musical and athletic contests before the rise of civically organized agōnes (Roller 1981). Lavish wedding celebrations could include agonistic music (Diod. Sic. 16.91.4–5). Alexander the Great marked victories on his tour of conquest with musical contests (Plut. Alex. 4.11).

The historian Theopompus records an idiosyncratic case of nonfestival agōnes. Straton, a fourth‐century BC king of Sidon, had female entertainers compete against one another in musical contests at his royal symposia (Ath. 12.531a–d). We might imagine that these were nothing but a parody of festival contests. Yet the skills of the courtesans, prostitutes, and entertainers who played pipes and strings at symposia should not be underestimated. The level of musicianship at Straton’s agōnes may have been quite high, and the competition quite serious in its own fashion. Theopompus writes also of Bromias, a female aulos‐player beloved by a contemporary of Straton, the Phocian tyrant Phayllus, who “would have played the aulos at the Pythian festival had she not been prevented from doing so by the crowd” (Ath. 13.605b). The story may well be apocryphal, but it arguably reflects the pride of professional female entertainers in their abilities, and a certain artistic ambitiousness as well (see De Simone in this volume). Both traits are apparent in the nom de guerre of another courtesan‐piper of the fourth century, Pythionike (Pythian Victor) (Ath. 13.594e–596a). The name sounds like an allusion to the aulete Pythokritos of Sicyon, a six‐time victor at the Pythian agōn (Paus. 6.14.9–10).



Competitions and Competitors

The basic format of agōnes remained fairly consistent over time, as did the experience of agonists and audiences. The typical agōn comprised several competitions, each devoted to a different musical art (technē), and only that art. Mythical musical contests like that between Marsyas and Apollo (see Sarti in this volume), in which an aulete competes against a citharist, are not accurate reflections of reality. Postclassical agonistic inscriptions, however, mention an “overall” contest (dia pantōn: e.g. IG VII 1773, 30–1; 1776, 31–3), though it is unknown whether this was a best‐in‐show affair, with the prize retrospectively awarded to the competitor judged outstanding in the entire agōn, or an actual mixed competition.

Three to five contestants per competition seems to have been the norm, though some surely accommodated more.5 Each contestant was presumably required to perform for the same length of time, which would have varied according to festival and competition. It has been estimated that a Timothean nomos would have taken about 40 minutes to perform (Herington 1985, 275 n. 25). To stand, sing, and play a heavy kithara for such a long interval (and often in hot weather) must have been physically and mentally demanding; to blow auloi for anywhere near that length of time even more so (on musical instruments, see Terzēs in this volume). Furthermore, there were strict rules concerning bodily comportment. Tacitus says that, when competing, Nero obeyed rules “that he not sit down when tired, that he only wipe off perspiration with the garb that he wore for his outfit, and that he not allow the audience to see any unseemly discharge from his mouth or nostrils” (Tac. Ann. 16.4.3). Accordingly, agonists prepared for contests like athletes, training both voice and body, even practicing sexual abstinence (Ael. NA 6.1; Suet. Ner. 20.1).

Judges ordinarily assessed the technical and aesthetic merit of performances and declared winners. Plato says, however, that audiences decided victors at Sicilian and Italian agōnes (Leg. 2.659b–c). In Classical Athens and elsewhere, agonists seem to have played to the audience as much as to judges, and official judgments often aligned with popular sentiment. For some elites like Plato, who thought the masses appreciated only base pleasure in music (Grg. 501e–502c), this meant agonists were subject to “theatrocracy,” rule of the vulgar spectators (Leg. 3.701a). Yet mass audiences could be quite sophisticated and discerning. In Athenaeus’ Deipnosophists, the Alexandrian musician Alceides claims that at citharodic contests in his city, “even the rankest layman” is quick to detect mistakes in striking notes (Ath. 4.176e). Audiences appreciated not only musical skill but also what Xenophon calls “the externals of the art” (Mem. 1.7.2), elements of visual showmanship. Musicians dressed to impress, donning glamorous costumes whose splendor is vividly captured in the agonistic scenes on Attic vases, and using luxuriously crafted instruments and accessories (Lucian Ind. 8–11).

Agōnes could be less like a modern‐day concert than a rowdy sports match. Audiences were loud and active, clapping and shouting, hissing, or occasionally throwing projectiles when displeased (e.g. Lucian Harmonid. 1–3; Ath. 6.245d). Plato deplores the crowd’s “judging with its clamor” (Leg. 3.700d). Riotous brawls could arise between enthusiasts of rival agonists (Plut. Amat. 749c). Great excitement must have attended the formal announcement of the victor’s name at the climax of the contest. In one of his nomoi, Timotheus recreates (and surely embellishes) the thrilling moment when his victory over an older rival, Phrynis (identified by his patronym), was announced: “Blessed you were, Timotheus, when the herald said, ‘Timotheus, a Milesian, defeats the son of Kamon, that bender of Ionian melody’” (PMG 802).

Agonistic programs varied. Some competitions were exclusive to one agōn. “Rustics” (agroikoi)—the herdsmen Theocritus represents competing in the countryside—competed in bucolic song at a Syracusan festival for Artemis (Diomedes, pp. 16–17 Wendel). At the Panathenaia, there was a contest, perhaps unique to this festival, in synaulia, an aulos duet (Poll. Onom. 4.83).

But most festival agōnes from the Archaic through the Imperial eras were centered around five technai: kitharōidia, singing to the kithara (Power 2010, see Figure 14.1); rhapsōidia, intoned poetic recitation (Ready and Tsagalis 2018); aulētikē, solo aulos playing (Vos 1986); kitharistikē, solo kithara playing (Bélis 1995); and aulōidia, singing to the aulos (Almazova 2008). These were all solo forms, with the exception of aulōidia, in which an aulete, who was not a prize competitor, accompanied a singer who was the actual agonist (Ath. 14.621b–c).


After a vogue in the Archaic period—aulodic contests are a frequent subject in sixth‐century Attic vase painting, and Archaic poets apparently composed aulodic narrative elegies (Bowie 1986, 33)—aulōidia seems to have diminished in popularity. Even in Boeotia, a region famous for the cultivation of the aulos, there is no mention of it in agonistic inscriptions after the first century BC. At the Pythia, it never caught on, and was dropped from the program. Pausanias says that this was because of its gloomy sound (Paus. 10.7.4–6), but this explanation seems unlikely. The splitting of performance between two musicians seems the likelier problem: aulodic duos could compete neither with the instrumental virtuosity of the solo aulete nor the concentrated mastery of voice and instrument displayed by the citharode. Cicero records a saying among Greek musicians that “aulodes are those who could not become citharodes” (Cic. Mur. 29).

 [image: Image described by caption.]

Figure 14.1 Terracotta amphora attributed to the Berlin Painter, c. 490 BC: young man singing and playing the kithara. Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, inv. 56.171.38. Fletcher Fund, 1956.


Kitharōidia ranked highest of the technai in popularity and prestige. Citharodes typically won the largest prizes and enjoyed the greatest celebrity, followed by auletes, citharists, and rhapsodes. Rhapsodes were especially prominent at the Panathenaia, where, as early as the sixth century BC, they recited the Homeric epics “in sequence, by relay,” from one to the other (Ps.‐Pl. Hipparch. 228b–c; cf. Diog. Laert. 1.57)—a mode of competitive collaboration we saw in other contest scenarios—and thereby shaped the Iliad and Odyssey as we know them. Plato evokes a vivid scene of Ion, a star rhapsode, decked out in a glamorous costume and golden crown, enrapturing a Panathenaic audience of thousands with his epic recitation, all while keeping his own thoughts fixed on the cash prize he will win if victorious (Pl. Ion 535b–e).

Some agōnes had separate competitions for boys (paides) and men in aulōidia and kitharistikē, arts in which youths with decent musical training could make a good show. The other technai were more demanding, and, with the exception of a boys’ contest in rhapsōidia at the Athenian Apatouria festival (Pl. Ti. 21b), there is no definitive evidence that boys competed in them at Archaic and Classical festivals. In the Hellenistic and Imperial eras, however, boys competed in kitharōidia at major Panhellenic festivals (IIasos 110 =244 McCabe). The victory of a girl, Hedea of Tralles, in a citharodic contest for paides at the Athenian Sebasteia is recorded in an inscribed monument dedicated by her father at Delphi in the first century AD. As the inscription appears to claim, this victory was the first of its kind (SIG3 802 = FD III.1.534).

Indeed, while a few Hellenistic inscriptions attest to women (all choropsaltriai, choral harpists) offering noncompetitive concert recitals at festivals at Iasos and Delphi—one of them, Polygnota of Thebes, notably performed in a year (86 BC) when the Pythian agōn was canceled (FD III.3.249)—apart from Hedea no female musician of any age at any festival contest is securely attested.6 Furthermore, there is no epigraphic evidence for female competitions in musical technai.

Literary evidence is inconclusive on this point. For instance, it is unclear whether Theocritus’ aforementioned Idyll 15 refers to a women’s song contest. Certain poetic fragments of Sappho (55, 131, 144 Voigt) may suggest her rivalries with other female poet‐composers in Archaic Mytilene, women whom a later writer calls Sappho’s antitechnoi, “rival artists” (Max. Tyr. Or. 18.9). There is no indication that this rivalry was expressed in agōnes, though Sappho expresses familiarity with men’s agonistic culture. In fr. 106 Voigt, someone is said to be “outstanding, like the Lesbian singer against foreign rivals.” “Lesbian singer” must refer to the line of Lesbian citharodes who, beginning with Terpander in seventh‐century Sparta, were famous for their agonistic success abroad.

Women and girls likely participated in contests of choral song and dance (choreia; cf. Weiss in this volume), as males certainly did. Choral agōnes were essentially musical contests: mousikē comprised dance as well as song, and the choral accompanist, citharist or aulete, played no small part in the performance. The earliest attestation of the term mousikos agōn refers in fact to a contest of choroi on Delos (Thuc. 3.103.3–5; cf. Hom. Hymn Apollo 3.149–50).

Choruses competed in virtually all Greek cities and interstate sanctuaries. Athens was a vibrant center of agonistic choreia. Choral agōnes there may be attested already in late Geometric Attic vase painting. An eighth‐century skyphos (Athens, National Archaeological Museum 874) depicts choral dancing alongside tripods, the juxtaposition perhaps indicating competition (Liveri 2012, 443–4); from around the same period, the inscription on the Dipylon oinochoē marks the vase as a prize to “whoever of all dancers now sports most gracefully” (CEG 432), suggesting an agōn. In Classical Athens, the urban festivals of Dionysus were spectacular occasions for choral competition. The massive tribal contests of circular dithyrambic choruses attracted celebrated poet‐composers and featured star auletes whose virtuosity brought performances to ever‐higher levels of musical sophistication (see Ieranò in this volume). Although it was not the sole criterion in the contests, choral mousikē was at the heart of the dramatic agōnes, especially in the Classical period. Here too the aulete made a crucial contribution. Pausanias writes that the great aulete Pronomos “piped in a way most seductive to the masses” and entertained “by means of his facial expression and the movement of his entire body” (Paus. 9.12.5–6). Musically important, too, was the tragic actor‐singer (tragōidos), whose solo “arias” reached new heights of complexity in the tragedies of Euripides and Agathon (see Ercoles in this volume).

The popularity of the choral aulete and the tragōidos was such that by the Hellenistic period they competed for prizes of their own. This development was not only part of a movement in Hellenistic and Imperial agōnes toward novelty and specialization, but also indicative of their more inclusive scope. Solo, choral, and theatrical competitions, which previously belonged to different festivals, were now regularly grouped together: one and the same mousikos agōn might include both dramatic (or “scenic”) contests and “thymelic” ones, the nondramatic solo and choral events performed in the theater’s orchēstra. The range of thymelic events extended far beyond the core solo technai and their specialized offshoots to include competitions for heralds and trumpeters, poets, orators, even painters. Even as this enlarged roster highlighted artistic specialization, it also gave rise to curious crossovers. One Aurelius Hierocles, for instance, was victorious in both citharodic and oratorical contests at the Milesian Great Didymeia festival in the third century AD (I. Didyma 181.5 = SEG 59.1278).



Elusive Agonists

One would like to know more about Hierocles, but the brief inscription from Didyma is all we have. Indeed, the paucity of information preserved about even the most successful agonists (specifically, the musicians of the solo contests rather than the choral and dramatic poet‐composers) is disproportionate to the celebrity they enjoyed. Consider, for example, Cleon of Thebes, probably a citharode of the fifth century BC, who was honored in his native city with a statue bearing this elegiac inscription:



This is the Theban singer Cleon son of Pytheas,

who of [all] mortals placed around his head the most crowns;

and his fame (kleos) reached the heavens.

Hail, Cleon, you who glorified your fatherland Thebes.



(Anon. FGE 1532–5 = Ath. 1.19b–c)7


Athenaeus notes with surprise that Cleon was memorialized with a statue, while Pindar, Thebes’ most prestigious poet, was not. In his time, however, the much‐victorious citharode may well have been the bigger name. Yet it is remarkable that Cleon’s kleos did not, as far as we can tell, penetrate the literary record beyond these few passing mentions. Indeed Cleon, like many agonistic performers, may not have composed his own poetry, or at least any that survived him. Timotheus, who produced original texts for his citharodic nomoi, was the rare agonist whose poetry long outlasted his performance career.

Pausanias says that Nicocles of Tarentum, whose tomb he passed along the Attic Sacred Way, “attained the greatest repute of all citharodes” (1.37.2). This claim is supported by a third‐century BC monument base from the Athenian Theater of Dionysus, which commemorates the agonistic triumphs of a certain Nicocles, son of Aristocles, who was in all probability Pausanias’ citharode (IG II2 3779). The inscription is the résumé of an internationally successful agonist, showing Nicocles to be a Panathenaic and six‐time Pythian winner, and victorious at other prestigious festivals. But besides Pausanias’ comment there is no mention of Nicocles himself in preserved literature.8 While star agonists were surely much talked about, they were little written of, at least by literary authors.9

The mark they left was instead in the iconographical and epigraphical record. Several agonists identified by name are depicted on Classical Athenian vases, which may have been commissioned for symposia celebrating their victories (Webster 1972, 42–50). The names of many more appear on victory lists or inscribed on dedicatory and commemorative monuments like Nicocles’—agonistic kleos required durable markers if it was to last—or honorary ones erected by appreciative local communities, like the Theban statue for Cleon. Agonists also turn up as characters in anecdotes preserved mostly by late, antiquarian writers often working from lost Hellenistic sources—subliterary texts capturing enthusiasms in the popular, largely oral culture.

Though an inscription such as that of Nicocles records highlights of a career, these sources do not permit nuanced reconstruction of the lives of individual agonists. Together, however, they offer a rich composite picture of the experiences and attitudes of agonistic musicians in aggregate. Anecdotes, historically dubious, yet reflective of actual practices and mentalities, can be especially informative about socio‐musical matters. Of particular importance is a collection of anecdotes featuring Stratonicus, an Athenian citharist active in the earlier fourth century (Ath. 8.347f–352d), which present stylized, yet revealing, scenes from the life of a world‐class agonist (Wilson 2004, 289–92).

The anecdotal Stratonicus, a ruthless critic of other musicians, iconicizes in ways both authentic and exaggerated the agonistic spirit of Greco‐Roman music. In one characteristic story, he commemorates a victory in Sicyon with a battle trophy instead of the usual dedicatory monument. Its inscription reads, “Stratonicus, from the spoils of those who play the kithara badly” (Ath. 8.351e–f). The gesture, a piece of “meta‐agonistic” performance art, lays bare a zero‐sum mentality underlying the mousikos agōn: it is a kind of battle, in which the victor’s rewards and recognition come at the expense of the defeated, who not only lose the prize (or at least the first prize) but suffer a loss of reputation as well. Stratonicus’ nameless opponents were surely not unskilled—they could not have competed at his level if they were—but on the agonistic view it is fair to say even talented losers play badly, relative at least to the musician judged best.



FURTHER READING

On the festival contexts of mousikoi agōnes, see Chaniotis 2011; Wilson 2007. Tyrants, festivals, and music: Barker 1990, 58–62; Aloni 2006. The Periclean Panathenaia: Mosconi 2000. Panathenaic prizes: Shear 2003. Dramatic agōnes: Csapo and Slater 1995; dithyramb: Kowalzig and Wilson 2013. Agonistic music in Hellenistic Greece: Chaniotis 2009. Stephanis 1988 assembles prosopographical data on agonists. See, too, Bélis 1999 on their lives and careers, and the realia of mousikoi agōnes. Iconography of agonists: Shapiro 1992. For agōnes and the formation of musico‐poetic genres, see Rotstein 2012. The first three volumes of a series dedicated to assembling literary and epigraphical evidence for regional musical contests have appeared: Manieri 2009 (Boeotia); Della Bona 2017 (Delphi); Massaro 2018 (Sparta). The conference proceedings in Castaldo, Giannachi, and Manieri (2012), and Gostoli, Fongoni, and Biondi (2017) treat various historical, technical, and sociological aspects of agōnes. On sympotic and bucolic musical competition, see Collins 2004.
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NOTES
 

	1 Translations are the author’s unless otherwise noted.

	2 The practice is parodied in Ar. Vesp. 1216–39.

	3 In early hexameter poetry, agōn has the primary sense of “gathering,” and the secondary one of “gathering of spectators at a contest,” which it must have here.

	4 Robert 1984. The Associations of Dionysiac Artists played a key role, as organizers and competitors, in this expansion (Aneziri 2007).

	5 Bélis 1999, 133–4. Larger pools of contenders may have been narrowed in qualifying heats held in proagōnes like the one at the Eretrian Artemisia (IG XII.9 189.23).

	6 See Bélis 1999, 52–6; Slater 2007, 45–6. Loman 2004 argues, however, that the number of female competitors may have been greater than agonistic inscriptions, which record only victors, indicate. There is some evidence that female poets entered (and won) contests (Rutherford 2009), but whether they personally performed in competition is uncertain.

	7 Though the inscription identifies Cleon only as a “singer” (aoidos), Pliny, in a passage generally thought to refer to Cleon’s statue, specifies that the monument depicted a citharoedus (HN 34.59.7–9). Pliny adds that one of the most celebrated sculptors of the fifth century, Pythagoras of Rhegium, made the statue—a further indication of this musician’s fame, and probably wealth. Cf. FGE p. 418.

	8 According to anecdotal accounts, the Macedonian king Antigonus Gonatas was smitten with a citharode named Aristocles (Diog. Laert. 7.13; Antig. Car. Mir. 169), perhaps Nicocles’ father or brother—musical technai, like other professions, often passed from fathers to sons.

	9 One exception is the eponymous rhapsode of Plato’s Ion. Another is Midas of Acragas, an aulete lauded in Pindar’s twelfth Pythian ode (the only preserved epinikion for a musician). Lucian’s Harmonides imagines a dialogue between the fourth‐century BC star aulete Timotheus of Thebes and his student.







CHAPTER FIFTEEN
The Vocal Art in Greek and Roman Antiquity

Konstantinos Melidis



Introduction


General Remarks

Ancient Greek and Roman music primarily involved the voice (West 1992, 39). In other words, ancient music was basically vocal (either choral or solo), although this does not mean that pure instrumental music was absent or underestimated, despite Plato’s disapproval of “nude music” (gymnē mousikē, “without lyrics,” Leg. 7.801e); recitals and competition concerts of kithara players (kitharistikē tekhnē) and aulos players (aulētikē tekhnē) were abundant and very popular throughout antiquity (see Power in this volume). The prevalence of vocal music seems perfectly natural, however, if one recalls the inseparable connection of music to poetry, whether epic, lyric, or dramatic. Indeed, there was a kind of verse recitation in lyric and dramatic poetic genres that was mostly performed with the accompaniment of a musical instrument (on this technique introduced by Archilochus, named parakatalogē, see Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 28.1141a; Pickard‐Cambridge 1968, 156–65; Hall 1999, 105–8; Moore 2008).

The human voice (phōnētērion organon) was perceived as a musical instrument apart, unique, and exceptional in nature; it was also considered to be the supreme and perfect instrument (prōton kai teleiotaton), with all other instruments being constructed according to the voice’s capacities (pantos organou mousikou paradeigma, “paradigm of every musical instrument:” Philo De cain. 103–4; cf. Gaud. Is. 20). As a natural/nonmanufactured tool, in order to be described, the voice has been the subject of many comparisons in Greek and Roman literature: although the notion of vocal cords was foreign to the ancients, many authors compared the voice to the strings of the lyre (e.g. Cic. De or. 3.216–17; Meletius De nat. hom. 3.85–7 Cramer). It has also been related to physical elements (the air: Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 9.23, 45 and 51), sometimes even to paintings and the palette of colors of the painter (Pl. Leg. 2.655a and 656d–657b; Cic. De or. 3.57).

Aristoxenus of Tarentum (fourth century BC) seems to be the first theorist to make a crucial distinction in respect to the human voice’s movement (Harm. 8.13–11.1 Meibom = 13.7–25.21 Da Rios): between the “continuous” (synechēs), namely the motion of the voice when speaking (prosōidia), and the “intervallic” (diastēmatikē), the motion of the voice when singing (melōidia). He specifies that the intervallic movement of the voice (song) is characterized by height (oxytēs, lit. “sharpness,” i.e. involving high‐pitched sounds), depth (barytēs, lit. “heaviness,” i.e. involving low‐pitched sounds) and tension (tasis, i.e. “pitch”) and claims that, in song, the voice moves stepwise from one to the next sound of a given interval—namely from tension to tension—while, in speaking, the voice moves continuously up and down, without standing still, until it comes to an end (mechri siōpēs, “until silence”; see Bélis 1986, 90–2 and 138–43; Barker 2007, 143–5). Thus, by exploring the physis of these two types of voicing, he offers a first basis for the scientific and philosophical discussion of the voice as an instrument. The majority of the extant ancient Greek musical treatises that refer to the voice, however, simply reiterates or summarizes the Aristoxenian conceptualization of the voice’s movement theory, without offering any significant new information on the subject (e.g. Cleon. Is. 2; Nicom. Ench. 2; Gaud. Is. 1; Anon. Bell. 3.33–37), with some exceptions particularly on the continuous type of movement (Arist. Quint. De mus. 1.4, 5.26–6.4 W.‐I.: Barker 2014, 671–74). It is worth noting that, although most music theorists did not expressly qualify the voice as an organon (“instrument”), they usually treated it as such, giving it a precise range (Aristox. Harm. 14.1–3 Meibom = 19.3–5 Da Rios and Cleon. Is. 8: two octaves plus a fifth; Gaud. Is. 9, Arist. Quint. De mus. 1.6 and Nicom. Ench. 2: two octaves; Anon. Bell. 3.94: three octaves).



Vocal Art

Sadly, neither the Greeks nor the Romans have transmitted to us a theorized, vocal training system in the form of a manual. Nevertheless, Diogenes Laertius (2.103.13) mentions the excellent (pankalon) treatise presumably called Peri phōnaskias (On Vocal Exercise). This little book (biblion), produced by a certain Theodorus and circulating during the Imperial Era, seems to have constituted the standard guide to vocal training. The author may in all probability be Theodorus of Gadara (first century BC), the Emperor Tiberius’s supposed teacher of rhetoric (Barker 2010, 12).

Furthermore, Galen’s lost treatise titled On the Voice (Peri phōnēs), surviving only in its Latin and Arab résumé under the title De voce et anhelitu, seems to delve into problems related to the function of the vocal apparatus (its disorders and probably its treatments) from a purely medical point of view (Galen mentions his treatise several times in his own works: e.g. De part. 6.9; Ars med. 1.351).1 Another lost work having the same title, composed by the Stoic philosopher Diogenes of Babylon, in all probability investigated some questions on speaking, euphony, and phonetics in general (Diog. Laert. 7.55–7).

The contention that a precise system of vocal training existed for the artists of the voice is not solely based on some lost treatises, like that of Theodorus, whose content we may only speculate on. As will be shown in this chapter, there is a wide range of evidence from various Greek and Roman authors (medical, literary, philosophical sources, as well as texts of a technical nature, i.e. musicographers) providing useful data on the subject.

The information on vocalism and vocalization in Greek and Roman antiquity covers a period of time spanning over more than a thousand years. In the Archaic period (i.e. in the Homeric song), scholars suppose that the vocal melodic line was simple and recurrent, limited into a small number of notes (West 1981, 115–16 and 121–3). With the emergence of lyric and dramatic poetry, however, and—some decades later—the innovative character of New Music, which entrained radical changes in melopoiia (the “art of song composition,” see D’Angour in this volume), more complex vocal melodic patterns were introduced, hence requiring a stricter and more developed training of the voice.2

By the Late Republican period, the Roman and Romanized world had reached a high level of vocal professionalism; this can be deduced by the increased number of works dedicated to the voice and its use in rhetoric, musical, and dramatic art (cf. Rhet. ad Her. 3.19–21; Cic. Or. 17 and De or. 1.11–12.57 and 61; Quint. Inst. 1.5 and 11.3). Moreover, the appearance of the profession of phōnaskos/phonascus (“voice trainer”), supported by a generous amount of evidence (for instance, see CIG 3208 (Smyrna); CIA III 129 (Athens); IG IV 591 (Argos); Suet. Aug. 81 and Ner. 25),3 presupposes the existence of one or several methods of vocal training, confirming the need of a person who could undertake this particular task (the profession is described but not named in Rhet. ad Her. 3.19, first century BC).4

Besides, the vocal coach also played the role of general consultant on the voice (Suet. Ner. 25). He would regularly oversee the nutrition of his students by suggesting which foods were good or bad for the voice, and would also recommend a simple lifestyle (Bélis 1999, 186; cf. below). The relationship dynamic between the voice coach and his pupils was such that he has been characterized as their “natural father” (hōs physei patera: IGR IV 1432).5

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the two prevailing vocal exercises mentioned in ancient Greek and Roman sources (katalēpsis, “the retention of breath” and anaphōnēsis, “the gradual raising and lowering of the voice”), both aiming to improve the vocal technique of professional artists. Our investigation further includes the most important subsidiary measures taken by these artists in order to protect their natural instrument: the special diet and the modus vivendi (life hygiene, frugality, sexual abstinence, no late nights, cf. Quint. Inst. 11.3.23) considered to be beneficial to the preservation and maintenance of vocal quality.

This specific technical topic has been accounted for by a small number of scholars in the past. From the limited existing bibliography, I shall only briefly touch on nine leading articles rigorously examining the subject of vocal art related to music, listed in a chronological order: Rousselle (1983), West (1992, ch. 2), Biville (1997), Bélis (1999, ch. 7), Hall (1999 and 2002), Vendries (2006), Barker (2010), and Melidis (2012b). On the contrary, the vocal art in the context of rhetoric, recognized as part of the delivery (hypokrisis/actio or pronuntiatio),6 has been more widely studied by both ancient (e.g., Quint. Inst. 11.3) and modern scholars (Krumbacher 1920 and Schulz 2013). The vocal training of the orators is beyond the scope of this chapter (see Schulz in this volume).

According to IG II2 2318 (fasti) and 2325 (didascalia), an acting prize was awarded for the first time in the contest of tragedies of the Athenian Great Dionysia in 449/450 BC.7 Toward the end of the same century, the prize for the best actor at the Lenaea of 419 was awarded to the protagonist of a play that did not win the first prize (IG II2 2319).8 This suggests that, at that time, the recognition of the acting was awarded independently from the play itself. This information gives rise to a crucial question about the criteria by which an actor could be considered the best. Since the ancient Greek art of acting involved diction (speaking voice), song (sung voice) and dance, certainly the actor’s movement and dancing skills were all essential qualities. But, given the musical character of Greek drama (see Ercoles in this volume), the most vital tool was most probably his voice. The actor’s clear and perfect diction and articulation (Hall 1999, 103; see Ar. Ran. 303–4 and Schol. in Eur. Or. 279) were assessed in addition to his vocal power, voice tone, and flexibility (Blume 1978, 103–6: Vortragsweise).9 This should have effectively led the composers (dramatists) to pay particular attention to the music performed by their actors. The establishment of an acting prize led the actors to fierce competition, but it also paved the way for the development of vocal performance and voice technique in general. The same progress and articulation prerequisites should be assumed also for the singers (aoidoi, aulōidoi, and kitharōidoi) participating in the musical contests long before the appearance of dramatic festivals. We know, for instance, that in the late eighth century BC, Hesiodus won a contest held in honor of King Amphidamas in Chalcis (Hes. Op. 654–9, with Barker 1989, 33). In the following century, “competitions for citharodes are attested for the Karneia festival at Sparta” (West 1992, 19). During the first quarter of the sixth century BC (586 or 582), singers took part also in the Pythian Games at Delphi (Brodersen 1990, 25–6 and 31; West 1992, 337 speaks about the aulōidos Echembrotos, who won the Pythians of 586 BC; cf. Paus. 10.7.4–6).

In the Life of Sophocles (5) it is reported that the tragic poet had a weak or small voice (mikrophōnos), a fact that prompted him to stop performing at the theater (Vespa 2017, 169):10 this clearly implies that actors and singers in antiquity were required to have specific abilities in order to be distinctly heard, since they performed outdoors. Although Aristotle believes that acting is a question of talent (Rh. 1404a15–16: “Delivery is a gift of nature; it is rather less technical than style”), he adds that the three standards by which the voice of the actors is elevated into the most proper instrument for imitation (1404a21–2) are megethos, harmonia, and rhythmos (1403b30–1). By megethos the philosopher refers to the “size” (i.e. “volume”) of the voice. How—on a practical level—could the voice grow to become megalē (“strong,” lit. “big”), but also flexible?




Vocal Exercises

A vocal exercise, described by various authors as “retention of breath” (katalēpsis pneumatos), was used to safeguard respiratory amplitude and to increase volume and span of the voice. Galen describes in detail one of the methods to realize it: the doctor (or coach) presses around all the sides of the patient’s (or student’s) chest possibly using a band, while the latter holds his breath. Thus, by compressing the storage place that receives the air (lungs), during the retention the person resists to the external force (pressure). The aim is to make the inhalation as deep as possible by storing the largest possible amount of air. Through the regular performance of this exercise (maybe daily), the thorax starts to expand (San. tuend. 5.10.155).

It should be noted that, according to Galen’s account, this type of exercise—originally borrowed from the voice professionals (hypo tōn phōnaskōn parelambanon)—can also be used to treat an atrophic thorax. Therefore, beyond its usefulness to artists, this practice was considered beneficial on strictly medical grounds, too (for an analogous case, cf. Antyllus’ reference to anaphōnēsis, discussed below). This exercise recalls another one described by two earlier Roman authors, Pliny the Elder and Suetonius. The latter says:


[Nero] began to work and to exercise himself, without neglecting any of the precautions that the artists of this kind habitually use to preserve or boost their voices; he even went so far as to bear on his chest a sheet of lead, lying on his back (…).

(Suet. Ner. 20.1)11


As it is fairly well known that the ambitious Emperor followed every artistic trend throughout his life, he was eager to advance his training by meeting with masters, including phonasci, who advised him on his career (Suet. Ner. 25).12 Although Suetonius does not explain how this exercise works, we can speculate that it served exactly the same purposes as the one quoted by Galen. Since we cannot find any direct relationship between the lead and the voice, we are forced to rely on the mere quality of this metal, a particularly dense and heavy material: this suggests a possible goal of the activity. The—easy to handle—sheet of lead here seems to work as a substitute for the band used in Galen’s description. This explanation is corroborated by Pliny, who probably constituted the source for Suetonius’ story:


Nero, the Emperor, since the gods have allowed, began to sing, having placed a plate [of lead] on his chest, and demonstrated this way the effectiveness of this method of amplifying the voice.

(Plin. HN 166–7)


The aim of the exercise is clearly expressed here: “to amplify the voice” (alendis vocibus). This passage also indirectly confirms that the lengthening of the breath through the enlargement of the thorax supports the task of strengthening the organs controlling the breathing and, consequently, the voice. The connection between breath control and voicing was noted by several authors in antiquity. A pseudo‐Aristotelian passage explains that the spoiling of the voice corresponds to a disorder of the region also responsible for the breath (Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 11.22). Similarly, in another Peripatetic passage we read: “but if the lung is wide, elastic and robust, it can then receive a large quantity of air and expire it in turn, managing it at its own discretion thanks to its flexibility and to the fact that it shrinks easily.” (Ps.‐Arist. De aud. 800b15–16).

In all these three authors, we may note the same reference to the practical application of katalēpsis: the pressing or compression of the lungs full of air pushes the diaphragm down, a process that is essential for the artistic quality of vocal production. The implication of the diaphragmatic breathing in voice production is confirmed by several ancient texts (e.g. Gal. De usu part. 6.9; Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 11.34).

A final remark on katalēpsis may be read in another Galenic passage about the breathing techniques employed by both professionals of the voice and aulos players: they used katalēpsis to strengthen the diaphragm and the viscera located beneath. According to Galen, the length and the quantity of breath are positively related to the magnitude of the specific sound that artists desire to produce (as reported also by the Peripatetic passage cited above, De aud. 800b15–16):


Deep breaths [sc. inspirations] and high‐pitched voice emissions exercise the viscera located below the diaphragm; the expirations do the same, either the uncontrolled ones or those obtained after breath retention that we observe in aulos players as well as in professionals of the voice. Even just the retention of the breath constitutes an important exercise for the muscles of the epigastric region and the ones of the chest (…).

(Gal. San. tuend. 2.152)


Incidentally, in regard to the breathing exercise—the basis of any vocal training—, it is worth mentioning that, even nowadays, singing teachers use a similar technique: they ask their students to lie on their backs, bearing heavy objects which cover the belly area, suggesting them to take a deep breath. Students must hold the air as long as possible and then slowly exhale. There can be variations depending on whether one inhales and then exhales quickly or slowly (rapid aspiration‐slow expiration, the opposite, both slow, both fast, etc.).13

The second exercise under review, called anaphōnēsis (lit. “declamation” or “vociferation”), refers to the gradual raising and lowering of the voice’s sound levels.14 Cicero mentions this exercise—although without naming it—as proper to the singers of Greek tragedies:


Yet I would advise no one who cultivates the art of speaking to train his voice in the manner of Greek tragedy‐singers, who sit for many years practicing delivery, and every day, before they begin to speak, gradually arouse their voices while lying in bed; and when they have done that, they sit up and make their voices run down from the highest to the lowest level, in some way joining the highest and the lowest together.

(Cic. De or. 1.59, transl. Barker 2010)


Interestingly enough, two centuries later Ptolemy, the only musicographer of antiquity who describes a vocal exercise in detail, confirms that those who exercise their voices (hoi phōnaskountes) begin by singing the lowest notes, coming back to them at the end of their training:


(…) and the lowest pitches contain both the beginning and end of sound, the beginning, as they come from silence, and the end, as they go towards silence, since the lowest is nearest to the vanishing‐point of sound, and the highest is furthest from it. That is why people training their voices begin by singing from the lowest notes, and as they come to an end cease upon the same ones. The positions in mid‐heaven, since they are at the greatest distance from the vanishing‐points, should be made to correspond with the highest notes, these being also at the greatest distance from silence. Further, it is the places (topoi) that are low down that make the lowest of the vocal sounds, and the upper ones that make the highest, which is why we say that the lowest pitches travel from the midriff, the highest from the forehead.

(Ptol. Harm. 3.10, transl. Barker 1989)


This passage refers to an essential notion, that of the “regions” (topoi, 3.10.26–7) of the voice, and provides the author with a concrete basis for discussing vocal production. Essentially, Ptolemy attempts to identify which areas of the human body are associated with the generation of sounds. Ptolemy differs from Cicero in that his text contains key information on the “locations” of the voice’s source, corresponding to the bodily regions of the thorax (lower zone, katō topoi) and the head (higher zone, anō topoi). He ends his description by explaining that this is the reason why it is generally stated that low‐pitched notes “are launched from the middle of the thorax,” while high‐pitched notes “are projected by the forehead,” that is to say, the head. These are obviously jargon expressions of musicians in respect to vocalization: “projected by the flanks” (apo tōn lagonōn pheresthai, 3.10.27–8), “projected by the temples” (apo tōn krotaphōn pheresthai, 3.10.28), “culmination points” (hai mesouranēseis, 3.10.16, 23, 29–30, 31, 33–4), etc. In other words, Ptolemy is here referring to the areas of the body that resonate while singing: he distinguishes the “chest voice,” corresponding to a rich and deeper tone, and the “head voice,” corresponding to the higher register. Also Quintilian makes a similar distinction within the same frame of discussion, stating that, when the voice climbs to the higher notes, “the effort must be made by the flanks and not by the head” (Inst. 1.11.8: lateris conatus sit, non capitis).15

The same exercise is attested by Seneca the Younger, who discourages his listener—an orator—from carrying it out: “I forbid you to practice raising and lowering your voice by scales and specific intonations … For our purpose is, not to give the voice exercise, but to make it give us exercise” (Ep. 15.7–8; cf. Cic. De or. 1.59).

The Greek physician Antyllus (second century AD), quoted two centuries later by his colleague Oribasius, provides the most detailed description of this type of vocal training:


[sc. When someone is about to train his voice using this type of exercise] He must first engage on the lowest notes, by lowering the voice as much as possible, then go up to the highest notes, and after that, not hanging on too long to the high notes, come back by gradually lowering his voice, until he reaches the lowest note, by which he had begun. The duration of the exercise is determined according to the physical strength of the individual, the pleasure found in it and the familiarity with it.

(Orib. Col. med. 6.9.10–17)


In addition, the author enumerates a series of activities to be undertaken prior to anaphōnēsis (6.9.1–5), all related to body discharge and muscular relaxation: defecation, massage of particularly the lower parts of the body, gentle washing and wiping of the face, and finally walking (Gleason 2013, 173–4).

It should be noted that anaphōnēsis and katalēpsis were strictly related to each other. The former—besides improving the voice—also contributed to the stretching of breath (cf. Orib. Col. med. 6.8). Although neither author specifies whether a whole scale should be performed on a single breath, one must assume that this was indeed the case for the exercise to be effective. This ability was dependent not only on the physical ability and adaptation of the performer to this kind of training, as Antyllus states (6.9.15–17), but also on the tempo maintained during the exercise.

Additionally, Oribasius quotes a long chapter of an unknown author dealing with anaphōnēsis, where it is explicitly stipulated that this method fulfilled several functions. Even without aiming at improving and embellishing the voice, anaphōnēsis is characterized as salutary (hygieinē); it is a measure of medical prevention, supposed to be the most effective means for maintaining health (hygeian) and longevity (polychroniotēta, cf. Gleason 2013, 175–8). This salutary anaphōnēsis naturally leads the voice to the lowest register:


It is therefore necessary to renounce without hesitation the emission of high‐pitched notes, the useless exercise to go up gradually from the lowest notes (apo tōn hypatōn epitasin) (…) In what respect, indeed, will the beauty of the song and the voice contribute to strengthening the body’s health? But it is the low‐pitched notes that must be cultivated, because the main and most important source for the benefits of voice, is the air drawn in through inhalation in as large quantity as possible.

(Orib. Col. med. 6.10.7)


The anonymous author quoted by Oribasius confines the practice of this salutary exercise to those who are not artists of the voice, as Cicero and Seneca had already pointed out. This is enough to think that rules and purposes governing the voice’s use by actors and singers were different from those of the orators (on the distinction between their specific vocal education, see Quint. Inst. 11.3.19–22 and Schultz in this volume). We can still, however, note here the use of specialized musical terminology: apo tōn hypatōn epitasin (“run up from the lowest” notes of the scale, i.e. from the tetrachord at the bottom of the Great Perfect System, cf. Barker in this volume), and kata tas hypatas, indicating a movement “towards the lowest notes.”

It is worth mentioning that, according to modern techniques for singers, scale vocalizations are perhaps the best exercises for the tonal regulation of the vocal muscles (Rousselle 1983, 153–4, n. 53, quoting Dejonckere 1980, 212). In the current practice of vocal training, this kind of warm‐up exercise is still not only familiar but also essential.

 

Special Diet: The Voice and Life Hygiene

The custom of consuming potions for improving the voice can be traced back to the end of the fifth century BC. According to the logographer Antiphon, a law court discussed a case concerning a chorēgos accused of having poisoned to death a member of his chorus by giving him a potion presented as beneficial to the voice (Antiph. Chor. hypothesis 7–8), but there is no information on its ingredients. Only in the fourth century BC, for the first time we may read a more detailed recommendation for voice professionals, consisting of the juice of a plant called panacea (panakes, Theophr. Hist. pl. 9.9.2).

Some important sources attest that artists had the habit of not consuming any food and alcohol during both rehearsals (or training) and performances. Plato, speaking of chorus members entering the stage without having eaten and exhausted from fatigue, says: “Much better if, as the choruses which compete for the victory, the men of this age [sc. the elderly] were forced to sing after vocalizations, exhausted and in fasted state …” (Leg. 2.665e7–9). Similar information is given by Ps.‐Aristotle who, speaking about voice professional artists (phōnaskountas), states that stomach loaded with food and drink does not help with voicing and may cause a cracked voice (Pr. 11.22 and 11.46). Moreover, “As in intoxication by alcohol, when people are more filled, it is normal that their voice is shakier” (Pr. 11.46).


Garlic, Leeks, and Eels

In addressing the habits of the Athenians in the Classical period, Plutarch refers to the chorēgoi who, during the training of their choristers for competitions, provided them with special meals aimed at improving voice (cf. Antiphon above): “The chorēgoi served their choristers eels, tender lettuce, cloves of garlic and bone marrow throughout the long period while they worked on their voice and allowed themselves to live comfortably” (De glor. Ath. 349a11–12). Eels are mentioned again in a fragment by the comic poet Clearchus from Athens—c. fourth century BC—quoted by Athenaeus (14.623c), where the famous kitharōidos Amoebeus states that the eel’s fat “clarifies” and “nourishes” the voice.

A pseudo‐Aristotelian passage further informs us of the beneficial properties of leeks and garlic for the voice:


Why are leeks good for improving the voice, for they are also good for [improving the voice of] partridges? Is it because the boiled garlic too, makes [the throat] smooth and that the leeks have a certain glutinousness? This cleanses the pharynx.

(Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 11.39)


Likewise, we know that the Emperor Nero used to consume leeks cooked in oil at a predetermined day of every month (Plin. HN 19.108). The beneficial properties of garlic (skorodon), raw or cooked, are mentioned in several other texts, e.g. in a collection of advice on hygiene titled Praecepta salubria (first century BC), referring that garlic makes the voice “shine” (apolamprynein, with Bussemaker 1862, 132–4).16

It is somewhat difficult to understand the logic behind these food choices. It can, however, be observed that, in the majority of cases, the prescribed food valued frugality (Quint. Inst. 11.3.19–20) and consisted of ingredients that were easy to digest (potions ensure a rapid absorption). Despite their average nutritional benefits, the garlic was believed to smoothen the throat and brighten the voice, and the leek was supposed to enjoy expectorant qualities. Equally, some aliments and drinks were considered harmful; examples are a particular variety of mussels believed to cause a throat inflammation (Plin. HN 19.108), fruits (Suet. Ner. 20.2), artichokes (Ath. 8.343e–f, cf. Hall 1999, 114) as well as alcohol (Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 11.46).

Like Antyllus (Orib. 6.9.1–5), many authors insisted that one should sing and study after having cleaned and discharged the body. Indeed, Suetonius attests to the intake of emetics and laxatives as part of the voice preparation: “he [sc. Nero] was taking enemas and emetics; he was abstaining from fruit and from food harmful to his talent [i.e. his voice]” (Ner. 20.1–2).

In early Byzantine medical treatises, the frequency with which potions for healing the voice are named increases considerably.17 This is due to the fascination of ancient Greek medical theories on Byzantine writers. In his Iatrika (“On Medicine”), Aëtius of Amida (sixth century) recommends singers, actors, and heralds (phōnaskountes), whose voices had broken after some competitions, to take baths in fresh water (glykeōn hydatōn) and to imbibe a potion containing honey and leeks (Aët. 8.55–6). Paul of Aegina (seventh century) describes the preparation of a potion for a cracking voice that may be also used by voice professionals (phōnaskikoi); its base ingredients are, once again, leeks and honey (Epit. med. 3.28.10.1).

The firm conviction that a specific diet can help the voice survived even in later Western tradition, as is shown by Isidore of Seville, who recommends leek as an expectorant (Eccl. off. 2.12.3). So great was the influence of the medical texts mentioning various potions for the voice that the word phonascus survives in very late Latin as fonasgum (neutral), a term used to mean a potion that may facilitate the poets’ acting: dicitur quaedam pot(l)io, qua utebantur poetae cum recitare habebant (Glossarium mediae et infimae latinitatis, s.v. fonasgum).

The topic of dietetics leads us to discuss a further measure adopted by some voice professionals, before their performance, to retain their vocal strength: forgoing any sexual activity.



Sexual Abstinence

The abstinence from any sexual act constituted a widespread measure, practiced by artists in order to preserve their voice and safeguard their artistic delivery. The belief in the effectiveness of this behavior is supported by a large number of texts. For instance, we know that Theodorus (the fourth‐century BC famous actor), in an effort to spare his powers for the performance, did not allow his wife to approach the bed before a contest (Plut. Quaest. conv. 9.1.2). The third‐century BC kitharōidos Amoebeus also abstained before appearing in the theater (Ael. VH 3.30). Quintilian (Inst. 11.3.20) speaks about the continence of any kind of voice professionals, including orators; Martial (Epigr. 11.75) ironizes this practice by singers and aulos players; Juvenal (6.74 and 374) satirizes exactly this behavior when he writes that the actor Chrysogonus’ voice was “ruined by his wife.” Finally, Pliny (HN 34.166) exposes a method—used by the orator Calvus—that, by attaching lead blades around the loins, reduced sexual desire and nocturnal pollutions, thus preserving physical energies for work and study.

In order to ensure their continence, some artists also seem to take advantage of the ancillary measure of infibulation. This subject has been brilliantly examined by Vendries (2006, with all the relevant testimonies). I shall hence make only a brief reference to an eloquent epigram by Martial (7.82.1–2), where the poet speaks of an actor who eagerly demonstrated his ambition for vocal perfectionism: Menophilus, who had decorated his penis with such a large fibula (brooch) that it could be sufficient for all the comic actors (Menophili penem tam grandis fibula vestit, / ut sit comoedis omnibus una satis).18


 

Conclusions

This chapter did not present a complete reconstruction of the ancient vocal training system—which is impossible to be fulfilled here. Rather, it attempted to bring the scattered information on the subject together by focusing primarily on the voice as a means of artistic expression, namely as a tool that could be exercised, perfected or even deteriorated.

We may easily observe how information on the two exercises of vocal training discussed above was frequently repeated in ancient authors. Orators, philosophers, music theorists, and medical writers all noted the importance of katalēpsis and anaphōnēsis by identifying their various effects on the body, essential for voice generation. Furthermore, the frequency of their citation indicates their dominant position among other certainly existing vocal exercises.

Apart from the strict and arduous training in which voice professional artists were engaged, the Greeks and the Romans conceived and applied some subsidiary measures with the aim of preserving and strengthening the voice. They included body massages, walks, specific beneficial diets, medical potions able to cleanse and heal the “cracked” voice, avoidance of late nights and foods regarded as detrimental to the vocal organ (including alcohol), enemas and emetics, abstinence from sexual acts, and, more generally, the adoption of a salutary way of life. These measures were adopted in an effort to perfect the artists’ vocal techniques and help them to be successful at the various local, regional and “international” musical and theatrical competitions, a widespread ambition among professional artists in Classical Antiquity.
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NOTES
 

	1 See Baumgarten 1962, with all the relevant fragments and testimonia.

	2 A precise example is in Ar. Ran. 1314 and 1348, where we may read the words eieieieieieilissete and eieieilissousa respectively: Aristophanes is here mocking some musical practices of Euripides, influenced by the New Music. These two verses constitute our first clue which shows that one could perform several notes on a single syllable (Bélis 1991, 48; West 1992, 45): this certainly required new types of vocal exercises.

	3 We possess a total of forty‐two attestations of the term. Although we commonly understand phōnaskos to mean a “teacher of singing, recitation and declamation” (LSJ, s.v.), this term also signified the “professional singer” (Melidis 2012a, 771 and 777–8).

	4 Apart from five inscriptions on victories of voice contestants (singers and heralds) that mention the presence of a phōnaskos by their side, the majority of preserved agonistic inscriptions from all eras contain no such information (Melidis 2012a, 768).

	5 Cf. Quint. Inst. 1.2.5 and 1.2.8. See Robert 1938, 94–5.

	6 Aristotle was the first to speak about rhetoric actio, notwithstanding his reference to a certain Glaucon of Teos being the very first to do so (Rhet. 1403b21–4).

	7 The winning actor was Hēracleidēs. For more information on this topic: Ghiron‐Bistagne 1976, 20.

	8 Pickard‐Cambridge 1968, 94–5.

	9 On the flagrant pronunciation mistake of the tragic actor Hēgelochos, see Schol. in Ar. Ran. 303 (ed. Dübner). On the importance of a correct articulation see Cic. De or. 3.50 and 196; Quint. Inst.1.7 and 11.3.

	10 In some manuscripts, instead of the word mikrophōnian, one reads ischnophōnian (“weakness of the voice”).

	11 All translations are by the author, unless otherwise specified.

	12 Bélis 1989, 747–50.

	13 On the breath management techniques: Miller 2011, 77–8, 81, 217 and 240–1.

	14 I prefer to maintain the term anaphōnēsis throughout the discussion since, in my opinion, the translations “declamation” or “vociferation” are imprecise and misleading.

	15 In some sources, the topoi tēs phōnēs were three in number, including the medium range (Arist. Rh. 1403b27–33; Cic. De or. 3.61; Quint. Inst. 2.8). Probably Ptolemy is here mainly interested in the “beginning” and the “end” of the voice spectrum.

	16 Cf. Diosc. Eupor. 1.87.1: “Garlic, consumed boiled or raw, makes the voice brilliant (lamprynei phonēn), as well as the leek.”

	17 E.g. Pall. Comm. in Hipp. 2.93.30; Aretaeus of Cappadocia De cur. diut. morb. 2.6.1; Geoponica 12.17.13.

	18 On infibulation see Wille 1967, 480; Hall 2002, 23; Vendries 2006, passim.








CHAPTER SIXTEEN
Musical Instruments of Greek and Roman Antiquity

Chrēstos Terzēs



Evidence on musical instruments in Greek and Roman antiquity falls both on the fields of archaeology and literature. A great number of pictorial representations of scenes displaying musical instruments on pottery and frescos provide us with sufficient indications regarding their overall shape and the relative dimensions to the players’ body, playing techniques and social contexts. Partly or fully sculpted musical iconography reveals valuable elements regarding the third dimension, absent in painting. Interestingly, a few archaeological finds, fragmentary or intact remains of musical instruments published during the last three decades, have brought into light fresher data concerning their exact dimensions and materials, also suggesting the ancient techniques of instrument making. In addition to archeological evidence, most of the surviving texts on music bear valuable information on musical instruments, albeit indirect and sometimes approximate, given their author’s different main focus or text genre.

Contemporary scholars of ancient organology not only combine the available evidence in order to link Greek and Roman nomenclature and descriptions of musical instruments preserved in literature to pictorial representations; they also reassess the above‐mentioned types of evidence, evaluating their significance and making suggestions that may help to better understand the role and function of instruments in ancient music. Regarding methodology, it has been satisfactorily argued that:


	Broadly speaking, iconographical evidence does not provide us with realistic images of instruments. It has been extensively documented (Hagel 2004, 375) that pictorial evidence must be treated with the highest degree of suspicion a priori.

	Surviving finds of musical instruments, instead, are the instruments themselves, and, should description, dating and measurements have been well documented, they become valuable pieces of evidence for the archaeomusicologists. However, generic conclusions on instruments are not firm if only based on these incidental, rare, and mostly unique archaeological finds.

	Literary evidence, especially theoretical musical sources, provide us with valuable information on the instruments, even though indirect (no organological treatise has survived). If specific observations astound us, this may not necessarily be due to the authors’ misunderstanding or misguided presentation, but to our own limitations in understanding the old, now forgotten, background common knowledge on music.



Greek and Roman musicographers’ division of musical instruments into wind, strings, and percussion is based on both vibrating material and sound production through musical practice.1 Such a classification undoubtedly stands closer to our understanding of instruments as functional components of a multifactor phenomenon, that is, making and playing music. A thorough discussion on the prominent types of stringed and wind instruments follows below; they have been significantly related to the evolution of music in the course of Greek and Roman antiquity.



Stringed Instruments

Stringed instruments are attested in the Middle East from the third millennium BC as well as in Asia Minor after 2000 BC. Within the Greek world, they are detected in Minoan depictions, and their origins can be traced back to the Orient (see Franklin in this volume). Organologically, they can be classified into four main types: lyres, harps, lutes, and zithers. Lyres were widely spread, and will explicitly be discussed, as their use was the most prominent among stringed instruments. They held no more than twelve strings of equal length and are identified in literature under the names of phorminx, kithara, chelys, and barbitos. Instruments played mainly by women, bearing up to thirty strings of unequal length perpendicularly stretched toward the plane of the soundboard, are classified as harps. Pēktis, magadis, sambykē, trigōnon—of which a well‐preserved unique example was excavated in 1984 (Terzēs 2013)—are terms associated with corresponding subtypes. A lute‐like instrument, the pandouris, appears in artistic representations not earlier than the fourth century BC, although similar instruments had already been in use in Egypt since the seventh century BC. Finally, zithers (psaltēria) were multistringed canons originally conceived as demonstrative tools for music theory by some theoreticians and named after them (simikeion after Simos, epigoneion after Epigonos); gradually, they were integrated into musical practice under the general name of magadis and associated with the magadizein playing technique in parallel octaves (Barker 1988 and 1998).


Lyres

Despite both morphological variations and functional deviations within the lyre sub‐types, identifiable in iconography from the Minoan to the Roman times (Maas and McIntosh Snyder 1989; Paquette 1984, 189–201), the lyre in general can be described as follows: a pair of symmetrical—as to its central vertical axis—arms emerge from of the upper side part of a flat‐ or round‐based, box‐ or bowl‐shaped soundbox (ēcheion) and extend at a plane almost parallel to that of the soundbox façade. In their upper part, they are joined to a cylindrical horizontal yoke. Αn oblong iron‐made tailpiece of rectangular shape (chordotonos) is adjusted to the middle of the soundbox‐base for the fastening of the strings. Strings are attached from their bottom end to the tailpiece, then extend along the instrument’s vertical axis in front of the soundbox and parallel to its plane, and finally they are wrapped around the yoke and stretched to the desired pitch by means of either leather straps (kollaboi) or wood (or bone) rotating pegs (kollopes; for possible archaeological finds cf. Hagel 2016). A stretched leather membrane or thin wooden surface covers the opening of the soundbox and functions as a soundboard that receives the string vibrations through a wooden or bone bridge (magas). The player holds the instrument in a standing or sitting position. With the lateral surface of the soundbox against the player’s left side, the instrument balances being hanged from the musician’s left wrist through a strap bearing a noose around the bottom part of the instrument’s right arm. The player’s left wrist passes through the noose behind the instrument, so that the left hand enters towards the interior at an upright position behind the strings, between the upper end of the ēcheion and the yoke. The sound was produced mainly by strumming the whole string set with a wooden or bone plectrum held by the player’s right hand, while the left hand applied a particular playing technique, detailed below.

A characteristic depiction of a lyre dated to the Minoan era has survived on a stone sarcophagus in Hagia Triada (Crete), whereas the appearance of a similar instrument in a Mycenaean fresco in Pylos suggests that its use was undoubtedly transmitted to the Mycenaeans. The instrument bears a round‐based horseshoe‐shaped shallow soundbox, the upper side edges of which become thinner while developing into two symmetrical arms that, cutting an incomplete circle, form a ring representing a neck that ends up to a swan‐like head. In the uppermost end of the ring’s circular perimeter, a short tenon is prolonged in a straight line along the vertical axis of the instrument, with a niche for receiving the horizontal yoke.

The instrument with the round‐based horseshoe‐shaped soundbox can probably be identified as the phorminx and the “cradle” kithara, both mentioned by Homer as the accompanying instruments of the epic aoidos. Maintaining its general form, the appearance of the former gradually increases in Geometric art: the front face of its soundbox is depicted as either a half‐circle shaped disk, with the upper part of the ēcheion being straight, or crescent‐shaped. In some cases, the upper cavity was so deep that the formed ellipse looks like a meniscus‐shaped tube, slightly wider at the middle of its base and narrower along its upper edges, where the arms were joined. The phorminx depictions progressively fade in the Archaic art, while in the early‐fifth century BC paintings the instrument is played only by women or the Muses, until its complete disappearance after the fourth century BC.

The flat‐based box lyre called kithara appears in iconography from the seventh century BC onward (Paquette 1984, 90–98 and 241–42; Maas and McIntosh Snyder 1989, 53–78). Its representations gradually increase up to the fourth century BC: from the fifth century, the instrument is widely represented, mainly in the hands of professional musicians and gods (especially Apollo; see Rutherford in this volume). According to Ps.‐Plutarch (De mus. 6.1133c), the establishment of this form of kithara may be traced back to the time of Cepion (Kēpiōn), a student of the well‐known kitharōidos Terpander. The painters’ representations focus on the size of its notably wider soundbox and show its internally decorated arms projected towards each other, emphasizing its elaborate construction. Detailed artistic drawings of the arms’ interior, at the yoke junction, led to the unfounded hypothesis that the instrument carried a resonator of some type: according to Paquette (1984, 96), pulling the yoke activated a gradually resistance mechanism instantly reducing the strings’ tension—and consequently the generated pitch.

Vase paintings helped scholars to determine shape and size ratios related to the kithara’s height and width (no archeological record has survived). Moreover, a thoughtful examination of the reliefs on the Sikyonians’ Treasure in Delphi and of the Parthenon frieze may provide us with reliable information on both the third dimension and the arms‐yoke junction (Psaroudakēs 2000, 263–5, 267). The deep wooden box‐shaped body gets gradually wider and deeper as it extends toward its vertical axis. Arms, whose bases are wide and deep, were undoubtedly hollowed out up to their mid‐height and attached into symmetrical openings of corresponding depth across the side upper edges of the soundbox. Developing upward, they curve towards each other tilting inwards and end in the form of a small disk. The arms’ depth, whose base corresponds to the soundbox maximum depth, gradually diminishes along the back side only. Along the compact upper part of each arm, a deep and narrow groove was probably excavated in order to receive a thin, rectangular wooden slab that extended in a straight line along the instrument’s vertical axis, out and beyond the arm’s end. These rectangular‐shaped parallel extensions pass through corresponding openings on the cylindrical yoke, so that the latter finally comes to lay on the arm’s disk‐shaped upper edge. Elaborate ornaments consisting of rectangular and curved elements—horseshoe or snake‐alike—are attached to the inner surface of the arms, up to the edge (for a modern reconstruction see Figure 16.1). A variant of the flat‐based Greek kithara may be identified on vase‐paintings of Magna Graecia, dated from the mid‐fourth century onwards: it is known as the Italiote kithara, probably imported from the Greater Levant. Its arms, extending from the rectangular soundbox’s lateral edges upwards, continue in a straight line without tilting inward, thus giving the instrument its rectangular shape.

 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 16.1 The flat‐based box kithara, reconstructed by the author in the course of the Hermes Project‐NKUA 2016–18.



The bowl‐shaped lyre, bearing a tortoiseshell soundbox, may be identified in vase painting after the end of the eighth century BC (West 1992, 57). The instrument called chelys—i.e. “tortoise”—was played to accompany singing in any kind of context, both domestic and public, whereas lyre playing entered the youngsters’ education curriculum in Classical Athens (see Raffa in this volume). This particular type of lyre was widely diffused among Greeks, as attested also by the survival of a significant number of ancient tortoise shells, belonging to ancient lyres, as gifts in ancient burials. Myth (Hom. Hymn Herm. 41–61) ascribes its invention to Hermes, who constructed the instrument by assembling a pair of horns, a bull skin, a land tortoiseshell, and sheep guts as follows: he skillfully solidified the bottom end of the horns into the carapace interior through a reed stem fixed across the shell back, he covered the opening of the shell by stretching a piece of leather skin across its rims and finally, after fixing a rod across the upper part of the horn arms, he fastened the gut strings. The so‐called “Elgin’s lyre” (for a modern reconstruction see Figure 16.2), a unique archeological find that preserves intact original wooden parts of the instrument (the arms and the yoke), is exhibited at the British Museum and offers valuable information concerning the instrument’s exact dimensions and assembling of its parts (Reichlin‐Moser 2016).
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Figure 16.2 The Elgin’s lyre replica, reconstructed by the author in the course of the Hermes Project‐NKUA 2016–18.



Also the barbitos, a type of lyre belonging to the chelys family, had a tortoiseshell soundbox. Iconography attests its use either at symposia and at Dionysian feasts (see Ieranò in this volume) and it is often depicted as the instrument played by Sappho and the Aeolic poets (see De Simone in this volume). Its strings, considerably longer than the chelys and kithara ones, produced lower‐pitched sounds. The barbitos maintains the organological characteristics of the lyre, although the shape and length of its arms, exceeding the upper sidewalls of the tortoiseshell, deviate significantly from the chelys ones: both symmetrical to the vertical instrument’s axis, they extend upward from the soundbox. Just before joining the yoke, they bend inward, cutting an arc, and end up at a horizontal position. A stem of rectangular cross‐section, projecting vertically from the upper external arm end, intersects the yoke, which rests on a niche at the stem’s base.



Strings, Pitch, and Playing Techniques

Given that musical practice preceded music theorization, the latter inherited part of its nomenclature from the former. Therefore, already in the fifth century BC, Philolaus (fr. 6a, see Barker in this volume) not only adopted the names attributed to the seven strings of the lyre (hypatē, parhypatē, lichanos, mesē, tritē, paranētē, nētē), but also implied the standard tuning process of the diatonic genus, as realized by contemporary lyre players.2 Starting from the mesē—the middle string of the seven‐stringed instrument—the pitch at a tone below was established by tuning at a fifth lower the string a fourth higher than the mesē.3

West (1992, 273–6) persuasively claimed that the Greeks conceived and applied the notion of absolute pitch. Hagel (2009, 88) calculated the average proportions between the player’s forearm and the lyre string‐length by comparing some selected statistically relevant pictorial representations of lyre and kithara players. Assuming that the average height of a male player was 168 cm, he estimated the effective length of lyre strings at 43.5 cm and convincingly assigned the value of 490Hz to the Lydian mesē (identified as the centre of scalar system, see Hagel in this volume).

Since the mid‐second millennium BC, Middle Eastern lyres were given seven strings: as such, they were probably imported by the Minoans and established among the Greeks. In the Hellenic world, however, the whole range of these instruments was extended up to an octave, indicating that an internal step of the scalar system was skipped.4 From the seventh century BC onwards, strings’ number gradually increased, especially in the professional type of lyre, enabling the accompaniment of more elaborate performances. Surviving evidence confirms the use of nine‐, eleven‐, and twelve‐stringed kitharas already in the fifth century BC (West 1992, 63; cf. Hagel 2009, 80–1, 87). The whole range of the instrument never exceeded a ninth, since a potential expansion of its ambitus beyond this limit is precluded by the physics of equal‐length strings. The extra strings yielded additional intervening notes, thus rendering the kithara a modulating instrument. Ptolemy’s explicit reference to a fifteen‐stringed lyre spanning a double octave apparently points to large‐proportioned instruments with slanted yokes and strings of gradually decreasing length, plucked by women in the Roman era.

Lyres accompanied singing and dancing. The player rhythmically strummed the strings with a plectrum in the course of a “negative playing technique”: the left arm’s fingertips controlled the accompaniment by touching only the strings that should not be heard, hence preventing their vibration. Thus, when striking the plectrum, only those strings that fitted to the melody were heard. Such an accompaniment was performed through the rhythmical switching of a limited combination of consonant di‐chords, realized through set positions of the left hand. By adding one string to the instrument, the positions and their possible combinations considerably increased in number. It follows that the aforementioned standard playing technique became more and more complex for every extra string added to the instrument (up to no more than twelve, due to limitations imposed by the number of fingers). Moreover, augmenting the strings, additional playing techniques were introduced, such as plucking the strings together, ascenting or descenting transilient motions, legato playing, melodic interweaving by means of the left‐hand fingers, yielding overtones (Ath. 14.637f–638c; cf. Ptol. Harm. 2.12), thus rendering the kithara a soloist instrument (psilē kitharisis).


 

Wind Instruments

Wind instruments were well established in Greek and Roman music. Their sound was produced by blowing either across the column of vibrating air within the pipe (plagiaulos, phōtinx, syrinx), or along it directly from the player’s closed mouth to the instrument’s mouthpiece (the Greek salpinx and keras, the Roman lituus, cornu and bucina), or through a reed fitted into the pipe’s reed insert. These three ways of producing sound correspond to three distinct types of wind instruments, all of them well known in Greek and Roman antiquity, the most prominent certainly being the aulos.


Aulos‐Tibia

The Greek aulos and the Roman tibia consist of two pipes, each of them with a double reed attached to the pipe’s cone insert and a certain number of fingerholes along its length. Both pipes sound simultaneously, as the player blows into the reeds, which vibrate and transmit their vibration to the columns of air inside the tubes. Both right and left pipes were usually held by the player’s respective hands. By covering and reopening specific fingerholes, he could modify the length of the vibrating air column within the pipe in order to produce different notes.

Some variants of the names attributed to the instrument by modern scholars gave rise to considerable confusion: they either arbitrarily adopted the numeric component of the sum of the instrument parts (di‐aulos = “double aulos”), apparently misled by pictorial evidence, or they confounded the instrument with its part (the pipe) and mistakenly ascribed the term aulos to the part instead of to the whole, opting for the composite name “double aulos with (double) reed,” occasionally shortened. This misunderstanding probably lay in the assumption that these names indicated various instrument types, that is, a single versus a double aulos, with single or double reeds. Hagel (2004, 373–4) convincingly suggested that the instrument should be called by its original name aulos, since in all its occurrences the term clearly refers to the wind instrument comprising two distinct and separate pipes, each bearing a double reed, used as a pair in order to produce di‐chords (i.e. two‐voice resonances).5

The aulos has been widely played in the Near East since the mid‐third millennium BC. Although Minoans were undoubtedly familiar with it, there is no surviving evidence of its use by the Mycenaeans. However, Homer probably refers to the aulos twice: once associating it with the Trojans (Iliad 10.13), the other in the wedding scene decorating Achilles’ shield (Iliad 18.494–95; for a discussion on both passages, see Barker 2002, 14–15). According to Ps.‐Plutarch (De mus. 19.1137d), the instrument was invented by the famous Phrygian Hyagnis, who handed down the art of aulos playing to his son, the satyr Marsyas, teacher himself of the musician Olympus (see Sarti in this volume). Another myth describes Athena’s bloated face while blowing into the aulos, and ascribes to Marsyas the idea of using the phorbeia, a leather strap worn around the aulete’s head to support his lips and cheeks (Plut. Quaest. conv. 713d).

Although the aulos was primarily associated with the worship of Dionysus, its use gradually spread to a variety of religious and secular settings: processions, feasts, symposia, musical contests of aulōidia (singing accompanied by the aulos), or aulētikē (solo playing, see Power in this volume). It accompanied choral dances (see Weiss in this volume), set the pace in rowing and marching, and it was a perfect match for the lyre.

The expressive nuances of its sounds varied from a sense of buzzing in low range to a harsh, piercing sound, like screeching, in high register. Aulos playing could produce a broad spectrum of expressive qualities (Poll. Onom. 4.72–3) related to the volume, duration and depth of exhaled air (continuous, intense, strong, powerful), and had a notable impact on the listeners’ soul (see Pelosi in this volume). As far as their pitch‐range is concerned, auloi were classified by Aristoxenus (fr. 101) into “girl‐type” (parthēnioi), “boy‐type” (paidikoi), “kithara‐playing‐type” (kitharistērioi), “grown‐up” (teleioi), and “hyper‐grown‐up” (hyperteleioi).

In addition to pictorial representations, several fragmented or intact auloi have been discovered by archeological field surveys in the course of last decades, especially in Greece, Italy, and Egypt. Most of them are bone made, as the auloi of Poseidonia (Psaroudakēs 2014), Pydna (Psaroudakēs 2008), and the two Megara pairs, whereas a few wooden finds have also come to light, namely the Louvre (Hagel 2004), the Elgin (Reichlin‐Moser 2013), and the Berlin (Hagel 2010) pairs. These finds provide us with concrete, measurable data that allow scholars to physically or digitally reconstruct replicas of their ancient prototypes, listen to their sound, infer the scales they were designed to play, and assess the expressive means that they granted to their players. Information drawn from these finds is extremely important, as it leads to formulate documented assumptions concerning their typologies and technical attributes.




Aulos’ Types and Functions

Built as either one‐piece or by conjoined sections, pipes have a cylindrical internal bore and comprise a cone insert joined to an ornamental bulbous piece (holmos), its thin cylindrical extension (hypholmion) and the main pipe component (bombyx) provided with fingerholes. The upper part of the insert internally forms a socket where one double reed is fitted. The pair pipes, tuned at the same scale, can be identified as higher and lower in pitch. This means that, thanks to an upstream offset—from one to three positions—of the right‐hand pipe fingerholes, the player is able to produce pitches that are respectively higher than those obtained on their relative left‐hand low pipe. Consequently, a wider range can be achieved, overcoming the limitations imposed by a player having only five fingers. Early‐type auloi (Archaic and Classical period) had six fingerholes: only the upper five were covered, while the sixth one, lower down the pipe (known as a vent‐hole), was not fingered and provided the lower pitch of each pipe. Alternatively, the lowest pitch could be obtained by sealing the vent‐hole with wax, a wooden cap, or a leather ring, thus changing the length of the resonating air column pipe. All the fingerholes but one lie along the pipe’s upper circumferential surface, fixed at almost the same azimuth position in reference to its longitudinal axis. The thumbhole instead, at the second position from the upstream end, is always located on its underside, slightly displaced towards the pipe's outer sidewalls.

Material finds of the earlier type—e.g. the auloi of Poseidonia and Pydna (Psaroudakēs 2014 and 2008, respectively)—provide us with strong evidence to assign the lower and longer pipe to the player's left hand. A niche, often engraved above the upper edge of the pipe thumbhole, is in line with the thumb finger of the corresponding hand, facilitating its subtle movements during playing. Fingerholes were almost equidistantly positioned along the length of the tube, forming a kind of six‐equal‐tone division of the octave, which enabled the rendering of consonant di‐chords within the pipes. The fingerholes, rather wide in diameter, undoubtedly served the player to effectively control and modify the airflow through them, for instance when small intervals (e.g. quarter‐tones) were produced via a slight shift of fingers.

A tiny transversal lateral hole (not wider than 1 mm in width), observed in several surviving mouthpieces usually belonging to the low‐left pipes, has been identified as the syrinx hole quoted by some literary sources, which had the purpose of raising the pitch of the instrument above its usual register (Hagel 2010‐2011). By uncovering it, the player was able to project overtones, echoing the third harmonic of the harmonic series (a sound that was a twelfth higher than the corresponding fundamental).
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Figure 16.3 The Δ.1965 and Δ.1964 Megara aulos pairs exhibited at the Archaeological Museum of Megara (photo by the author).



After the end of the fifth century BC, aulos pipes were designed in order to play independently on more than one scales, activating or deactivating particular holes along the pipes. According to the scale he wished to play, the player sealed the holes producing irrelevant notes with wax or wooden taps, making them unavailable (Hagel 2004). Alternatively, a rotating metal ring carrying a lateral hole was adjusted around a particular section of the pipe—as in the higher tube of the Berlin pair (Hagel 2010)—in order to keep the hole underneath closed; the player could then reveal the hidden note under the ring simply by rotating it.

The rise of modulating music challenged the aulos makers, who tried to overcome the technical obstacles that prevented musicians from changing scale during performance. Archaeological evidence suggests that two independent devices emerged: the first is dated back to the end of the fourth century BC, the second evolved in the Roman era, when the Roman tibia came into use. In the first case (two excellent early‐third‐century BC examples have survived at Megara; see Figure 16.3) the pipe was provided with oblong metal rods, that were mounted to a curved rectangular plate precisely following the external curvature of the pipe’s sidewalls at their lower end. Through them, the plate could slide downward or upward along the outer surface of the pipe, covering or opening the hole beneath far from the player's hand. Three slider holes were laterally drilled toward the lower end of the pipes, standing in azimuths of approximately 90 degrees among each other (Figure 16.4a), in order not only to avoid their overlapping but also to enable the player to handle them, pulling upward or pushing downward the slider knob through suitable movements of three specific fingers: the thumb, the ring finger, and the small finger. A fourth slider on the upper end of the lower pipe, corresponding to the syrinx hole, was also controlled by the thumb finger (Figure 16.4b).
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Figure 16.4 (a) The three sliders attached to the Megara Δ.1964 low pipe (photo by the author). (b) The syrinx slider belonging to one of the Megara Δ.1965 pipes (photo by the author).



Throughout the Roman era, the art of aulos making developed at very high technological levels: small diameter fingerholes, nonequidistantly located along the pipe, give evidence to tonal and semitonal divisions of the octave; additionally, the presence of an adaptable reed cone insert, with the aim of adjusting the tuning, suggests that a precise pitch mainly depended on the holes’ clear‐cut positions along the pipe and only marginally on their fingering or the different arrangement of the embouchure. Tibiae pipes, as reflected by the surviving Pompeii pair (Hagel 2012), consisted of an internal bone cylindrical tube enfolded by a pair of metallic layers of silver and copper or of distinct copper alloys. The inner metallic layer entirely overlaid the external surface of the embedded tube, forming a twofold compact pipe, internally of bone and externally of silver or copper. Tonal holes were drilled at specific positions along the pipe in order to generate exact pitches. A series of independently rotating rings made of brass or bronze, each with a lateral hole, completed the external metallic layer of the tube. Rings were arranged either to cover the holes beneath them or to make them sound, thanks to their rotation around the longitudinal axis of the pipe up to a point that the two holes coincided. The player was able to rotate the ring via a knob projected from the ring's sidewalls edge, whereas suitable drives fitted on the ring's periphery were devised to limit its rotating range, thus facilitating fingering.

Auloi reeds were made of cane. Theophrastus (Hist. pl. 4.11.1–7) described the procedure of harvesting and preparing canes as well as the reed‐making process. In the case of an aulos pair, two double reeds of identical dimensions, thickness, and hardness—especially regarding their functional part, the blade—were needed. Accordingly, he suggested that one reed pair should have been made by a single stem of cane so that the tips of both vibrating blades could be simultaneously stimulated and sufficiently vibrate, considering the embouchure and the air pressure exhaling from the player’s lips. Reeds, although significantly resistant during playing, were susceptible to the smallest strike across the tips of their blades. Therefore, if reed blades had not been used, they were kept safe under protective cups in the glōttokomeion, a small box attached to a skin bag called aulothēkē or sybēnē.


The Plagiaulos of Koilē: An Acoustic Reevaluation

A unique find of a well‐preserved transverse flute (plagiaulos, see Figure 16.5a and 16.5b) of the first quarter of the second century BC, comprising five cylindrical bone sections with nine fingerholes plus the “vent” one of orthogonal cross‐section lying along its sidewall, was excavated in 2000 at the cemetery of the Koilē road, near the Western city walls of ancient Athens. Its conical mouthpiece was projected outward across the sidewall of its first section, bronze rings secured the tenon‐socket intersection conjunctions, whereas both edges of the bore were encircled by a cone insert and a bell‐shaped exit, both made of bronze. The instrument undoubtedly belonged to a young—and probably famous—female aulētris (see De Simone in this volume), as implied by the presence of a significantly large number of spindle‐shaped tear‐bottles inside the grave, among other gifts. A recent archeomusicological study (Psaroudakēs 2010–2011) not only provides us with the available historical information on this kind of instrument, but also offers a detailed description of the find’s fragments, the conservation process and the recovery of its parts, thanks to which the use of the plagiaulos has been dated back to the Hellenistic period. A physical and acoustic reconstruction of the pitches that might have been played on the Koilē instrument was also presented, although performed on a thin plastic replica.
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Figure 16.5 (a) The plagiaulos of Koilē. Left: The mouthpiece, the extension (B) attached to the C section, followed by the D and E sections of the find. Right: All five sections as reconstructed by the author on artificial ivory, in the course of the Hermes Project‐NKUA 2016–18. (b) The plagiaulos of Koilē. Both the original find and the reconstruction assembled (photo by the author).



According to Psaroudakēs, the fundamental notes generated via a successive full‐covering of the fingerholes reaches the ambitus of a seventh major, comprising an uncommon semitonal disjunction of a low tetrachord (G4–A4–B4–C5) and an upper pentachord (C#5–D5–E5–F5–F#5–G#5). In order to overcome such an unusual fact, he suggested that the instrument was designed to render two conjunct tetrachords (B4–E5, E5–[A5]) with two whole consecutive tones at the bottom of the scale (G4–A4–B4–C5–C#5–D5–E5–F5–F#5–[G5]–G#5–[A5]). However, not only is the higher‐pitched note of this hypothetical upper tetrachord (A5) missing but also the production of the lichanoeidēs note (G5, i.e. the highest movable note of the tetrachord) could have been played only by semicovering the uppermost hole of the instrument. Besides, there is no explanation for why the ancient instrument maker would have “wasted” three fingerhole positions (E, Div, Ci) that extend the ambitus of the instrument out of the range of this scale. Additionally, useful information concerning important techniques like cross‐fingering (that, by closing two to four holes below the one that is sounding, gives the performer the possibility of lowering its pitch) and overblowing (that, by blowing in a way that causes the breaking up of the air column into more equal parts, makes it resonate at twice, three or more the fundamental frequency) have not even been addressed. On the contrary, a thorough observation on the diagram displaying the finger‐hole positions along the pipe discloses their arrangement in short (Diii–Dii–Dt–Di, Cii–Ct) or in long (E–Div–Diii, Di–Ciii–Cii, Ct–Ci) distances, echoing a note succession that might correspondingly fall either in semitonal or tonal steps. Therefore, I propose an alternative interpretation, assuming that the instrument comprised two disjuncted tetrachords: [Div–Di=t–s–(s–s)] plus [Ciii–Ci=t–s–t], with the addition of a tone below them [E–Div=t].

In order to prove my hypothesis, I built a wooden replica based on the provided measurements of the find, in order to verify whether the pipe’s sidewalls thickness could have had an impact on the generated pitches. Disappointingly, succeeding acoustic measurements ended up at the unacceptable magnitude of the E–Ct and Div–Ci generated intervals, at about 1150 cents, that is, half of a semitone less than the expected octave. Subsequently, I reexamined the find, looking for hints that might validate my hypothesis. After a thorough inspection around the upper edge of the deteriorated surface of the C section, I observed a trace underneath the ring surrounding the junction of B–C sections that indicated its original position. Thanks to new measurements, I was able to demonstrate that the upper edge of Ci stands at a distance of only just 1.2 mm away from the revised original position of the ring’s lower edge (Figures 16.5a, 16.5b).

Furthermore, the lengths of both B and C sections resulted in being, respectively, 1 and 3 mm shorter. These minimal deviations from Psaroudakēs’ measurements positioned Ci, Ct, and Cii at a distance of no more than 4.5 mm closer to the upstream end of the pipe. In this way, all the intervals produced by the instrument have been corrected and the find resulted to be a fully modulating instrument producing notes spanning an octave plus tone, as shown in the tables. They display the newly established hole positions (Table 16.1) and the pitches and consonances performed with certain fingerings (Table 16.2) on a replica built on artificial ivory, with its vent‐hole half‐sealed with wax. By overblowing, the instrument's ambitus may reach the extent of two octaves plus a sixth.
 


Table 16.1  Revised fingerhole positions lying along the plagiaulos of Koilē.






	Section 
	Position Name 
	Position (in cm) along the pipe 
	 Deviations
 (in cm) from Psaroudakēs (2010–2011) measurements   
 


	A (Mouthpiece)
	Upperstream end
	0,00
	0 


	A
	Blowing insert hole
	3,20
	0 


	A
	Downstream end (effective)
	8,10
	0 


	B (Extension)
	Downstream end (effective)
	15,60
	0,1 


	Ci
	Left‐index‐fingerhole
	18,43
	0,27 


	Ct
	L‐thumb‐fingerhole
	21,15
	0,15 


	Cii
	L‐mid‐fingerhole
	22,15
	0,45 


	Ciii
	L‐ring‐fingerhole
	24,95
	0,11 


	C
	Downstream end (effective)
	25,95
	0,35 


	Di
	Right‐index‐fingerhole
	28,40
	0,3 


	Dt
	R‐thumb‐fingerhole
	30,50
	0,1 


	Dii
	R‐mid‐fingerhole
	31,70
	0,3 


	Diii
	R‐ring‐fingerhole
	33,80
	0,2 


	Div
	R‐small‐fingerhole
	37,45
	0,2 


	D
	Downstream end (effective)
	38,20
	0,2 


	E
	“Vent‐hole” upper edge
	41,50
	0,3 


	E
	“Vent‐hole” lower edge
	42,80
	0,3 


	E
	Exit
	50,80
	0,3 
  




Table 16.2  Fingerings, measured pitches, and consonances on the replica of the Koilē plagiaulos (Relative A4 = 432 Hz).

 [image: Tabular representation of fingerings, measured pitches, and consonances on the replica of the Koilē plagiaulos, with columns for pitches in Hz, fingerings, and octaves, fifths, and fourths between fundamentals in cents.]




Synthesis

The study of ancient musical instruments not only provides us with historical evidence filling the gap of missing information or misleading interpretations of the sources, but can also enable scholars to consider, evaluate, verify or reject the theories that have been advanced on the musical realities of the past. On an ongoing basis, archaeological survey continues to reveal new finds that make accessible a significant quantity of ancient material: the more we use tools, methods, and data provided by the applied sciences, the more we obtain useful comparative results, also from fragmentary finds. Furthermore, interdisciplinary international projects carried out in the last decade—e.g. the European Music Archaeology Project (http://www.emaproject.eu/)—proved to be significantly effective, as they enhanced and disseminated the research’s results in the field among a broader community of scholars, musicians, and performers.
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NOTES


	1 For percussion see West 1992, 122–8.

	2 Human’s auditory function allows us to detect minimal deviations in hearing superparticular intervals expressed by small integers: that is to say, some of the overtones of the notes constituting these intervals concur when plucked simultaneously, so that we perceive a cohesive auditory merging of these notes. This psycho‐acoustic effect of consonant intervals, occurring when two sounds were played simultaneously an octave (diapasōn), a fifth (diapente) and a fourth (diatessarōn) apart, was called “merging” (krasis) and was applied to the procedure of standard tuning. However, the tunings described by Ptolemy suggest that players used more superparticular consonances (the major‐ [5/4] and the minor third [7/6] and the septimal tone [8/7]) to achieve fine‐tuning.

	3 In the second millennium BC, Sumerians were acquainted with the same type of tuning, as evidenced on the seven‐pointed star in a cuneiform source (CBS1766 a), interpreted as a table—written in Accadic—presenting a graphical visualization of the circular succession of tunings on a seven‐stringed lyre (Waerzeggers and Siebes 2007, 44).

	4 Tunings comprising a maximum span of a seventh, that involved two diatonic tetrachords in conjunction, cannot be excluded. However, the dia pasān (= “among all” the external strings) interval, occurring between the lower and the higher string of the lyre—as attested in Philolaus fr. 6a—implies a tuning that included the succession of two diatonic tetrachords in conjunction, the higher of which was incomplete.

	5 Besides, the instrument that had a single pipe was called “single aulos” (monaulos), hence clearly distinguishing it from the doublepipe aulos. This confirms that the simpler term aulos refers to the latter, that was certainly more widely played.








CHAPTER SEVENTEEN
Ancient Greek Musicand the Near East

John C. Franklin



Introduction

The East faces of Greek culture have received much recent attention. Associated musical material, often neglected, fills important gaps, especially for early periods when Greek textual evidence is slight or nonexistent: oral “literature” was often musical, and we possess detailed iconography, literary traditions about older times, and early documentary sources from the Near East.



The Bronze Age (to c. 1200)

Fundamental common ground is the widespread pairing, from earliest times, of chordophones (harps/lyres/lutes) and wind instruments (double‐pipes, sometimes single, see Terzēs in this volume) in religious and secular contexts; hand‐percussion varies. Shared morphology reveals some lines of connection (Lawergren 1998; Franklin 2015, Ch. 3.11), though much remains obscure. Aegean instruments are commonly supposed to derive from Near East prototypes via “East‐West culture drift” (West 1992, 387). But things were not always so simple, e.g. lyres may appear first in North Syria (Collon 1980–1983, 581), and Indo‐European tradition may have had something analogous before proto‐Greeks reached the Aegean. Minimally, a long back‐history of differentiation (Aign 1963; Younger 1998; Mikrakis 2006, 37–48; De Simone 2016, 33–60) separates Aegean lyres, which are characterized by symmetrical arms and round bases, from Syro‐Levantine models (flat bases, asymmetrical arms, and going under the name kinnāru and variants); but this reductive dichotomy is complicated by early transitional specimens and other variations (Franklin 2015, 256–7). Early Greek instrument names are often culture‐words of uncertain derivation (tympanon is an obvious exception, with Semitic cognates; kithara, and perhaps lyra, might derive from Sem. knr: Franklin 2015, 434 n. 63 and 67, 457–8).

But even cognate morphology and names need not say much about musical ideas and practices, barring corroborative contextual evidence. The history of instrument morphology must also be distinguished from that of abstract musical conceptions. Similar tonal resources and ideological elaborations could be present despite conspicuous design differences, and vice versa (Franklin 2015, 391–2). Different instrument types also encouraged varying practical approaches to tonality. Thus, even within a single cultural sphere—and the Mediterranean was always complex—we must allow for multiple parallel traditions (clearly the case with lyre and aulos in Archaic and Classical Greece: Franklin 2013).

Such fragmentation, however, was not absolute. Mesopotamian, Egyptian, Hittite, and Bible‐world texts and iconography show various instruments, often from different cultures, playing together. Therefore, shared tonal conceptions coevolved. The best evidence is the cycle of heptatonic, diatonic scales documented in Akkadian texts from c. 1800, with Sumerian antecedents. The tablets themselves are products of scribal tradition, but derive from living practice (Franklin 2015, 59; Hagel forthcoming, 14). The Akkadian interval‐names reappear as schematic harmonic sequences in the Hurrian hymns from Ugarit (Syria, c. 1300), after many undocumented centuries (Hagel 2005).1

Abundant evidence for musical mobility in the Near East (especially c. 2100–1200) strongly suggests that Ugarit was not alone in inheriting the Mesopotamian system.2 For the Aegean we should look to the Late Bronze Age (c. 1600–1200), with its international economy of Great Kings trading not only elite goods but specialized artisans and cultic personnel (both categories included musicians). The spread of divine cults involved parallel transplantation of appropriate instruments and cult‐repertoire (Franklin 2015, 100–2). Great Kings also appealed to, and made use of, each other’s deities. A suggestive case for Greece is an ailing Hittite king’s consultation of “the Deity of Ahhiyawa” (Achaeans) and “the Deity of Lazpa” (Lesbos); no musical details are given, but the text documents the kind of international cult‐juxtaposition that can account for specific links of musical practice (Teffeteller 2013; see below for the famous Lesbian mousopoloi). Divinization of cult‐instruments, known from Mesopotamian, Hurro‐Hittite, and Ugaritian palatial texts, was probably an important vehicle for the spread of specifically Mesopotamian musical conceptions (Franklin 2015).

Some such conjunction of factors, I believe, was responsible for a Mycenaean adaptation of the Mesopotamian tonal system for palatial cult‐music and other elite contexts.3 The key Greek evidence, though much later, predates Aristoxenus (our earliest extant technical authority), who himself asserts the diatonic was the oldest genos (Franklin 2002); or comes from sources (Plato, Aristotle, et al.) perpetuating earlier conventions against fifth‐century professional elaborations. Several very specific parallels preclude the possibility of independent development (although we are still dealing with a very long period of differentiation: see below). On the Mesopotamian side, (1) the strings are named/numbered in relation to a central string. (2) A sequence of seven diatonic tunings begins from one called “middle,” (3) itself tuned from the middle string. (4) This middle string is the only not to change throughout the tuning cycle. Finally, (5) the Hurrian hymns show the middle string (and two others related by consonance) predominating in performance. On the Greek side, we find (1) an epicentric arrangement is inherent in the string names (explicitly acknowledged by Aristotle); (2/3) the middle string (mesē) was the first string to be tuned and the others were tuned to it, and (4) only mesē could not be changed without ruining harmonia; (5) mesē was often repeated in the “best” (i.e. old‐fashioned) melodies (see, e.g., Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.20, 33 and 36). These parallels, though certainly not identical, are too peculiar to be random; they reveal a shared theoretical and practical perspective that one may term “epicentric tonality.”

A Late Bronze Age adaptation—perhaps via Minoan mediation4—is corroborated by dialect forms of Greek string names (implied/attested for Thebes and Argos, alongside Attic‐Ionic forms in musical writers); crucially Greek harmonia is a specifically Mycenaean form.5

There is also a rich mythology surrounding the seven‐stringed lyre and its divine/demigod practitioners (Hermes, Apollo, Amphion, Cadmus, Orpheus, Linus—see Rutherford and Sarti in this volume). These too, like the Greek myth‐cycles overall, exhibit regional patterns consistent with Late Bronze Age roots.6

One must wonder what else came along with this Late Bronze Age infusion of Near Eastern music‐technical knowledge. While many proposed literary parallels are not terribly specific (see generally West 1997), an early formative period helps explain this (e.g. starkly distinct yet obviously cognate succession myths in Hesiod’s Theogony and the Hurro‐Hittite Kumarbi Cycle). There is also significant overlap between Near Eastern genres that used the Mesopotamian tunings, and the main categories of early Greek lyric—choral song, love‐lyric, and divine hymns (Franklin 2018, 36–7). Moreover, a Middle Assyrian song catalog (VAT 10101) and the Hurrian hymns (see n. 1) document a Late Bronze Age or earlier convention of adhering to a single tuning—a custom basic to early Greek lyric, according to a passage deriving from Hellanicus’ Carneian Victors, a lost work focused on the Lesbian kitharodes (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 5.1133b; Franklin 2002, 8; Franklin 2012; Franklin 2013, 217–18; Barker 2014, 46–51). This is important for the prehistory of Classical ēthos‐theory (see below and Pelosi in this volume), since each tuning (and derived modes) must have had a distinct character.



The Cypro‐Levantine Interface

The Late Bronze Age ended c. 1200 with the Great Collapse of palatial society in Greece, Anatolia, Cyprus, and parts of the Levant. The Sea Peoples era, with large‐scale Aegean emigration to the eastern Mediterranean in the Early Iron Age, is documented by Egyptian, Hittite, Ugaritian, and Biblical texts, and reflected in Greco‐Anatolian and Greco‐Cypriot migration legends. These changes occasioned novel contacts between Aegean and Near‐Eastern music.

A key indicator of these movements is the appearance of round‐based lyres in areas previously dominated by flat‐based, kinnāru‐type models (see above). Philistine Ashdod has produced several such representations, such as on a cult stand depicting a traditional Canaanite orchestra (lyre, double‐pipe, frame drum), but with a lyre not of Canaanite morphology but of Aegean (Franklin 2015, 250–1). This adds valuable nuance to the Bible’s monochromatic representation of Philistine religion as basically Canaanite, and confirms that music was an important element in the historical confrontations of Aegean and Canaanite cult that are epitomized in legends like Mopsus’ overthrow of the hubristic “queen” Atargatis at Ascalon (Xanth. Lyd. FGrHist 765 F 17a; cf. F 8).

Further remarkable evidence, again connected with Mopsus, comes from Karatepe, the eighth‐century Cilician site whose inscriptions celebrate the restoration of the “House of Mopsus” to power in “Hiyawa”—a Luwian truncation of Ahhiyawa, as the Hittites called Mycenaean Greeks when they clashed in western Anatolia c. 1400–1200. The bilingual inscriptions record the forms Mukšaš/MPŠ (Luwian/Phoenician), divergent outcomes of an earlier Greek form with labiovelar (Mo‐qo‐so in Linear B). This echoes parallel Greco‐Anatolian legends about the migration of Mopsos/Moxos “to Cilicia and Syria, even as far as Phoenicia” (Strabo 14.4.3). It is therefore startling to see, in a banquet scene of renewed political harmony after civil war, a round‐based lyre deliberately juxtaposed with a Syro‐Anatolian model. The former must derive from immigrant Aegean tradition—the people whose designation “Half‐Achaeans” (Hypachaioi) was already obsolete when Herodotos wrote (7.91; Franklin 2015, 251–3). These Aegean lyres in diaspora contexts were not only potent symbols of cultural memory, but essential tools for its preservation against the rapid assimilation of material culture that is seen in the archaeological record. That migration legends could be preserved long after the Greek language itself died out recalls Aristoxenus’ description of fourth‐century Poseidonia/Paestum (famously adapted by Cavafy in “The Poseidonians,” 1906):


These men, who were originally Greek, ended up being barbarized—becoming Etruscans—and switching both their language and the rest of their customs. But even now they happen to maintain some one of their Greek festivals, during which they come together and renew their memory of those ancient names and customs. And after wailing loudly to one another, and getting their fill of tears, they go their ways.

(Aristox. fr. 124 Wehrli)


Similar phenomena transpired on Cyprus, though here, the diaspora epicenter, Greek endured and dominated by the seventh century. Despite a rich collection of Aegean migration legends (Franklin 2015, Ch. 12), round‐based lyres are a less useful criterion for pinpointing Aegean cultural expression in a “colonial” environment, since the island may have already had such forms. Two cases in point are the sword‐wearing lyrist from eleventh‐century Paphos, and the Hubbard vase with its lyrist and symbol‐rich cult‐scene; both scenes are at least Cypro‐Aegean hybrids (Franklin 2015, 253–8). Ninth‐century Phoenician settlement brought new musical complexity as cognate Late Bronze Age Cypriot traditions, now Aegeanized, reconverged with contemporary Levantine practice (most visibly in Aphrodite/Astarte cult). Aegean Greeks were also aware, less immediately, of Phoenician music: the Cypro‐Phoenician symposium bowls (with orchestra scenes) came to the Aegean; Alcaeus knew a Phoenician lyre in seventh century Lesbos; this phoinix probably distinguished Phoenician instruments proper from Greco‐Cypriot models called kinyra (cf. Franklin 2015, Ch. 11).

Cypriot legends were adapted to mainstream Greek epic in the eighth/seventh century as the Homeric (i.e. Aeolic‐Ionic) tradition became pan‐Hellenized. Paris and Helen were probably hosted, during evasive adventures en route to Troy, by Kinyras—the pre‐Greek culture‐hero who derives ultimately from a divinized kinnāru‐lyre attested at Ugarit—who outwitted an Achaean mission to winkle ships for the armada (Franklin 2015, Ch. 12). Agapenor and Teucrus, migration heroes of Paphos and Salamis, were also integrated. The sixth Homeric hymn is a valuable indicator of this epic environment, invoking Aphrodite as ruler of Cypriot Salamis and an epichoric Muse (Franklin 2014, 224–6). Cypriot musicians were active outside Cyprus from the Archaic period onwards; conversely mainstream Greek musical influence becomes increasingly obvious from the Classical period (Franklin 2015, 203–13). Nevertheless, the longevity and distinctiveness of Cypriot lyric is implied by professional musicians’ ongoing veneration of Kinyras (Schol. vet. to Pind. Pyth. 2.31b), and the persistence of “Kinyradai” as a priestly guild at Paphos down into Roman times, when Apollo was described as “our kinyra‐player” (kenyristēs, Franklin 2015, Ch. 9 and 16). Cypriot cult‐lyric included the seasonal threnodies that Herodotus considered akin to Greek “Linus Song” and comparable lamentations in Phoenicia and Egypt (Hdt. 2.79; Franklin 2015, 304–16). Anatolian analogues are reported for Phrygia (Poll. Onom. 4.54–5) and the Mariandynoi (Ath. 14.619f). The latter’s “Bormos” song was perhaps like other Near‐Eastern threnodic traditions in giving a musical twist to the dying‐and‐rising god motif (Franklin 2015, 291–316) if Bormos is cognate with barmos (a variant of barbitos) and/or phorminx (West 1992, 58 and n. 43).
 

The Greco‐Anatolian Interface

Greek settlement in Western Anatolia began in the Late Bronze Age, when Hittite texts record ongoing conflicts with Ahhiyawa (Achaeans) over Millawanda (Miletus), Lazpa (Lesbos), etc. A major Early Iron Age wave brought Aeolians to Lesbos and environs, Ionians farther south. The Late Bronze Age Greek inheritance of Lesbian lyric is encapsulated in myths of Orpheus’ lyre and head reaching the island (Power 2010, 351–5; Franklin 2012, 747). Interaction with local Anatolian musical traditions must be assumed. Luwian and Hittite ritual performances evidently influenced the formation of Homeric epic and Lesbian hymnic prayer; regional festivals involving multilingual populations and travelling poets were important venues of exchange (Bachvarova 2016).

Phrygia and Lydia loom especially large in Greek musical lore. Despite early and real contacts, many of our sources are late and allusive, with progressive stereotyping as Phrygia and Lydia, in turn, lost political preeminence and attendant cultural prestige (De Simone 2016, 159–69). Phrygia suffers especially from greater distance and earlier acme (Midas, the Mita of Assyrian annals, died c.696). Nevertheless, Phrygian music remains a constant presence in Greek music‐historiography (Thiemer 1979; West 1992, 330–1; Van Keer 2008; De Simone 2016, 118–35).

While early references to “Phrygian melos” by Alcman (PMG 126) and Stesichorus (PMG 212) need not imply anything very technical, to this same period (c. 625–575 BC) dates a more definite precursor to later harmonic usage: the trimelēs nomos, which is attributed to aulos composers Clonas of Tegea/Thebes and Sacadas of Argos, and involved modulation between Dorian, Phrygian, and Lydian (Ps‐Plut. De mus. 8.1134a–b, with Franklin 2013, 223–4, and Hagel 2009, 430). Alcman (PMG 109, 126) and Hipponax (118c IEG) already attest the link between Phrygia and aulos that dominated Greek popular and literary imagination, which further emphasized the instrument’s conspicuous use, together with tympanon and kymbala, in the “orgiastic” cults that achieved prominence in the Classical period (Cybele, Bacchic, Corybantic: e.g. Hymn. Hom. 14.3; cf. West 1992, 105 and n. 103, 124; De Simone 2016, 55–60, 103–48). Phrygian auletes were indeed a fact of Greek musical life, and Greek pipers sometimes performed as would‐be Phrygians for professional effect (Pind. Pyth. 12; Ath. 14.624b; cf. Barker 1984, 50; West 1992, 331 n. 11; Power 2010, 419 n. 294).

The putative Phrygian (sometimes Mysian) origin of the aulos was underscored by the first‐inventor legends of Hyagnis, Marsyas, and Olympus (e.g. Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 7.1133d–e; Ath. 14.624b; Thiemer 1979, 50–65, 132–38; West 1992, 330–1; Van Keer 2008, 14 n. 42). Olympus was especially prominent through connection with traditional libation music still commonly heard in the Classical period (Pl. Symp. 215c, Minos 318b; cf. Arist. Pol. 8.1340a9–10), and subject of our earliest extant harmonic analysis—by Aristoxenus, who reports a musicians’ belief that this was the source of the Greek enharmonic (Aristox. fr. 83 Wehrli; cf. Winnington‐Ingram 1928; Barker 1984, 255–7; Hagel 2006 and 2009, 397–413; De Simone 2016, 135–48). Athenaios (the composer) still drew on it in his Delphic Paean of 127 BC (Pöhlmann and West 2001, 20).

But we should not automatically exclude older, inherited Greek aulos traditions. Cycladic figurines and Minoan iconography document early Aegean double‐piping; the Haghia Triada sarcophagus may show the horn‐piped model that later sources call Phrygian; these elymoi auloi were also known on Cyprus, and made their way into Roman comedy (Juba FGrHist 275 F 8; West 1992, 91; De Simone 2016, 59). Mycenaean representations are missing (West 1992, 82), but the name Aulōn is probably attested (Franklin 2015, 434). An early Laconian tradition is indicated by “Spendon,” one of “the greats” (alongside Terpander and Alcman, Plut. Lyc. 28.5); his name (Mr. Libation) suggests a founding father for hereditary Spartan aulos‐families (Hdt. 6.60).

One must also beware the loose use of “Phrygian” in Classical and later sources, that often confuse Phrygians proper (Early Iron Age Balkan immigrants) with “forgotten” Anatolian groups such as Hittites, Luwians (>Lydians: Teffeteller 2013, 581), and “Trojans” (contrast Hom. Il. 2.862 with Pind. Nem. 3.60). A musical case in point is a curious rite, connected with the “Phrygian” Cybele/Attis cult, of eating and drinking from tympanon and kymbalon (Clem. Al. Protr. 2.15.3); this has clear antecedents in a Luwian‐Hittite ritual (Franklin 2015, 101–2). Similarly, a statue group erected c. 700 BC in the gates of Boğazköy, the old Hittite capital, shows Cybele (Phrygian Matar, “Great Mother”) flanked by both aulete and lyrist (Bittel 1963, Taf. 8; Holzman 2016, fig . 3), the latter’s instrument perhaps an early Asiatic kithara (see below). This iconography fulfills our expectations from Hittite rituals, where lyres—often written in Sumerian logograms as “Instrument of Divine Inanna” (giš.d INANNA)—enjoy pride of place (Franklin 2015, 89–96). There is also the Greek proverbial expression “concert (synaulía) of Olympus,” which may imply pairing aulos and strings (Franklin 2015, 295). This material usefully complicates the aulo‐centric Greek representation of Phrygian music (cf. Griffith in this volume). Further enrichment comes from the Gordion excavations: an eight‐stringed lyre depicted on a mixing‐bowl shard (Tumulus J, c. 600 BC), two women with “cradle kithara” in frieze‐fragments (“Painted House,” c. 400), and now tortoiseshell lyre fragments from early seventh‐century domestic contexts (Holzman 2016).

When Midas’ kingdom collapsed (c. 696 BC) during the Cimmerian invasions, Lydia arose rapidly under the Mermnad dynasty. Because this kingdom was closer‐to‐hand, and Greek texts survive from this period, we have a more tangible impression of Greco‐Lydian relations down to the Persian conquest (546 BC). Archaic poetry documents Greek elite emulation of Lydian “luxurious living” (habrosynē). Herodotus reports that “all the illuminati (sophistai) of Greece came to Sardis at the height of its wealth” (Hdt. 1.29): Terpander, Magnes, Alcman, Aesop, Alcaeus, Hipponax, Sappho, and Solon are notable names with Lydian connections. Several musical phenomena may be connected with this Greco‐Lydian efflorescence.

A key factor, I believe, is Lydia’s status as an Assyrian client state for most of the seventh century until the sack of Nineveh in 612 BC. Peripheral emulation of elite Assyrian culture is otherwise well attested. The Assyrian emperors actively cultivated what Sargon called “A Feast of Music”—a deliberate blending of regional music traditions into an Assyrianizing microcosm of Empire (part of a broader cultural program under the pax Assyriaca). A conspicuous sign of Lydia’s participation is the use by Alyattes (610–560 BC) of harps in military processions (Hdt. 1.17), the only parallel for which is contemporary Assyrian practice.7

That harps were indeed a novelty in seventh‐century Lydia is corroborated by Hittite/Neo‐Hittite iconography, which shows that lyres had long dominated in Anatolia (Schuol 2004, 57, 107–8; minor exceptions in the cosmopolitan Late Bronze Age, Franklin 2015, 47 n. 21). In Archaic Lydia, therefore, inherited lyres coexisted with modernizing harps; hence the double attribution of trigōnos/n (triangle‐harp) and “Asiatic kithara” to the Lydian culture‐hero Tyrrhenus (Phot. Lex. s.v. Asias; Power 2010, 387, 412 n. 274; further below). This is basically compatible with Sophokles’ characterization of the trigōnos as Phrygian (fr. 412 Radt, from Mysians; paired with “Lydian” pēktis); for the same conditions applied to Phrygia as later in Lydia (Phrygia too was an Assyrian client‐state, late eighth century).

Lydian harps were not restricted to military contexts; such instruments also featured in banquets and symposia (again as in Assyria). Here is our clearest link with Archaic Greece, where a vogue for harps is attested by contemporary poets associated with the Lydian interface (Alcman, Sappho, Alcaeus, Anacreon: Franklin 2008, 201 n. 5; Power 2010, 411–12). Note especially Pindar’s report that Terpander modeled his barbitos (a tenor lyre used in symposia) on the paktis of Lydian banquets (Pind. fr. 125); Anacreon’s reference to “luxuriously (habrōs) plucking the love‐rousing pēktis” (PMG 373; Power 2010, 128); and the derivation of sympotic songs (skolia) generally from the Lesbo‐Lydian environment (e.g. Pind. fr. 126; Franklin 2008, 200; Power 2010, 409 n. 265, 411, 414). The custom of reclining, which becomes standard in the seventh century and begins in the East Greek world, probably also mirrors Lydian elite practice (itself emulating Assyrian: Franklin 2008, 198–9).

Other details of Alyattes’ military ensemble are noteworthy. The combination of panpipes (syringes) and auloi is a local Anatolian touch (compare Trojan music‐making at Hom. Il. 10.13). But the auloi, of two different sizes, may return us to Assyria, where one relief seems to show two sizes of pipes in a larger musical scene (Rashid 1984, fig. 145). Coordinating instruments of different register implies standard construction templates and an underlying tonal system. I propose a connection here with the emergence of modulatory aulos music (trimelēs nomos) in Greece at just this time.8 The “polychordality” of harps must also be relevant (Pl. Resp. 3.399c–d; cf. Leg. 3.700d). According to this hypothesis, the Late Bronze Age convention of remaining in a single tuning had given way to a more modulatory, chromatic style by the Neo‐Assyrian period. Note that Terpander himself, despite his traditional heptachordal associations, is implicated in “polyphonic” growth by an alleged prequel to the “extra strings” scandal suffered at Sparta by New Musicians Phrynis and Timotheus (Power 2010, 172, 340–1, 536 n. 347).

Archaic Greece owed another major debt to Lydia, whose inherited lyre‐tradition evidently underlies the professional Greek kithara that first appears in seventh‐century iconography (West 1992, 53) to become standard by the sixth. Lesbian kitharodes were early intermediaries. Their “godfather” Terpander was active at major festivals in Delphi and Sparta; at the latter he was remembered for the “establishment” (katastasis) of music (that is, a pan‐Hellenized version of the Carneia festival) and acts of social catharsis—“magical powers” owed perhaps to ancestral Lesbo‐Luwian tradition (Franklin 2006, 58–60; Power 2010, 224–5, 279, 319; Teffeteller 2013).9 Terpander’s younger countryman Arion was patronized by Periander of Corinth (an ally of Alyattes), but also traveled widely (Power 2010, Part III; Franklin 2012, 19–25). The Mixolydian’s later attribution to both Terpander and Sappho probably derives from this Greco‐Lydian scene (Aristox. fr. 81 Wehrli; Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 16.1136c–d, 28.1140f; Power 2010, 410 n. 268; Hagel 2009, 372–3); perhaps too the association of Anacreon with Phrygian and Lydian (Ath. 14.635d). But such reports are perhaps clouded by anachronistic intrusion of later technical usage. More concrete is the tradition that the kithara had once been called “Asiatic.” The key passage derives from Hellanicus’ Carneian Victors (West 1992, 53, 329, 330 n. 8; Franklin 2010, 28–32; Franklin 2012, 746–7):


The form of the kithara was first made in the time of Cepion, the student of Terpander; and it was called Asiatic because of its use by the Lesbian citharodes, whose homes face Asia.

(Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 6.1133c–d)


“Asia” here is an early usage, deriving from Aššuwa, a Late‐Bronze‐Age Anatolian name for the region later called Lydia. The word started assuming its more familiar expanded sense via sixth‐century Lydian expansion. But the original force is preserved in scholiastic and lexicographical notices, some keyed specifically to “Asiatic kithara” (Schol. in Apoll. Rhod. 2.777–9; Etym. Magn. s.v. Asiatis; Hsch. s.v. Asias). Cepion, too, is an obscure enough figure to inspire confidence in the historiographical construction. Note that kithara and kitharis may derive from a Syro‐Anatolian adaptation of WSem. kin(n)āra (cf. “Grk.” kinaris, Franklin 2015, 457–8). We may accept, therefore, the Hellanican tradition that the Greek kithara matured under the Lesbian genos; and that this was through interaction with a specific “Asian” tradition, i.e. Lydia.

A coda to the Greco‐Lydian movement was hosted by the piratical Polycrates of Samos (c. 540–22), who profited from Croesus’ downfall and offered a new alternative to Sardis, establishing a kind of red‐light district and “filling Hellas” with decadent pleasures (Clearchos frs 43 and 44 Wehrli). A leading light here was Anacreon of Teos, the barbitos‐loving, “Lydopathic” symposium poet who, following his master’s catastrophe, was fetched to Athens by the Peisistratids (Ps.‐Pl. Hipp. 228b–c). This stimulated an “Anacreontic” fad traceable in contemporary vase‐painting; the poet himself was eventually sublimated as a sympotic performing mask (Anacr. PMG 481; Hdt. 3.121; Critias DK 88 B 1.4; Ath. 15.673d; Franklin 2008, 200; Power 2010, 339 n. 333, 414–15, 431–2, 457–8, 463–6; De Simone 2014, esp. 256–7), a phenomenon paralleled by the afterlives of Sappho and Alcaeus in fifth‐century Athens (Nagy 2007). The whole era is brilliantly dramatized in Mary Renault’s The Praise Singer (1978).




The Classical Period (c. 500–323)

The Persian Wars (490–479 BC), with their general West–East confrontation and startling Greek victories, led to a more national sense of Hellenic identity; a stereotyped Orientalism now saw Persia and its subjects as despotic and slavish, and Lydian habrosynē was revised as effeminate decadence (Aesch. Pers. 41; Timoth. Pers. 116–18). The musical consequences are dramatized by Herodotus in Croesus’ advice to Cyrus about dismantling Lydian imperium: they were to be disarmed and left “to play their kithara and pluck [sc. the harp]” (kitharizein te kai psallein, 1.155). Harps now passed largely from the hands of men (Franklin 2008, 197), persisting as the women’s instrument familiar from fifth‐century vase‐painting (Arist. Pol. 8.1341a39–41; West 1992, 72; Power 2010, 412; see Bundrick in this volume).

Classical authors refer regularly to Phrygian and Lydian harmoniai, including reflections on the literary/cult genres appropriate to each; their effects on emotion and character; suitability for education; and desirability in ideal society (Anderson 1966; West 1992, 180–1, 246–53; Lynch 2013). Favoring the Phrygian was its long association with libation music. Plato denigrated the loose Lydian and Ionian modes (harmoniai) as music for slackers (Lynch 2016; Aristotle had his own ideas: West 1992, 181–2). The terms were maintained by musicians and harmonic theorists in developing modulatory scale‐systems, thus enduring (with hypo‐ and hyper‐ variants) into the standard notation and keys (tonoi) of the extant fragments (West 1992, Ch. 9; Hagel 2009, Ch. 1), despite an attempted fourth‐century nationalist purge by Heraclides of Pontus (fr. 163 Wehrli).

Unfortunately, we cannot determine the precise relationship between Phrygian and Lydian tonoi, and the homonymous modal music heard by fifth‐century audiences—much less how closely any of this corresponded with real Phrygian or Lydian music.10 It does seem certain, however, that the New Musicians, under whom “program music” became increasingly popular (Csapo 2004, 213–16; LeVen 2008, Ch. 5), sometimes conjured foreign atmospheres through appropriate musical impressions (for earlier experiments, cf. Aesch. Pers. 1038–77 with West 1992, 353; the date of Sophocles’ Mysians, fr. 412 TrGF, is uncertain). These poets, for whom controversy was good publicity, embraced and exploited the now‐ambivalent East through fanciful lyric idylls and whole dithyrambs and dramas set in (or with characters from) Phrygia, Lydia, Mysia, Caria, Scythia, Persia, Egypt, and Syria (Csapo 2004, 232–5, 247–8; Power 2010, 509; West 1992, 363; LeVen 2008, 104–5, 210–18, 224–7; De Simone 2016, 159–69).

We find many evocative musical details (various harps, pipes, flutes) and ethno‐musical allusions (e.g. Ion of Chios, frs 22–3 TrGF, Omphalē; Eur. Hel. 175–6, Bacch. 55–63, 120–34, 151–67; Telestes PMG 806, 810; Diogenes fr. 1 TrGF, Semelē). Perhaps when Philoxenus, in his Mysians, modulated from Dorian into Mixolydian and varieties of Phrygian (West 1992, 364–5; Hagel 2009, 388–90; Lynch 2018, 319–23), he was conducting his audience to an exotic musical world. Euripides evidently incorporated Carian aulos tunes (Ran. 130–3). Carian, Ionian, Lydian, and doubtless other eastern music could be heard in contemporary Athens, at both symposia (Plat. Com. fr. 71 K.‐A.; West 1992, 182, 349) and funerals (Pl. Leg. 7.800e; West 1992, 23). For at the city’s imperial peak, “everything from the whole world arrive[d] due to [its] greatness” (Thuc. 2.38). Many musicians will have come seeking opportunities, while overseas endeavors brought further exposures. Hence we can explain various exotic instruments mentioned in later‐fifth and fourth century drama, especially comedy (gingras, nablas, sambykē, monaulos, Ath. 4.175a–76a and below; for gingras‐pipes, Franklin 2015, 190 n.19, 202–3, 567).

The patrimony of Lesbo‐Lydian lyric—which perhaps included the flamboyant performing costumes of professional kitharodes (Power 2010, 20, 26–7, passim)—now became a subject of self‐conscious poetic musing. Aristophanes’ satirical vignette of Agathon (Thesm. 120–2) is one of several contemporary sources which suggest that the New Musicians adopted “Asiatic kithara” as a “brand.”11 They appealed quasi‐ironically to venerable tradition (“Agathon”’ cites Alcaeus and Anacreon as “Ionic” precedents, Ar. Thesm. 160–3) as they reveled in the “oriental softness” with which they were taxed by critics (Power 2010, 26, 414, 507–11, 518). In doing so, they probably exploited the antiquarian authority of Hellanicus, whose Carneian Victors was perhaps published soon after 446 when the inaugural kitharodic contest of the Panathenaia was won by Phrynis, the controversial Lesbian singer whose “difficult‐to‐bend bends” inspired youthful imitations (Ar. Nub. 964–72; Franklin 2012, 754–6; Lynch 2018, 302–13). The Mytilenean revolt of 428 BC may have also temporarily complicated Athenian views about their own Lesbian musical inheritance.

By the fourth century, Aristotle refers to harps (and barbitoi) as instruments of “the ancients,” as though obsolete (Pol. 8.1341a39–41). Aristoxenus (and later antiquarians) pondered the exact identity of various harps mentioned by Archaic poets (frs 97–9 Wehrli; Ath. 4.182f, 14.634d–636c). Aristoxenus included the pēktis, magadis, and trigōnon in his list of foreign instruments (fr. 97 Wehrli), along with the phoinix. The nabla(s) is not found in Aristoxenus’ list, unless this is what he meant by phoinix; it was evidently popular in the later fourth‐century (fragments of Attic comedy, apparently a novelty: West 1992, 77; Franklin 2015, 275).

The sambykē, listed by Aristoxenus, was a high‐register bow‐harp, first mentioned in the late fifth century (West 1992, 75–7); it is probably related to Akkadian sammû, the instrument on which the Mesopotamian tonal system was formulated in the texts (complication of Lesbian associations, Power 2010, 389).12 The sambykē was notable, by the end of the fourth century, as a tool of female entertainers, themselves called sambykai. This conflation of instrument and singer is the real‐world basis for the later trope of lover‐muses in Roman elegy, typically with eastern musical connotations. Ready examples are Lydia (Horace), Lesbia (Catullus), and Horace’s Cinara, whose “lyric” name alludes to a class of Syrian musiciennes/courtesans that appeared in Rome following Pompey’s annexation of 64 BC (Franklin 2015, 537–8; cf. De Simone in this volume). A similar conception is already suggested by the Lyde (≈ Lydia) who featured in erotic poetry by Antimachus of Colophon, who perhaps engaged intertextually with another Lyde sung by Lamynthius of Miletus (PMG 839, ap. Ath. 13.597a; Matthews 1996, 26–39; LeVen 2008, 224). Note the East‐Greek origins of both poets. Xenophanes (11 B3 DK) had blamed the Colophonians for embracing Lydian habrosynē before the Persian conquest, to their undoing. The third‐century BC Phylarchus claimed that Colophon had enjoyed a state‐run entitlements program, with pipe‐girls (aulētrides) and harp‐girls (psaltriai) plying the streets from dawn till dusk as a prelude to the more serious business of all‐night drinking; and that the law was still in place (FGrHist 81 F 66). Whatever the truth, it seems likely that Antimachus drew his Lyde from a similar Greco‐Lydian musical atmosphere.



Looking Ahead (323–)

The interaction of Greek and Near‐Eastern music entered a complex new phase with the Hellenistic period’s widespread intermingling of populations, a trajectory that continued in the Roman and Byzantine periods. A comprehensive treatment of these periods is needed. Greek music historiography will have undergone significant reorientation (many fragments in Athenaeus’ Deipnosophists; cf. Barker 2014). One must beware, for instance, the tales of Pythagoras in Syria, Egypt, Phoenicia, and Babylonia, often cited in support of eastern influence on early Greek music (Farmer 1957, 253). These are probably symptoms of later Greek realization that some of their own musical conceptions had eastern counterparts (e.g. the consonant ratios), rather than direct traditions (notwithstanding deeper historical connections, as with epicentric tonality). The mutual influence of Greek and Near Eastern instrument morphologies (e.g. Franklin 2015, 180–1, 194) also needs careful study. One important phenomenon is the gradual infiltration of various types of lute, already known in Mesopotamia c. 2400 BC (Rashid 1984) and the Syro‐Levantine sphere in the second millennium (Braun 2002); their eventual syncretism with and displacement of lyres in later antiquity (Franklin 2015, 542–4) must have affected Greek musical conceptions, if only by rendering traditional theoretical writings less directly relevant. The interplay of Hellenistic professional and cult music with local traditions must also be investigated, e.g. in Ptolemaic Egypt and Seleucid Syria/Mesopotamia (where epigraphic material can help ground literary sources). How purely “Greek” is the music accompanying the first‐century BC Mylasa fragment to the Carian god Sinuri (Pöhlmann and West 2001, 22)? What about all our musical papyri from Hellenistic Egypt (von Lieven 2008, 159; cf. Martinelli in this volume)? Does Ptolemy’s theory, which often builds on actual practice (Hagel 2009, Ch. 6), owe anything to traditional Egyptian conceptions? Early Syriac hymnography also owes some debt to Hellenistic practices (Franklin 2015, 61). And there is still much to do with reception of Greek music, theory, and historiography in Syriac, Persian, and Arabic sources (see Panti in this volume). One exciting prospect is that Aristoxenus’ lost treatment of melodic composition (melopoiia) may be preserved in some form by al‐Farabi (c. 872–950 AD; text in d’Erlanger 2001), and perhaps other Arabic musical writers (e.g. al‐Kindi, c. 874 AD).
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NOTES


	1 For a general introduction to the Near Eastern musical texts (including the Hurrian hymns, a collection of songs on clay tablets with musical signs found in the ancient city of Ugarit, in modern Syria), with further bibliography, see Kilmer 1997.

	2 See discussion in Franklin 2015, 57–60. In addition to secondary literature cited there, add Bachvarova 2009.

	3 The remainder of this section is adapted from Franklin 2018, q.v. for more detailed documentation. The proposed Late Bronze Age adaptation supersedes the Orientalizing Period scenario I originally proposed in publications before 2006 (e.g. 2002).

	4 Compare the practically identical lyres of Haghia Triada (c. 1350 BC) and the Pylos throne‐room fresco (c.1250 BC).

	5 This is shown by the sonant nasal’s realization as ‐on‐, not ‐an, a peculiarity of Mycenaean. For the phonology, Ruijgh 1961, 204–6; cf. Franklin 2006, 55 n. 42.

	6 Franklin 2006.

	7 For these points see Franklin 2008. Harps per se were not restricted to Assyria; their fairly general distribution by this date in the Near East, other than Anatolia, is reflected in the variety of Eastern ethnic origins alleged for harps in later Greek sources (AGM, 72 n. 105). Juba’s Syrian claim for the trigōnon (FGrHist 275 F 15) is historically most accurate for the harp morphologies that predominated in Classical Greece. The bow‐harps of Egypt might be reflected in the sambykē, though this has a probably Akkadian etymology (see below); and instruments of similar shape are known for early Mesopotamia.

	8 The “bends” of the New Music were a tertiary stage of evolution: see Franklin 2013, Lynch 2018 and D’Angour in this volume.

	9 Delphi and Sparta mark an internal Greek interface between Late Bronze Age inheritance and shifted Early Iron Age demographics. If the inherited heptatony of the Lesbian genos was a genuine novelty to some Dorian and Northwest Greek traditions, we could explain the tradition that Terpander “invented” the seven‐stringed lyre (Terp. fr. 4; Strabo 13.2.4).

	10 For a proposal see now Lynch 2018.

	11 See also Sarti in this volume.

	12 One wonders if Aristoxenus’ “nine‐stringer” (to enneachordon), otherwise unknown, is relevant here, given the nine‐stringed formulation of the Mesopotamian system; or whether there is any connection with the emergence of nine strings as a standard configuration for the Greek kithara itself probably by the end of the fifth century (Hagel 2009, 117, 370 and n. 12).
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CHAPTER EIGHTEEN
Acoustics

Egert Pöhlmann



Introduction

Questions of acoustics were discussed by Greek philosophers in different contexts, according to the preconceptions of their respective schools. From the early fifth century BC, Presocratics tried to explain how sounds were generated, propagated from their source and perceived by the human ear. Alcmeon of Croton and Empedocles opened the way to a “cinetic” theory of sound, explaining it as an impact on the air. On the contrary, the Atomists, whose first representative was Democritus, developed a corpuscular theory of sound. Following the Pythagorean Archytas, the Academy and the Peripatos established the mainstream of ancient Greek thinking about acoustic phenomena, basing the pitch of sounds on their speed. But the contributions of the Ionian empirism, the center of which was Anaxagoras, continued to exert their influence. They were resumed in various ways by treatises of debated authorship—the Mousikē eisagōgē of a certain Heraclides (perhaps Heraclides Ponticus),1 the Sectio canonis attributed to Euclides2 and the Peripatetic De audibilibus (perhaps of Strato)3— and, through them, transmitted to late antiquity.



The Presocratics and the First Acoustic Theories

Galileo Galilei, when exploring the principles of free‐fall motion (1623), established a new tool for modern science, the experiment. The same can be said for acoustics: in 1630 and 1636 Marin Mersenne determined by different experiments the speed of propagation of sound with agreable results, while in 1635 the Democritean Pierre Gassendi proved that sounds travel at the same speed, no matter the nature of their pitch. He ordered that a gun and a cannon were simultaneosly fired, so that from a great distance he could observe the respective muzzle flashes and hence hear, some instants later, the higher and lower noises they produced, realizing that he could perceive them at the same time. Through this experiment, Gassendi rectified the erroneous opinion of most of the ancient writers (from Archytas onward, see below and Barker 1989, 41 n. 47), who believed that higher and lower sounds do not travel at the same speed.4

As a rule, ancient science was based on a close observation of the phenomena, without making use of experiments. Thanks to it, questions and principles of acoustics were already noticed by ancient physiologists. Since the beginning of the fifth century BC, cinetic theories of sound explained it as an impact (plēxis) on the air: Alcmeon of Croton firstly detected the auditory passage, considering the middle ear an empty resonating cavity stimulated by the inflow of air from outside (test. 5 and 6). According to Empedocles of Acragas, who discovered the ossicles of the middle ear (test. 93), the auditory passage works like a resonating bell (kōdōn). Air moved by sound coming from outside the ear stimulates the air in the middle ear and makes it resound (test. 86.9). The resonating air eventually moves the ossicles (test. 93).

Anaxagoras of Clazomenae was able to explain the origin of sound much better than Alcmeon and Empedocles, assuming a periodic recurrence of impacts by moving breath on the stationary air outside the mouth: “Voice arises if moved breath collides with the stationary air, which is transported by the periodic recurrence (hypostrophē) of the impact to the ears. In the same way what is called echo arises” (test. 106). For a correct understanding of this sentence, the key word is hypostrophē. The usual meaning of hypostrephō is “to come back” (e.g. Hom. Od. 8.301; Hdt. 4.120). But Anaxagoras uses hypostrophē in the special sense of “come back periodically,” which we find also in Soph. El. 725, where it stands for the periodical turnaround of the racing chariot in the hippodrome, or in Hippocratic writings (Art. 50; Progn. 22; Epid. 1.3), denoting periodically recurring fits of fever.5 The novel idea of recurring impacts on air (hypostrophē tēs plēxeōs) may have originated by observing a vibrating string on the lyre.

Anaxagoras had already become aware that the ear, because of its inertia, perceives repeated impacts on the air as a continuous sound. In fr. 21 he explains the general weakness of perception by an optical observation: if, while mixing colors, white is trickled (kata stagona) into black, the eye will not be able to perceive the minute alterations discretely, but it will see a changing continuum (this explanation would have been resumed later by Heraclides, see below). A necessary condition for the Anaxagorean hypostrophē tēs plēxeōs is the recognition of the air as a substance, which was denied by the Pythagoreans (Arist. Ph. 4.6.213b23). But Anaxagoras found proof (elenchos) for this statement by observing heavily inflated wineskins: as these could not be compressed, he inferred that air was a substance. Aristotle, who shares this opinion, nevertheless rejected the very same proof (Arist. Ph. 4.6.213a22–7 and 31).

Archelaus, pupil of Anaxagoras and teacher of Socrates, took it a step further. Diogenes Laertius attributes to him a meaningful definition of sound (test. 1): “Archelaus first explained the origin of sound by an impact on the air (aeros plēxis).” This is the first evidence of the opinion that sound is an impact moving through the air, while the medium rests stationary. The earlier Presocratics (Alcmeon of Croton, Empedocles, and Anaxagoras) had rather considered sound as air moved by an impact (aēr peplēgmenos). Still Diogenes of Apollonia, a later epigone of Anaximenes, adopts this same view in his remarks on sound and hearing: sound is moved air, which stimulates the air in the inner ear (test. 21). This movement eventually affects the brain (test. 19.40).

This controversy was handed down until late antiquity. The formula “sound is movement in the air” was then adopted by Galen (De usu partium 8.6.664: aeros plēgē) and known until Boethius (Inst. Mus. 1.3: idcirco definitur sonus percussio aeris indissoluta usque ad auditum). Alternativly, in the formula “sound is moved air” (Gal. De usu partium 8.6.644: aēr peplēgmenos; Boeth. Inst. mus. 1.14: aer pulsus), it is the medium, i.e. the air itself, that moves from the source to the ear. Aristides Quintilianus summarized both approaches rather aptly, preferring the formula aeros plēgē (De mus. 1.4, 5.19–22 W.‐I.).

As we have seen, Presocratics did not use experiments for their inquiries. Rather, they usually proved their theories by analogies (Klein 1972, 194 nr. 2–7, 195 nr. 1–3), as Otto Regenbogen (1961) and Hans Diller (1971) had already demonstrated several years ago. Empedocles used the Homeric simile in order to illustrate such analogies. Fr. 23 compares the colors of a painter with the elements of which the world consists, while test. 86.9 (see above) explains the hearing in the middle ear by the analogy of the bell (kōdōn). This method of thinking was explained by Anaxagoras, who created an interesting formula to describe it: “The invisible becomes intellegible in the phenomena” (fr. 21a: opsis tōn adēlōn ta phainomena). Analogy was probably used daily in Athens, as we can infer from Aristophanes’ Clouds, where the poet ridicules Ionian physiologia by the hilarious use of the above mentioned Anaxagorean formula (Nub. 156–68, 374–95, 403–11, with Regenbogen 1961, 187 and Diller 1971, 129 and 141). It is therefore legitimate to ask if similar analogies, which are attested later, were regularly used also by scientists of the late fifth century BC. A splendid example is the image comparing sound‐waves in the air to the concentric waves produced by a stone when it hits the water in Chrysippus: “[Chrysippus teaches that] we hear when the air between the source of sound and the organ of hearing, after an impact (plēttomenou), begins to oscillate spherically (sphairoeidōs) until it strikes upon the ears, like the water in a cistern forms wavy circles when a stone is thrown into it” (SVF II 872). The same notion is attested also in another passage:


The Stoics teach that the air does not consist of small particles (thrausmata), but is a continuum without any empty space between. If the air receives an impact by compressed air (pneuma), it oscillates spherically until the end, until it has filled the surrounding air. The same happens if a stone is thrown into a pond, where the oscillation is cyclical, while in the air it is spherical.

(SVF II 425)


Due to this suggestive image, the theory of sound waves became notorious. We find it again in Vitruvius, who through it explains the excellent acoustics of the Greek theaters (De arch. 5.3.6–8, with Pöhlmann 1988, 388–95), and in Heron of Alexandria (De spec. 316.18 Schmidt). The physician Galen describes it as generally accepted (De usu partium 8.6.644) and also Boethius, quoting Nicomachus of Gerasa, adopts it.6 However, the usage of this analogy as an argument against the Democritean corpuscular theory (thrausmata) by the Stoics (see above) might encourage us to trace its origin back to the fifth, not the third century BC.



The Atomists and the Corpuscular Theories of Sound

The atomistic approach considered sound as a purely corporeal phenomenon. Its first exponent was Democritus, who asserted that sound is corpuscular (test. 127) and consists of compressed air (test. 135.45), which enters every cavity with force, mainly the ears, producing a movement (test. 135.40–2). In this way, Democritus came close to the opinion of some Presocratics who had explained sound as “moved air” (aēr peplēgmenos). The propagation of sounds entails the air’s subdivision into small particles (thrausmata), which correspond to the particles of sound rolling together (test. 128). A similar conception appears in Epicurus (fr. 321, 221–2) and Lucretius (De rer. nat. 4.239–55), when discussing the propagation of simulacra.

It is well known that, in his physics, Epicurus drew heavily on Democritus, as we can see in Lucretius (De rer. nat. 4.523–614, with Erler 1994, 139–40 and 147–9). As in the Epicurean theory of seeing (which asserts the propagation of eidōla, simulacra in Lucretius, see De rer. nat. 4.26–215) material emanations streaming from the surfaces of solid objects enter the eyes of the observer, the atomists maintained a similar materialistic conception in their theory of hearing (Lee 1978), as Lucretius states in De rer. nat. 4.526–7: “We have to confess that also voice and sound have a corporeal nature, as they are able to make an impact on the senses.” Indeed, Lucretius thought that words and sounds wander corporeally through the air until they reach the ear: but while simulacra move in a straight line, sounds can follow a curved path when necessary (ibid. 4.595–614). Likewise, Epicurus considered sound as a current originating from its source and subdivided into particles of similar shape.



Archytas, Plato, and Aristotle on Acoustics

Between the fifth and fourth centuries BC, Pythagoreanism exerted its inflence in Athens, too. The Pythagorean Archytas of Tarentum focused his inquiry especially on mathematics and harmonics (frs 1–3, see Barker in this volume) but he also advanced a theory of sound that would become very influential throughout antiquity (Barker 1989, 40 n. 45, 41 nn. 47–50, 42 n. 53). His starting point was the familiar cinetic approach: “First they considered that there can be no sound unless there has been an impact (plēgā) of things upon one another” (fr. 1, transl. Barker 1989). When the sounds strike the ears, he continues, “those that come swiftly and powerfully from the impacts appear high‐pitched, while those that come slowly and weakly seem to be low‐pitched.” Archytas tried to support his opinion introducing a series of observations, after which he confidently concludes: “Thus the fact that high‐pitched notes move more quickly and lower‐pitched ones more slowly has become clear to us from many pieces of evidence.”

In the Timaeus, Plato defined sound and hearing relying on Archytas’ theories:


Let us take it that sound in general is an impact (plēgē) of air, coming through the ears and impinging on the brain and the blood, and passed on until it reaches the soul; and that hearing is a movement caused by it (i.e. the impact) (…) The kind that is swift (tacheian) is high‐pitched (oxeian), and the kind that is slower (bradytera) is lower‐pitched (baryteran).

(Pl. Τi. 67b2–6, transl. Barker 1989)


Then he adds two new properties of sounds, which are qualitative, not quantitive: “The kind that is homogenous is even and smooth (omalēn te kai leian), while the opposite sort is rough (tracheian). A large amount is loud (megalēn), the opposite kind quite small (smikran)” (Ti. 67b7–c1). Centuries later, Porphyry, pointing out that plēgē may have both an active and a passive sense (that is, it may indicate “an impact of air” or “an impact made by air”), will attribute to Plato an understanding of plēgē in an active sense (Porph. In Ptol. 46.14–30 Düring = 56.14–29 Raffa,7 see Barker 2015b, 172–3):8 this would imply that he believed that it is the impact (plēgē), and not its medium (i.e. the air), that travels and reaches the hearers.

Like Plato, Aristotle did not devote a specific study to music, but dealt with its various aspects in works on different subjects (see Jan 1895, 3–35; Barker 1984, 170–82; Barker 1989, 66–84: Barker 2007, 328–63). The most important discussions on sound may be found in his works On Soul and On Sense and the Sensible. Aristotle interprets sound as an impact (plēgē) of solids (sterea) against solids (like Archytas), or of solids against air, which implies a movement in place (phora) and a medium, carrying the movement, mainly air or water (Arist. De an. 2.420a19–20). It is of crucial importance for Aristotle’s theory of sensation that the medium itself does not move, but it only carries the form of the object to the recipient (Arist. De an. 2.424b17–18). Therefore, sound is not a body but a movement in a bodily medium (Arist. Sens. 446b25). In this way, Aristotle rejected the atomistic view of wandering sound‐particles wrongly imputed to Plato (see above), rather assuming a qualitative alteration of the medium. The air moved by an impact is subject to a modification (alloiōsis) according to the peculiar nature of the impact itself (Arist. De an. 2.417b7–9, see Gottschalk 1968, 444 and n. 2).

Moreover, in order to explain the propagation of language, Aristotle formulated the idea that a shape (schēmatismos) is given to the air breathed out by the mouth according to the nature of letters and syllables. This peculiar shape of the air is sometimes distorted during its propagation: “This becomes evident also by the distortion (metaschēmatizesthai) of the letters during the travel from speaker to listener” (Arist. Sens. 446b6–9). Alexander of Aphrodisias, who later will comment on these lines, can help us understand this notion better: “The reason (for this) is that the shapes of the letters and their compounds, the words, imprinted on the air by the primordial impact, are distorted (metaschēmatizesthai) in the interval (between the speaker and the listener), so that the sounds do not reach the ear with the same shape that the speakers had given to them” (Alex. Aphr. In Arist. Sens. 6, 126.10–9). Subsequently, the pseudo‐Aristotelian Problems considered the Aristotelian concept of “shaping the air” as a general definition of sound: “Why is it, given that voice is air that has been shaped and is in motion, that the shape is often broken up (…)?” (Pr. 11.23 = 11.51, transl. Barker 1989; on Book 11 of this work, see Hagel 2015). In order to dismiss a quantitative approach of sounds, Theophrastus linked this notion of “shape” with pitch: “And if indeed the higher note does move to a greater distance, it is not because it is moved in accordance with more numbers, but because of its shape (schēma)” (Theophr. fr. 716.87–100 FHS&G, transl. Barker 1989).

More in general, Aristotle adopted Archytas’ misleading theory of the dependence of pitch on speed, but he tried to broaden it by commenting on the original meaning of oxys (“sharp,” not “high”) and barys (“heavy,” not “low”):


The sharp moves the perception to a great extent in a short time, while the heavy moves it to a small extent in a long time. It is not the case that the sharp is swift and the heavy slow: rather, the movement of the former acquires its quality because of its speed, that of the latter because of its slowness.

(Arist. De an. 2.420b30–3, transl. Barker 1989)


The real problem arises when Aristotle tries to explain how it is possible to hear symphōniai (“concords”) as simultaneous sounds since, according to the Archytean theory, the higher sound of a concord should reach the ear earlier than the lower one (Sens. 448a12–b21). In order to justify the simultaneous perception of concords, he postulates that, despite being mixtures of two sounds, concordant sounds are perceived as a single whole: “It is impossible, however, to perceive two things simultaneously with a single sense if they are not mixed: for a mixture purports to be one thing; of one thing there is one perception, and one perception is simultaneous with itself” (Arist. Sens. 447b9–11, transl. Barker 1989). As Barker has rightly pointed out, this argument leaves dissonances unexplained, e.g. the tritonus f–b, since they do not blend, but nevertheless are simultaneously perceived (Barker 1989, 76 n. 27). A possible explanation for this impasse was plainly rejected by Aristotle:


Are people right or wrong about concord, when they say that the sounds do not arrive simultaneously, but only seem to, and that this fact escapes us when the time involved is imperceptible? One could then say that this is why we seem to see and hear simultaneously, because the intervening times escape our notice.

(Arist. Sens. 448a20–2, transl. Barker 1989)


We have already encountered this theory concerning the weakness of the senses in Anaxagoras (cf. above). Aristotle, however, rejected the idea of imperceptible temporal intervals: “Or is it not true, and is it impossible for there to be any imperceptible time or one that escapes our notice, all times being capable of being perceived?” (Arist. Sens. 448a24–6, transl. Barker 1989).



Heraclides, Euclides, and Ps.‐Aristotle’s De audibilibus

The Archytean theory of origin and propagation of sound was the starting point also for a certain Heraclides, author of a work titled Mousikē eisagōgē (“Introduction to Music”), a long excerpt of which is quoted by Porphyry in his Commentary on Ptolemy’s Harmonics.9 The ascription of the text is controversial:10 a potentially good candidate is Heraclides Ponticus, who was a member of the Platonic Academy after 366 BC in the same years as Aristotle was. The core of Heraclidean theory was concerned with the weakness of the senses (hearing and sight) during minimal moments of time, a hypothesis that had been already advanced by Anaxagoras and criticized by Aristotle.

Porphyry starts the discussion with the Pythagorean opinion that the differences of pitch are differences of quantity, not quality (9.27–33 D = 8.22–9 R): to convalidate this opinion, he quotes Heraclides’ Mousikē eisagōgē (30.1–2 D = 36.9–10 R). The reasoning begins11 with a classification of possible movements (30.9–19 D = 36.18–37.1 R): in the case of sound (Heraclides states as an axiom, cf. 30.14 Düring: “let us postulate, then …”), its movement occurs in a straight line from its origin (an impact/plēgē on the air) until the organ of hearing, where it moves perception. Then he postulates that the impact cuts the time into a before and an after, occupying no time, and illustrates this with the analogy of a line which divides a plane occupying no space (30.19–26 D = 37.1–10 R). But when the ear perceives the impact, he says, it occurs in a portion of time that is imperceptible because of the weakness of the hearing (30.27–8 D = 36.10–11 R). Heraclides illustrates this paradox first with the visual analogy of the spinning cone: if a cone, marked with a white or black spot or perpendicular line, is set in motion, the spot appears as a circle, while the line covers the whole surface of the cone with its colour (30.28–31.7 D = 37.12–20 R: Heraclides’ example can be understood considering the spot or the line as dimensionless in space). This demonstration of the weakness of human sight carries us back into the fifth century BC: the spinning cone explains by analogy the weakness of human hearing just as the Anaxagorean formula opsis tōn adēlōn ta phainomena had done.

But Heraclides goes further: he demonstrates the weakness of hearing by an oscillating string, which can be observed by sight, too (31.7–19 D = 37.20–38.2 R). As long as the string is oscillating periodically back and forth, one can hear a sound. This must mean that the string, at every peak of its amplitude, makes an impact on the surrounding air, producing a sound for each impact which will necessarily fall on the hearing (30.27–8 D = 37.10–11 R): if this is true, every oscillating string emits not only one, but several sounds (31.13–14 D = 37.28–9 R). As the impacts have no duration in time, it follows that between the periodically emitted sounds there must be silence, which does not move the ear. Because of the weakness of the ear, however, instead of the series of single sounds emitted by the swinging string we perceive the illusion (phantasia) of a single, continuous sound (31.19–21 D = 38.3–5 R).

We have to admit that Heraclides succeeded in finding a satisfying theory of sound, which is far superior to the theories of all his contemporaries and comes very close to the results of modern acoustics (for a general overview, see Kuttruff 2007). By thorough observation, he detected that there is a limit for continuous perception of sight and hearing, which—we know today—requires 18 impressions per second (Brecher 1934, 380–93; Bornschein and Hanitzsch 1978, 232–5). This insight was adopted, with slight modifications, also by the author of the Peripatetic De audibilibus, as we shall see.12

The beginning of Heraclides’ quotation in Porphyry (30.9–19 D = 36.18–37.1 R) has close affinities with the praefatio of Sectio canonis (148.5–6 Jan), as Barker (2015, 135 n. 110) has already noticed. In this work, handed down under the name of the mathematician Euclides of Alexandria,13 we may read the first consistent theory of sound and pitch:


Since all sounds occur when some impact occurs, and since it is impossible for an impact to occur unless movement has occurred beforehand—and since of movements some are closer packed (pyknoterai), others more widely spaced (araioterai), those which are closer packed producing higher notes, and those which are more widely spaced lower ones—it follows that some notes must be higher, since they are composed of closer packed and more numerous movements, and others lower, since they are composed of movements more widely spaced and less numerous.

(Sect. can. 148.5–149.3 Jan, transl. Barker 1989)


Like Anaxagoras and Heraclides, the author here explains sound by a series of periodically recurring movements and impacts. But instead of coupling high and low speed with high and low pitch, like Archytas, he associates high and low frequencies of movements (araioterai or pyknoterai kinēseis) with high and low pitches: in this way, the problem of the simultaneous hearing of concords and discords disappears (in principle, this had also been intuitively foreseen by Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.39, see Barler 2015a). The author of Sect. can. was guided by the well‐established fact that the ratios of concords, to which he was going to give a mathematical basis in his propositions (see Barker in this volume), were either multiple or epimoric (Sect. can. 149.17–24 Jan, cf. Barker 1989, 193 nn. 7–8). A proportion is multiple (pollaplasios) when it follows the formula mn/n, for example 2/1, that is, the proportion of the octave. Epimoric (epimorios) is a proportion following the formula (n + 1)/n, for example 3/2, i.e. the proportion of the fifth, or 9/8, that of the tone, a dissonant interval. The quantitative element behind concords and discords has to do with a relative number of movements and impacts. The fact that concords and discords can be simultaneously heard led him to the conclusion that faster movements causing higher sounds must be more closely packed (pyknoterai) than slower movements causing lower sounds, which are more widely spaced (araioterai): this implies that all sounds travel with the same speed. Barker has pointed out the astonishing fact that this author alone “clearly articulates the view that frequency of impact is actually responsible for a note's perceived pitch” (Barker 1989, 192 n. 2).

Excerpts of a treatise titled De audibilibus are transmitted by Porphyry, who attributes it to Aristotle (51.1–3 D = 62.1–3 R). Gottschalk has (convincingly, in my opinion) attributed the text to Strato, head of the Peripatos after Theophrastus.14 The work is quoted by Porphyry in abridged form (67.24–77.18 D = 82.19–94.13 R, see Barker 2015b, 225–49). After it, Porphyry ascribes the treatise again to Aristotle, describing it as a work About the Difference between Audible Things (77.19–20 D = 94.14–15 R): there follows a summary of its subjects, which, compared with the text quoted before, presents them a slightly different succession. The first paragraph (77.19–24 D = 94.14–20 R) focuses on the origin of sounds and their perception and on the blended perception of consonances, treated at 67.24–68.2 D (= 82.19–83.2 R) and 75.14–27 D (= 91.28–92.8 R). The quotation of these subjects together, here in the summary, has led Gottshalk to move the text of 75.14–27 D (= 91.28–92.8 R) shortly after the beginning, after 68.2 D (= 83.1 R). The next paragraph enumerates the physical organs of the body that cooperate in producing sound, namely the lung, the windpipe, and the breath, and their influence on sound (77.24–6 D = 94.20–2 R, broadly corresponding to 68.2–69.33 D = 83.3–85.12 R, where he also mentions the mouth). The last paragraph assembles together all the possible qualities of the voice, high and low, loud and soft, and many other timbre qualifications (77.27–32 D = 94.23–29 R). This paragraph corresponds broadly to 69.34–77.18 D (= 85.12–94.13 R), where all these varieties are explained by the different qualities of the organs that produce them. Also the last item of the summary (77.31–2 D = 94.28–9 R), the origin of stammering, appears in the last chapter of the De audibilibus (77.7–15 D = 94.1–11 R): hence we may reasonably conclude that the summary corresponds to the original text.

In Porphyry, the quotation of the De audibilibus is introduced by a chapter summarizing the general principles of origin, propagation, and perception of sound (67.24–68.2 D = 82.19–30 R). It begins with a definition of sound that criticizes one of the opposing theories:


It is a fact that all voices and sounds occur when either bodies collide with bodies or the air collides with bodies, not by the air being shaped (tō ton aera schēmatizesthai), as some people think, but by its being moved in just the same way15—being contracted, expanded, caught up with and in collision—as the result of impacts made by the breath or by strings.

(Ps.‐Arist. De aud. 800a1–7, ap. Porph. In Ptol. 67.24–8 D = 82.19–24 R, transl. Barker 1989)


According to Gottschalk’s proposal (see above) we may well here add the paragraph, which explains the possibility of hearing periodic oscillations of air as continuous sounds:


The impacts made on the air by strings are many and separate, but because of the smallness of the time between them the ear is unable to detect the gaps, and hence the sound seems to us single and continuous, as is also the case with colours. For separate bits of colour often seem to us to be joined to one another, when they are moving quickly.

(Ps.‐Arist. De aud. 803b34–40, ap. Porph. In Ptol. 75.14–18 D = 91.28–33 R, transl. Barker 1989)


The idea of the weakness of the sense organs here described is very close to Heraclides Ponticus’ view, who seems to be the source of this theory of sound. A direct comparison with Heraclides’ Introduction to Music makes it even more evident and shows that the author of De audibilibus abridged his source (Klein 1972, 208–9). Thus, the analogy with colors, which is unintellegible as it is written in De audibilibus, is what is left of Heraclides’ simile of the spinning cone. Indeed, here we do not find the cumbersome classification of movements or the misleading idea of the impacts without dimension, but we may read interesting information that fills up the gaps in Porphyry’s excerpts of Heraclides.

In the text transmitted by Porphyry, Heraclides used the idea of the weakness of the sense organs only in order to explain that the ear perceives distinct impacts as a continuous sound: here Porphyry’s quotation ended. The author of De audibilibus, instead, uses this idea also to explain the possibility of hearing concords:


The same thing happens with concords: because the one set of sounds is included along with the other, and their cessations occur simultaneously, the intervening sounds escape our perception. For in all concords the impacts of the air belonging to the higher notes occur more frequently, because of the swiftness of the movement; but the last of the sounds strikes our hearing simultaneously with the sound from the slower movement. Thus since the ear cannot detect the intervening sounds, as we have said, we seem at the same time to hear both notes continuously.

(Ps.‐Arist. De aud. 803b40–804a8, ap. Porph. In Ptol. 75.19–27 D = 91.19–92.8 R, transl. Barker 1989)


We can consequently advance the hypothesis that also Heraclides, just after the end of the portion of text quoted by Porphyry, dealt with the same topic of hearing consonances.

Following Heraclides, the author of De audibilibus explains the origin and propagation of sound by the theory of periodic oscillations of air, a conception that is clearly quantitative. Therefore, he rejects those (unnamed) colleagues who had explained the origin and propagation of sound with the Aristotelian concept of “shaping the air” (schēmatizesthai), which is clearly qualitative. Following his introduction, the author of De audibilibus uses the same Aristotelian concept of “shaping the air” in order to explain “the differences between audible things” (77.19–20 D = 94.14–15 R). These differences are produced by the windpipe, the lung, and the mouth, as he had declared at the beginning of his main chapter (68.4–75.13 D = 83.3–91.27 R; 75.27–77.18 D = 92.9–94.13 R) about the timbre of voice and instruments:


We all breathe the same air, but the breath and the sounds that we emit vary in correspondence with the differences in the vessels involved, those through which the breath of each of us penetrates to the region outside. These are the windpipe, the lung and the mouth. Very great variation in the voice is created by the impacts of the air and by the shapings of the mouth.

(Ps.‐Arist. De aud. 800a16–23, ap. Porph. In Ptol. 68.4–9 D = 83.3–8 R, transl. Barker 1989)


It is obvious that the Heraclidean oscillation theory (i.e., “the impacts of the air”), on the one hand, and the Aristotelian concept of “shaping” (schēmatismos), on the other, are incongruous. The easiest way to explain this incongruity is to consider the De audibilibus as a work treating the journey of the air’s column from the lung to the mouth with Peripatetic, qualitative categories, while treating the propagation of the sound from the mouth to the ear of the listener with an Heraclidean, quantitative wave‐theory: two ways of conceiving sounds that could not be fully integrated.



FURTHER READING

On ancient theories of perception: Caston 2015, 29–50; Butler and Nooter 2018. For a modern perspective on the topic: Nudds and O’ Callaghan 2009. On Archytas: Huffman 2005. On sound perception in the Timaeus: Brisson 1999; Barker 2000; Lautner 2005. On perception in Aristotle: Johansen 1997.
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NOTES
 

	1 Gottschalk 1968, 450; Barker 2015b, 133 n. 108.

	2 Gottschalk 1968, 446 n. 1; Barker 1989, 190.

	3 Gottschalk 1968, 447–54; Barker 2015b, 225 n. 252.

	4 Archyt. fr. 1; Pl. Ti. 67b, critizised by Arist. De an. 2.419b; see Jan 1895, 5–6. Fragments and testimonia of Presocratics are quoted according to Diels‐Kranz 1951.

	5 Mansfeld and Primavesi (2011, 631), induced by the mention of the echo, translate hypostrophē as “turning back.”

	6 Boeth. Inst. mus. 1.14 (quid modus sit audiendi): tale enim fieri consuevit in vocibus, quale cum paludibus vel quietis aquis iactum eminus mergitur saxum.
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	11 The exact beginning of the quotation is debated: see Barker 2015b, 135 n. 110.

	12 Eight centuries later, Heraclides’ theory of sound will reappear in Boethius Inst. mus 1.31 (relying on the lost Eisagōgē of Nicomachus of Gerasa). But in Inst. mus. 1.3 Boethius also mentions the ‘speed’ hypothesis, without, however, choosing between them.

	13 The authorship is debated: see Jan 1895, 115–20. Gottschalk 1968, 446 n. 1; Barker 1989, 190–1.

	14 Gottschalk 1968. Doubts in Barker (1989, 98–9) who, however, approves Gottschalk’s opinion in Barker 2005, 225 n. 252.

	15 Paraplēsios: “in the same way throughout its course” (Barker 1989, 99 n.1); see now Barker 2015b, 225 n. 254 (suspected corruption of the text). But cf. Boeth. Inst. mus. 1.3: idcirco definitur sonus percussio aeris indissoluta usque ad auditum.








CHAPTER NINETEEN
Harmonics

Andrew Barker



Introduction

The years around 500 BC witnessed the first Greek forays in two intellectual enterprises, each of which eventually developed into a form of the science of harmonics. Ancient writers specify its subject matter in various ways, but the simplest and most apt formulation they offer is this: harmonics (harmonikē) is the study of to hērmosmenon, “that which is attuned” (e.g. Cleonides Is. 1, Alypius Is. 1). This means that it focuses on the structures of “well‐attuned” systems of notes and intervals (scales, for instance), the structures underpinning all musical melodies. Its exponents sought to define their elements and to specify the relations between them with the greatest possible precision. More ambitiously, they also sought to discover the principles that govern these relations and systems of relations, distinguishing them from those that are “ill‐attuned” and musically useless.

These aspirations were shared, broadly speaking, by exponents of both forms of the science, as was the assumption that the principles governing the forms of musical structures are firmly and objectively fixed, due to “nature” (physis) and not to mere human tradition or convention (nomos). But the two enterprises had little else in common. They originated at about the same time, but in different parts of the Greek world, among groups of people with different intellectual priorities and different reasons for being interested in music. One of them (“mathematical harmonics”) was pioneered by Pythagoreans in southern Italy, the other (“empirical harmonics”) by professional musicians in mainland Greece, probably in the cities of the northern Peloponnese. They occupied different sociocultural niches, and their exponents had correspondingly different purposes in pursuing their investigations. They differed in their investigative methods and in the conceptual and linguistic resources they deployed. Insofar as their results could be meaningfully compared, they contradicted one another in several important respects. Each had its own rationale and its own reasons for rejecting or sidelining the other; and though proponents of each approach occasionally borrowed surreptitiously from their rivals, no Greek theorist succeeded in coherently integrating the two strands. By and large, they preserved their separate identities right through to the end of classical antiquity. As we shall see in the section Relations between Mathematical and Empirical Harmonics, there was little agreement even about the nature of the relations between them. In the sections Empirical Harmonics and Mathematical Harmonics, meanwhile, we shall consider key aspects of each of them individually.

Scholarly approaches to the ancient writings on harmonics can be divided, rather crudely, into two kinds. In one of them, to which most of my own work in this area has belonged (e.g. Barker 1989, 2000, 2007, 2015), the main focus is on the sciences themselves, considered as modes of intellectual enquiry.1 It seeks, among other things, to unravel obscurities in the texts, and to extract an intelligible account of the authors’ objectives, their intellectual debts and prejudices, their methodological principles, the conceptual frameworks within which they operated, and other general features of their work; and it attempts to map out the relations between these sciences and Greek scientific, philosophical, and cultural projects of other kinds. Although comparisons between different theorists’ conclusions can sometimes be useful in studies of this sort, it is the scientific activity itself rather than its conclusions that takes center stage, as it will in the present essay. Modern researches of the second type, by contrast, place those conclusions squarely under the spotlight, to be treated as part—but only a part—of our evidence about the intervals and patterns of intervals on which Greek music‐making was actually based; much the most important recent study of this sort is Hagel 2009.2 The qualification “only a part” is essential, since evidence can also be extracted from other kinds of text (historical writings, for instance, or even poetry), from the dimensions and other properties of instruments unearthed by archaeologists, from experience in reconstructing and playing them, from visual representations of musicians in Greek art, from characteristics of the ancient musical notations, from comparisons with the music of other cultures, from various branches of the physical sciences, and no doubt from other sources too. In the light of these other testimonies, statements made by the writers on harmonics may sometimes need to be modified or even rejected. Very few scholars possess genuine expertise or even a modest competence in all these areas, and the writings of those who do inevitably present tough challenges to their readers.

A few remarks about the most common Greek ways of constructing a musical scale may be helpful before we proceed. From very early times, the interval of a perfect fourth had a pivotal structural role in Greek music, as in that of many other cultures (see, e.g. West 1992, 160–4); and in the classical period, when scales regularly spanned a full octave, the octave was conceived as a structure composed of two fourths plus the interval called the tonos (our “tone” or major second), defined as the difference between a perfect fourth and a perfect fifth. In the form of scale that Greek musical writers treat as paradigmatic, the tonos lies between the two fourths, “disjoining” them from one another, as in the following diagram:

[image: Illustration depicting the scale that Greek musical writers treat as paradigmatic, the tonos lies between the two fourths, “disjoining” them from one another.]



To form a complete scale within this framework, two additional notes were inserted between the boundaries of each of the two fourths; and since each of these substructures comprised four notes, they were called tetrachords. Their bounding notes remained invariably a perfect fourth apart (they were called “fixed” or “standing” notes), but the notes between them (“moving notes”) could be shifted upward and downward within certain ranges, dividing the tetrachord into different interval‐sequences and creating different types of scale. In principle, there was no limit to the number of different tetrachordal divisions that could be constructed, but in practice they were classified into three groups (called genē, “genera,” from the time of Aristoxenus onward), within each of which up to three regular variants might be recognized. The three genera were called enharmonic, chromatic, and diatonic, and the divisions most commonly mentioned in the literature are represented (expressed in Aristoxenian terminology as tones and fractions or multiples of tones) as follows:



	Enharmonic: ¼ – ¼ – 2

	Chromatic: ½ – ½ – 1½

	Diatonic: ½ – 1 – 1




Thus, to take one straightforward example, a regularly formed octave scale in the enharmonic genus would have the form

[image: Illustration depicting a regularly formed octave scale in the enharmonic genus.]



Empirical Harmonics

Long before anyone had set about detailed harmonic analysis, Greek poet‐musicians were already classifying compositions into different types, often by reference to the regions in which they were thought to have originated—that is, as Phrygian, Ionian, and so on. The differences between them may initially have been rather impressionistically conceived, much as we might distinguish music with a Scottish flavor from music redolent of Spain without being able to offer any technically precise account of their distinguishing features. The earliest exponents of empirical harmonics set out to define them much more closely, focusing on one feature that always changed in a determinate way as a musician moved from one regional idiom to another, that is, the form of the scale‐systems upon which their melodies were built. They called these systems harmoniai and attached to them the inherited regional names.

Theorists working in this tradition represented intervals as “distances” whose lengths could be expressed quantitatively. In the absence of any artificial measuring instruments, this called for a system of measurement that could be applied to intervals on the basis of hearing alone; and here the interval of a tonos provided a useful initial point of reference. As Aristoxenus later pointed out, this is because the intervals that the Greeks called symphōniai (“concords”), of which the perfect fifth and fourth are the smallest examples, can be identified precisely and reliably by ear, while other intervals cannot. The interval by which they differ, the tonos, can therefore be constructed through a simple and trustworthy procedure (which Aristoxenus and others describe), even though it is not itself a symphōnia (Aristox. Harm. 55.3–56.12 Meibom = 68.10–70.2 Da Rios;3 cf. e.g. Ps.‐Eucl. Sect. can. Prop. 17). But it is obviously too large to function as a unit of measurement of which all other musical intervals are multiples; such a unit (so some early theorists supposed) must be the smallest interval that the ear can reliably detect, and their attempts to identify it led inevitably to disputes, colourfully satirized in Plato’s Republic (7.531a–b). In practice, however, this role seems to have been assigned to the quarter‐tone; various statements by Aristoxenus (e.g. Harm. 27.33–28.17 M = 36.1–16 DR) imply that his predecessors, whom he calls “the harmonikoi,” mapped their systems onto a grid divided into quarter‐tones, and as far as we know, all the intervals involved in their analyses of the harmoniai were indeed quarter‐tones or their multiples.

Fifth‐century musicians had good reasons for seeking accurate assessments of the sizes and arrangements of intervals in the scales and tuning‐schemes that they employed. Music composed and performed in this period was becoming progressively more varied and complex, especially in its lavish use of modulations; and analyses—whether verbal or diagrammatic—of the diverse systems and their interrelations could give valuable guidance about how they should be tuned and transitions between them negotiated. Most professional musicians were also teachers, and their apprentices will surely have found such guidance helpful.

A few of their analyses have survived. One late writer (Arist. Quint. De mus. 1.9, 18.5–19.10 W.‐I.) preserves descriptions of six systems, which, he says, “people in very ancient times used for the harmoniai,” stating also that these harmoniai are the ones mentioned “by the divine Plato in the Republic” (Resp. 3.398e–399c); and the descriptions almost certainly came originally from the pre‐Aristoxenian harmonikoi. Each of these scales, with one minor exception, has an orthodox enharmonic tetrachord as its core, but the irregularities of the remaining interval‐sequences and the variations in the scales’ compasses assure us that they are not products of an artificial, theory‐based project, designed to reduce untidy empirical data to systematic order. They must reflect attempts to capture precisely the forms of structure underlying music that was actually performed. We also have a record of an early quantification of the intervals between various tonoi (“keys”), based, we are told, on the locations of fingerholes on auloi, and these too display peculiarities that no abstract theorizing would generate (Aristox. Harm. 37.24–38.2 M = 47.6–15 DR).

To some extent, then, these and related texts offer reliable insights into the musical practices of the fifth and early fourth centuries. But it would be naive to take them simply at face value. Since there was no technical device by which intervals could be precisely measured, there is no guarantee that what the reports describe as a quarter‐tone, for instance, was exactly that size and not a little larger or smaller. Again, people relying exclusively on the evidence of their ears will often differ among themselves about the size that should be assigned to a given interval. It is also extremely improbable that the scale to which a particular name was assigned (“enharmonic,” “chromatic,” “Dorian,” “Phrygian,” and so on) was always tuned in exactly the same way. As Aristoxenus remarks, “no instrument tunes itself;” the tuning of any stringed or wind instrument depends on the performer’s judgment, as do the exact nuances of the scales underlying the performances of a singer, and an attunement that satisfies one musician may be unacceptable to another. Hence, what seemed to originate as a strictly descriptive project can readily slip into a prescriptive mode: “my tuning of an enharmonic tetrachord is correct and yours is not” (e.g. Aristox. Harm. 22.7–23.22 M = 29.7–30.8 DR). Such disagreements may be impossible to resolve. The terms in which the analyses are expressed can also introduce distortions of their own, especially when minute differences between the sizes of intervals are at stake. Thus, if the sizes of all intervals are represented in terms of quarter‐tones and their multiples, the interval of one third of a tone, for instance, that figures in one of Aristoxenus’ chromatic divisions cannot be accurately specified. The range of variations in intervals’ sizes that such a measuring‐system can recognize depends crucially on the unit of measurement it employs.

Finally, despite the tenor of my previous remarks, the lure of systematization could not be altogether resisted. As I noted above, one of the ancient scales described by Aristides Quintilianus, the Mixolydian, lacks an orthodox enharmonic tetrachord. The interval‐sequence he assigns to it, specified in tones and their multiples and fractions, is ¼, ¼, 1, 1, ¼, ¼, 3. But we also have a report (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 16.1136e) that a fifth‐century musician named Lamprocles, “realizing that the disjunction in this harmonia is not where almost everyone supposed it to be, but at the top of its range, gave it the form of the series from paramesē to hypatē hypatōn.” The series in question has the form ¼, ¼, 2, ¼, ¼, 2, 1, an octave formed from two enharmonic tetrachords with the additional tone above them. This analysis smoothed away the irregularities in the earlier form of Mixolydian harmonia by fusing the two consecutive tones into a single ditone, and dividing the anomalous tritone at the top into a ditone and a tone; and Lamprocles identified the resulting sequence, correctly, as a specific one‐octave segment of a regularly constructed system. Further, this was not an isolated innovation. Aristoxenus records that some of his predecessors constructed “the seven octachords which they called harmoniai” (Harm. 36.30–31 M = 46.9–10 DR), probably by a procedure that in an earlier passage he attributes to a certain Eratocles, who, he says, “attempted to enumerate all the arrangements of the octave, displaying them by moving the intervals around cyclically” (Harm. 6.21–25 M = 11.3–6 DR). This means that if you take, for instance, the sequence ¼, ¼, 2, 1, ¼, ¼, 2 as the paradigmatic form of an enharmonic octave, you can generate all possible “arrangements” (or “species”) of such an octave, of which there are seven in all, by taking an interval from one end of the system and ‘recycling’ it to the other, and then repeating the process until you return to the original arrangement.4 Many later writers confirm that the harmoniai they knew as Dorian, Phrygian, Mixolydian and so on were identical with the seven species of the octave, and the developments recorded here by Aristoxenus and pseudo‐Plutarch mark the transition to this systematically organized scheme from the relatively inchoate, traditional assortment of scales whose outlines are preserved by Aristides Quintilianus.

But we should not assume that these developments were driven entirely by theoretical considerations. It is equally likely that in propounding their new analyses, Lamprocles, Eratocles and others were responding to changes in the actual practice of contemporary musicians; we must remember that they were musicians themselves. The regularized forms of the scales are quite closely related to the older ones (as is illustrated by the case of the Mixolydian, above), so that the changes would not have unduly disturbed the interval‐patterns with which Greek audiences were familiar; and at a time when musical fashion increasingly favoured compositions containing plentiful modulations, a scheme in which the patterns of all scales were normalized and systematically related to one another had obvious attractions for the musicians called upon to perform them.

As musicians and teachers, these early harmonikoi had no pressing reason to develop their work beyond the level of descriptive analysis, but the limitations of their approach earned them vitriolic criticism from Aristoxenus, who provides most of our information about them. He was the most celebrated of the empiricists, to the extent that late exponents of empirical harmonics were usually called “Aristoxenians.” Unlike his predecessors he was well qualified not only in music but in philosophy too, and became a professional colleague of Aristotle. He wrote on many topics, but especially on music;5 most of his work is lost or known only from short fragments, but substantial parts of his writings on harmonics survive intact, under the title Elementa harmonica. Even if we discount his repeated criticisms of the harmonikoi, it is obvious that his agenda is very different from theirs. His main project is to transform harmonics into a genuine science on the model described in Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, not only cataloguing all the essential facts about musical structures but also explaining and demonstrating their truth on the basis of unassailable scientific principles. A great deal of other groundwork was necessary before this ambition could be achieved, notably in establishing a viable methodology, justifying its approach to the issues and refuting that of the mathematical theorists, and analyzing and clarifying concepts central to the discipline (concepts such as “interval,” “note,” “melodic movement,” “scalar succession,” and so on). In order to become an authentic science, harmonics had to become self‐aware and reflect seriously on its own credentials.

Harmonics, he says, is an inquiry into the way in which the voice of a person or instrument “naturally places the intervals as it rises and descends. For … the voice has a way of moving that belongs to it [sc. to melody] by nature, and does not place intervals haphazardly” (32.10–17 M = 41.13–17 DR). The inquiry seeks not only to identify the scalar intervals and the sequences they follow but also to explain why they take these forms by providing apodeixeis, “demonstrations,” proving that they cannot be otherwise. The principles from which the demonstrations are derived must be abstracted from the evidence of ears familiar with music of all sorts, and trained to perceive the phenomena accurately; and these principles must be such as to strike anyone experienced in music as evidently true (32.31–33.1 M = 42.5–7 DR).6 Much the most important principle is the so‐called “law of fourths and fifths,” stating that if we begin from any note in any scale and proceed either upward or downward, then (treating our starting‐point as the first note in the series) either the fourth note in order is a perfect fourth from the first, or the fifth note is a perfect fifth from the first, or both. Book 3 contains a series of “demonstrations” proving propositions about which intervals can follow which in scalar sequences, all of which depend ultimately on this principle.

No one, says Aristoxenus, had attempted such a project before. The harmonikoi had considered only part of the musical repertoire, from a limited perspective; their observations were often inaccurate, and they offered no explanations or demonstrative proofs of their conclusions. Their enterprise, in short, could hardly be called “science” at all. The other group he picks out for criticism are the mathematical theorists discussed in Mathematical Harmonics, below, whose work is defective in a different way. They do provide explanations, but the putative facts they explain and the principles they apply in explaining them are not about audible melody at all, and are therefore irrelevant to the business of harmonics (see further Relations between Mathematical and Empirical Harmonics).7

Aristoxenus devotes two long passages (21.31–27.14, 50.19–52.33 M = 28.3–35.8, 62.17–65.20 DR) to specifying the sizes of the intervals and their proper sequences in each genus. He describes six such scales in all, one enharmonic, three chromatic and two diatonic, quantifying the intervals’ sizes in terms of the whole tone and its fractions. He also identifies—again in quantitative terms—the points in the travels of the movable notes which mark transitions from one genus to another; he specifies the size of the range within which each movable note can move; and he calculates the amounts by which intervals in one form of scale differ from their counterparts in others. Elsewhere, too, Aristoxenus often expresses his conclusions quantitively. One might easily get the impression that quantification is at the heart of his science, and that musical relations between notes are constituted or at least determined by the sizes of the relevant intervals.

But this impression is misleading. In a blast of indignant polemics at 39.4–41.24 M = 49.1–52.4 DR Aristoxenus denounces the supposition that the purpose of studying harmonics is to become capable of writing down the tunes we hear in musical notation. For that purpose, he argues, all we need is the ability to identify the intervals’ sizes by ear; yet the fact that a melody’s intervals have such‐and‐such sizes reveals nothing about its musical characteristics. This phase of the argument builds to a crashing climax at 40.12–25 M = 50.9–18 DR:


We said at the beginning that the mere discrimination of magnitudes [of intervals] by the senses is no part of a full understanding of the subject, and what we are about to say will make the fact even clearer. For through the magnitudes as such, no knowledge is forthcoming of the functions (dynameis) of either the tetrachords or the notes, or of the distinctions between the genera, or, to put it briefly, of the distinctions between the composite and the incomposite, of the simple and the modulating, of the styles of melodic composition, or, in a word, of anything else at all.


If “discrimination of magnitudes” reveals nothing musically significant, what is it that genuine harmonic scientists should seek to understand, and how? Useful clues are offered in two short passages a little earlier in the text. At 33.4–9 M = 42.10–13 DR Aristoxenus comments on the two faculties on which, he says, the pursuit of the science depends, hearing and thought (dianoia). “Through hearing we assess the magnitudes of the intervals, and through thought we apprehend their functions (dynameis).” At 38.27–39.3 M = 58.11–18 DR he returns to the issue in a different vein:


It is clear that understanding melodies is a matter of following with both hearing and thought things as they come to be, in respect of all their distinctions; for it is in a process of coming to be that melody consists, as do all the other parts of music. Comprehension of music comes from two things, sense‐perception and memory, for we have to perceive what is coming to be and remember what has come to be. There is no other way of following the contents of music.


The observation about “coming to be” is evidently a good one. But to make all these remarks mutually consistent, we would apparently need to saddle Aristoxenus with the bizarre view that thought (dianoia) and memory (mnēmē) are the same thing. That cannot be correct. More probably he means that memory of earlier phases of a melody is intrinsically bound up in the “thinking” that accompanies hearing, through which we come to understand the all‐important dynameis or “functions.”

These dynameis belong primarily to notes. Each note’s musical identity in a scale or a melody is constituted by its dynamis, not by its pitch or the sizes of the intervals between it and its neighbors; and notes are given different names only when they have different functions within the scale (we may compare modern classifications of notes as tonic, dominant, subdominant and so on). It is only by performing an identifiable scalar function that a sound can qualify as a note within the relevant structure. The form of structure within which a sound acquires its musical identity can be grasped only through a mode of thought that draws on memory to place the sound within its melodic and hence its structural context.

Since the identities, characteristics and inter‐relations of other fundamental items depend on those of the notes, they too are bound up with dynameis and are independent of exact quantitative values. A specific musical interval is not an interval of some particular size; it is the interval between two named notes, two melodic “functions.” Again, some intervals are composite—i.e. divisible into smaller intervals—and some are not, but the difference does not depend on the interval’s size; it depends on the identities of the notes between which it lies. Thus, if a whole tone is bounded by the notes hypatē and lichanos, it is composite; if it is bounded by lichanos and mesē it is not (60.10–61.4 M = 75.11–76.9 DR). Correspondingly, the note that is next to a given note in a scale is not the one separated from it by some particular distance, but the next in the order of dynameis; next above lichanos comes mesē and there is no note between them, no matter how large the space between them is (27.15–29.1, 52.33–53.32 M = 35.9–37.4, 66.1–67.3 DR).

These ways of treating notes, intervals and so on are not arbitrary theoretical stipulations. Several key points are reiterated in a complex passage at 47.9–50.14 M = 58.10–62.13 DR, in which Aristoxenus insists that these conceptions reflect the way we experience music through our ears. When we hear a sequence of sounds as melody, we are hearing them as notes characterized by their dynameis, and perceptual experience shows us that all these dynameis fit within a regular sequence: for example, “perception always treats the notes between mesē and hypatē as lichanos and parhypatē,” even though the intervals separating them vary in size; and “to suppose that equal intervals ought to be bounded by notes of the same name, or unequal ones by notes of different names, is to quarrel with the evidence of the senses” (49.28–32 M = 61.17–62.3 DR). Similarly, tetrachords whose internal intervals differ may nevertheless belong to the same genus. Those divided into intervals spanning (in tones) [image: images] and ½, ½, [image: images], for instance, are both chromatic, and so are all the innumerable other permissible divisions whose highest interval spans between [image: images] and [image: images]. Tying such characteristics as “chromatic” to specific quantitative values would fly in the face of musical perception, which treats as chromatic “every case where the chromatic character is perceptually evident; for each genus presents its own peculiar movement to perception while using not one division of the tetrachord but many” (48.31–49.2 M = 60.14–17 DR).

These crucial insights, along with other conceptual and epistemological subtleties, were typically lost or ignored in the later “Aristoxenian” tradition. Empirical harmonics ceased to be a living science attracting original research and reflection; it survived only in the guise of fossilized, dry‐as‐dust compendia of cursorily expressed doctrines and definitions lifted, shorn of their contexts, from Aristoxenus’ writings, designed to be drilled, by rote, into the heads of unfortunate children in school. Several textbooks containing this rudimentary material survive, and between about 200 BC and 300 AD it was normal for educated people to be familiar with the tenets that they conveyed. Aristoxenus was the first Greek thinker to treat empirical harmonics as an intricate and conceptually challenging enterprise, and perhaps he was also the last. Mathematical harmonics, to which we shall now turn, continued to be the focus of intense intellectual activity right through to the end of Western antiquity.



Mathematical Harmonics8

By the time of the Roman Empire it was widely accepted that the inventor of mathematical harmonics was Pythagoras himself, in the later years of the sixth century BC. Modern scholars have usually been skeptical or suspended judgment about this, given the lack of early evidence to support it, and some of the stories told about his alleged discoveries, such as the famous tale of the Harmonious Blacksmith (Nicom. Harm. 6), can only be legends. The thesis that he did indeed play a pioneering role has been strongly defended, however, in Zhmud (2012). For arguments in favor of crediting the enterprise to one of Pythagoras’ followers, a certain Hippasus, and dating its inception to the early fifth century, see Horky (2013).

Despite these uncertainties, it’s clear that Greek mathematical harmonics initially developed among the Pythagoreans of Magna Graecia. Despite their evident interest in music as an aid to good living, their earliest forays in mathematical harmonics were not designed, as the empiricists’ analyses were, to shed light on audible music at all. They belong among Pythagorean reflections on the nature of the physical universe; and it is principally in the context of metaphysical speculation that mathematical harmonics continued to flourish in subsequent centuries.

The most recognizable feature of “mathematical” in contrast with “empirical” harmonics is its representation of intervals as ratios of numbers, and not as “distances” between points of pitch. Thus, the octave has the ratio 2:1, the perfect fifth 3:2 and the perfect fourth 4:3. These ratios were first observed in the relative dimensions of relevant parts of instruments that could produce sounds at these intervals—pipes of different lengths, for instance, or metal disks of different thicknesses. Rather surprisingly, the ratios between lengths of a string or strings, which became the usual point of reference from the late fourth century onward, are rarely mentioned in our texts on early Pythagorean investigations (see Creese 2010, 81–130).

Simple observation showed that each interval was consistently paired with the same ratio regardless of the means by which it was produced, suggesting that the ratios were somehow intrinsic to the musical intervals themselves and not merely to the dimensions of certain sound‐producing objects. To explain this phenomenon, Pythagoreans and others appealed to theories about the physical nature of sound, and about the ways in which differences in the behavior of sounds were correlated with differences in pitch. Two theories were particularly influential. Both held that when considered as an event in the material world, a sound is a movement in or of the air or some other suitable medium. According to the most common theory throughout antiquity, what makes a sound higher or lower in pitch is the speed at which it travels. According to the other theory, less frequently mentioned but still known in the time of Boethius, each sound is made up of many successive movements, following one another too closely to be detectable individually; and the sound’s perceived pitch depends on the rapidity with which these impulses succeed one another. Though neither theory is in fact correct, each of them made it possible to give a coherent interpretation of the evidence. When two sounds are an octave apart, for instance, according to the first theory the higher travels twice as swiftly as the lower; according to the second it is made up of twice as many impulses in a given time. In either case, the relation between the pitches can intelligibly be expressed as the ratio 2:1.

These theories provide evidence of early Pythagoreans’ interest in acoustics, but there are no solid indications that they were developing a mathematical form of harmonics until the late fifth century. There is perhaps a hint of such activities in a report originating with Archytas, in the early fourth century, which records a method devised by some of his Pythagorean predecessors for establishing mathematically the ranking order of the three fundamental symphōniai (“concords”); the details need not concern us here. Centuries later, their procedure was savagely criticized by Ptolemy, but it is by no means as stupid as he tries to make it appear. Arguably, indeed, it works.9

We do not know why these Pythagoreans tackled that question, but with the work of Philolaus, around 400 BC, we are on firmer ground. His analysis of a fundamental musical structure also brings us closer to the central agenda of harmonic science. It appears in just one of the surviving fragments of his writings, but a cluster of concepts evoking musical ideas have a much more pervasive presence in his thought, and are indeed at the heart of his cosmology. His uses of the noun harmonia and its cognate verb are particularly significant. A harmonia, he says, is an integrated mixture of opposites, in which diverse and conflicting items are drawn into agreement and unity (fr. 14). The universe is the result of a “harmonization” of the elementary factors he calls “unlimited” and “limiters” (fr. 1), and he elaborates this thesis in the most important of these passages, fr. 6. None of the things that exist could have come into being “if it were not for the existence of the being of the things from which the universe is composed, both the limiters and the unlimiteds.” But since these factors or principles are “neither alike nor of the same race”, he continues, “it would have been impossible for them to be organized together if harmonia had not come upon them.” Things that are “not of the same race, nor equal in rank,” could never have come to be “held together in a cosmos” if they had not been “locked together by harmonia.”

Harmonia, then, is a principle or agency essential to the formation and preservation of the universe and of everything within it. That by itself would not prove that music played a part in Philolaus’ cosmology, since a harmonia can be a “fitting together” of any sort. But in a passage that may or may not originally have followed directly after fr. 6,10 the name harmonia self‐evidently refers to a musical structure. “The size of harmonia,” he begins, “is a fourth plus a fifth,” referring to these intervals by terms in the vocabulary of musicians, and revealing that what he calls harmonia has the span of an octave. He then explains how the constitutive fourths and fifths are arranged within the octave: there is a note located a fourth above the lowest note of the system and a fifth below the highest, and another note a fourth below the highest and a fifth above the lowest, creating—though Philolaus does not say so—a pleasingly symmetrical pattern of relations. Here he gives all these notes, like the intervals, names familiar in ordinary musical discourse. However, he has already introduced terminology of a more esoteric kind, telling us not that the difference between a fifth and a fourth is a tone, but that it is in the ratio 9:8. He continues in the same vein: the two notes in the middle of the system—one a fourth from the bottom, the other a fourth from the top—are related in this 9:8 ratio, the ratio of a fourth is 4:3, that of the fifth is 3:2, and that of the octave is 2:1. The fragment ends by specifying the “sizes” of these intervals in yet another way. Harmonia, he says, consists of five 9:8 ratios plus two dieseis, the fifth of three 9:8 ratios plus one diesis, and the fourth of two 9:8 ratios plus one diesis. In musical discourse the word diesis always refers to a very small interval, but its exact size depends on the context. In this case, simple arithmetic shows that Philolaus’ diesis has the ratio 256:243, a fact well known to authors in the next generation; probably Philolaus knew it, too, but we cannot be sure.

The most interesting feature of the fragment is its deployment of the word harmonia. It was not simply the name routinely given to the octave in Philolaus’ time. The regular expression for “octave” was dia pasōn; Philolaus himself calls it dia pasōn when he specifies its ratio. The point is that whereas dia pasōn refers directly to an interval with a certain compass, the direct reference of harmonia is to an integrated complex of notes and intervals, that is, to a coordinated system of attunement. Like most instrumental attunements in this period, Philolaus’ harmonia spans an octave, but it is not simply an octave; it is an octave forged into a coherent whole by its cunningly organized internal structure.

But it is not (or not only) the attunement of an instrument. There were several well‐known attunements or harmoniai, not just one. Singling out one type as sole bearer of the honorific name harmonia must imply that it is in some sense the one perfect and paradigmatic harmonia by contrast with the defective others; and that becomes intelligible if this harmonia is directly related to the harmonia that so perfectly integrates the diverse elements of the universe.11 The fact that it involves only seven notes points in the same direction. In the musical ferment of the late fifth century, a seven‐note attunement cannot have been an acceptable ideal for practicing musicians; but the seven‐stringed lyre had the status of an archetype, and gained universal significance as the instrument of the musician‐god Apollo. How Philolaus conceived the musical system’s relation to the cosmic harmonia is uncertain; perhaps he thought that their mathematical structures were identical, or perhaps that cosmic harmonia takes different forms in different contexts, and its musical manifestation is simply a readily identifiable example. But in either case Philolaus is probably the pioneer who prompted Plato’s subsequent forays into a cosmology grounded in mathematical harmonics, which in turn set the agenda for a tradition of mathematical and musical metaphysics that survived for the next two thousand years.

Yet Plato also criticized the Pythagoreans for their exclusive focus on the music of auditory experience: “they measure audible concords and notes against one another and so labor to no purpose;” “they seek the numbers in those audible concords,” but fail to grapple with mathematical problems about the “concordances” of numbers themselves (Resp. 7.531a, 7.531c). Plato’s point is that it is only when the concordance and other relations initially identified in the musical sphere are conceived as holding between numbers as such, and not between sounds, and when their ‘harmonizing’ qualities are understood in mathematical terms and grounded in mathematical principles, that theories which transfer these relations onto structures outside the domain of audible sound can become intelligible.

In the Republic, Plato represents this challenging project as seriously important, “useful in the quest for what is fine and good” (Resp. 7.531c); and in the Timaeus he develops a musical cosmology of his own. When he complains that the Pythagoreans focus only on audible sounds, it is not Philolaus that he has in his sights; his target is almost certainly his approximate contemporary, the distinguished statesman and polymath Archytas of Tarentum, “Pythagorean, Philosopher, and Mathematician‐King,” as Carl Huffman has aptly described him (Huffman 2005). Archytas was responsible for at least three important mathematical propositions that underpinned later work in mathematical harmonics:


	Major features of musical structures are determined by the insertion within them of three kind of mathematical mean—arithmetic, geometric, and harmonic.

	No “epimoric” (or “superparticular”) ratio (i.e. no ratio of the form (n + 1):n) can be divided into two or more equal ratios of integers, from which it was regularly inferred that fundamental intervals such as the fifth, fourth, and tone (3:2, 4:3, 9:8) cannot be divided into any number of equal intervals.

	The ratio of a concord must always be either epimoric or multiple (of the form mn:n).



Plato would surely have welcomed Archytas’ mathematical contributions, but the only systems of ratios that Archytas is known to have propounded (recorded in Ptol. Harm. I.13) describe scales or attunements used in actual music‐making, and are therefore natural targets for Plato’s criticisms. It is wildly unlikely that they were intended to apply in nonmusical contexts. They present a “division of the tetrachord” for each of the three musical genera, enharmonic, chromatic, and diatonic; the intervals are expressed as ratios, but from a theoretical perspective they and their arrangements are eccentric and unsatisfactory. As Winnington‐Ingram (1932) first showed, the divisions’ peculiarities betray adjustments made in the light of musical experience, and they correspond closely to divisions expressed in different terminology by Aristoxenus. Though subsequent scholars’ opinions differ about the weight Archytas gave to purely mathematical considerations, they agree that he was also significantly influenced by what he saw and heard when musicians were tuning and playing their instruments.

Archytas’ divisions do not appear in our record until 500 years after his time. Other aspects of his work were more influential, especially the three mathematical propositions mentioned above. The second and third of them play important parts in a short work composed in about 300 BC, the Sectio canonis, sometimes—but insecurely—attributed to Euclid. Its introduction outlines an acoustics incorporating the “multiple impacts” theory of sound and pitch (see Pöhlmann in this volume), and lays down the Archytan principle that all concords must have multiple or epimoric ratios. There follow nine purely arithmetical propositions, including a version of Archytas’ theorem about the division of epimoric ratios, and then nine propositions exploiting the arithmetical conclusions to demonstrate central doctrines of mathematical harmonics. The work ends with two paragraphs drawing on the musical propositions, in their turn, to construct the “division of the kanōn” that its title promises. The kanōn is the measuring‐strip placed under the string of a monochord, an instrument commonly used in later periods as a lecturer’s audiovisual aid, recasting the science’s abstract propositions in a form accessible to sight and hearing. Its “division” marks the points at which the instrument’s movable bridge should be placed to produce, successively, each note of a scale, in this case a diatonic scale spanning two octaves.12

The musical theorems seek to demonstrate a close‐knit group of theses fundamental to mathematical harmonics, on the basis of principles that the author has laid down and arithmetical propositions that he has proved.13 The work’s importance does not lie in its propositions’ originality; all of them had been well known for decades. But it brought together a consolidated group of theses that could provide mathematical harmonics with a solid core; and by grounding them in putatively rigorous logical reasoning it invests them with an aura of unquestionable truth. It offered later writers secure foundations for their own arguments and speculations, and they helped themselves freely to the resources it had assembled.

It laid the foundations, in particular, for a tradition of thinking and writing whose more celebrated ancestor was Plato’s Timaeus, written over fifty years earlier. According to the Pythagorean protagonist, Timaeus, the universe is a living creature. In a famous passage (34b–36d), he depicts its soul, the so‐called “World Soul,” as having the structure of an extensive musical scale. There is no reference here to sound or music as such, only to mathematical means, proportions, and numbers; we recall Plato’s insistence in the Republic that harmonics should focus exclusively on numbers, not on anything that is heard. But the structure’s musical character is unmistakable, and some steps in its construction can only be explained by reference to musical norms, since there are no mathematical reasons for choosing those steps in preference to any others (cf. Barker 2007, 320–1). The World Soul has the structure of a diatonic scale spanning four octaves and a major sixth.

Later passages acknowledge its musical nature more explicitly. The human soul’s organization mirrors that of the universe (Ti. 41d), but it becomes drastically distorted and its ‘revolutions’—that is, its thought‐processes—are disrupted through its engagement with the world of the senses (43d–e). But in our efforts to restore our soul to its proper condition we can get help from two of our sensory faculties. Through our eyesight we can observe “the revolutions of mind in the heavens” in the movements of the stars and planets, and can learn to imitate them in ourselves. Second, through hearing we can gain access to the cosmic harmonia. Harmonia, whose movements are akin to the proper revolutions of our souls, has been “given by the Muses as an ally in the attempt to bring the revolution of our soul, which has become ill‐attuned, into proper order and concord with itself” (47b–d; see further Barker 2007, 318–26).

Texts discussing these and other passages of the Timaeus were produced in industrial quantities in subsequent centuries, though only a few now survive either complete or as substantial fragments. One of the more remarkable is Plutarch’s essay On the Generation of the Soul in the Timaeus, written around 100 AD, and wholly dedicated to the passage on the World Soul. It can hardly be understood except against the background of the intellectual world occupied by Platonists in that period; but when considered in that context it offers valuable insights into the preoccupations of contemporary Platonists, together with hints about issues that had captured the attention of devotees of the Timaeus in preceding generations. It helps to show us how musical concepts and constructions could play an important part in the evolving metaphysics of the period.14

Roughly contemporary with Plutarch’s essay is Theon of Smyrna’s Mathematics Useful for Reading Plato.15 Only part of it (but quite a large part) survives, including an extensive discussion of music, based largely on the Timaeus commentaries of the Platonist Thrasyllus of Alexandria and Adrastus “The Peripatetic” of Aphrodisias. It has almost nothing in common with Plutarch’s work; it mainly consists of elementary expositions of the basics of harmonics—primarily mathematical harmonics, though Adrastus incorporates propositions from the Aristoxenian tradition, as well. Interspersed among musicological material familiar from earlier writings are some intriguing novelties: striking new definitions of basic musical concepts, for instance (47.18–50.3, 51.1–4); Thrasyllus’ division of the kanōn, which generates the same scale as that in the Sectio but by a different method, and incorporates for the first time a chromatic as well as a diatonic system (87.4–93.9, cf. 57.11–58.12. Thrasyllus gestures at the possibility of an enharmonic division too, but omits essential details); Adrastus’ unparalleled argument for the view that the larger numbers in ratios and systems of ratios should be assigned to the lower notes, not—as usually elsewhere—to the higher (65.10–66.11); and his remarkable discussion of the question whether the interval of a tone can be equally divided (71.1–72.20).

Passing over the ragged remnants of Timaeus‐related material surviving from the next 300 years, we arrive in the fifth century AD to be confronted by Proclus’ massive commentary, whose sheer bulk and intricacy bear witness to his subtle intelligence and his impressive intellectual stamina. It includes an extensive section on the World Soul, much too long and convoluted to be discussed here.16 Its argumentation is difficult, sometimes baffling in its intermingling of rigorous mathematics with numerological symbolism. Its main value, as with Plutarch’s essay, is in what it reveals about the interplay between musical and metaphysical conceptions in the ruminations of contemporary Platonists.

The short Handbook of Harmonics by Nicomachus of Gerasa is more musicologically rewarding. Nicomachus was active, like Adrastus, Theon, and Plutarch, in the early second century AD. But whereas their efforts were directed at the exegesis of Plato’s Timaeus, Nicomachus was a devotee of the reconstructed Pythagoreanism of late Hellenistic times, and it is to Pythagoras and his followers that he ascribes the body of wisdom he explores. By placing Pythagoras at center stage, by locating the “invention” of a regular eight‐note octave scale (replacing an earlier seven‐note system) in a quasi‐historical narrative, and by devoting unusually little space to the analysis of basic musical concepts, he also gives the Handbook a structure and an overall character unlike that of any other work on harmonics that we know.

It nevertheless has significant affinities with the writings centred around the Timaeus. It too represents intervals as ratios, and expounds an acoustic theory to underpin that form of representation, tracing the theory back to experiments with instruments and other sounding bodies. It portrays the music of ordinary human experience as originating in the “harmony” of the planetary movements, explored in detail in Chapter 3. Like them, and like Philolaus and the Timaeus itself, it concerns itself only with scales each of whose individual scalar steps is either a tone (ratio 9:8), or a leimma or minor semitone (ratio 256:243). And though Nicomachus’ focus on Pythagoras prevents him from presenting it as a meditation on Plato’s Timaeus, a remark at the end of Chapter 11 plainly acknowledges the dialogue’s fundamental place in the tradition. He says that in the fuller treatment of harmonics, which he plans for some future date,17 he will set out the division of the kanōn as established by the Pythagoreans, “not in the manner of Eratosthenes and Thrasyllus, who misunderstood it, but in that of Timaeus of Locri, whom Plato also followed, right up to the twenty‐seven times multiple.”18 In context, he is clearly representing this structure as the culmination of the kind of harmonics he envisages; and no matter how we understand the reference to Timaeus of Locri, this links his project closely to that of writers in the mainstream of the Timaeus tradition.19

This tradition, allying a repetitious and rather simplistic musical analysis with massive metaphysical ambitions, dominated the field of mathematical harmonics throughout the Roman imperial period. But a different current of thought also occasionally surfaced, stemming from the work of Archytas, and focusing squarely on the music of human experience. Almost everything we know about it comes from Ptolemy, the famous mathematician and astronomer, whose Harmonics is arguably the most methodologically and technically sophisticated of all Greek forays into musical analysis. As well as presenting his own account, he allows us glimpses of the work of three other investigators, Archytas in Harm. 1.13–14, Didymus (probably first century AD) in 2.13–14, Eratosthenes (third century BC) in 2.14.

The elusive approaches of Eratosthenes and Didymus cannot be considered here,20 and we shall pass directly to Ptolemy. He grounds his analyses in mathematical principles and rigorous mathematical reasoning, but also insists that its “rational” conclusions must also satisfy the judgments of the musical ear before being finally accepted. His procedures, he contends, allow him to avoid both the rationalistic excesses of the Pythagoreans and the incoherent empiricism he finds in the work of Aristoxenus. His criticisms of the Pythagoreans are relatively mild, and as he says, he adopts from them major features of his own approach. But for Aristoxenus’ conception of the science and for many of his conclusions he has nothing but contempt, and much of the argumentation of Harm. 1.9–14 is devoted to a ruthless demolition of his views.

The groundwork of Ptolemy’s methodology is laid in the preceding chapters of Book 1, whose seventh chapter is particularly important. Here he classifies musical intervals into three groups, in descending order of “excellence”; first come the homophones (i.e. the octave and its multiples), then the concords, and finally the “melodic” intervals (i.e. musically acceptable but nonconcordant intervals capable of forming single steps in a scale). An interval’s excellence depends on the extent to which its bounding notes are blended and unified, reflected in the “closeness to equality” characterizing its ratio. (A ratio is closer to equality than some other if either its smaller term is a larger unit‐fraction of the greater, or the difference between its terms is a larger unit‐fraction of the smaller.21) It becomes clear that in Ptolemy’s view all melodic intervals must satisfy the latter condition and that their ratios must therefore be epimoric.22

In 1.15 this principle underpins Ptolemy’s mathematical derivation of all divisions of the tetrachord that can be musically acceptable, each of which he tabulates and assigns to the appropriate genus. All and only these divisions are theoretically correct, and Ptolemy assures us that the ear will unhesitatingly accept them as such. But in 1.16–2.1 we find that some of them cannot be used in musical practice at all, and of those that can, only one can be used in its pure state; and Ptolemy explores ways in which they are supplemented, combined and modified in actual musical performance. In 2.16, after his complex discussion of tonoi (“keys”), he returns to the topic and elaborates it further. These chapters are unique among ancient musicological writings, and offer unparalleled insights into the realities of ancient music‐making, at least among the Greeks of second‐century Alexandria.

1.15 also alludes to the empirical tests that the theoretically generated systems must face before being finally accepted. Ptolemy’s assertion that they will pass the tests with flying colours is unsurprising, but he does not leave the matter there. The tests require the use of an instrument on which an observer can accurately identify the ratio underlying each interval the instrument produces. Ptolemy has already introduced this issue in 1.8, dismissing most kinds of instrument as insufficiently accurate, picking out the monochord as the only satisfactory device, describing it in detail and defending it against potential objections. In Book 2, however, it emerges that the monochord is inadequate for anything beyond displaying the ratios of the concords (see especially 2.12–13); and in 2.2 and 3.1–2 he describes other, more complex members of the same family of instruments, examining their structures and uses, and comparing their strengths and weaknesses. Dedicated students of his treatise would be in a position to build these instruments to Ptolemy’s specifications, and to test his conclusions for themselves. No other ancient theorist offers his readers any comparable opportunity.23



Relations between Mathematical and Empirical Harmonics

There was in antiquity no one, canonical conception of the relation between the two kinds of harmonics. The earliest passage where they appear together (Pl. Resp. 7.530c–531c) expresses no clear view about it. Though Plato plainly recognized major differences between them he does not explain what they are, and he criticizes both on similar grounds. The first writer to offer a definite opinion is Aristotle, who represents them as having complementary functions. The task of empirical harmonics is to provide the facts, and that of mathematical harmonics is to explain them (An. post. 78b34–79a6). Next we have Aristoxenus, who contends, as we saw, that while mathematical theorists’ propositions may be true of subjects in their own domain, that domain is not music, and so far as harmonics is concerned their studies are simply irrelevant.24

With its theorematic demonstrations of propositions showing that the two intervals at the bottom of an enharmonic tetrachord cannot be equal, that neither the tone nor any other interval with an epimoric ratio can be divided into equal subintervals, and that the sizes of the octave, fifth and fourth are not exactly those assigned to them by the empiricists, the Sectio canonis appears to set the scene for a radical confrontation between the two types of harmonics. They are incompatible, and at most one of them can be right. Rather surprisingly, this attitude is rarely adopted in later writings. Several writers in the Hellenistic and Roman periods contrasted the roles played by the two criteria, sense‐perception and reason, in each form of harmonics, but usually without any explicit suggestion that one is right and another is wrong (see especially Ptolemaïs and Didymus, quoted at Porph. Harm. 22.22–28.26).

Some writers, including, for instance, Plutarch, Adrastus, and Nicomachus, are principally committed to the mathematical approach and are aware of points at which the two disciplines come into collision. But they seem to suppose that the empiricists are guilty of only minor and easily correctable errors, rather than being misguided in principle, since they cheerfully import gobbets of Aristoxenian material into their own accounts. A little later, Aristides Quintilianus in his De musica distinguishes two branches of the “theoretical” study of music: one is “technical” and includes harmonics in its scope (this is the topic of Book 1); the other is “physical,” concerned with issues in mathematics and cosmology (Book 3). His discussion of harmonics is wholly Aristoxenian, while that of the physical branch is Pythagorean and Platonist. Evidently, he saw nothing inconsistent in this treatment.

Ptolemy (followed by his commentator, Porphyry)25 is the only theorist who overtly denounces the other side’s approach and mounts full‐scale, wide‐ranging assaults on it attacking the methodological foundations as well as particular conclusions of Aristoxenus’ work, above all in Harm. 1.9. Some of his arguments deserve careful consideration. It may be the explosive indignation apparently reflected in the intemperate tone of his writing here that lured him into uncharacteristic stupidities elsewhere in the chapter. 26 Aristoxenus, to be fair, was no more merciful than Ptolemy in his treatment of those with whom he disagreed. Relations between exponents of the musical sciences were not always as pleasingly harmonious as those embedded in the phenomena they explored.



REFERENCES


	Baltzly, Dirk, ed. 2009. Proclus: Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, vol. IV. Cambridge: CUP.

	Barker, Andrew. 1989. Greek Musical Writings, 2: Harmonics and Acoustics. Cambridge: CUP.

	Barker, Andrew. 2000. Scientific Method in Ptolemy’s Harmonics. Cambridge: CUP.

	Barker, Andrew. 2007. The Science of Harmonics in Classical Greece. Cambridge: CUP.

	Barker, Andrew. 2009. “Ptolemy and the Meta‐Helikon.” SHPS, 40.4: 344–51.

	 Barker, Andrew. 2015. Porphyry’s Commentary on Ptolemy’s Harmonics. Cambridge: CUP.

	Bélis, Annie. 1992. “L’harmonique comme science dans l’antiquité grecque.” In Quadrivium: musiques et sciences, ed. by Dan Lustgarten, Claude‐Henry Joubert, Serge Pahaut, and Marcos Salazar, 201–8. Paris: Ed. IPMC.

	Burkert, Walter. 1972. Lore and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press (ed. or. 1962. Nürnberg: Hans Carl).

	Creese, David E. 2010. The Monochord in Greek Harmonic Science. Cambridge: CUP.

	Gibson, Sophie. 2005. Aristoxenus of Tarentum and the Birth of Musicology. Abingdon‐New York: Routledge.

	Hagel, Stefan. 2009. Ancient Greek Music: A New Technical History. Cambridge: CUP.

	Horky, Philip S. 2013. Plato and Pythagoreanism. Oxford: OUP.

	Huffman, Carl A. 1993. Philolaus of Croton: Pythagorean and Presocratic. Cambridge: CUP.

	Huffman, Carl A. 2005. Archytas of Tarentum: Pythagorean, Philosopher and Mathematician‐King. Cambridge: CUP.

	Huffman, Carl A., ed. 2012. Aristoxenus of Tarentum: Discussion. New Brunswick‐London: Transaction Publishers.

	Petrucci, Federico M. 2012. Teone di Smirne: Expositio rerum mathematicarum ad legendum Platonem utilium: Introduzione, traduzione, commento. Sankt Augustin: Academia Verlag.

	Raffa, Massimo. 2016. Claudio Tolemeo Armonica, con il Commentario di Porfirio. Milano: Bompiani.

	West, Martin L. 1992. Ancient Greek Music. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

	Winnington‐Ingram, Reginald P. 1932. “Aristoxenus and the Intervals of Greek Music.” CQ, 26: 195–208.

	Zhmud, Leonid. 2012. Pythagoras and the Early Pythagoreans. Oxford: OUP.






NOTES
 

	1 An accessible account in a rather similar vein is Bélis 1992.

	2 But Hagel’s book also examines the texts in ways that are directly relevant to the present essay’s agenda.

	3 In subsequent references, Meibom is abbreviated to M and Da Rios to DR. Meibom’s edition and numbering is followed in my translation (Barker 1989, 126–84), whereas Da Rios’ are given in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae.

	4 If this is done by shifting intervals from the top of the system to the bottom, the sequence identified by Lamprocles as Mixolydian will appear when all three of the intervals in the upper tetrachord have been moved to their new positions.

	5 For a study of his whole corpus of musical writings, see Gibson 2005; on particular musical topics outside the field of harmonics, see essays in Huffman 2012.

	6 Aristoxenus gives lists of these principles at 29.2–34 M = 37.5–38.6 DR, 53.33–55.2 M = 67.4–68.9 DR.

	7 Harm. 9.2–11, 12.4–19, 32.18–28 M = 13.22–14.6, 17.4–14, 41.17–42.3 DR.

	8 For a subtle and thought‐provoking study of texts in mathematical harmonics, see Hagel 2010, 158–216.

	9 See Ptol. Harm. 14.1–15.2 Düring; in more detail Porph. Harm. 3.9, 104.15–112.3 Düring, with notes ad loc. in Barker 2015.

	10 In modern editions from before 1993, it is printed as the last paragraph of fr. 6. In Huffman 1993 and most later discussions it is fr. 6a.

	11 Some striking but enigmatic remarks in the Hippocratic treatise On Regimen—a text roughly contemporary with Philolaus—represent the successful development of a human foetus as dependent on its “attaining a correct harmonia” comprising the three symphōniai, the fourth, fifth, and octave; see [Hippocr.] De victu 1.8.2. It is virtually certain that the author was borrowing directly from Philolaus; and it shows that in his view at least, the harmonia of which Philolaus had written was not just a musical system but a pattern of relations essential to the coherence and viability of things in the natural world.

	12 The essential study of the characteristics, history, and uses of the monochord and related instruments is Creese 2010.

	13 Though all the musical theses are true, the logic of the demonstrations breaks down in proposition 11, and its invalidity destabilizes all the remaining theorems. But no one in antiquity seems to have detected the logical flaw.

	14 Readers of this essay can find help in the notes to Cherniss’s Loeb edition.

	15 References to this text are to pages and lines of Hiller’s Teubner edition of 1878. A useful guide to the work is Petrucci 2012, including Greek text, Italian translation, textual notes, and substantial commentary.

	16 The passage is Proclus In Timaeum 3, 102.7–317.15 Diehl, English translation and commentary in Baltzly 2009.

	17 This longer work has not survived, but much of its content is paraphrased into Latin in Boethius’ Inst. mus.

	18 The ratio between the highest and lowest notes of the Timaeus scale is 27:1.

	19 There are two possibilities. One is that he took at face value Plato’s attribution of the dialogue’s doctrines to a Pythagorean called Timaeus, and Plato “followed” them in the sense that he recorded them and (presumably) also accepted their truth. The other is that the work of Timaeus to which he refers is the crude paraphrase of Plato’s Timaeus known as De natura mundi et animae, which was passed off as a genuine work by Timaeus of Locri, and was supposedly the original from which Plato’s dialogue had been plagiarized. It is in fact a rather obvious forgery, probably composed not long before Nicomachus’ own time. On the whole, the former possibility is the more likely, since the number 27 does not occur in this context in the spurious document.

	20 For brief comments, see notes to Harm. 2.13–14 in Barker 1989; for much fuller discussion, see Creese 2010, 178–209 and 288–92.

	21 The first of these conditions applies to multiple ratios, the second to epimorics. Ptolemy first sketches these points in 1.5, in connection with the Pythagoreans.

	22 The first two epimorics, 3:2 and 4:3, belong to the concords of a fifth and a fourth, respectively. In the former, the difference between the terms amounts to one half of the smaller term, and in the latter to one third. The epimorics next in order of excellence are 5:4 and 6:5, corresponding to the first of the melodic intervals. One might infer that there is no sharp line to be drawn between concords and nonconcordant musical intervals, only a gradient of progressively diminishing excellence; but Ptolemy, like all other ancient theorists, seems to have closed his mind to this potentially disturbing conclusion.

	23 On all these instruments and their treatment by others as well as Ptolemy, see Creese 2010, 324–49; on those examined in 2.2 in particular see Barker 2009.

	24 See e.g. 9.4–10 M = 13.23–14.4 DR, and especially 32.18–28 M = 41.17–42.3 DR. But there are occasional signs that he may have been less confident about this than he seems, notably in his apparent reluctance to commit himself to the thesis that the span of a fourth is exactly 2½ tones. (See 24.4–11 and 55.3–7 M = 30.19–31.3 and 68.10–12 DR. Cf. also 56.13–16 M = 70.3–5 DR, noting that what follows is not presented as a proof that the fourth is exactly 2½ tones, but a way of investigating whether it is so.)

	25 For annotated editions and translations of Porphyry’s important commentary, see Barker 2015 (in English) and Raffa 2016 (in Italian).

	26 See Harm. 1.9, 20.23–21.8, with Barker 1989, 294 n. 85.








CHAPTER TWENTY
Rhythmics

Tosca A.C. Lynch



“Enjoy delights and grieve for misfortunes, but neither to excess: get to know the rhythm that holds all humankind”:1 so wrote Archilochus in the seventh century BC, addressing his aggrieved spirit. To find the strength to face the enemy on the battlefield, his distressed thymos must learn to navigate the ebbs and flows of its conflicting emotions in the awareness that no individual feeling is everlasting: no matter how intense, uplifting or excruciating, every single emotion will eventually fade and give way to a new one, creating a dynamic flow that gives shape to our lives.2 By embracing this natural rhythm, Archilochus’ spirit will learn to ride the powerful waves of his inner emotional stream and will eventually conquer the most extreme pains and fears—regarding them as fleeting snippets of a larger, complex, but ultimately intelligible sequence.

This is how the word “rhythm” makes its first appearance in Greek literature, in a context that at first sight seems to have surprisingly little to do with music. On further inspection, however, this impression turns out to be misleading. For one thing, we still speak of the rhythm of life and have a clear sense of the relationship that this expression has with its musical counterpart. This connection seems to have been even closer for the Greeks, since musical rhythms were widely regarded as mimetic representations of different lifestyles (Pl. Resp. 3.399e10: biou rhythmous). Second, we must remind ourselves that Archilochus’ verses were not originally conceived as pure poetry: they are the lyrics of a song performed to the accompaniment of a musical instrument. So the rhythm evoked by Archilochus’s words was not just a theoretical conceit: it was embedded in, and reproduced by, the performance of the song itself, and played a key role in determining its overall aesthetic character (see Rocconi in this volume).3

But this passage is also significant on a deeper level, in that it captures some vital features of the Greek notion of rhythm as well as its ethical and emotional implications—fascinating but very complex matters that will only be touched upon in this chapter. 4 The key theoretical point that Archilochus’ depiction brings out so powerfully is that the Greek concept of rhythm was fundamentally connected with the idea of giving shape to something in flux: the ups and downs of our inner lives, the flow of air in our breathing and that of blood in our veins,5 our bodily movements and the voice’s motions in melody and speech.6 So the Greek word rhythmos essentially denoted the orderly “organization” (taxis) or “shape” (schēma) given to various kinds of dynamic movements7—a meaningful and recognizable combination (systēma/synthesis) of ups and downs, motion and rest, tension and release.

As we shall see, these labels play an important role in the Greek sources on rhythm. But before getting into the details, we should take a moment to appreciate that these labels themselves are not neutral or universal: as shown by ethnomusicological studies, musical terms are the products of cultural processes that took place at a specific time and in specific contexts. Hence, the words chosen by the Greeks give us precious insights into the particular ways in which they made sense of their aesthetic, ethical, and psychological experience of rhythm. Unlike us, the Greeks seem not to have inherited a ready‐made vocabulary that they could embrace, adapt, or react against in order to describe musical phenomena. They had to invent a set of terms and a language that was suitable to articulate their own musical experience, and did so by adapting words and concepts borrowed from various realms of everyday life—using familiar models to give shape to seemingly abstract ideas such as scales and rhythms.

So, for instance, the Greek term that indicates different modes or tunings, harmonia,8 derives from the verb harmozō (lit. “to join” or “to fit together”), which belongs to the practical context of carpentry: just as Odysseus “harmonized” different planks with each other to build his raft (Od. 5.247–8, 162–3), different intervals are “joined” together to produce a stable tuning. Similarly, the word rhythmos derives from the verb rheō, “to flow,” which properly denoted the streaming of water in rivers or the motion of sea waves. So Greek rhythm—musical and otherwise—was conceived as the dynamic shape defined by this “flow” (rhythmos), in its pleasantly regular or upsettingly erratic alternations of ups and downs (Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.38).



Rhythm versus Harmonia and Meter

The earliest formal definition of musical rhythm provided in Greek sources appears in Plato’s Laws, and centers precisely on the contrast between the static nature of harmoniai—the distinctive “conjunctions of intervals” proper to different modes—and the dynamic character of rhythm:


Rhythm is the name given to the organization of movement (tēs kinēseōs taxei), whereas the organisation of the voice, where high and low are mixed together at the same time, is given the name harmonia, and the combination of both is called choreia […] The movement of the body has a rhythm that is shared with the movement of the voice, but a shape (schēma) that is peculiar to it, whereas tune (melos) is the distinctive attribute of the movement of the voice.

(Pl. Leg. 2.664e–665a, 2.672e–673a)


According to the Athenian Stranger, the bodily and vocal movements employed in musical performances partake in one and the same rhythm, which organizes their distinctive elements into meaningful sequences in time. Just as dance movements are dynamic combinations of individual postures and shapes, rhythmically organized movements of the voice turn the static pitch patterns defined by harmoniai into dynamic melodic sequences made of notes, intervals, and durations.9

Aristotelian sources express the same idea. Rhythm is presented here as the “moving” force that gives shape to the naturally static element of melody by establishing well‐defined alternations of “moving” and “relaxing” elements, respectively associated with higher and lower pitches: “melody is by nature soft and calm, while it becomes rough and moving thanks to the mixture of rhythm (…): for low pitch (to bary) is soft and calm, while high pitch (to oxy) is moving (…)” (Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.49; cf. Arist. De an. 420a30–1); and high pitch was felt to be “prominently manifest (ekdēloteron) by nature, but not louder (ouk ischyroteron)” (Theophr. fr. 716 FHS&G). This striking characterization of the nature of rhythm is expressed in even clearer Aristotelian terms by Aristides Quintilianus:


Some of the ancients described rhythm as male and melody as female.10 For melody is inactive and shapeless (aschēmatiston), and fulfils the function of the matter in that it can embody opposite qualities [i.e. high and low pitch],11 whereas rhythm moulds it and moves it in an orderly fashion, playing the part of the maker in relation to the thing made.

(Arist. Quint. 40.20–5)12


In keeping with this, Greek and Latin rhythmical sources consistently depict the two key components of rhythmic pulse—arsis and thesis—as entailing primarily a melodic alternation of higher and lower pitches in the voice’s movement: higher‐pitched arseis were felt to be exciting, moving and stimulating, whereas lower‐pitched theseis were perceived as relaxing, tranquil and soothing.13 For this reason, rhythms starting from arsis came across as agitated and emotional, while rhythm starting from thesis as relaxing and quiet (Arist. Quint. 82.4–84.10; Bacchius 305.1–2 Jan, who defines it as a difference in agōgē: see below, Aristoxenus’ “Science” of Rhythmics).

From a modern Western perspective, it is rather surprising to discover that Greek and Latin rhythmical sources present the contrast between “moving” and “relaxing” rhythmical elements as being somehow related to higher and lower pitches, while no attention at all is paid to contrasts in volume: volume is nowhere mentioned in Graeco‐Roman discussions of the nature of rhythm or its musical articulation.14

But ethnomusicological studies as well as scientific psychological experiments have shown that there is no ‘natural’ reason to assume that volume must play a role in human rhythm perception or production. And the Greek association of arsis and thesis with pitch contrasts is less surprising than it may appear at first sight if we keep in mind that the prosody of the Greek language itself heavily depended upon melodic movements: just as acute accents highlighted the most salient syllable of a word by raising its pitch, so also the “marked” element of a rhythmically organised melody—arsis or the “up‐beat” (to anō)—was signaled by a raise in the voice’s pitch, as opposed to the lowering and relaxation that characterized rhythmical theseis (to katō).15 The same opposition applied of course to bodily movements, whose postures and steps were organised into upward and downward motions—a movement that the body shared with the voice, as Plato says in the Laws: the upward motion, arsis, was associated with an energetic impulse (hormē) that “goes against nature” in raising a limb, the downward motion with an absence of effort and relaxation.16

All these elements are brought together in a key passage of Aristides Quintilianus’ treatise, which offers the fullest definition of rhythm preserved in Classical sources:


Rhythm is a combination (systēma) of durations (chronōn) put together in some definite arrangement (kata tina taxin), and we call their modifications arsis and thesis, sound and stillness. Indeed notes, taken as a whole [i.e. as static scales/harmoniai], make the interweaving of the melody meaningless because of the lack of differentiation in their movement,17 and lead the mind to wander in confusion: but it is the parts of rhythm that make the function of the melody clear, moving the mind part by part but in an orderly fashion. Hence, arsis is the upwards motion (epi to anō) of a part of the body, while thesis is the downwards motion (epi to katō) of the same part.18 Rhythmics (rhythmikē) is the science of the use of the things we have mentioned.

Rhythm as a whole is perceived by these three senses: sight, as in dance; hearing, as in melody; and touch, as in the pulsations of the arteries. But musical rhythm is perceived by two senses, sight and hearing. In music, bodily movement, melody and diction are organized rhythmically (…). In diction, rhythm is divided into syllables; in melody, it is divided into the ratios of arseis to theseis; and in movement it is divided into shapes (schēmasi) and their boundaries, which are also called signals (sēmeia).

(Arist. Quint. 31.8–32.7)


This passage spells out more clearly the technical implications of Plato’s definition: a. the melodic movement of the voice is divided into arseis and theseis, and their relative durations define different kinds of rhythms; b. bodily movements are organized into shapes and the boundaries that divide them; and c. both kinds of movements partake in the same orderly alternation of “ups” and “downs.” But Aristides introduces a third element that features prominently in ancient rhythmical sources along with melody and dance movements19—namely the articulation of diction into long and short syllables, respectively represented by the signs — and [image: No alt text required.] , and their organization into meters.

This crucial distinction is first attested in a famous passage of Aristophanes’ Clouds (637–54), and hinged essentially on two aspects. First, meter and rhythm organize different matters: meters consist of different sequences of long and short syllables, whereas the essence of rhythm lies in its alternation of “ups and downs” (Arist. Quint. 45.18–29). Second, metrical sequences represented, as it were, the skeleton of fully rhythmical performances: “meters are parts of rhythm” (Arist. Poet. 1448b20–24, Rh. 1408b26–29), and their syllabic structures could be significantly altered by the process of “rhythm production” (rhythmopoiia—see below, Rhythm vs Rhythmopoiia: The Seikilos Song).

But both rhythms and meters were measured by numbers (arithmoi, Pl. Phlb. 17c–d), which respectively defined the durations of arsis and thesis in the case of rhythms, and the “shape” (schēma) of diction—i.e. how many long/short syllables were combined in a given meter (Arist. Quint. 44.11–45.17).20



Aristoxenus’ “Science” of Rhythmics

So far as we know, the first self‐consciously “scientific” theory of rhythm (rhythmikē) was developed by a distinguished pupil of Aristotle, Aristoxenus of Tarentum (fourth century BC). Only a small fraction of Aristoxenus’ writings survives to this day, and this is especially true with regard to rhythmical matters; hence our knowledge of his rhythmical theory rests upon fragmentary passages, the most important of which is a long section of Book 2 of his Elementa Rhythmica. Later sources such as Aristides Quintilianus’ De Musica, Psellus’ Prolambanomena and the Fragmenta Neapolitana/Parisina preserve shorter quotations or paraphrases of Aristoxenus’ treatise—key additions that often shed light on the content of missing or otherwise unclear passages of the original text.21

In many respects, the very notion of “science” (epistēmē) as an overarching, coherent system of knowledge—as opposed to a plurality of unrelated mathēmata, or wholly “un‐scientific” discussions—was shaped in this period of Greek culture.22 But it is perhaps not a coincidence that the term mousikē makes its appearance well before these higher systematic aspirations, and may be the very first of the technai nouns in –ikē.23 In other words, the multifaceted realm of music was one of the first areas of Greek culture to be conceived as a unitary craft based on a well‐defined set of premises, principles and practices—an extraordinary theoretical effort that stemmed from the pervasive presence of music in Greek culture, and its powerful combination of emotional, aesthetic, and intellectual stimuli.

The earliest traces of deliberate attempts to explore the nature of musical rhythm, its many‐fold technical varieties, and their ethical and aesthetic effects appear already in fifth century BC. The first documented echoes of such investigations are related to the intriguing, but frustratingly elusive figure of Damon of Oa, a distinguished intellectual who played key political roles in Pericles’ circle.24 Very little evidence survives on the details of his innovative rhythmical research, a surprising lack that may be partly explained by the fact that Damon seems not to have produced any written works.25 The extant testimonia are too problematic to be discussed in detail here; but they clearly suggest that Damon developed original analyses of the structure of different rhythms, their ethical and aesthetic effects, on the basis of novel and subtle conceptual distinctions. From this point of view, Damon’s endeavor closely resembled the work of other contemporary intellectuals known as “sophists,” especially the investigations into linguistic correctness undertaken by Damon’s companions Prodicus and Socrates.26

Similarly to his Harmonics, the “science of rhythm” set out in Aristoxenus’ Elementa Rhythmica begins from its basic components, and builds on them to create a theoretical system that could account for the rhythmical structures employed in professional musical practice on the basis of a set of consistent principles. Theoretically speaking, Aristoxenus’ approach is thoroughly Aristotelian from the start. The opening paragraph of the extant text mentions a “previous discussion,” now lost, that examined the “many natures (physeis) of rhythm,” the “causes” (aitiai) that determine the use of the same word rhythmos to describe different phenomena, and “what underlies (hypokeitai) each of them”: these key terms place Aristoxenus’ research squarely within the philosophical system developed by his master in influential works such as the Categories and the Metaphysics (e.g. 1.983a24–b3, 4.1003a33–b10). Traces of Aristoxenus’ lost discussion are preserved by Aristides Quintilianus, who opens his section on rhythmics by distinguishing three different ways in which the term “rhythm” was employed by the Greeks. It could be used figuratively to qualify static as well as dynamic objects: for example, statues could be described as “well‐rhythmed” (eurhythmon) because of the balanced and proportioned organization of their parts, and a person could be said to walk “with a good rhythm” (eurhythmōs). But the term rhythmos applied properly speaking to the voice and its movements (idiōs epi phōnēs, Arist. Quint. 31.6): this is the kind of rhythm that “is organized in music,” and the object of Aristoxenus’ science (Rhythm. §1).

In keeping with this thoroughly Aristotelian approach, Book 2 of Aristoxenus’ Elementa Rhythmica starts by identifying the “origin and fundamental principle” (archē) of the science of rhythmics, which he defines as “the study of time durations (chronoi) and their perception (aisthēsis)” (§2). This preliminary definition singles out two elements that will jointly play a central role throughout the treatise, for perception is identified as nothing less than the faculty that allows us to distinguish the rhythmical or unrhythmical character of different “proportions and arrangements of chronoi” (§8). And these arrangements are at the heart of Aristoxenus’ formal definition of rhythm:


From what we have said, and from perceptual evidence (tōi phainomenōi) itself, follows the statement that rhythm comes into being whenever the division (diairesis) of time durations (chronōn) takes on some kind of organisation (taxin tina) that is clearly demarcated (aphōrismenēn).

(Aristox. Rhythm. §7)




Obviously, perception does not directly apprehend the abstract form of rhythm, but the division of time durations that we perceive with our senses is expressed by means of different aesthetic media: diction (lexis), melody (melos), and bodily movements. As we have seen above, these three elements had already been identified as the key media of rhythm in pre‐Aristoxenian sources. But Aristoxenus takes this a step further and identifies them collectively as “matters that can be rhythmized” (ta rhythmizomena), as opposed to the abstract form of rhythmos: these are the two “natures” (physeis) of rhythm. To illustrate the difference between them, Aristoxenus builds on a notion that featured already in Aristotle’s Physics (7.245b): just as the shape (schēma) of a statue does not depend on the specific material it is made of (schēmatizomenon, lit. “what is shaped”), so also the “form” of a given rhythm does not depend on the features of the “matters” it organizes (Rhythm. §§3–6). On the contrary, it is the “form” of rhythm that determines the “arrangement” or “shape” acquired by each rhythmizomenon, dividing the flow of time into its own specific “parts”: so diction divides time into letters, syllables, and words; melody divides it into notes, intervals and scales, and bodily movement into “signals” (sēmeia) and “shapes” or “dance figures” (schēmata, Rhythm. §9).
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The continuous flow of time will therefore be organized into well‐defined sequences of durations but only a few of these arrangements will appear to be rhythmical, while the majority will be rejected as “alien to our perception” (Rhythm. §8). In order to provide a rational explanation of this perceptual difference, Aristoxenus turns to one of his favourite theoretical devices: measures. But what unit of measurement could suitably account for sequences of durations involving aesthetic media so different as diction, melody, and dance movements?

Aristotle provided an answer to this question in the Metaphysics, and identified the unit of measurement proper to rhythm with “the step or the syllable” (en de rhythmois, basis ē syllabē, 14.1087b36; cf. Pol. 2.1263b35). Steps (baseis) and syllable quantities indeed appeared to be defining elements of Damon’s rhythmical analyses, even in the artfully chaotic account provided by Plato’s Socrates in the Republic (3.399e7–400c6). However, as we are told at the start of Psellus’ Preliminaries to the science of rhythm, Aristoxenus forcefully refuted this traditional stance and rejected the syllable as a unit of measurement for rhythm because it did not correspond to a constant time length. This unit of measurement provided a constant ratio between two prosodic elements, as a long syllable corresponded to two short ones (Prolamb. §1); but the duration of these syllables effectively varied in musical practice, both in absolute and in relative terms. As we know from the Anonyma Bellermanniana, long syllables employed in musical pieces could be extended to three ([image: No alt text required.] or [image: No alt text required.]), four ([image: No alt text required.]) or even five times () the length of a short syllable—a claim that is partly substantiated by extant musical documents, including the Seikilos song discussed below (see also Martinelli and Hagel in this volume).

For this reason, in Aristoxenus’ view the syllable could not possibly be regarded as a unit of measurement suitable to describe rhythmical differences accurately. So he introduced a new abstract unit of measurement: the prōtos chronos, “a time duration that cannot be further subdivided” (Rhythm. §10) and cannot contain “two notes, two syllables or two signals” (Rhythm. §12). The prōtos chronos is, as it were, the atom of rhythm—a theoretical unit of time that allows Aristoxenus to compare and contrast durations in speech, melody, and bodily movement on the basis of a consistent unit of reference: a note, syllable or movement that lasts two prōtoi chronoi is identified as a “diseme” (disēmos—i.e. containing two sēmeia), one which lasts three prōtoi chronoi as “triseme,” and so on (Rhythm. §10). Pauses too were measured on the basis of the same unit, which counted how many “empty durations” (kenoi chronoi) appeared in a given rhythmical sequence (Arist. Quint. 38.27–39.2; Anon. Bell. §§1, 3, 83, 85, 97–102).

But Aristoxenus hastens to clarify that the absolute magnitude of a prōtos chronos is not rigidly defined once and for all, and does not correspond to the shortest duration we are able to discern with our senses. Differently from the fixed unit of measurement he chose to gauge the static intervals of tunings and scales, the duration of a prōtos chronos is flexible, in keeping with the dynamic nature of rhythmical movements. Just as in modern music, also in antiquity the duration the prōtos chronos changed on the basis of the “direction” (agōgē) of each individual performance (Fr. Neap. §15). The ancient notion of agōgē is thus akin to our tempo, and was determined by the rhythmical relationships established between its individual notes, syllables, and movements (Rhythm. §11; Aristox. ap. Porph. Harm. 78.21–79.28 Düring; Arist. Quint. 39.26–30). But agōgē covered also another aspect of a musical piece, namely whether its rhythm started from arsis or thesis (Bacchius 305.1–2 Jan; cf. modern anacrusis): this aspect, in conjunction with tempo, was crucial to determine the emotional and aesthetic impact of different kinds of rhythm.



Rhythmical Feet: Simple and Compound

It is only after this dense theoretical discussion that Aristoxenus introduces a notion that we might have expected to find at the beginning of his treatise—the concept of rhythmical foot, the basic “building block” of ancient rhythms:


The means by which we mark (sēmainometha) rhythm and make it intelligible to our perception (tēi aisthēsei) is a foot, or more than one.

Some feet consist of two chronoi, one ‘up’ (anō) and one ‘down’ (katō); others of three, two ‘up’ and one ‘down’, or one ‘up’ and two ‘down’; and still others of four, two ‘up’ and two ‘down’.

(Aristox. Rhythm. §16–17)


In contrast with his predecessors’ interest in the syllable sequences that define different metrical feet (Arist. Quint. 44.12), Aristoxenus’ definition of rhythmical foot centers on our perception of broader rhythmical sequences—a perception that hinges essentially on the subdivision of each foot into a given number of up‐ and downbeats.27 Aristoxenus is describing now the abstract structure of all feet that may be properly regarded as rhythmical—a structure defined by their division into a given number of arseis and theseis, regardless of the absolute duration and inner articulation/“shape” of each individual part.28

The absolute durations of each arsis or thesis indeed varied. These durations were known as “podic chronoi” (Psellus Prolamb. §8), and the rational or irrational relationships established between them determined which feet could be recognized as rhythmical. Only three ratios—1:1, 2:1, 3:2—are consistently regarded in Greek theory as suitable for feet employed in continuous rhythmical sequences.29 These ratios defined the three basic rhythmic genera: the dactylic genus, which featured an equal duration of arsis and thesis (1:1); the iambic genus, which corresponds to a double ratio (1:2); and the paeonic genus, defined by a hemiolic ratio (3:2). The names of these rhythmical genera are akin to those of the metrical feet that represent their basic models (iamb [image: No alt text required.], dactyl [image: No alt text required.] and paean [image: No alt text required.]); and their shortest versions respectively include three, four and five prōtoi chronoi (Rhythm. §§30–33)—i.e. the number of short syllables contained in a single iamb ([image: No alt text required.]), dactyl ([image: No alt text required.]) or paean ([image: No alt text required.]).

But it is important to note that the concept of daktylos (literally “finger”)30 had very different features in ancient rhythmical and metrical theory. In keeping with their focus on different sequences of syllables (systēmata syllabōn, Arist. Quint. 44.12), metrical sources provide the familiar definition of daktylos as [image: No alt text required.] but do not discuss the division of this syllable sequence into up‐ and downbeats, which is by contrast the defining trait of rhythmical analyses. Conversely, rhythmical sources never employ the noun daktylos to identify the syllable sequence [image: No alt text required.] but use it to indicate all rhythmical forms that feature an equal number of time‐units in their up‐ and downbeats, independently of the absolute duration of each half (2:2, 3:3, 4:4, etc.). So individual metrical sequences of long and short syllables, and their rhythmical divisions into up‐ and downbeats were, in principle, independent from each other.

The same basic proportions defined by the three rhythmic genera applied also to “larger” or “greater feet” (i.e. feet embracing more than five units of time, chronoi): this is what Aristoxenus identified as a difference in “magnitude” (megethos, Rhythm. §23; cf. Harm. 43.15–44.3 Da Rios). A clear example of the difference between basic and “larger” feet is provided by Aristides Quintilianus (36.3–5), who contrasts basic iambs and trochees with their slower versions—respectively called Orthios (“straight”) and trochaios sēmantos (“marked trochee”). If the ratio between the durations of arseis and theseis remains the same as that of basic iambs/trochees (2:1), their absolute duration is longer: the arseis of these “larger” feet comprise four prōtoi chronoi and their theseis eight (cf. POxy xxxiv.2687, col. iii–iv).

[image: Illustration with arrows from “Basic iamb” and “Basic trochee” (left) to “Orthios” and “Semantos ” (right).]

The same concept also applied to the other rhythmic genera. The dactylic genus, for instance, included both basic spondees and what Aristides calls “greater spondees,” whose arseis and theseis comprise four chronoi each (35.11–13).

[image: Illustration with arrow from “Basic spondee” to “Greater spondee.”]

Simple paeans included a basic or “lame” (diaguios) form and a “marched” (epibatos) form, but their rhythmical division is complex to reconstruct. Aristides describes the paiōn epibatos as comprising “a long thesis and a long arsis, and two long theseis and a long arsis” (37.10–12; the text may be corrupted, see apparatus ad loc.). His wording is more ambiguous in the case of the “lame” paean, which is defined as “a long thesis and a short and a long arsis”. But this may be a deliberate choice: in fact, later sources (e.g. Anon. Ambros. 227.12 Studemund; Mar. Vict. 6.41.2–4 Keil) tell us that five‐time rhythmical feet could be divided into a thesis of 3 chronoi and an arsis of 2, a thesis of 2 and an arsis of 3, as well as an arsis of 3 and a thesis of 2, or an arsis of 2 and a thesis of 3 (this form is attested in DAGM 3 as the second element of a dochmiac—see “Mixed” Rhythmical Feet below).

[image: Illustration with arrows from basic /‘Lame’ Paean to paion epibatos.]

“Greater” feet were associated with slower tempi (Arist. Quint. 36.29–37.2), but their emotional effects varied depending on the number, length, and disposition of arseis and theseis (compare e.g. the stately nature of the Orthios with the upsetting effect of the epibatos, Arist. Quint. 83.2–6).

Both the basic and the “larger” forms of these rhythmical feet were regarded as “simple” (haploi) or “incomposite” (asynthetoi, Arist. Quint. 37.5)—i.e. “feet divided into chronoi” (33.18). Rhythmical feet could alternatively comprise two or more simple feet, producing so‐called “compound feet” (synthetoi, Aristox. Rhythm. §26; Arist. Quint. 33.19). In this case, combinations of “two simple and unequal feet” were known as “conjoinings” (syzygiai), whereas combinations of more than two such feet were called “periods” (periodoi, Arist. Quint. 35.1–2).

For instance, the dactylic rhythmical genus (1:1) included simple rhythms such as proceleusmatics, featuring four‐time rhythmical feet whose arsis/thesis encompass two chronoi each ([image: No alt text required.] or [image: No alt text required.]). They are simple rhythms because both the ratio between the durations of arsis:thesis (2:2) and the metrical feet comprised in them are based on the same ratio. But the dactylic rhythmical genus also included ionics—rhythms that work “by conjoining” (kata syzygian) two unequal simple dactylic feet, a spondee and a single proceleusmatic (Arist. Quint. 35.13–17).32 This would roughly correspond to a modern rhythm in (4+2)/4 or (2+4)/4:

[image: Illustration depicting ionic a maiore (top) and ionic a minore (bottom). Both display symbols at the right.]

Similarly, compound iambic rhythms joined two different basic feet (iambs/trochees), producing “conjoinings” known as bacchii (36.6–8), as well as longer sequences including more than two such feet, producing different kinds of iambic “periods” (36.8–24). As shown in the following diagram, Aristides’ Bacchii would roughly correspond to a combination of two 3/8 bars with an inner alternation of emphasis. Their rhythmical structure shows that two different arseis or theseis could routinely appear back to back, and were not perceived as unrhythmical “clashes”—an unwarranted assumption that sometimes appears in modern scholarship.

[image: Illustration depicting bacchius 1 (top) and bacchius 2 (bottom). Both display symbols at the right.]



“Mixed” Rhythmical Feet

All the “compound feet” (synthetoi) examined above comprise two or more simple feet belonging to the same rhythmical genus; but other compound rhythms combined two or more different genera (Aristox. Rhythm. §24), producing what the Greeks called “mixed rhythms” (Arist. Quint. 37.13–38.14).

One way of doing so was combining simple feet belonging to different rhythmical genera, each of which retained their own individual arseis/theseis: this is the case of dochmiacs, which played a key role in ancient tragedy (see Ercoles and D’Angour in this volume). Mixed rhythms could alternatively be produced by combining different genera in a single rhythmical foot—i.e. in a single pairing of arsis/thesis. This is the case of “iambic dactyls” and other similar rhythms.

Let us exemplify the first method by looking at dochmiacs. Aristides identifies two basic forms of this rhythm (37.13–18), the first and most familiar of which comprises an iamb and a “lame” paean. These feet clearly belong to two different rhythmical genera (iambic and paeonic); but if Aristides’ previous definition of rhythmical iamb was clear (“a short arsis and a long thesis”), several options were available for the “lame” paean. Fortunately, dochmiacs are attested in one of the ancient musical documents—DAGM 3, from Euripides’ Orestes (reproduced in Ercoles in this volume)—and this document features consistent arsis dots in correspondence with the first and third position, illustrating at least one possible rhythmical rendition of dochmiac sequences:

[image: Illustration depicting rhythmical rendition of dochmiac sequences.]

The unequal rhythmical pulse created by uneven ratios between arseis/theseis, together with the great variety of their inner metrical schēmata and the fact that this rhythm started from the “salient” element of arsis made dochmiacs especially suitable to express intense emotions, a sense of urgency and passion (Arist. Quint. 83.7–84.10). According to Aristides, this rhythm was called dochmiac (“oblique”) precisely “because its rhythmical delivery (rhythmopoiia) appears to be varied (poikilon), uneven (anomoion), and never straightforward” (mē kat’ euthy, 37.17–18). Its several variations may be represented as follows: [image: No alt text required.] [image: No alt text required.] (cf. West 1992, 142–5). At its most extreme, therefore, a single dochmiac could comprise eight short syllables or five long ones—syllable sequences that appear identical in other rhythms such as proceleumatics (Arist. Quint. 35.7–8) or the paiōn epibatos. What set them apart was their rhythmical organization—i.e. their divisions into different arseis and theseis:

[image: Illustration depicting fully resolved dochmiac, double prokeleumatics, fully lengthened dochmiac, and paion epibatos (top–bottom).]

Let us now look at the other way in which “mixed” rhythms could be produced—i.e. combining different genera in a single pairing of arsis/thesis. This is the case of “iambic dactyls” or “dactyls a là iamb” (daktyloi kat’iambon): a six‐time rhythm that features “an iamb in thesis and an iamb in arsis” (Arist. Quint. 38.5–6).

[image: Illustration depicting iambic dactyl with rightward arrows for dactylic genus and iambic content.]

This rhythmical foot, which is attested in the Seikilos song (see below), is a rhythmical “dactyl” (daktylos) because the durations of its arsis and thesis are equal (i.e. both contain three prōtoi chronoi); but each arsis and thesis contains an iambic metrical foot (kat’iambon),33 giving it an iambic flavor that makes it akin to our 6/8. This does not mean, however, that each iambic foot entails an accent, or arsis, of its own: unlike bacchii, the metrical iambs featured in iambic dactyls are just metrical sequences of syllables, or durations, that ‘fill’ a single arsis/thesis and define its inner schēma (Aristox. Rhythm. §28). For this reason, iambic dactyls were regarded as “dipodies” (dipodiai)—i.e. combinations of two identical metrical feet that produced a single “four‐syllable foot” (Arist. Quint. 48.10–11), whereas bacchii were regarded as “conjoinings” (syzygiai) of two simple and unequal rhythmical feet, which retained their individual arseis/theseis. This will become clearer if we compare the structure of compound bacchii with those of the “bacchic dactyls” described by Aristides (38.6–9).34 Both display the same syllable sequence but compound bacchii feature a combination (syzygia) of two distinct rhythmical feet, for a total of four arseis/theseis (or podic signals), whereas “bacchic dactyls” are single rhythmical feet whose arseis and theseis contain a metrical foot each (dipodia).35

[image: Illustration depicting compound bacchius 1, bacchic dactyl “from the iamb,” compound bacchius 2, and bacchic dactyl “from the trochee” (top–bottom).]

Hence six‐time mixed rhythms could be organized as rhythmical dactyls (3:3) or as rhythmical iambs: in this case, arsis and thesis would contain respectively two or four prōtoi chronoi (Aristox. Rhythm. §34; Frag. Neap. §15), producing “larger” versions of basic iambic or trochaic feet. This contrast is identified by Aristoxenus as a difference in “division” (diairesis, Rhythm. §27).

 

Six‐Time Mixed Rhythms

 [image: Illustration depicting six-time mixed rhythms.]


Rhythm vs Rhythmopoiia: The Seikilos Song

So far we have looked at the abstract patterns of durations and beats that defined different types of rhythms. But some passages in the rhythmical sources alert us to the fact that these abstract templates could be significantly altered in the process known as “rhythmic composition” or “rhythm production” (rhythmopoiia)—that is to say, the specific way in which a composer employed these patterns to produce the individual melodies, verses and dance movements of a given musical piece (Aristox. Rhythm. §13; Arist. Quint. 40.8–20).

Both Aristoxenus and Psellus highlight how the individual chronoi determined by rhythmopoiia—i.e. the duration of notes in a given melody or the syllables of a given word—could potentially differ from the overall durations of arsis and thesis. But the stable relationship between the durations and order of arseis and theseis made it possible to recognize different practical instances as variations of the same model (Aristox. Rhythm. §§13–15, §19; Psellus Prolamb. §8). The alterations produced by rhythmopoiia are described very effectively in the following paragraph of the Fragmenta Neapolitana:


The same rhythm is not about the ratio of letters or syllables [scil. as meter], but concerns the ratio between durations (chronoi); it commands us to lengthen (ekteinein) some, bring other together (synagein), and make still other ones equal. And rhythm does all this while the syllables and letters stay the same.

(Frag. Neap. §21)


We can make better sense of the processes described in this passage if we turn to an ancient musical example, the Seikilos epitaph (DAGM 23) (Figure 20.1): “While you are alive, shine, man, don’t be the least bit blue. Life’s for a little span, Time demands its due” (transl. West 1992). This document is extremely important for our knowledge of ancient rhythmical practice, in that it is the only complete ancient song which presents a full set of rhythmical markings from the beginning to the end, including diseme‐ and triseme‐marks ([image: No alt text required.]) as well as dots (stigmai) that distinguish arseis from thesis, and slurs that indicate different groupings of notes and perhaps differences in articulation.
 
 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 20.1 The Seikilos song: original score printed in DAGM as nr 23 (reproduced with permission of Oxford Publishing Limited through PLSclear) and a new transcription in modern notation.



As we have seen earlier, Aristides Quintilianus tells us that the basic rhythmical structure of this piece was conceptualised as an iambic dactyl ([image: No alt text required.]). This fortunate coincidence of theoretical and practical evidence puts us in a unique position to observe the variations produced by rhythmopoiia—that is to say, how rhythmical composition affected individual notes of the melody (melos) and syllables of the lyrics (lexis), adapting them to match the basic structure defined by rhythmos. Let us first compare the metrical structure of the text and its rhythmical performance:

[image: Illustration depicting metrical structure (left) and rhythmopoiia lexis (right).]

The first key difference is that several long syllables have been extended to three‐time longs—the process that was described as “lengthening” (ekteinein) in the Fragmenta Neapolitana. See, for instance, the last three syllables of verse 1:

[image: Illustration depicting lexis (top) and rhythmos (bottom). Both displays symbols at the right.]

The duration of these “lengthened” syllables () corresponds to a whole iambic foot ([image: No alt text required.]), a procedure that was described in the Fragmenta Parisina as “bringing durations together” and making them “equal to each other”: the short and long syllables of a standard iambic foot are indeed merged into a long syllable whose length “is made equal” to that of a whole iambic foot ([image: No alt text required.]), i.e. three prōtoi chronoi. But this equalization could also affect the order of the syllables of a given foot. For example, the second verse of the song begins with a metrical trochee ([image: No alt text required.]), which is the opposite of the standard iambic unit of the piece ([image: No alt text required.]), and the two sequences are equal since they have the same duration as well as the same function as thesis of a rhythmical foot: this is what Aristoxenus called a difference in schēma (Rhythm. §28). Alternatively, the long syllable could be divided into two short ones, both in arsis and thesis (verses 3–4).

But these variations in the number, placement, or division of letters and do not affect the basic rhythm of the piece: as we read in the Fragmenta Neapolitana, rhythmos is defined by the ratio established between the number of prōtoi chronoi contained in arseis (marked by dots) and theseis—a ratio that remains constant (3:3) and defines this as a dactylic rhythm.

Further complexities arise if we look at how rhythmopoiia affects the melodic articulation of this song, the other rhythmizomenon involved in this piece. A comprehensive discussion of the interplay between melodic profiles and metrical patterns of this song goes beyond the scope of this chapter,36 but a quick look at the transcription provided above shows that the basic rhythmical framework of the piece is highlighted by an alternation between higher arseis and lower theseis. The tonal center37 of arseis is consistently higher than that of their respective theseis; and the first note of each arsis group, which marks the beginning of the second foot of each rhythmical unit, is regularly higher than the first note of both neighboring theseis,38 with the exception of bars 4, 6, and 8: significantly, all these exceptions mark the end of musical phrases and create a sort of closing cadence that inverts the pitch relation lower thesis/higher arsis, signaling that the phrase is coming to a close. This is particularly clear in the very last bar of the song, which ends with the lowest note of the whole piece—a note that appears only here. This falling trope, which has long been recognized as an end‐signal in ancient Greek music,39 is symmetrically opposite to the one employed at the beginning of the song: an ascending fifth, “a conventional opening gesture which overrode accentual considerations” (West 1992, 200) and clearly emphasized the first rhythmical point of reference for the song, its first arsis, which significantly coincides with its upper melodic boundary.

Subtler differences in rhythmical delivery are perhaps reflected by slight variations in the rhythmical notation marked on the stone—including differences in articulation as well as displaced placements of rhythmical marks and slurs (see apparatus in Pöhlmann and West 2001, 88). For instance, ὅλως in bar 3 is notated [image: No alt text required.], whereas ‐γον ἐστ‐ in bar 5 is notated as [image: No alt text required.]—differences that are reflected in the articulation of the lyrics too.

Let us now look at the interplay between the rhythmic composition of syllable durations and those of notes. This will allow us to better understand two key notions that Aristoxenus introduces in his discussion of rhythmopoiia: “composite” and “incomposite” chronoi.

[image: A musical notation depicting rhythmopoiia.]

The syllables contained in the first foot of the song are perfect examples of what Aristoxenus calls “absolutely incomposite” chronoi, magnitudes of time that are “taken up by a single syllable, note or bodily signal” (§14). Conversely, wholly “composite” chronoi are durations that are divided by all rhythmizomena. This is the case, for instance, of the first foot of the last verse: its basic iambic structure is fully resolved, in that all the long syllables are divided into short syllables as well as short notes.

But Aristoxenus’ introduction of the prōtos chronos, combined with his sophisticated distinction of three different rhythmizomena, allowed him to account also for intermediate situations such as the one we find in the second foot of the first verse:

[image: Lexis and melos of “phai-nou.”]

The first chronos of this foot, thesis, is intermediate in nature. It is “incomposite” in that it contains one syllable (phai‐) and one bodily movement (thesis); but it is also “composite” with regard to its melody, since it divides the overlong syllable into three different notes, producing what we would call a melisma. Here the divorce between meter, melos, and rhythm becomes perfectly clear: while the spoken syllable would be simply long, its rhythmical duration is extended to three prōtoi chronoi and is associated with three different notes. By contrast, the second half of the foot, arsis, is wholly “incomposite,” in that it contains one syllable, one note, and one bodily signal (arsis).

It was exactly this relative independence of the three rhythmizomena that led Aristoxenus to develop a fully abstract system of reference for his rhythmical analyses. This allowed him to account for the manifold variations and inversions of traditional conventions championed by the musical avant‐garde of the New Music on the basis of a consistent and well‐defined set of rational principles: in other words, he created the first true “science” of rhythmics.




FURTHER READING

Many questions remain open with regard to ancient rhythmical theory and its relationship with the meters attested in Greek and Latin poetry. This evidence, coupled with that of the musical fragments, suggest great caution in establishing excessively rigid correlations between the metrical structure of a text and its rhythmical delivery. This has been the subject of much recent research, pioneered by West 1992 and developed by Silva Barris 2010 and 2013, and Moore 2012. See also Calvié 2015 and 2016, Gentili Lomiento 2003, Hagel 2008, Marchetti 2009, and Rocconi 2008.
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NOTES
  

	1 Archil. fr.128.6–7 IEG: ἀλλὰ χαρτοῖσίν τε χαῖρε καὶ κακοῖσιν ἀσχάλα / μὴ λίην, γίνωσκε δ᾽ οἷος ῥυσμὸς ἀνθρώπους ἔχει. Archilochus’ Ionian form rhysmos corresponds to the Attic form rhythmos, which is the stem of the word “rhythm.” All English translations are mine: their primary aim is to reflect as closely as possible the structure of the original texts, so I will at times favor precision over idiomatic expressions.

	2 About two centuries later, Democritus outlined a similar relationship between ethics, education, and rhythm: “nature and teaching are close to each other, for teaching changes the rhythm (metarrhysmoi) of a person, and through rhythm (meta rhysmou, MS L Stobaeus) produces a nature” (DK 68 B 33).

	3 Archilochus’ verses are trochaic tetrameters, which Aristotle identified as the main meter of early tragedy because of its fundamentally choreutic nature (Poet. 1449a, 1459b, Rh. 1404a, 1409a; cf. Archil. fr.121 IEG). A considerable number of rhythmical innovations are attributed to Archilochus in the Plutarchan treatise De Musica, suggesting that his interest in rhythmical matters extended well beyond this evocative first occurrence of the word “rhythm”: see Ps.‐Plut De mus. 28.1140f–1141b; Barker 1984, 234–5.

	4 Cf. West 1992, 157–9.

	5 E.g. Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 5.16, Galen Syn. Puls. 9.464.10–465.9, with Provenza in this volume. The notion of rhysmos played a crucial role also in metaphysical speculation—e.g. Arist. Metaph. 1.985b, on Leucippus and Democritus, and the famous dictum attributed to Heraclitus (panta rhein, Simpl. In Arist. Phys. 10.887.2; cf. Pl. Cra. 439d and 402a).

	6 E.g. Pl. Leg. 2.672e, Aristox. Rhythm. §3–9, Arist. Quint. 31.3–9. Gaudentius 328–9 Jan, distinguishes the continuous “flowing” (rhysis) of the voice in speech (328.6–10) from the well‐defined intervallic movements proper to melodic rhythm (rhythmos, 329.11–15 Jan); for this distinction between the continuous movement of the speaking voice and the intervallic movement of singing, see already Aristox. Harm. 13–18 Da Rios.

	7 Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 5.16, 882b2–3: “all rhythm is measured by some definite movement (ὡρισμένῃ … κινήσει)”.

	8 See Barker in this volume and Lynch, Appendix.

	9 Cf. Arist. Quint. 5.6–7 (“the study of melody concerns simply the quality of the voice, that of rhythm concerns the voice’s movement”), with Barker 1989, 403 (“musical science studies rhythm in the guise of patterns of movement in sound”); Aristox. Harm. 7.9–16 for the definition of melody as the “movement of the voice”; and Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.27 on the contrast between the static taxis of scales and the dynamic nature of rhythms, both different from the mixis of consonances. See also Pl. Leg. 2.673d (“rhythm is awakened by the tune”), Phlb. 17d, Aristox. Rhythm. §7–9, Arist. Quint. 65.27–66.2, Didymus ap. Bacchius 313.9–12 Jan (“According to Didymus, rhythm is a certain shaping of the voice: indeed it is the voice, when shaped in a certain way, that produces rhythm; but it applies to diction, melody, or bodily movement”).

	10 The same idea appears in the traditional Sanskrit saying “pitch/intonation is the mother, rhythm the father” (śrutir mātā layaḥ pitā): cf. Rowell 1992, 298; Clayton 2000, 34. Indian raga and tala are complementary components of musical performances: similarly to the Greek harmonia, raga is the “fabric” of a melody, i.e. the sequence of intervals that defined its basic scale, whereas tala identifies the basic rhythm cycle that brings the melody to life through movement.

	11 Cf. Arist. De an. 420a26–9.

	12 The numbering follows Winnington‐Ingram’s Teubner edition.

	13 A detailed discussion of the evidence is offered in Lynch 2016, 491–506.

	14 E.g. Arist. Quint. 31.8–17 and 82.4–6, with Lynch 2016, 495–500.

	15 The rhythmical usage of the terms anō and katō is attested for the first time in Plato’s Republic, where Socrates provides a playfully serious account of Damon’s rhythmical research: cf. Resp. 3.399e7–400c6. A full discussion of the evidence provided by this passage cannot be attempted here; for a preliminary examination and further bibliography, see Lynch 2013.

	16 Cf. Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 5.10 and 5.41, where walking steps are divided into arsis and thesis: arsis is described as the part of the step that goes “against nature” (para physin) and therefore requires “force” (bia), as opposed to the relaxation of thesis. Cf. Bacchius 314.10–15 Jan. On hormē, see e.g. Syrian. in Hermog. 18.4–9, 62.11–16.

	17 Cf. 31.24–5: “melody can be apprehended by itself in diagrams and in tunes that lack rhythmical organization (ataktois melōidiais).”

	18 On the physical counterparts of the voice’s “upward” movement to higher pitches see, e.g., Ps.‐Arist. Probl. 11.34 (high pitches travel quickly through the upper windpipe) and 19.37 (“singing high notes (ta anō) is hard”); Ps.‐Hippocr. Vict. 1.18.138.14–26 on the tongue striking “high and low notes” (anō kai katō); Plut. De Genio Socratis 592a–b; Ptol. Harm. 8.25–9.15 and 105.14–15: “the low regions (hoi katō topoi) produce low‐pitched sounds (tas barytatas), whereas the high regions (hoi anō) high‐pitched ones (tas oxytatas), which is why we say that the lowest pitches travel from the midriff, the highest from the forehead”; cf. Nic. 273.7–11 Jan.

	19 Cf. Pl. Resp. 3.398d, 10.601a, Grg. 502c, Arist. Poet. 1447b25–7, 1449b28–31.

	20 The Greek notions of rhythm (rhythmos) and number (arithmos) were therefore related, but not identical. A three‐time arsis or thesis could for instance contain a two‐syllable foot (e.g. an iamb/trochee): different “numbers” were therefore required to describe its rhythmical and metrical features, respectively 3 for rhythmical chronoi and 2 for metrical syllables. These distinctions are carefully observed in rhythmical writings (e.g. Aristox. Rhythm. §19; Arist. Quint. 39.3–25, passim); by contrast, these usages are at times conflated in works on rhetoric, e.g. Arist. Rh. 1408b28–32: “The number (arithmos) of the shape of diction is rhythm, of which meters are components too. Therefore a speech must have rhythm, but not meter (otherwise, it will be a poem); and its rhythm must not be followed precisely (akribōs), but only up to a certain point.” The same applies to the Latin terms numerus and rhythmos/‐us, which are often used loosely, or are even conflated with each other, in works on rhetoric, e.g. Quint. Inst. passim; cf. Aug. De mus. 3.1.

	21 Most of these sources are printed in Pearson 1990; see also Barker 1989, 185–9 and 392–535. Pearson 1990 is a very convenient collection of Greek texts with a short apparatus, English translation and commentary; but it should not be used uncritically, because some arbitrary interpretative choices are disguised as mere translations of the texts. Other evidence is preserved in treatises such as the Anonyma Bellermanniana, the musical 
writings collected in Jan 1895, and Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ De compositione verborum. Evidence about Latin rhythmical speculation is scanty and often buried in rhetorical works or massive grammatical treatises: see e.g. Cicero Orator and De oratore, Quintilian Institutio, Augustine De musica, and Keil 1855–80. These works are now included in the following searchable databases: Corpus Corporum (http://www.mlat.uzh.ch/MLS/), Corpus Grammaticorum Latinorum (http://kaali.linguist.jussieu.fr/CGL/index.jsp), Thesaurus Musicarum Latinarum (http://www.chmtl.indiana.edu/tml/).

	22 See Barker in this volume on the science of harmonics; more generally Lloyd 1989.

	23 Murray and Wilson 2004, 1–2.

	24 Wallace 2015 offers a comprehensive collection of ancient testimonia about Damon. This is by far the best collection currently available, but Wallace’s treatment of technical matters is often imprecise—see Lynch 2017.

	25 None of the extant testimonia preserve fragments of Damon’s works; Damon’s alleged “Areopagiticus” is likely to be “a fourth‐century fantasy” (Wallace 2015, 97).

	26 Cf. Pl. Hp. mai. 285c–d, Hp. mi. 368c–d, Cra. 424c, Prt. 326a–b. On Damon’s characterization as a “musical sophist,” see Lynch 2013.

	27 As Aristides Quintilianus puts it, “a foot is the part of rhythm by means of which we grasp the whole: it has two parts, arsis and thesis” (33.12–13; cf. Sext. Emp. Math. 6.60). This basic definition accounts only for “simple” rhythmical feet, whereas Aristoxenus’ encompasses also the case of compound feet—e.g. the paiōn epibatos or dochmiacs—which comprise two arseis and two theseis each.

	28 Aristoxenus tells us that the shortest feet to be employed in continuous rhythmical phrases must last at least three prōtoi chronoi (Rhythm. §31), for two‐time feet would imply too frequent an alternation between upbeats and downbeats. This confirms that the limit of four parts described in §§16–17 refers to the abstract number of arseis/theseis contained in simple or compound feet, independently of their absolute durations.

	29 According to Aristoxenus, all other ratios—including the epitritic 4:3—must be discarded, as they define rhythms that cannot be employed “in continuous rhythm production” (Rhythm. §30). In later sources, we hear that “some people accepted the epitritic ratio too” (Psellus Prolamb. §9, Porph. Harm. 37.28 Düring), but these rhythms were used only very occasionally (Arist. Quint. 33.30, 34.14–15). This distinction can explain a problematic remark made by Aristoxenus in Rhythm. §20. After describing feet in equal or double ratios as examples of “rational” rhythmical feet, Aristoxenus asks his readers to imagine a third foot that has a downbeat of two‐times and an upbeat that is intermediate between the upbeats of the previous ones—defining a ratio of 2:1.5, i.e. the epitritic 4:3. Aristoxenus argues that our perception does not identify sequences based on this ratio as properly rhythmical, and in keeping with this rejects seven‐time feet (4+3, Rhythm. §35). But at the end of §20, he surprisingly states that some feet based on this ratio were actually employed in musical practice: the so‐called “irrational chorees” (see also Arist. Quint. 37.24–38.2). Yet this does not contradict Aristoxenus’ general rejection of the epitritic ratio as a properly rhythmical genus, because he defined them as rhythms suitable for “continuous rhythm production” (Rhythm. §30, synechē rhytmopoiian; cf. POxy xxxiv.2687, col. ii), whereas epitritic rhythms were employed only “sparingly” (spanios de hē chrēsis autou, Arist. Quint. 34.14–15; cf. 39.18–20). These testimonies fit well also with the metrical evidence of lyric poetry and drama, where epitritic feet often appear in iambo‐trochaic sequences not as independent units but coupled with standard iambs or trochees (e.g. Archil. fr. 49 IEG; Eur. Alc. 10; IA 882 and 886–7; Or. 1535). If this is the usage described in these sources, both Aristoxenus and Aristides are right: epitritics do not constitute independent rhythmical forms but could occasionally alternate with iambic or trochaic couplets. In keeping with this, Aristides does not include the epitritic ratio in his discussion of different rhythmical genera but examines epitritic feet in his section on meter, describing them as various combinations of one short and three long syllables (i.e. a combination of a three‐time iambo‐trochaic foot and a four‐time foot, 45.5–11). This reconstruction is confirmed also by Joannes’ Commentarium in Hermogenes Perì ideōn 350.5–20, who points out that the running effect of these rhythms results from the fact that “the short syllable is sometimes in arsis, sometimes in thesis” (τροχαλα` γα`ρ ἀμϕóτερα, τοῦ μὲν κατα` τὴν ἄρσιν ὄντος τὴν βραχεῖαν, τοῦ δὲ κατὰ τὴν θέσιν), unlike what is sometimes assumed in modern scholarship (e.g. Hagel 2008, 128: “obviously, for the inventors of this practice the regular iambic environment precluded accented shorts altogether; in other words, the accent of the iambic foot fell on its long”).

	30 This expression appears for the first time in Ar. Nub. 637–55, where a rhythm “by the finger” (kata daktylon) is contrasted with a rhythm “in armor” (kat’ enhoplion); the same contrast occurs again at Pl. Resp. 3.399e–400c. Aristides Quintilianus explains the origin of the rhythmical term daktylikos—i.e. the abstract rhythmical genus defined by the presence of equal number of time‐units in its arsis and thesis, cf. Schol. A in Heph. 126.10–15 Consbruch—by reference to the physical structure of a finger: for further details, see Lynch forthcoming.

	32 Dividing the paiōn epibatos into the ratio 6:4 would break into two the unit occupied by the double thesis (i.e. the large downbeat comprising the third and fourth syllable), probably producing five “podic signals” (three theseis and two arseis) as opposed to the allowed maximum of four (i.e. two pairings of arsis/thesis: Aristox. Rhythm. §17, 19; Psellus Prolamb. §12). But if dividing a long rhythmical unit (e.g. a syllable) between different arseis/theseis was not a feature of the basic definition of individual rhythms, these divisions seem to have occasionally occurred in performance as a result of a particular rhythmopoiia, producing an effect akin to modern syncopation: cf. Aug. De mus. 2.13.24.

	33 The two‐time, “simple proceleusmatic” mentioned by Aristides—also known as “pyrrhic” or “leader” (hēgemōn), Dion. Hal. Comp. 17.15–18)—comprised two short syllables either in the sequence thesis/arsis or the opposite (Arist. Quint. De mus. 35.5–6; Bacchius 315.4–8 Jan). Simple proceleusmatics/pyrrhics were not employed by themselves in “sustained rhythmic production,” because they would have required too frequent an alternation of arsis/thesis (cf. Aristox. Rhythm. §31; Dion. Hal. De Dem. dict. 48). But they appeared in combination with other feet in compound rhythms such as ionics (Arist. Quint. 50.4–5), or in doublets (44.24–5, 48.6).

	34 Cf. the kindred expression kata daktylon, e.g. Ar. Nub. 651–2.

	35 Cf. POxy xxxiv 2687, with Pearson 1990, 36–44.

	36 See also Bacchius 305.3–4 Jan: “What is the thesis according to the rhythm production (rhythmopoiia)? Whenever the whole rhythm is stepped either by a single step (kata basin) or by dipody (kata dipodian)”.

	37 The Seikilos song is at present the only Greek musical document that allows us to give a preliminary assessment of these questions, since it is the only piece that has three key features: it is complete, allowing us to assess the role played by rhythmical phrasing and its relationship with the whole; it is fully notated both melodically and rhythmically, allowing us to appreciate the interplay of these two rhythmizomena; and we have independent theoretical evidence about the Greek conceptualization of its basic rhythm.

	38 To identify the tonal center of each thesis/arsis, I take into account not only the presence of higher/lower pitches but also how many chronoi are spent on them—i.e. a combination of melodic and temporal accents, to use contemporary psychological terms: see Jones 2009.

	39 The time duration placed in thesis (ὁ κατὰ βάσιν χρόνος) had a special function: it marked as it were a “separation” in a rhythmical sequence (διορισμοῦ δύναμιν ἔχει, Fr. Neap. §22).

	39 Cf. West 1992, 193–4, 210, 301–2.








CHAPTER TWENTY–ONE
Notation

Stefan Hagel



The Greeks, as far as we know, were the first to develop a way of writing down melodies. We know of earlier music notated in cuneiform script from the late Bronze Age, but this kind of notation seems to have recorded only basic harmonic progressions and not individual melodic lines (Krispijn 2002; Hagel 2005). Such a notation system may indeed have been useful for the orchestras we know from ancient West‐Asian sources, which typically included lyres, harps, and doublepipes—instruments that were capable of playing more than one note at a time, or bound to do so.

In the Greek world, by contrast, orchestras played a minor role. Prestigious musical settings—such as lyric performance, drama, dithyramb, and, above all, musical competitions (see chapters in Part 2 of this volume)—featured single instrumentalists accompanying themselves or other singers. Consequently, there was little need to agree on particular harmonization, and the intervals of the accompaniment, when not prescribed by traditional norms, were left to the instrumentalist’s choice. Conversely, the melody was conceived as an integral part of the poet‐composer’s product, along with the text and the rhythm. Furthermore, melody was perceived as consisting of a series of well‐defined stable pitches with no glides in between them; this, says Aristoxenus, is what distinguishes song from speech (e.g. Harm. 8.14–10.10 Meibom = 13.7–15.5 Da Rios, see Melidis in this volume).

All this provided a natural background for inventing a melodic notation. After all, the Greeks had also been among the first to break down the auditory flow of speech into its smallest constituents, creating alphabetic writing—and an attempt to define such basic constituents was also one of the driving factors at play in early Greek philosophy. An “alphabet of musical sound” was also suggested by some of the most important instruments of the Greek world (see Terzēs in this volume), which provided a fixed number of ordered, preestablished pitches. This is true of lyres as well as panpipes and harps; less so for doublepipes, where the pitch of a fingerhole may be modified by embouchure and fingering techniques.

 

Characteristics of Melodic Notation

The scarce sources about, and the even fewer from, the fifth century BC suggest that the major ideas that informed ancient Greek harmonic theory originated during this period (see Barker in this volume); namely, the identification of fourths as important structural units, as well as the idea of a central note (mesē). Toward the end of the fifth century, modulation becomes an important topic and brings about the need to relate different “modes” to each other, so as to incorporate them on the same instrument. Much of this development seems to have gone hand in hand with that of musical notation. Indeed, notation sometimes seems to have been the foremost conceptual tool by means of which Greek musician‐theorists tried to make sense of their scales and modes. Aristoxenus, at least, saw the approach of such theorists as being tantamount to making notation the ultimate target of the science—quite absurdly, in his view, since “somebody who has written down some1 Phrygian music is not necessarily also an expert on what Phrygian music is” (Harm. 39.20–22 Meibom = 49.12–14 Da Rios). Aristoxenus criticizes notation also on the grounds that it merely requires recognizing intervals and does not distinguish between identical pitches in different harmonic “functions” (dynameis). It is still debated whether the notation system he has in mind is basically identical with the one we know from later documents, as certain details of his polemic are difficult to reconcile with its characteristics (for a summary of the debate see Barker 2016). However, the transmitted notation must have been older than Aristoxenus and widespread at his time, so it is hardly possible that he turned a blind eye to it when leveling such a fundamental critique against musical notation in general.

Aristoxenus’ term for notation is parasēmantikē, the “art of placing symbols along.” It describes very well the typical appearance of an ancient musical score, which consists of a text (with larger than normal line spacing) accompanied by note signs placed over its individual syllables: thus, the melody was indeed “marked alongside” the lyrics. This principle remains constant from the earliest surviving examples from the third century BC up until late antique specimens (see Martinelli in this volume). Of course, some details change over the centuries (and we must also reckon with regional variations or personal preferences). For instance, earlier documents do not normally iterate a sign when consecutive syllables are sung to the same note, while those from the Roman period regularly notate every syllable. The later practice also complies with the needs of an increasingly precise rhythmical notation that accompanied the melodic symbols in the form of diacritical marks. In Hellenistic times, by contrast, the rhythm of a song had to be gleaned from its text to a much greater degree; on some occasions, it might also have been inferred on the basis of customary patterns. In the case of purely instrumental scores, or instrumental interludes within vocal scores, it was always necessary to notate the rhythm too; unfortunately, few examples survive to this day, especially from the earlier period.



Signs Coming in Triplets

Generally speaking, vocal and instrumental music were distinguished from one another by the use of different sets of symbols (cf. e.g. Pöhlmann 1997; West 1992b, 254–73). Vocal notation was based on the twenty‐four letters of the Ionian alphabet, which had been gaining ground in the fifth century and was officially adopted in Athens in 403–402 BC (cf. Winnington‐Ingram 1978). While the most frequently used pitch range was covered by standard letters, higher and lower notes were indicated by reversed, rotated or mutilated letter forms, or in the highest region by the addition of strokes that increased the pitch of a sign by an octave.

The set of signs forming instrumental notation looks more arcane. Even though some of its signs resemble letters of various regional Greek alphabets, no order is discernible. The symbols come in triplets including a basic shape and two modifications, mostly rotations and inversions of the basic sign, such as [image: No alt text required.] or [image: No alt text required.]. This system must be the older one because it makes the concept of triplets graphically explicit, while vocal notation, albeit structurally based on the same organizational principle, hides it behind the apparently indiscriminate alphabetic series. The triplets quoted above, for instance, appear as [image: No alt text required.] and [image: No alt text required.] respectively, the latter containing modified forms of the letters [image: No alt text required.]. Both sets of signs are set out side by side in the right‐hand columns of Figure 21.1.
 
 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 21.1 Modern representation of the fully developed notational system of fifteen tonoi (a’≈490 Hz).



Each triplet stands for what ancient theory called a pyknon—three pitches that are relatively close in pitch, spanning no more than five quartertones. The exact sizes attributed to pykna, however, varied across different periods, musical genres, and theorists (Hagel 2009a, 413–26). The earliest sources suggest that the basic pyknon covered three quartertones, while, later on, an enharmonic pyknon was defined as spanning a semitone only. This latter perspective is generally maintained by Aristoxenus, although he also describes a number of much wider chromatic pykna (the description of diatonic music would not normally involve the notion of pykna at all).

The way in which the oldest keys—Lydian, Phrygian, and Dorian—are represented in the notation system indicates that here the underlying pyknon size must have been a semitone, whose subdivision would indeed yield the quartertones of standard Aristoxenian terminology. For instance, the highest member of the Lydian pyknon [image: No alt text required.] was used in Phrygian and Dorian for indicating a note two whole tones below [image: No alt text required.], which, in turn, is a fourth above [image: No alt text required.]: hence, the interval between [image: No alt text required.] and [image: No alt text required.] would be a semitone. Obviously, then, the system was deeply influenced by the ideas of theorists who ventured to chart musical space in terms of quartertones—a procedure that Aristotle still regarded as standard (e.g. An. post. 84b; Met. 1016b).

But what is the conception that underlies these triplets? On the one hand, one might think they derived from the purely theoretical notion of pykna; on the other, a more practical origin has been suggested, namely that they represent a kind of instrumental tablature. This approach would not work on the lyre, whose strings were not normally manipulated in a way that would result in small pitch changes.2 On the aulos, in contrast, the practice of raising a note by partially opening the next higher fingerhole accords well with the old Greek term for the small interval involved—diesis, “letting through” (West 1992b, 262; Hagel 2009a, 443–4). Notably, there is no single scale in the Greek system of notation that does not involve some modified signs in addition to the “basic” ones. This fact suggests that the notation system was conceived with a view to the aulos and its fingerholes, from each of which more than a single note could be produced. Conversely, adjacent lyre notes were produced by distinct open strings and, therefore, were not likely to be regarded as “modifications” of each other.

In its fully developed form, the Greek system of melodic notation is stunningly complex. Individual symbols may indicate different pitches, depending on the scale in which they appear; conversely, what theory describes as one and the same pitch may be notated by means of different signs in different contexts. For instance, [image: No alt text required.] is consistently used for the higher neighbor of [image: No alt text required.], regardless of the size of the interval in between. As we have seen above, in “enharmonic” music this interval would not have exceeded a quartertone by much; in diatonic and “chromatic” melodies, however, it was typically defined as a semitone. On the other hand, the pitch (about) a semitone above [image: No alt text required.] was notated as [image: No alt text required.] in enharmonic context.

But one cannot expect too much consistency in a system that has developed over several centuries. Most importantly, the underlying idea of basing the system on sign triplets was gradually eroding when additional modulating keys were added. It had worked reasonably well for six of the ancient seven tonoi (Lydian, Hypolydian, Phrygian, Hypophrygian, Dorian, Hypodorian), when these were related to each other in larger diagrams: enharmonic quartertone‐pykna were written as triplets, and additional notes derived from the pitches of these in other keys. The inclusion of Mixolydian already posed problems—there is evidence for two different attempts to include it, both of which, it seems, must have abandoned triplet‐based pykna (Hagel 2009a, 41–6).

The traditional number of seven tonoi, implementing only a subset of the circle of fifths, points back to the seven diatonic tunings that Mesopotamian musical lore had codified since the Bronze age (Franklin 2002; Hagel 2005; Hagel forthcoming). Relatedly, it is consistent with enumerating the “species of the octave” in any heptatonic system, a procedure that the Greeks associated with the name of Eratocles (West 1992b, 226–8, and Barker in this volume). However, modulation beyond this framework was readily conceivable; already in the fourth century BC, it seems, an exhaustive account of contemporary music required more keys. Aristoxenus’ thirteen tonoi include one for every semitone in the octave, allowing for modulation through the full circle of fifths. The systematic adoption of the new keys in the notation broke free of triplets altogether; instead it used only the subset of signs displayed to the left of Figure 21.1, forming a grid of semitones while omitting the central note of any triplet.

Enharmonic music probably continued—if at all—within the restricted old framework. The new approach, on the other hand, was much less ambiguous, as long as a score was confined to these new, chromatically conceived scales. The pitch of each sign would now vary only slightly, wherever musicians used tones and semitones of different sizes. These are the scales found almost exclusively in the Roman period in addition to the “natural keys” of Lydian and Hypolydian. Only in the latter were the triplet‐central signs still used by that time; and it is only here that we still find some ambiguity attached to their upper triplet members, when relating Lydian and Hypolydian chromatic to the more remote new keys. In practice, this was negligible.



Ancient Tonoi and Modern Keys

From our natural scale, the circle of fifths develops in the direction of an increasing number of sharp notes in one direction and toward more and more flat notes in the other. Ancient notation has no flats or sharps in the modern sense, but the structural relations are similar: in Figure 21.1 “sharp” keys are printed to the left, “flat” keys to the right of the Lydian tonos, taken to represent the ancient basic scale. But apparently not all of these were used equally at all times. In the Hellenistic period, the extant melodies revolve around the Phrygian and the Lydian keys, employing, so to say, up to three or four flats but only a single sharp. Notably even this sharp is introduced merely in modern transcription, while its ancient form is a basic sign ([image: No alt text required.] = f  ♯). In Roman Imperial music, by contrast, we find up to three or four sharps in the Iastian and Aeolian keys but only very occasionally a single flat in the Hyperlydian/Hypophrygian. Does this shift testify to a musical revolution? Unfortunately, we have no scores from the period in which it happened—there’s a gap of almost two hundred years in the evidence, spanning the first centuries BC and AD—so the details of the process remain obscure (cf. Hagel 2009a, 361–4). It is also possible that the earlier pieces reflect the aulos‐accompanied music for which the old seven tonoi had been developed, while citharodes might always have used a different approach.

This might be suggested by the two famous Delphic Paeans, cultic hymns composed in the later second century BC by Athenian musicians and inscribed on a stone wall of the Athenian Treasury in Delphi (Pöhlmann and West 2001, no. 20–21; Hagel 2009a, 40; see Martinelli in this volume). The notation of these two pieces shows significant differences: Athenaios’ Paean is set in the Phrygian key and employs the vocal notation, as one would expect, while Limenios’ piece is set in the natural Lydian key and is written with instrumental signs. In many other respects, the two paeans are musically very similar to each other, a fact which makes one wonder whether the contrast in their notation is only a result of different conventions. Indeed Limenios, the composer of the Lydian piece, was a cithara player.

 Auloi from Roman times, however, played in the same keys as the cithara (Hagel 2008)—or, at least, certain types did: note the term aulos kitharistērios (Ath. 14.634e; Poll. Onom. 4.77). One late‐antique source (Anon. Bell. 28) explicitly associates “aulos players” with the more recent set of keys including those of the citharodes, while on the other hand attributing the old seven tonoi to “orchestic” music. The latter must also have been accompanied by some kind of aulos, but possibly continued the Classical and Hellenistic tradition (cf. Hagel 2009a, 53–5). Many details here still elude us, not least due to our very limited knowledge about the early cithara.

In addition to a growing body of musical fragments, we can gain further information from ancient musical treatises and handbooks. Some of them employ the notational signs of the natural Lydian key to illustrate scales, intervals or melodic figures.3 The few melodies preserved in the manuscript tradition—melodies which doubtless derive from sources that originated in traditional education (see Raffa in this volume)—are also set in the Lydian key (Anon. Bell. 97–102; 104; cf. Hagel 2018). The case of Bacchius’ handbook is especially noteworthy, a text set in question‐and‐answer form that likely dates from the second century AD. Instead of introducing and explaining the note signs at the start, Bacchius takes their knowledge for granted, even though he does clearly not write for professional musicians, but for the educated citizens of the Roman upper class. In his environment, he could obviously assume that students would be familiar with the notation signs of the simplest key at least, before they embarked on the theoretical side of music. Most likely, they acquired these skills while learning how to sing to the lyre (cf. Hagel and Lynch 2015).

Other authors present lists of signs covering a double octave in each tonos, and even in different genera, specifying each note’s name and describing the shapes of the corresponding symbols (Alypius; Gaudentius 22–3; the lists are nowhere fully preserved). A different kind of note lists charts the tonal space in steps of tones or semitones, roughly reflecting the approach of the later “sharp” keys (Aristid. Quint. De mus. 1.11). Finally, there was the most instructive kind of diagrams, which graphically represented pitch relations between different notes and keys. Aristides Quintilianus, for instance, provided such a diagram containing the whole series of the fifteen tonoi of the fully developed notation system; unfortunately, it has been lost in the manuscript tradition (1.11), but an example featuring the old tonoi survives in Boethius’ De institutione musica (4.15, see Panti in this volume).

In spite of all the losses and occasional copying errors in the manuscripts, enough data has survived to reconstruct and understand ancient notation. The signs for the Lydian tonos as well as their meaning were still known to and understood by Byzantine scholars, and then in Renaissance Europe. The more complex aspects of the system, however, needed to be worked out again from the ancient diagrams and tables. In the middle of the nineteenth century, two scholars independently published comprehensive accounts of the ancient tonal system (Bellermann 1847; Fortlage 1847). Comparing the typical ranges of the few ancient fragments known at this time with the average ambitus of the human voice, Friedrich Bellermann also gave a first estimation of ancient absolute pitch, which has since been confirmed by other melodies and narrowed down by evidence from instrument physics (West 1992b, 273–6; Hagel 2009a, 68–95). As a kind of ancient concert pitch we may define a’ = 490Hz (structurally identifying our central a with Lydian mesē [image: No alt text required.] as the center of the system).

Given that the pitch of all the notes can be established by these means, one might think transcribing an ancient piece to modern stave notation would be a straightforward task. Unfortunately, this is not the case. In fact, the difficulties involved in defining an appropriate approach have been a continual source of misapprehension on the part of those consulting the transcribed scores, even though the editors usually provide guidance.

So what is the problem? On the one hand, a transcription might aim at providing a good impression of absolute pitch. Such an endeavor would necessarily rely on modern concert pitch, currently defined as a’ = 440Hz. This contemporary standard is actually higher than it was in Bellermann’s times, so that a contemporary performance of a transcription aiming at “true” pitch from that period would now sound a semitone too high. But that is not even the real problem—it only shows that modern notation too is not necessarily a useful guide to questions of absolute pitch. Much more importantly, a transcription which aims at representing the absolute pitch of ancient melodies would obscure some essential characteristics of ancient keys in terms of their relative proximity to the “natural” key. For these reasons, Bellermann as well as scholarly editions up until now have decided to adopt a structural approach, representing the ancient natural key by our natural key, i.e. without any flats or sharps. When reading such scores, one must keep in mind that they do not represent modern concert pitch, and this has caused much misunderstanding.

To complicate matters further, Bellermann seems to have got his ancient “natural scale” wrong, thus establishing a tradition from which the most authoritative editions have still not broken free. In hindsight, it may appear remarkable that this was possible in spite of the ancient sources’ unequivocal testimony to the precedence of the Lydian key. But the relevant authors are late, and this may have been one of the reasons why scholars put more trust in their own logic than in witnesses from the Roman period. The method followed by Bellermann seemed reasonable enough. Judging only from the internal structure of the keys, as it is defined by the sign triplets, there are, prima facie, three possible candidates for the role of “natural key”: the Lydian, the Hypolydian and the Hypophrygian tonoi (together with its late “Hyperlydian” companion scale). In fact, only these three tonoi show a consistent pattern in the relationship between notation signs and the function of the notes these represent. First, they notate all pykna by sign triplets, and second, they use the lowest, basic members of such triplets (barypykna) for all the other notes (with the exception of those on top of a diatonic semitone, which were represented by the middle sign of a triplet, as explained above). The rest of the tonoi, in contrast, need to borrow the highest members of triplets for notes that do not belong to a pyknon at all. Moving toward the flat keys, the first note for which this is true is the Phrygian diatonic [image: No alt text required.]. Moving toward the sharp keys, we find in the Hyperiastian highest members of sign triplets that stand for lowest members of pykna ([image: No alt text required.] and [image: No alt text required.]), as well as conversely lowest triplet signs notating central notes of a pyknon ([image: image] and [image: image]). On these grounds, therefore, only the Lydian, the Hypolydian and the Hypophrygian tonoi could be potentially regarded as the “natural,” or central key of the ancient notation system. Given that the Lydian stands centrally between the other two, and is also not marked as somehow secondary by a prefix, it might again have seemed reasonable to choose this one as the ancient core scale.

But a different consideration prevailed. Scholars were intrigued by the series of basic shapes of the triplets, opining that they had formed a “primordial” scale upon which everything else was based. Indeed, there are seven triplets within the octave, and the pitches of their basic signs appear to establish a diatonic scale, e.g. [image: image] c, [image: image] d, [image: image] e, [image: image]f, [image: image] g, [image: No alt text required.], a, [image: No alt text required.] b, [image: image] c’. This scale, however, does not give the pitches of the Lydian key but of the Hypolydian. Notably the Hypolydian tonos was never, as far as we can see, notated with these signs, because its diatonic semitones were formed by using the rotated triplet‐central shapes instead, just as in all other old tonoi. The quoted octave, for instance, would have been written using the signs [image: image], [image: image], and [image: image], for c, f, and c’, respectively. Nonetheless, Bellermann adopted Hypolydian as the ancient natural scale and transcribed it accordingly.

This choice was unfortunate for two reasons. First, it obscures the ancient mindset towards notation. This becomes especially confusing whenever the ancients used the Lydian precisely in its function as the primary scale; for instance, when referring to particular functional notes in a handbook, or possibly, when writing music for transposing instruments (Hagel 2009a, 332–43). In both cases, Bellermann’s transcription of the Lydian involving a b flat runs contrary to the intended simplicity. Second, this choice makes the pitch of all transcriptions appear at least a minor third too high (a, transcribing [image: No alt text required.] [image: No alt text required.], ≈370Hz).



The Origin of the Basic Signs

However, there is no actual reason to assume that those basic sign shapes were ever conceived of as a scale. Much more likely, the system of instrumental notation started from a single key, the one which we now know under the name of Lydian. Within the octave of Archaic and Classical lyre tunings, it would have comprised the following signs: [image: No alt text required.] [image: image]  [image: image]  [image: image] [image: image] [image: image] [image: image] [image: image]. The shapes [image: No alt text required.], [image: image] and [image: image], all open to the right, may have been selected for the principle of rotation/inversion. Rotating [image: image] gives the pyknon of the conjunct (synēmmenon) tetrachord, [image: image] ∨ [image: image], which ancient theory generally regarded as providing alternative notes within the same tonos; but at the same time it constitutes a modulation toward the key with one flat (Hyperlydian/Hypophrygian). The highest note of this conjunct tetrachord, nētē synēmmenōn, is [image: image], a rotated form of [image: image], whose inversion we find in [image: image]. Possibly, these variants of the letter form Ν were inspired by the note name nētē. The basic [image: image] may eventually have been assigned to a common highest instrumental note at a slightly later stage (Hagel 2009a, 36–8).

Modulating in the other direction, i.e., from Lydian to Hypolydian, would introduce a new note a whole tone above [image: No alt text required.], which once more required introducing a new basic shape, [image: No alt text required.]. In this way, all pitches required for the basic mode (Lydian) and its two neighbors (conjunct Lydian = Hypophrygian and Hypolydian) within one octave must have been accounted for quite early, with a total number of eight basic signs: [image: No alt text required.] e, [image: No alt text required.] f ♯, [image: image] g, [image: image] a, [image: image] b, [image: image] c, [image: image]d, [image: image] e’. That these signs correspond to the pitches of the diatonic Hypolydian tonos is thus merely a corollary of the fact that the Hypolydian was the sharpest key that had so far been accounted for. When its neighboring key (the later “Hyperiastian,” formerly termed “higher Mixolydian”) was considered for notation, all the required pitches were already established in the form of highest triplet members of some other tonos. In the end, the basic signs formed a diatonic scale not because they had been conceived as a diatonic scale, but because the missing notes had been filled in according to the demands of modulation—modulation proceeding through the circle of fifths just as a diatonic scale is created by alternating steps of fifths and fourths.

How old is the system? We have seen above that the mapping of notes across different keys presumes enharmonic pykna consisting of two quartertones that add up to a semitone ([image: No alt text required.] ~ e e+ f). But this is at odds with the notation of the diatonic. Here, the “semitone” is notated identically to a single quartertone step in the enharmonic pyknon, not two steps ([image: No alt text required.] [image: No alt text required.] ~ e f ). The notation must therefore have been used for both enharmonic and diatonic at an earlier stage, before the keys had been mapped out, by musicians who held a different view about the relation between the two types of music. There are other vestiges of such an early stage. On the one hand, the tetrachord divisions described mathematically by Archytas in the early fourth century BC (transmitted in Ptolemy, Harm. 1.13) equate the lowest notes of the genera, an approach that accords with the notational system but contradicts the stance of all later theorists. On the other hand, the term diesis acquired a confusing double meaning: while sources of a more “Pythagorean” hue used this term to identify the diatonic semitone, its accepted meaning in harmonicist tradition, most importantly Aristoxenus, was the quartertone. Obviously, both acceptations derive from a time when the smallest intervals of the diatonic and the enharmonic were considered identical. The origins of the notation must therefore be sought in a period when there was not yet much demand for writing down pieces with more extensive modulations. Since modulation became a hallmark of the music of the late Classical period, a date well before 400 BC appears reasonable. In this early phase, musicians may have experimented with various approaches; Aristides Quintilianus (De mus. 1.7) transmits an alternative way of notating a double octave along a grid of semitones, which are bisected into quartertones in only one of the octaves. This system may or may not have had the ancient pedigree that Aristides attributes to it; at any rate, it is never found in use (cf. Winnington‐Ingram 1973; Chailley 1973; West 1992a, 42–6).



Transcribing an Ancient Melody in Modern Notation

Transcribing an ancient melody is usually not a very complex task, if the signs can be clearly identified. One first needs to collect all the employed notes and then decide which tonos they belong to. If no single key comprises them all, there is some modulation going on, and one would look for the smallest fitting range of adjacent keys. The pitches can then be read from a chart, such as the one given here in Figure 21.1.

Some caution is needed in dealing with signs belonging to triplet‐notated pykna, which appear from Hyperiastian through Hyperdorian. Here it must be decided whether the notation is intended to be enharmonic—an option that has been considered only for the Orestes fragment (Pöhlmann and West 2001, no. 3, see Ercoles in this volume)—or diatonic/chromatic. Only in the former case do the relative positions of the lines in Figure 21.1 reflect the actual pitch relations; in most of ancient music, the middle sign of the triplet denotes a pitch about a semitone above the basic sign, and the highest sign, about a tone.

For most Roman‐era music, and therefore for the bulk of the extant fragments, it is sufficient to memorize the diatonic notes of the Lydian tonos in their vocal variant along with some accidentals: [image: image] A – [image: image] B – [image: image] C – [image: image] D – [image: No alt text required.] e – [image: image]f – [image: image] g – [image: image] a – [image: image] b – [image: image] c – [image: image] d – [image: image] e’, plus [image: image] f  ♯, [image: image] g (in the sharp keys),  [image: image]  c ♯, and less frequently needed,  [image: image]C ♯ and [image: No alt text required.] g ♯.



Rhythmical Notation

The rhythm of a piece was much less meticulously notated than its melody, primarily because it could often be gleaned from the text, on the basis of a cultural knowledge of traditional forms. Nevertheless a rudimentary form of rhythmical notation is already present in the oldest fragments (on the topic in general cf. Winnington‐Ingram 1955; West 1992b, 266–73). One is the length mark, a horizontal dash ─ placed above a note, now commonly termed “diseme.” A Roman‐period handbook calls it the makra dichronos, “a long one of two time values” (Anon. Bell. 1 and 83). The feminine leaves the noun “syllable” to be understood, showing that rhythmical terminology and notions evolved from a more metrical paradigm which was rooted in Greek poetic language (see Lynch in this volume). Indeed the dash sign can often enough be interpreted as applying to the syllable, for instance when two notes belonging to a single long syllable are written below a single diseme. But in other instances it governs only part of several notes that belong to a syllable, thus having become a purely rhythmical sign. When long syllables were extended to three time units we may find a triseme or makra trichronos [image: image]; symbols for four and five times are also recorded in the mentioned handbook ([image: image]; [image: image]).

Another early mark is the stigmē, a dot that was placed over a note to indicate it belonged to the arsis, the “raising” part of the rhythmical foot. Its recognition—stigmē or spray ink? no stigmē or lost stigmē?—and interpretation in the musical documents is often problematic; nevertheless, the extant musical fragments that are furnished with stigmai are invaluable sources for the ancient conception of various rhythms.

Later papyri frequently feature two devices for grouping notes, whose rhythmical meaning is not yet fully understood. Editors are often forced to assume careless notation and transcribe rhythmical values that appear reasonable from a metrical or musical viewpoint. At any rate, it is clear that the composers of ancient scores did not aim at being comprehensive in their use of rhythmical notation. This approach may be usefully compared with the employment of accents and other diacritics in ancient books, which were generally written only occasionally where a phrase might easily have been misread.

One of the grouping symbols is the hyphen, a slur placed underneath the note signs connecting two or more of them, such as [image: image]. When it is used to bind together a subgroup of notes in a larger melisma sung on a single syllable, it is generally understood to indicate that the subgroup as a whole fills a time span similar to that of a note outside of the group. For instance, a melodic figure such as [image: image] is interpreted as extending over two time units as indicated by the diseme that covers all three notes, with the latter two having the same total duration as the first. It is consequently transcribed as [image: image] (the time unit, which corresponds to a short syllable, is customarily notated as a modern quaver).

The other grouping symbol takes the shape of two dots arranged vertically, whence the modern names “colon” or “dicolon” (in order to distinguish it from the Greek single‐dot colon); we do not know its ancient denomination. It normally precedes a melisma: its original function may have been to clarify the boundary between two groups of notes on adjacent syllables. But in the sources it appears frequently also where there is plenty of spacing, so it must have acquired a more specific meaning, likely pertaining more to the phrasing, or the “feel,” of a melisma than to the division of time. What governed the choice between a dicolon, a hyphen and a connecting diseme in particular circumstances, is a subject for further research.

Moments of silence form part of rhythm no less than sound. Often, therefore, notated rests are crucial for understanding the rhythm of a piece. The ancient sign for such empty times was [image: image], called the leimma (lit. “remainder”). Basically it functioned like any note symbol and its duration was specified, where necessary, by a diseme or other similar signs placed above it. However, when forming part of a note group, the leimma did not indicate a rest but a prolongation of the preceding note, providing a more powerful way of distinguishing notes of different duration within a melisma. For instance, [image: image] is transcribed as [image: image], with the leimma contributing its time to the preceding [image: No alt text required.].

Finally, we are told about two special symbols for distinguishing different kinds of phrasing involving a succession of similar notes (Anon. Bell. 2; 9; 10; 91–3). These make sense only in instrumental music, specifically on woodwind instruments. The character of the transition between the notes is indicated by means of consonants, likely referring to the tonguing that had to be employed in order to produce the effects. The kompismos goes “tōntō,” while the melismos sounds somehow softer like “tōnnō” (in comparison, a sequence of different notes would have been expressed as “tō‐e” without an intervening consonant). A combination of kompismos and melismos was known as teretismos, “tōntōnnō.” In the manuscript the corresponding symbols appear as [image: image]+[image: image], [image: image]×[image: image] and [image: image]+[image: image]×[image: image], respectively; on papyrus we find [image: image][image: image][image: image] (DAGM 51).

When interpreting ancient notation, the absence of a certain diacritic sign may be just as significant as its presence. Traditional editorial techniques, however, have focused only on indicating their presence (dealing with lacunae only in a sequential text), thus failing to provide essential information. As a consequence, researchers often need to consult the sources themselves. Optimally, any new edition of a Greek score ought to print not only the recognizable disemes, trisemes, dicola, hyphens, and stigmai, but also, wherever these are not read, to indicate whether their absence can be established with certainty for a given note or group of notes.




Case Study: A Song from a Songbook

Some of the problems will become more evident by looking at a specific example, P.Yale CtYBR inv. 4510, col i (DAGM no. 41; cf. Johnson 2000, with extensive discussion). Written in the wide columns typical for musical scores, this papyrus seems to contain a collection of arias copied in the early second century AD. Figure 21.2 provides the readings and the rhythmical interpretation printed in the standard edition, but the melody is notated a fourth lower than there, according to the standard recommended above. A comparison with Figure 21.1 shows that almost all the notes are part of the Iastian tonos, with a modulation between diatonic [image: No alt text required.] and chromatic [image: image]. The notes that do not belong to this scale, however, do not actually modulate into another tonos. Instead, they extend the regular Iastian double‐octave downwards, through [image: image] E, [image: image] D, [image: image] C ♯ and finally [image: image] B. The last note is lower than does any of the fifteen standard keys extend, and is therefore not included in any table of tonoi. Its pitch is nevertheless transmitted in Aristides’ semitone grid (cf. Hagel 2009a, 300–2). For all its symmetry, the limits of the fifteen‐scale system did obviously not restrain composers from exploiting the full range of the voice (or an instrument) in any key. Other examples show octave strokes employed for notes that exceed the system at its higher end. In one case, Pap. Berlin 6870, 16–19, a melody is apparently set in a female register in this way (DAGM 17). Another, the so‐called koinē hormasia (Pöhlmann 1970 no. 6; Hagel 2009a, 122–32), appears to be a table of notes available on the cithara, where notes with octave strokes extend an octave beyond the highest string: presumably these were available as first harmonics of the open strings.

 [image: Image described by caption and surrounding text.]

Figure 21.2 P.Yale CtYBR inv. 4510, col i (DAGM no 41). Oxford Publishing Limited. Egert Pöhlmann & Martin L. West (2001). Documents of Ancient Greek Music. Reproduced with permission of Oxford Publishing Limited through PLSclear.




As much as the interpretation of the pitches is unequivocal wherever the reading of the signs can be taken for granted, an analysis of the rhythm is problematic in many places, in spite, or perhaps more because, of the frequent application of six different rhythmical symbols.

For instance, diseme signs are applied on some long syllables even when they bear only a single note, but not on all such syllables; it appears impossible to find a linguistic, rhythmical or metrical reason for this distinction. Similarly, when a syllable is set to two notes this is variously indicated by hyphen (9 ‐ λον), hyphen plus diseme (3 ‐ τη‐; 7 ‐ ρη, missing in the edition; 10 ‐ σω), preceding dicolon (4 σῶν) or a combination of dicolon and diseme (6 μαν‐; 8 θη‐). Again, as long as the reasons elude us, the distinction is lost in our transcriptions, and these cannot be regarded as definitive.

As usual, a rhythmical transcription is impossible without a preceding metrical analysis of the lyrics. On a first glance, the notation of the syllables ‐ λά‐ as [image: image] (9) and σῶν as [image: image] would look perfectly similar (apart from a stigmē, which does not influence the durations). But the latter is a metrically long syllable, occupying two time values, and therefore to be transcribed as [image: image], while ‐ λά‐ is short, so that its single time value must be split ([image: image]). The lyrics are an indispensable part of the musical notation.

Especially instructive is the combination of three notes over the syllable ‐ τευ‐ in line 6, which the edition prints as [image: image]. This is not precisely what the papyrus has, where the hyphen below is actually shorter than the diseme above. It is to be expected that the hyphen, a typical connector symbol, applies to more than one note sign, and this is obviously the interpretation that the editors have expressed, even though the sign does not extend left or right of  [image: image]. The diseme, in contrast, might mean something entirely different when appearing only over a part of the group. This may be the reason why the editors took greater care of reproducing its position than that of the hyphen. Surprisingly, though, they transcribe the group as three notes of similar duration, in the form of a triplet [image: image], just as if the diseme covered all three notes. In a way, the transcription thus inverts the evidence. Are there better alternatives? A more literal interpretation of the papyrus might suggest a rhythmical division where the central sign with diseme has twice the time value of its neighbors: [image: image]. Why then did the editors not adopt such a seemingly obvious solution? No doubt because it would create serious problems on a deeper level, that of the general rhythmical division into arseis and theseis, indicated by stigmē on the former. The group in question is preceded by an arsis (‐ χα[?] μαν‐) and followed by a short note without a stigmē (‐ ο‐) and then another arsis (‐μαι with triseme). The latter arsis seems to have a duration of three times, and so may the former. The thesis in between is thus composed of the note group in question and the short syllable following it (‐ τευ‐ ο‐). If the former is interpreted as [image: image], this would result in a thesis of no less than five times, which would not create any recognizable rhythm. In contrast, the editors’ reading creates a thesis of merely three times, which inserts itself nicely into the 68 bars of an iambo‐trochaic colon, in harmony with the metrical interpretation. It is hard to argue with this interpretation; but misgivings about neglecting details of the evidence remain.

One might continue pointing out questionable details, for instance related to the exact interpretation of note groups notated with a leimma. More importantly, the present score may shed some light on its own creation, and thus on the role musical notation played in the world of book production. It is agreed that while the text was copied by a professional scribe, the notation was added by another hand, much more informal, likely by a musician. The first editor has argued that the scribe had been asked to copy a text from a literary edition to the very dissimilar format of a scroll containing scores, with very wide columns and large line spacing for accommodating the music (Johnson 2000, 67–8). Such a view however required assuming that the break between two pieces in the second column occurs in the middle of the line, with the preceding piece ending right with an exuberant melisma of nine notes.

But this can hardly be true. First, the following line is clearly separated by larger line spacing as well as a paragraphos sign placed left of that gap, indicating that the new piece started with the new line. Second, it is implausible that the melody would have finished on [image: image], a note at the upper end of the scale employed.4 Judging from the tonality, [image: image] or [image: No alt text required.] are much more likely candidates for the “final note” than would be [image: image] (cf. Hagel 2009a, 301–2; Hagel 2016). Consequently, the standard edition takes the traces after the melisma as continuing the song, if perhaps only for one or few more syllables. If this is the case, we must conclude that the scribe, when copying the text, left such a wide gap precisely in order to accommodate a large number of notes. This, in turn, is only possible if she or he copied the lyrics not from a literary edition but from a score that already featured the same notation—which the musician then copied in a second step, perhaps because even a professional scribe was better not entrusted with all its less familiar symbols and diacritics. This papyrus, then, testifies to the existence of collections of arias in the form of musical book scrolls that would be copied in their entirety—not so much ad‐hoc compilations created by musicians only for their personal use, but songbooks that may have enjoyed a transmission not unlike literary works.
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NOTES


	1 Reading τι for τό (cf. Hagel 2009b, 246).

	2 As claimed by Gombosi 1939, refuted by Winnington‐Ingram 1956.

	3 Bacch. Is. 11; 13–18; 29–34; 38–42; Anon. Bell. 1–11; 67; 77–79; 87–93; 96; Boeth. Inst. mus. 4.3–6, who explicitly describes the Lydian as simplicior ac princeps, “simpler and primary.”

	4 The fragment contains only four higher, but ten lower notes, and seventy‐one instances of the latter but only eleven of the former.








CHAPTER TWENTY–TWO
Music in Greek and Roman Education

Massimo Raffa



Singing Heroes, Singing Citizens

Since the earliest stages of ancient Greek civilization, music appears to have been inextricably linked to education. Highborn men were expected to possess musical skills: both Achilles and Paris can play string instruments, although there is no hint in the Homeric corpus as to who might have taught them (Chiron the centaur features as Achilles’ music teacher only in later accounts see Raffa 2011, 171–3). However, the educational value of music is not explicitly stated: Achilles is famously portrayed in his hut while playing the phorminx and singing “the glorious deeds of warriors” (klea andrōn) to Patroclus (Il. 9.185–9), whereas in the opposite camp Paris is scolded by Hector for being better at playing the kitharis and curling his hair than at fighting (Il. 3.54–5). Thus, possessing musical skills was generally opposed to courage (Veneri 1995), and later authors tried to morally justify Achilles’ singing by arguing that it was meant to keep his soul sharp during his absence from the battlefield (e.g. Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 40.1145d–46a, with Raffa 2011; Arist. Quint. De mus. 2.9, 73.7–75.13 W.‐I.). Their inference seems to be based on anachronistic projections of fifth‐century‐BC conceptions of musical ēthos and the myth of “the dignity and simplicity of ancient music” (to semnon kai aperiergon tēs archaias mousikēs, Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 37.1144e11) onto the Homeric episode (something similar happens with the treatment of this episode in Latin sources, see Cameron 2009).

In Archaic poleis, citizens of both sexes are familiar with choral practice (see Weiss in this volume), which involves being able to dance, learn poems and melodies by heart, and sing under the direction of a chorāgos (chorus leader), who can be either the poet/composer himself or a different figure, such as a lyre‐player (cf. the allusion to the “signs,” samata, given by the phorminx in Pind. Pyth. 1.3). Insofar as musical expression conveys the shared wisdom of the community (gnōmē), the values it praises (epainos) and those it rejects (psogos), it becomes pivotal to building the identity of the polis, and the identities of its different social groups (male and female adults, boys and girls). Pindar (Pyth. 5.65–7) significantly credits Apollo with having given mortals the lyre (poren te kitharin), and having brought “peaceful concord into (their) minds” (apolemon agagōn | es prapidas eunomian). The way is thus paved for later conceptions of musical paideia.

Something similar can be said of Archaic Rome. Although the evidence for music, solo singing, and choral practice is discomfortingly scanty, it seems likely that carmina played a key role in the foundation of Roman identity (see Alonso Fernández in this volume). It has been noticed that the different types of carmina—convivalia (banquet songs), maledica (songs of blame), triumphalia (triumph songs), etc.—served the same purposes as Archaic Greek lyric music and poetry (e.g. Cic. Tusc. 4.3; Zorzetti 1991, 312–13; on carmina in general see Pierre 2016).



Learning Music: Kitharistai, Chorodidaskaloi, and the Rise of Professionalism

In the Classical period (fifth to fourth century BC), the aims of musical education can be categorized into three areas. First, it is meant to enable citizens to take part in the cultural and religious life of the city. The second purpose is to bring orderliness and balance into their bodies and minds. These ideas are the basis of the work on musical ethics undertaken in the fifth century by the music theorist and philosopher Damon of Oa (Lynch 2013; Wallace 2015); more generally, reflections on the psychological and educational effects of music play a central role in Greek musical thought, especially from Plato onward (e.g. Pl. Ti. 47c7–e2; see also Pelosi in this volume).

Another goal of musical education is “the relaxation of one’s tension” (Arist. Pol. 8.1341b41), where “tension” (syntonia) is intended to be the fatigue caused by hard work (Destrée 2017). The third aim is to enable citizens to judge the performances of others (cf. Arist. Pol. 8.1341a)—an ability that must have been particularly valued, considering how many musical contests took place all over the Greek world, and how many juries and judges were needed. A musical performance is thought to aim at a goal or target (skopos: see, e.g., Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.5). However one decides to construe this notion—for instance, as the degree to which the performance met the composer’s intentions, or as its quality in comparison to other renditions of the same piece that were present to the listener’s recollection—the appreciation of whether or not the goal had been reached involves a combination of theoretical and practical skills (cf. Rocconi in this volume). Not only do listeners have to anticipate what the ēthos of a performance should be, and where the melody is heading, they also need to be aware of the trickiest passages, so that they can assess how successfully the musician has rendered them.

As for teaching methods, our sources are disappointingly silent. Plato’s educational model presupposes that every single citizen be trained both in the practice of lyre and choral singing (e.g. Leg. 2.663e–66e). If we are to trust the philosopher, the kitharistēs was more than just a music teacher: not only did he teach boys how to play the lyre but also saw that his pupils behaved themselves (Prt. 326a–b). Learners practiced on very simple instruments and in a scale spanning about an octave (see Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19 with Barker 2014b). It stands to reason that pupils learned to play through the imitation of the teacher's fingering (see, e.g., the famous Douris cup, Berlin inv. F2285); both the names of the strings—e.g. hypatē, “the highest (string),” lichanos “(string struck with the) forefinger”—and the ancient names of the basic intervals—syllabē, “(the strings) that can be grasped (by a hand),” i.e. the fourth; di’oxeiān, “through the highest (strings)”—appear to originate from the structure of the instrument and the hand itself. After three years, pupils were expected to accompany their own singing without heterophony or elaborate patterns—which is as far as the instrumental skills of a respectable free man should go (cf. Pl. Leg. 7.812d–e). One might wonder, however, if Plato describes the reality of his time or expresses his own wishes, especially because as early as the late fifth century BC music students were seduced by the more complicated style of new composers (see, e.g., Aristoph. Nub. 969–72; also D’Angour in this volume). The aulos was very popular too among young learners, especially in the area of Thebes, where flourished the most renowned virtuosi (Rösch 1995), probably because the now‐drained lake Kopais provided the best reeds for the making of mouthpieces (see Terzēs in this volume). From the late fifth century on, however, Athens launched a crusade against aulos‐playing, due to the increasing political tensions with the Peloponnesians (Wilson 1999; Martin 2003, 153–80), which influenced musical education (Hagel and Lynch 2015, 404–5).

Lyre students also had to learn how to tune their own instruments; it stands to reason that they were taught the basic structures of the most familiar scales, i.e. Dorian, Phrygian, and Lydian (see Lynch, Appendix in this volume), and that the tuning of the instrument consisted in fixing the skeleton of the scale—i.e. the so–called “fixed” notes—and then continuing with the smaller intervals within the fourth. We have reason to believe that this method was familiar to everyone who had had a decent musical education as a child, which made it an effective metaphor of how to bring orderliness to chaos. Plato’s Timaeus‐scale (35b), for one, appears to be built on it (see Lynch 2020), but one may also recall the simile used by Quintilian (Inst. 12.10.68, with Hagel 2009, 133) to explain that the styles of eloquence cannot be reduced to three varieties only, or the way in which Clemens of Alexandria (Protr. 1.5.1–2) compares the action of the Word (logos) of God (i.e. Christ) to a sort of new “attunement” of the world (Raffa 2017).

Strings were tuned before playing. With the aulos, on the other hand, several factors could affect intonation while performing a piece of music, such as the way of breathing, the pressure exerted on the reed mouthpiece, and the correct positioning of fingertips on the holes. The mastery of intonation was therefore a matter of trial and error (stochasmos, Pl. Phlb. 56a; Barker 1987). The same can be said of singing: in a rapid sketch of a singing lesson, Porphyry describes a pupil trying to sing the same note as the one proposed by his teacher; in doing so, he abandons what Aristoxenus had defined as phōnē diastēmatikē––i.e., a voice that maintains a clear distinction between one stable pitch and the following one––and covers the whole pitch continuum between the note he has erroneously sung and the one his teacher wants him to produce (Porph. in Ptol. Harm. 103.11–22 Raffa = 83.24–84.5 Düring). Although this scene is likely to refer to a much later stage, namely the Imperial period, it stands to reason that intonation issues did not change much over that span of time.

Choristers, on the other hand, were instructed by the chorodidaskalos, whose job was to train nonprofessional singers for a period prior to performances (such as tragic and comic festivals, and choral contests—see Ercoles and Weiss in this volume). The methods of ancient choral teaching and rehearsing are largely unknown to us. Judging from some of the pseudo‐Aristotelian Problems (19.21–2) which discuss the infelicities that may happen in this respect during choral performances, it seems that the hardest part of the job was to keep choristers on the beat and in tune. As for rhythm, a way of reducing risks could be to increase the number of singers, for “many people singing together preserve the rhythm better than a few” (19.22, 919a36–7, transl. Mayhew 2011); as for melody, chorodidaskaloi most likely used listen‐and‐repeat drills (cf. Plut. Rect. rat. aud. 46b, with Martinelli in this volume). Given the amateurish nature of ancient choral performances, melodies had to be kept within a comfortable pitch range and often had a strophic structure, which was easier to remember (see Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.15, and Ercoles in this volume). Likewise, one might wonder if the references to the musical features of melodies, or the quality of their rendition, that are often found in lyric as well as theatrical choral poetry are to be construed not only as poetic imagery, but also as reminders and clues for choristers. One might recall the frequent mentions of different harmoniai in Pindar’s odes (e.g. Ol. 1.17, 102; 3.5; Pyth. 2.69; Nem. 3.79, etc.); or, speaking of tragic choruses, the way in which Euripides describes the vocal emission that was required for performing the parodos of the Orestes (Raffa 2016a).

Neither in playing nor in singing was virtuosity valued, at least at this stage, for the commitment necessary to reach a virtuoso level was deemed unworthy of a free man (cf. Arist. Pol. 8.1341a5–9). Moreover, maintaining and enhancing one’s musical skills in adulthood would have been a painful process, which would have spoilt the pleasure of playing and singing (ibid. 8.1339a31–41). As the compiler of Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.40 puts it, “Everyone is happy to sing as long as he does so under no obligation” (mē dia tina anankēn, 921a37–8), i.e. he does not sing for a living. In their appropriation of Greek cultural models, the Romans maintained the idea that excessive musical skills were inappropriate for a free citizen: Sempronia, one of the evil women who had joined Catilina's conspiracy, is reported by Sallust (Cat. 25) “to be able to play the lyre and dance with more elegance than became a dignified woman” (psallere [et] saltare elegantius quam necesse est probae).

Things change rapidly from the late fourth century BC period onward. Musical entertainment is increasingly devolved to professional players and singers. Hired musicians appear even at banquets (Xen. Symp. 2.1–2, with Barker 2014a, 78, and Power in this volume), where the aristocrats traditionally used to play and sing themselves. Not by chance does Polybius, in portraying the musical culture of the Arcadians as an example of the dignified customs of old, specify that at all feasts and banquets they would rather make music themselves than hire foreign performers (epeisakta akroamata, Polyb. Hist. 4.20.10). Hellenistic sovereigns, and then Roman emperors, favored spectacular theatrical performances, including concerts and rituals with large bands (see, e.g., the procession described in Ath. 5.197d–98f, which took place in the 270s BC); besides, the vastness of the places devoted to performances called for louder instruments and more trained voices. Virtuosity was now highly appreciated, along with other qualities such as physical presence and a sort of diva demeanour, which can only be cultivated by professionals (Chaniotis 2009). From the first to second centuries AD a new word appears both in Latin and Greek, phōnaskos, which literally means “one who trains the voice (someone else’s or his own),” whether we are to take this as referring to a sort of voice coach or teacher, as is generally understood, or a professional singer (Melidis 2010–2011, and in this volume). The world of musicians seems thus to split into two extremes: at one end we find slave or quasi‐slave performers who are hired for private and public feasts and banquets and are sometimes expected to offer nonmusical services, including sexual entertainment (contracts for this sort of hiring are found in some second‐ to third‐century AD papyri from Egypt; see Raffa 2012, 102–3); at the other end are celebrities who pass from a city to another, craved for by the crowds and ridiculously overpaid.

Professional singing was physically very demanding and involved a strict regimen, which included diet, physical exercise, and even sexual abstinence (see, e.g., the anecdote on the citharode Amoebeus in Ael. VH 3.30). Although voice training (phōnaskia) seems to have more in common with medicine and health care rather than musical education, it did evolve into a discipline of its own, with its technical vocabulary (a few terms of which survive, although their meaning is uncertain: see, e.g., Barker 2008, 10 and n. 2) and at least one treatise (Diog. Laert. 2.103–4, with Melidis in this volume). Although this was a very specialized kind of musical training, it reflected to a certain extent upon other aspects of education, such as the training of actors and orators. Since the earliest stages of Roman rhetorical tradition, parallels and similes between oratory and music have been far from uncommon, but they usually involve analogies between the orator’s phonatory apparatus and the functioning of musical instruments, mostly tibiae and auloi (Raffa 2008, 185–95; see also Schulz in this volume). In the imperial period, on the other hand, rhetoricians tend to focus on the similarities and differences between the ideal regimen for orators and singers (Barker 2008, 12–16).

What about not professionals? With the end of the Classical Greek polis, the musical education of the average citizen was not a concern of the state any more, as had previously been in some places as Sparta; however, the ability to sing, accompany oneself and perhaps set verses to music was still appreciated among Greco‐Roman élites. This is particularly true as far as women are concerned (see De Simone in this volume). Unlike men, whose education was oriented toward politics since its earliest stages, and unlike slaves and low‐class people who were trained to perform subordinate duties since childhood, free women could be taught “useless” disciplines such as poetry, dance, and music, for their own sake. Net of Sallust’s bias and moral conservativeness, Sempronia can be taken as an example of the musical education of high and middle‐class Roman women during the late Republic (see Alonso Fernández in this volume). Another example is Calpurnia, Pliny the Younger’s wife, who was reportedly able to sing the verses composed by her husband to the lyre. Interestingly, Pliny specifies that the young woman had had no music lessons and was driven only by love, “the best teacher” (Plin. Ep. 4.19.4–5), which leaves us wondering if he was merely drawing on the cliché whereby love can turn even the nonmusical (amousoi) into poets (cf. Eur. fr. 663 Nauck; Plut. Quaest. conv. 1.622c) or thought that having had a proper musical education would bruise Calpurnia’s reputation (on prejudice against educated women in the Roman world, with particular reference to music, see Hemelrijk 1999, 81–6).



Learning Music Theory: Treatises on Music and Their Readership

Parallel to the philosophical reflection on the practical training of singers and instrumentalists and its relation to the rise of musical professionalism, and coeval to the development of such other technai as medicine and rhetoric, the role of music in education acquires new aspects in fourth century BC as a group of “musical sciences” makes its appearance (Pelosi 2017). Our sources, from Plato and Aristotle onwards, refer to them by such names as rhythmikē (or metrikē), harmonikē, and organikē (respectively, the sciences of rhythms, scales and melodies, and music instruments—see Barker and Lynch in this volume). Their methods and goals are utterly different from those of practical musical education, for they aim at describing and explaining rationally what musicians do, and accordingly at ascertaining what can and cannot be done in music—an inquiry that, as has been pointed out (Barker 2007, 8–9), is absolutely unprecedented not only in Greece but also in any other ancient Western civilization known to us. The rise of these new branches of knowledge is a complex cultural phenomenon and cannot be accounted for by a single explanation. Suffice it to say that, from a technical standpoint, a relevant role might have been played by the changes and innovations in poetry and musical styles which took place in fifth‐century Athens, and which are commonly referred to as the “New Music” (see D’Angour in this volume).

Whether the New Music really was a shift in the aesthetic paradigms of Classical Athens, or was overrated by modern scholars because of the partiality of the available sources, is a long‐disputed issue, and this is not the place to go into further detail (Barker 2014a, 89–102, D’Angour 2011, 184–206, and in this volume; LeVen 2014, 150–88; Lynch 2018). What is indisputable, however, is that the debate on the New Music affected musical education in at least two ways. First, it provided an enduring cultural model for virtually any querelle des anciens et des modernes in the centuries to come, whereby what was old was depicted as dignified, pure, and noble, whereas what was new was morally reproachable. It is worth noting, for instance, that the Romans borrowed this model and projected it onto their own musical history. One might recall that Cicero espouses the idealization of king Numa as a Pythagorean (Cic. Tusc. 4.2–3) who, inter alia, had established a pure and dignified music (Cic. De or. 3.197.10–11), or praises himself for having restored the festivals of old during his aedileship (ludos antiquissimos, qui primi Romani appellati sunt, Cic. in Verr. 2.5.36).

Another cultural outcome of the New Music was that intellectuals and philosophers were led to focus on the technical features of music and to pay sharper attention, for instance, to what made a scale or a genre different from another. The task required a new mindset: on the one hand, the tools for analyzing musical scales and melodies had long been rooted in the experience of musicians and instrument makers; it stands to reason that the relation between the length of the strings or pipes and the sounds they produced was well known, empirically, to anyone who had bored holes on a pipe or stringed a triangular harp, and so were the basic harmonic ratios, such as 2:1, 3:2, and 4:3 (corresponding to the octave, the fifth and the fourth). On the other hand, making sense of intervals smaller than the tone, which often defied perception and whose size and position were nevertheless crucial to determining whether a scale was diatonic, chromatic, or enharmonic, just to mention the main varieties, required a considerable amount of abstract reasoning and could only be achieved with the help of a written text and even the usage of diagrams.

All this should also be seen against the backdrop of sophistic culture, for it is in this milieu that prose becomes the privileged means for discussing and teaching different disciplines (technai), including mousikē. The activity of Aristotle’s disciples, who were encouraged by their master to conduct research in different areas of psychology and natural sciences, also contributed to the birth of a new literary genre, the treatise on music theory, which flourished from the time of Aristoxenus and Theophrastus to the late antiquity. To be sure, we know of some precedents to writings of this kind. Apart from the public speeches reportedly given by Pythagoras and his disciples in several cities of Magna Graecia, which are likely to have included references to music (see, e.g., Dicaearchus fr. 33 Wehrli on Pythagoras’ speech in Croton; on the reliability of this testimony and others of the same sort, see Huffman 2014, 281–5; Rowett 2014, 113–17), the earliest written precedent of fourth‐century and later treatises is perhaps the book On Music (logos peri mousikēs, see Suda s.v. Lasos, lambda 139 Adler) by Lasus of Hermione (sixth to fifth century BC), in which he is likely to have dwelled on pitch variation (Barker 2007, 79–80). Some characteristics of musical objects and instruments had also been used by Archytas of Tarentum (fifth to fourth century BC) to exemplify the kinship between harmonics and astronomy, in the opening of a work that may well have been an introduction to the usefulness of sciences (fr. 1 Huffman, with Bowen 1982; Huffman 2005, 103–61; Raffa 2014). However, there seems to be no systematic writing on either music theory or its teaching before the late fourth century BC.

The corpus of the extant treatises includes writings diverse in length, accurateness, intended readership, and scientific quality. A rough distinction can be drawn between works focusing exclusively on harmonics, in whose titles appear either the word harmonikē or the adjective harmonikos; and works that also provide outlines of musical history or discussions of the ethical value of music, which are titled Peri mousikēs, On Music—like those by Aristides Quintilianus and the Pseudo‐Plutarch (on Theophrastus’ fragmentary writing of the same title, see below). However, a trait common to virtually all of them is their neglect of practical education. None of them explains how to sing or play an instrument, or even how to tune one, since these notions belonged to a different realm of education. Only occasionally does the world of practical musicians make its way into a theoretical writing; one should recall the lyre and kithara tuning called tropoi, sterea, iastiaiolia, parhypatai, which are briefly hinted at in Ptolemy’s treatise (Harm. 80.8–18, with Hagel 2009, 106–17) and which baffle modern commentators precisely because of their singularity (a convincing attempt to connect these tunings with the so‐called koinē hormasia, which is an ancient table of uncertain date containing instructions for tuning a lyre, has been made by Hagel 2009, 122–32; see also Najock 2018).

The extant treatises on harmonics reflect a substantial difference between two approaches to the issue of defining and measuring musical intervals. Some theorists attached greater importance to perception (aisthēsis) and assumed hearing as a criterion of judgment over mathematics, while others would rather rely on the numerical ratios (logoi) underlying intervals and scales (see also Barker in this volume). Since no direct evidence survives for the pre‐Aristoxenian empiricists (the harmonikoi) except for what we can infer from Plato’s and Aristoxenus’ bitter criticism, the manifestos of these tendencies are Aristoxenus’ Elementa harmonica and the Pseudo‐Euclidean Sectio canonis respectively. As for Theophrastus’ Peri mousikēs, a long excerpt of which is preserved by Porphyry (fr. 716 FHS&G), we do not know whether it was meant to be an organic discussion of the discipline, but Theophrastus’ position evidently does not fit well into a sharp dichotomy aisthēsis vs. logos (see Barker 2007, 411–36; Raffa 2018, 45–61). While Aristoxenus presents his Elementa harmonica as the most accurate and coherent work on harmonics ever done and attacks his predecessors as lacking in method if not foolish, the author of the Sectio links harmonics and mathematics, in order to translate the structure of musical intervals into a language understandable to intellectuals and philosophers (Barker 1981, 14–16, and in this volume).

Apart from such evident differences in their epistemological premises and agendas, these two works share some important features. First, they both aim to make the doctrines they have espoused undeniable by means of an axiomatic structure akin to Euclid’s Elements: Sectio consists of an introduction followed by a series of propositions, shaped as theorems, on the nature of intervals and the corresponding ratios, while the third book of Aristoxenus’ Elementa harmonica contains a series of demonstrations on the laws of melodic development (Brancacci 1984; Barker 2007, 197–208). Second, they are not meant for the purpose of general education but clearly address a more specialized readership. In particular, the way in which Aristoxenus tackles the issue of musical intervals, for instance speaking of semitones and quarter‐tones regardless of the impossibility of such intervals from a mathematical point of view, suggests that his intended readers were practicing musicians interested in gaining thorough knowledge of their technē rather than mathematicians or philosophers. Indeed, over the subsequent centuries his doctrines were summarized and somehow popularized for the sake of music teachers and students, as is testified by some images from ordinary life used by Porphyry or his sources (fuller discussion in Raffa 2016b, XVIII). Third, neither the author of the Sectio nor Aristoxenus seem to be as interested as Plato and Aristotle were in the issue of musical ēthos. Aristoxenus, who appears to be extremely conservative as a musical historian (see, e.g., Meriani 2003), explicitly denies that the study of harmonic science can improve anyone’s soul or character (Harm. 31.16–29 Meibom = 40.12–41.2 Da Rios); in fact, from the Elementa harmonica onward the meaning of the word ēthos in the writings on harmonics seems to narrow into a more technical sense, with reference to the sole musical characteristics of a scale or melody (see, e.g., Ptol. Harm. 29.1), while the possibility that words contribute to the character of a piece of music—which is to say, that music has a mimetic character, see Rocconi in this volume—is not even mentioned.

During the Hellenistic and the Roman imperial periods, the detachment of music theory from ordinary people’s education and musical practice—perhaps musical tastes, too—becomes more and more evident. From the scant evidence in our possession for musical writings between Aristoxenus (late fourth century BC) and Claudius Ptolemy (second century AD), it seems that theorists were mostly concerned with such issues as the right way of translating musical intervals into numerical ratios, or the true nature of the semitone (see, e.g., the authors quoted by Porphyry; Barker 1989, 229–44; Raffa 2013a; Tocco 2016). This is not to say that the reflection on music had no more bearing on education; indeed, some writings seem to have been conceived for the purpose of teaching. This is the case, for instance, of the work by Ptolemaïs of Cyrene (perhaps third century BC to first century AD) entitled, if we are to trust Porphyry, Pythagorean Elements of Music, which was written in question‐and‐answer form; another treatise written in this form, perhaps much later (probably third to fourth centuries AD) and certainly much less accurate, is Bacchius the Elder’s Introduction to the Art of Music.Slightly different is the case of the so‐called Anonymi Bellermanniani, which might have been meant as handbooks for instrumentalists (see Hagel 2018).

As far as general education is concerned, the practice of music is no longer felt as essential, either ethically or politically, to the making of citizenship; on the other hand, knowledge of music as a cultural object becomes the hallmark of the new Greco‐Roman cultural élite. Some treatises seem to have been written on demand: Nicomachus wrote his Handbook of Harmonics (Harmonikon encheiridion) for an unknown, presumably upper‐class woman who had been a disciple of his, as can be inferred from the opening of his work; Porphyry dedicates his commentary on Ptolemy to an otherwise unknown Eudoxius, who must have had a strong interest in the philosophical aspects of harmonics (Raffa 2013b). In general, educated men and women are no longer required to perform music at banquets (see above), but every well‐mannered tablemate is expected to enjoy conversations on such topics as intervals and concords (e.g. Plut. Non posse suav. 1096a) or ancient musicians and musical instruments. It is not by chance that a vast amount of antiquarian material on these matters is found in second‐century‐AD writings, which belong to the genre of sympotic literature, such as Plutarch’s Table Talk (Quaestiones convivales) or Athenaeus’ Sophists at Dinner (Deipnosophistae, especially in Books 4 and 14). With the advent of Middle‐ and Neo‐Platonism (second and third centuries AD), and also because of the cultural policy carried out by Hadrian and the Antonines, both philosophy and the organization of intellectual activity evolve toward an encyclopaedic model, in which every branch of knowledge is in some way connected to the others. Music theory in particular, thanks to its links to such other fields as physics, mathematics, medicine, and psychology, lends itself to being one of the pillars of the enkyklios paideia. It is presumably at this stage, for instance, that Chiron the centaur starts being credited with having taught Achilles not only wisdom and medicine, but also music (see above).

This process is very well exemplified, I believe, by the final chapters of Ptolemy’s Harmonics. After tackling the intricacies of music theory in Books 1 and 2, Ptolemy devotes the better part of Book 3 to drawing analogies between harmonics, the human soul, the movements of heavenly bodies and the geometrical relationships between the signs of the zodiac. On the one hand, the placement of these chapters at the end of the work seems to imply that the whole treatise is meant to culminate, as it were, in these analogies. On the other hand, readers need not master harmonic theory in its entirety in order to understand their general meaning—indeed, remembering every theoretical subtlety might even hinder the appreciation of the arguments, since for these analogies to hold water some details must be slightly adjusted (Raffa 2016b, XXVI–XXVIII). One might, therefore, suggest that the intended readership of the Harmonics was twofold: the more technical parts of the treatise were meant for specialists (not by chance is chapter 1.2 entitled tis prothesis harmonikou, “what the aim of the student of harmonics is”), whereas the latter chapters could have also been profitably read by non‐specialists—people who might not know or remember the difference between, for instance, the divisions of the diatonic genre according to Aristoxenus and Eratosthenes or Didymus, but did have a rough idea of what a diatonic genre was, how it was different from a chromatic one, and were accordingly in a position to understand why, for instance, celestial movements that are further from the Earth should correspond to the diatonic scales and those that are closer to the chromatic (Ptol. Harm. 105.23–106.16).

Until late antiquity, the toolbox of any intellectual should include at least the basics of music theory. Porphyry (Plot. 14.9–10), for instance, tells us that his teacher Plotinus had a fair knowledge of a variety of subjects, including music, although he was in no position to contribute to their development (exergazesthai). Porphyry himself had no specific training in music as far as we know, but at some point in his life decided to write a commentary on Ptolemy’s Harmonics. Partly as a result of his being no specialist, partly because he intended to meet the needs of his addressees (see Barker 2016, 45–52; Raffa 2016b, XXXVII–XLIII), the commentary is clearly unbalanced in favor of philosophical issues—such as the true nature of pitch variation or the ways in which the soul apprehends sounds through perception and judges them—at the expense of technical ones, which are often summarized or rewritten in almost the same words used by Ptolemy; on the other hand, most arithmetical operations with ratios, which are only implied in the Harmonics, are fully expanded by Porphyry, as if he thought that his readers needed specific tuition on that matter.



FURTHER READING

In addition to the literature cited in the text, the reader might want to look at the classical works of Marrou 1950 (on music see in particular 49–51; 80–3; 117–22; 206–17; 272–3) and Anderson 1968. Useful remarks can also be found in Too 2001, particularly in the contributions by M. Griffith (43–7, on choruses), A. Wilson Nightingale, and A. Corbeill. The most recent contribution I know of on the topic is Hagel and Lynch 2015.
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CHAPTER TWENTY–THREE
Musical Aesthetics

Eleonora Rocconi


Preliminaries

In recent years, the study of aesthetics in classical antiquity has blossomed. Despite the controversies on the applicability of the term (created in the mid‐eighteenth century) to such an early period, there is a general consensus that the Greeks and the Romans recorded and conceptualized their responses to artistic experiences in a variety of ways and sources, and their thought greatly influenced Western culture (Halliwell 2002, 16; Bychlov and Sheppard 2010, XI–XII; Porter 2010, 1–4; Peponi 2012, 3–4; Sluiter and Rosen 2012, 1–6; Destrée and Murray 2015, 1–5; Porter 2016, 29–35).

Of the arts on which the ancients speculated, music was probably the most widely discussed. We are informed about a wide range of reactions aroused by musical performances, including physical, emotional, psychological, and cognitive responses to them. These reactions are often mentioned (or visually represented) in the evidence, especially in poetry; but on some occasions, they also become subject to reflection—especially, but not exclusively, in philosophical writings—eventually converging into the evaluation, judgment, or even criticism of specific artistic works, styles, and properties or, more generally, of the very art of music.1 Although there are many ways to approach the problems of aesthetics in antiquity and a great number of issues could be explored, I will not attempt to give a comprehensive account of the topic, instead focusing on some of the issues that influenced subsequent debates in the field.

It is first necessary to culturally contextualize the concept of “music,” whose definition is at the very core of modern concerns in musical aesthetics (Scruton 1999; Davies 2003; Hamilton 2007). The word mousikē originated in Greece not earlier than the sixth century BC,2 when this comprehensive label (an adjective whose suffix ‐ikē implies the word technē, as other terms introduced shortly after it) was first used to indicate all the activities under the Muses’ domain, hence alluding to a much broader notion than its modern counterpart. The choice of such a term (and the metonymic use of “Muse” for “song,” as in Pind. Pyth. 5.65 or Pl. Leg. 2.668b5 and 670a4) is particularly important: it makes clear that, at least from a certain period onward, the Greeks started conceiving music not just as a “natural” phenomenon originating from imitation of the surrounding soundscape (see LeVen in this volume)3 but also as an organized “cultural” activity often linked to a divine prōtos heuretēs,4 whose artistic products could convey and express specific meanings and complex narratives (as we are told, e.g., in Pl. Resp. 3.392d1–3; Leg. 2.668b9–c2) even without words (Pl. Leg. 2.669e1–670a3; Arist. Poet. 1447a15 and 28). Indeed, by widening the mimetic potential of this art, the ancients were actually encouraged to speculate on its value and quality, all the more so when different and competing theories, denying the idea that music could convey extra‐musical contents, started to emerge. Moreover, the explicit reference to deities in the very name suggests that the modern distinction between practical technique and artistic activity (e.g., Croce 1908) cannot be applied to the ancient idea of mousikē technē, which, besides having its foundations in materiality and craftsmanship (Porter 2010), was for a long time associated with divine inspiration (Murray 2015 and in this volume).

Once the notion of Greek mousikē has been explored, we may proceed to discuss how the ancients described and reflected upon experiences of musical performances and which properties they recognized and mostly appreciated.5



Assessing Musical Experiences

Remarks on the sensorial and emotional impact of musical events on human beings have been made since the Homeric poems: interest (Od. 1.159), attentive silence (Od. 1.325–6, cf. Peponi 2012, 29–32), charm (Od. 1.337; 12.44), pleasure (Od. 1.347; 12.52; Il. 9.186, here probably involving also a calming effect on anger), and weeping (Od. 8.522–31, cf. Peponi 2012, 57–8) are among the most common responses to music mentioned in early evidence. While based on the perceptual appeal of music, many of these reactions also imply a cognitive involvement since it was especially the verbal—i.e., narrative—content of the performance that had the effect of arousing an answer in the listeners and the performers (even if, in some cases, just the purely musical aspects are mentioned, Od. 1.159 and Il. 9.186).

But what are we told about the processes that, starting from these spontaneous reactions, led the Greeks to identify, and hence to evaluate (positively or negatively), properties perceived as peculiar to musical events? The first part of this chapter will examine some of the possible mechanisms underlying the conceptualization of musical experiences, as they were identified and discussed in Greek and Roman evidence, and the most influential components usually taken into account by the ancients when assessing (and eventually judging) their value. In the second part, I will focus on the musical qualities more discussed in antiquity that will later gain a central role in the history of aesthetics.

The starting point is Plato, the first author who gave a firm theoretical basis to the sympathetic responses of human beings to music (see Pelosi in this volume). Even if, in his dialogues, mousikē is always presented as an activity with an important social role and never separated from its ethical functions, in the Laws the attention is not primarily aimed at illustrating which virtues should be conveyed by choral performances (here described as the main tool of citizens’ education), but rather at discussing the most technical aspects of their mimetic realization and the process through which the educated elders become able to formulate a judgment on them. According to Plato, the action of processing the data drawn from musical experience involves both sensorial and cognitive skills. The elders’ perception can identify the beautiful order of dance motions and melodic sounds (a quality that human beings are uniquely able to appreciate, cf. Leg. 2.653e3–654a4) only if supported by a rational understanding of the rhythms and harmoniai that realize what is good in song and dance (2.654d5, to kalon ōidēs te kai orchēseōs peri):


It is essential for them [sc. the elders in charge of musical judgment] to have both acute perception (euaisthētōs echein) and understanding (gignōskein) of rhythms and harmoniai. How else could anyone understand correctness (orthotēs) in melodies, the correctness of the Dorian harmonia, for instance—what it is suited for and what it is not—and of the rhythm which the composer has attached to it, correctly or incorrectly?

(Pl. Leg. 2.670b2–6)6


The “goodness” of these technical patterns must be evaluated on the basis of three specific qualifications—widely discussed in the long passage running from 667b to 671a—that are required of anyone who is to become an intelligent judge (emphrona kritēn) of musical artworks: first, “what” the original of such imitation is (ho te esti); second, how “correctly” (orthōs) that particular representation is made; third, how “well” (eu) it is realized (2.669a7–b3, cf. Rocconi 2012a). If the first criterion concerns the understanding of the essence and the meaning of any artistic mimēsis (2.668c4–8) and the second corresponds to the capacity of the artist’s ability to realize a correct and appropriate representation of the mimetic model (2.668a8–b2 and 670b2–c2),7 the third qualification—in which Plato recognizes the real expertise of the judges—involves attributes of an ethical kind (2.655a8–b6).

The ultimate goal of any musical assessment is to know if a musical mimēma is kalon or not, that is, if it can lead the younger (and maintain the elder attached) to virtue (2.670e4–671b1). Moreover, despite the emphasis put on a desired consistency between form and content in artistic products and on the role of selected listeners in the final assessment of musical beauty (whose judgment is grounded, as for anybody else, in the pleasure or discomfort aroused by music, cf. 2.657c–659c),8 the main focus is on choreia as a participatory event. When discussing the harmless pleasures aroused by choral performances, Plato refers to the enjoyment induced by music in the performers themselves, not in the audience (Peponi 2013 suggests that this choral model is “de‐aestheticized,” i.e., not supposed to be appreciated from outside). Certainly, the mechanism that leads educated people to evaluate music is here first clearly detected: it is a process involving both perception and reason and explicitly including the technical patterns of music (i.e. its formal aspects) in the assessment. Nevertheless, Plato’s perspective cannot be regarded as objectively “aesthetic” in the modern sense of the term, being ultimately concerned with the (ethical) evaluation of the mimetic contents of musical artworks on the part of selected judges.

After Plato, remarks on musical judgment become a leading topic in philosophical circles, especially within the Peripatetic school. Aristotle shares with Plato the belief that music can lead to moral virtue thanks to its mimetic power. In the Politics, he does not reduce its goals to education, but remains open to the possibility that music is enjoyed for its own sake (as in cultivated leisure) and can hence be the subject of nonethically based assessments, as seems implied at Pol. 8.1139a42–b4 (Destrée 2018):


Why should they [sc. young people] learn it [sc. the music] themselves, instead of being able to enjoy it and judge it correctly (orthōs) by listening to others, as the Spartans do? They do not learn music, but are able nevertheless, so they say, to judge correctly which melodies are good (chrēsta) and which are not.

(Arist. Pol. 8.1139a42–b4)




Unfortunately, Aristotle does not comment in detail on the process through which emotional responses to different rhythms and melodies converge into specific judgments, if not when suggesting that only citizens who have been trained in musical practice may become competent to judge which melodies are beautiful (kala) and enjoy them in the right way (8.1340b35–9), and when he states that music appreciated in cultivated leisure can contribute something to phronēsis (8.1339a25–6).9 These two very debated passages confirm that, besides the ordinary pleasure that any kind of perceiver feels when listening to music (8.1339b20), there is a higher and more complex kind of response (8.1341a13–7, cf. Jones 2012, 172–4), which is restricted to cultivated people and includes cognitive components (Halliwell 2002, 187–8, 242–9).10 Music is, in fact, far more effective than other artistic media in expressing contents even through a purely musical argument, because rhythms and melodies contain real likenesses (homoiōmata) and not only signs (sēmeia) of emotions and characters: this is why the human reactions to such likenesses are similar to the reactions we may have to the realities themselves (8.1340a18–b14).

Aristotle does not explain why this sympathetic mechanism works so well with music. But other Peripatetic sources, seemingly connected with these ideas, clarify that it happens thanks to the dynamic nature of sounds and rhythms, which literally move through time in a clearly perceptible way (in Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.27 and 29 we are told that rhythms and melodies have ēthos because they are movements, as actions also are).11

Music, however, moves through time not only because it is temporally dynamic. Its structure and sound patterns also tend to formally develop in such a way that the listener expects, measure after measure, some specific melodic design or resolution, as it is suggested in a different passage of the Peripatetic Problems commenting the expectations of ancient audiences when consonant or dissonant instrumental accompaniments are used in performance:


(…) the pleasure they give (euphrainousi) with the ending is greater than the pain they give (lypousi) with the differences before the ending, because the common note, that arising from the octave, comes most pleasingly (hēdiston) after differences.

(Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.39)


This description reminds us of the attitude of modern formalists: in their opinion, instrumental music has neither representational nor semantic content, but rather a musical structure made of melodic and rhythmical passages that happen in the music (Kivy 2002, 88–109, terms this approach “enhanced formalism”: in tonal music, for instance, chords containing a dissonance must be resolved into other chords that provide resting points, either temporary or permanent, like cadences or half‐cadences). The post‐Aristotelian evidence in the Problems shows, then, a change in attitudes toward musical artworks, shifting the focus from the (desired) ethical value of the mimetic content of music to the mechanisms through which it arouses emotional and cognitive responses. These mechanisms are identified in its dynamic and formal features that transform isolated events (sounds and time‐values) into melodic and rhythmic processes, developed and perceived through time. The same Peripatetic context also suggests that the perceiver’s familiarity with specific melodies may enhance their appreciation, since “people listen with more pleasure to people singing songs that they happen to know already than to songs that they do not know” and “what is familiar is more enjoyable than what is not” (Pr. 19.5; cf. Arist. Rhet. 1.1369b16–7).12

Music’s dynamic character and the progressive interaction between its technical elements are the main topics of interest also in the surviving works of Aristoxenus. According to him, the kritikē dynamis of a teleos mousikos (i.e. the business of forming judgments about music by a competent theorist)13 relies on both perception (aisthēsis) and reason (dianoia), co‐adjuvated by the faculty of memory since “it is in a process of coming to be that melody consists, as do all the other parts of music” (Harm. 38.31–3 Meibom = 48.13–14 Da Rios).14 These two faculties must run along together (homodromein) in order to evaluate how melodic and rhythmic elements are used in composition (poiēma) and performance (hermēneia).15 But the character (ēthos) of a piece of music is not expressly based on external contents of a moral kind mimetically reproduced by the artist. It lies in the mixture (mixis) of technical ingredients—i.e. note, duration, and syllable or letter (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 33.1143a–b, 35.1144b–c), opportunely arranged in composition and adequately interpreted by the performer in compliance with what had been intentionally expressed by the composer in the music:


(…) judgment will be passed on the character of the performance, to decide whether the performer’s interpretation is appropriate (oikeion) to the composition that was entrusted to him, and which he was seeking to execute and interpret. The same applies to the emotions expressed (pathōn … sēmainomenōn, cf. the use of the same verb in Cleon. Is. 206.6–7 Jan, quot. n. 29) in compositions through the art which is proper to composers.”

(Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 36.1144e)


In assessing the value of musical artworks, Aristoxenus’ approach overcomes the mimetic conception of mousikē and concentrates on its strictly formal aspects, which may express specific emotions without necessarily connecting them with a specific narrative. But differently from what happens in other philosophical authors (e.g., Philodemus of Gadara),16 Aristoxenus’ disregard for mimēsis did not lead him to reduce music to pure entertainment: it rather prompted him to appreciate it for its intrinsic technical qualities, since “none of the objects of perception displays so great or so fine an order” (Harm. 5.23–5 M = 10.4–5 DR).

Despite Aristoxenus’ revolutionary approach to musical judgment and the growing debates (especially among the Epicureans and the Stoics, cf. Pelosi in this volume) on the psychological impact of mousikē, no longer taken for granted, the mimetic conception of music—and of the arts in general—remained a very popular idea until late antiquity, finally influencing modern theories of representational art (Halliwell 2002). Still in Roman times (c. third century AD), Aristides Quintilanus describes the mechanism at the basis of music’s psychagogic power by illustrating how diction, melodic structure and rhythm, thanks to their dynamic nature, induce the perceivers to conceive the actions, characters and emotions represented by music. This is the reason why music is much more effective than the visual arts in influencing the soul:


The reasons why music is effective are clear. (…) if we are to arouse an emotion in the course of a performance, this cannot be done without inclining the voice in some way towards melody. Only music teaches both by words and by images of actions, and through agents that are not static or fixed in a single pattern, but are alive, and alter their form and their movement to fit every detail of what the words express. (…) The other arts (…) cannot bring us quickly to a conception (ennoia) of the action they represent (…). Music, however, persuades most directly and effectively, since the means by which it makes its imitation are of just the same kind as those by which the actions themselves are accomplished in reality.

(Arist. Quint. De mus. 2.4, 56.6–57.2 W.‐I.)


Well‐known Platonic and Aristotelian themes are here supplemented by introducing the Stoic notion of “conception” (ennoia),17 which refers to the way in which the soul represents something to itself in thought and is emotionally led to approve or disapprove it (ibid. 2.9, 68.14–5 W.‐I.: “and through ennoiai, then, that approval of things in life first comes”). Thanks to ennoiai—artfully manipulated by poets and composers—the evaluation process of musical artworks becomes more efficient and smoother18 and music may more actively affect the human soul. Its effectiveness on the emotional treatment of the soul is explained through sophisticated affinities between different souls (or parts of the souls) and specific kinds of music,19 although Aristides’ main concerns remain the value of music in education and soul’s therapy (see Provenza in this volume).



Musical Beauties

The difficulties of getting free from a mimetic conception of mousikē—and from the ethical consequences of this assumption—did not prevent the ancients from speculating about the mechanisms underlying the sympathetic responses to music and from wondering how the judgments on their specific qualities were formulated. When we come to discuss these qualities, however, their location within an external reality (which music refers to) can make their identification quite hard.

In modern aesthetics, there are various ongoing debates discussing which properties are relevant to the aesthetic value of the artworks that possess them (Levinson 2003, 6). The anthropological approach called “cultural constructionism,” according to which artistic objects are created and appreciated within the norms and conventions of their specific culture (van Damme 1996, 58–68; Dutton 2003, 695), has introduced a kind of relativism of these values, with the consequence that the aesthetic universalism advocated by ancient philosophers has been denied. Contrary to what we are used to in modern discussions on art, in fact, the ancients took little or no account at all of subjectivity and individual taste, trying to identify excellence in the musical domain on the base of objective criteria.20 In theoretical contexts, the perceptual components of acoustic and melodic phenomena were not taken into account for evaluation purposes, and philosophers preferred to express their admiration for the symmetric relationships between sounds or rhythmic values: this is the case of “concords” (symphōniai), paradigmatic and undisputed examples of the harmonious integration and blending of two notes that are a fourth, a fifth, or an octave apart (i.e., that are expressed in “mathematically beautiful” ratios; see Barker in this volume). The essential property of any work of art—i.e., beauty—was more willingly identified in the formal relations that, on a mathematical and structural level, govern what we hear and ensure the necessary coherence among its components (Barker 2010).

This is the favorite approach of the authors following the principles of the so‐called “mathematical harmonics,” whose role was to explain at a different level the phenomena that perception draws to our attention (Arist. An. Post. 78b–79a). An Aristotelian fragment of uncertain origin (fr. 47 Rose = 25 Ross, cf. Barker 2007, 329–38; Rocconi 2011) furnishes an example of how highly the structures, on which musical compositions were built, could be evaluated:


That harmonia (i.e. the octave) is something solemn, divine and great is asserted by Aristotle, the pupil of Plato, in the following words: “Harmonia is celestial (ourania), and its nature is divine (theian), beautiful (kalēn) and wonderful (daimonian). In potential it is four‐fold, and it has two means, the arithmetic and the harmonic; and its parts, magnitudes and excesses are revealed in accordance with number and equal measure; for melodies acquire their structure in two tetrachords.” Those are Aristotle’s words.

(Arist. fr. 47 Rose = 25 Ross)21


This fragment and the discussion associated with it are inserted in a section of Ps.‐Plutarch’s De musica that, starting from the famous passage on the creation of the World Soul in Plato’s Timaeus (35a–36d), praises the marvelous symmetry of musical harmonia—i.e. the octave‐scale conceived as a system with a precisely articulated internal structure—and its correspondence with the harmonic order of the universe. Even without questioning whether Aristotle might have agreed with Plato on instituting a connection of the same sort between harmonics and the study of the heavens, it is clear that musical and mathematical beauty coincide here. The harmonia governing the relations between the constitutive elements of the octave‐scale is the most outstanding demonstration of the structured order that, since earlier Pythagoreans (cf. Philolaus fr. 6a), has been identified in the natural world, where different or opposite things appear to be connected through a unifying principle (Sassi 2015; Pelosi 2016). The mathematical interpretation of the organization of sounds in music, strongly advocated by Aristotle in this fragment, is not something entirely abstract, but it reveals the structural, intrinsic beauty of the harmonic convergence in nature of proportioned elements that present themselves to our perception in a pleasant way.22 This concept, widely recognized—even if differently worded—by philosophers and musical theorists throughout antiquity (see especially Ptol. Harm. 3.3, on which cf. Barker 2010, 418–20), will cross the centuries to come, influencing also the notion of numerus (“rhythm,” the ontological root of finite beauty) in Augustine’s treatise On Music (see esp. De mus. 6.2.3–13.38, on which Bychlov and Sheppard 2010, 206–18; Schneller 1998, 239–56; Tashchian 2017).

If we now turn our attention to other models of musical beauty that did not imply a mathematical interpretation of audible sounds, we realize that the structural patterns on which melodies were built remain equally significant. Aristoxenus, who interpreted musical phenomena “according to the representation of perception” (kata tēn tēs aisthēseōs phantasian, Harm. 8.23 M = 13.13–14 DR), praises above all the remarkable orderliness (taxis) of the arrangement of melodic and rhythmic elements in composition (Harm. 5.23–9 M = 10.4–8 DR, cf. Rhythm. 4.19–22 Pearson). In one passage of his work on harmonics, he identifies the finest (kallistē) style of melodic composition with the style employing enharmonic patterns:


The fact that there is a form of melodic composition which demands a ditone lichanos, and that far from being the most contemptible (phaulotatē) it is perhaps the finest (kallistē), is not at all evident to most of those who are concerned with music nowadays, though it might become so if they were led towards it through a survey of examples. But what we have said is plain enough to those who are familiar with the first and second groups of ancient styles. It is to be expected that those who are used only to the style of composition at present in vogue rule out the ditone lichanos, since most people nowadays use higher ones. The reason is their endless pursuit of sweetness (glykainein): that this is their objective is shown by the fact that they spend most time and effort on the chromatic, whereas when they do occasionally come to the enharmonic they force it close to the chromatic, and the melody is correspondingly pulled out of shape.

(Aristox. Harm. 23.4–22 M = 29.14–30.8 DR)


Here the term kallistē (in opposition to phaulotatē, lit. “the most inferior”) does not convey any of the ethical implications that were typical of the Platonic judgments on music. Both the enharmonic and the chromatic styles show a well‐defined aesthetic characterization (see the “sweetness”23 expressed by the chromatic—or tending toward chromatic—tunings), which is not presented as based on subjective criteria. Their comparative evaluation leads to an explicit preference for enharmonic music because of a sort of objective supremacy of this latter in musical taste, without any room for disagreement (cf. Harm. 19.27 M = 25.2 DR, where the enharmonic genus is said to be anōtaton, “the most sophisticated”).

We can compare this statement with another Aristoxenian passage mentioning the story of Telesias of Thebes, composer and performer (Barker 2007, 102 and 247–9). When this musician was young, Aristoxenus says, he was brought up on the best sort of music (kallistē mousikē), which included the works of lyric poets of the past. In addition to this, he had also learned how to perform excellently (kalōs) on the aulos and made a thorough study of all branches of musical education. Later in life, however, he was “so completely seduced by the complicated sort of theatrical music that he came to despise the fine (kala) compositions on which he had been brought up, and learned very carefully those of Philoxenus and Timotheus, particularly the most complicated (poikilōtata) of their pieces, and the ones with the maximum amount of innovation.” But when Telesias tried to compose melodies in both these musical styles, he could achieve no success at all in Philoxenus’ manner because of the excellent training (kallistē agōgē) he had from his childhood (fr. 76 Wehrli ap. Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 31.1142b–c).

The “beauty” of the ancient musical style may be interpreted as having to do with a sort of aesthetic taste instilled in Telesias through early training and experience:24 this is the reason—we are told—why later on, despite his efforts, he was not able to learn how to properly select, combine, and use in his own compositions the melodic and rhythmic elements typical of the new and more complicated style of music (see D’Angour in this volume). Aristotle had made similar remarks when talking about Philoxenus’ (failed) attempt to compose a dithyramb in the Dorian mode. Even then, according to Aristotle’s narration, the composer was unable to fulfill his task because the most appropriate tuning for the dithyrambic genre was the Phrygian, into which he moved while composing (Pol. 8.1342a32–b12, on whose technical details see West 1992, 364–5).

In these examples the characterizations of various styles or genres do not rely on the contents conveyed by music (on which we are told nothing in the genuine Aristoxenian material, cf. Cleon. Is. 206.3–18 Jan, quoted at n. 29), but rather on the “appropriateness” of the technical realization of what music was meant to express.25 The character of a specific music is realized through purely musical means, not considered separately but as a whole (cf. his insistence on the mixis of elements in composition), whose value depends on the composer’s capacity to work with melodic and rhythmic material. As Aristoxenus points out, “If many forms of melody, of all sorts, come into existence in notes which are themselves the same and unchanging, it is clear that this variety depends on the use to which the notes are put: and this is what we call melodic composition” (Harm. 38.19–24 M = 48.5–8 DR).26 As a consequence, the most important qualities determining the aesthetic value of a specific style, genre, or work of music are embedded in its technical components that, to be effective, need to be artistically assembled since no technical element per se can realize “appropriately” what music is supposed to express:27


Neither the chromatic nor the enharmonic genus comes bringing with it the power of complete oikeiotēs, in accordance with which the ēthos of the melody that has been composed is made evident to perception. That, rather, is the artist’s task (…) The same may be said of rhythms, since no rhythms carries in itself the nature of what constitutes the appropriate in all its aspects: for we invariably speak of “the appropriate” (to oikeiōs) with an eye to ēthos.

(Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 33.1143a–b)


By recognizing the importance of the artist’s role, Aristoxenus presents mousikē as finally free from any connection to divine inspiration. Its value is not determined by its ethical and social usefulness but by its intrinsically musical qualities,28 that could express and signify (not imitate) specific emotions, as seems to be suggested by later Aristoxenian compilers writing in Roman times, like Cleonides.29 Only the teleos kritikos has the ability to recognize the specific aesthetic character of a musical work, as well as the expertise to detect and evaluate the (technical) means by which such a character may be produced in composition and realized in performance.30
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NOTES


	1 The social and religious dimension of ancient musical performances did not prevent the Greeks and the Romans from appreciating (or disregarding) their formal components and from reflecting upon them, all the more so as we consider that any kind of art is embedded in a specific historical and cultural context and its autonomy in modern times, assumed by some philosophers as Kristeller 1980 on the base of Kantian formalism, has been overestimated (Porter 2009; Porter 2010, esp. 26–40).

	2 Ibycus ap. SLG 255.4.

	3 Ath. 9.389f–390a, while commenting on Alcman’s famous fr. 39 PMG, reports that, according to Chamaeleon of Pontus, music’s discovery was devised by the ancients “from the birds singing in lonely places.”

	4 In many mythical examples, where musical practices and instruments were attributed to a divine prōtos heuretēs (who “discovered” them in the natural world and later realized their artistic reproductions), the passage from the natural world to the sphere of culture and civilization is marked through a violent action made or patronized by a god who, through it, reasserts the kosmos of the civilized world (Provenza 2012a).

	5 For the identification of these three main foci—art, aesthetic experience, and aesthetic property—in modern aesthetics see Levinson 2003, 3–7.

	6 All the translations of ancient Greek texts, when not otherwise indicated, come from Barker 1984 and 1989.

	7 Pl. Leg. 2.670c2–3: “But every melody whose constituents are appropriate is correct, and any whose constituents are inappropriate is faulty.” This appropriateness of the formal aspects of a musical artwork is achieved thanks to the adherence of all its technical components (words, melodies and rhythms) to the same mimetic object (Leg. 2.669c3–d5).

	8 At Leg. 2.653a5–c4, Plato mentions the possibility of arousing properly trained pleasures and pains in children through habit, suggesting that the sense of musical beauty may not necessarily be developed through a cognitive process, at least at an early age.

	9 On the debated interpretation of phronēsis (practical wisdom or theoretical intelligence) see Destrée 2018.

	10 On the capacity of music to “affect” (metaballein) the soul see also Arist. An. Pr. 70b9–10.

	11 Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.27: “Why is it that what is heard (to akouston), along among perceptibles, has ēthos? For even if there is a melody without words, it has ēthos none the less, but neither colour nor smell nor flavour have it. Is it because it alone has movement (kinēsis), though not the movement that the sound stirs up in us, since that kind of movement exists in the other perceptibles too (thus colour moves the vision)? But we perceive the movement that follows upon a sound of this kind (i.e., a sound that is part of a melodic sequence). This movement has likeness (homoiotēs) both in rhythms and in the ordering of high and low notes, though not in their mixture: a concord (symphōnia) has no ēthos. This ēthos does not exist in any other perceptibles. But the movements themselves are related to action, and actions are indications (sēmasia) of character.”

	12 For similar remarks on the pleasure of recognizing likenesses (but with more explicit cognitive implications), cf. Arist. Poet. 1448b15–17.

	13 Rocconi 2012b; Barker 2013.

	14 In subsequent references Meibom is abbreviated to M and Da Rios to DR.

	15 Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 31.1143f. Chapters 31–36 of the Ps.‐Plutarchean On Music are an important source for reconstructing Aristoxenus’ original conception of musical ēthos (Barker 2007, 235).

	16 Halliwell 2002, 281–6.

	17 According to Ptolemy (Harm. 3.5, 96.24 Düring), ennoia is the species of the intellectual part of the soul that is “concerned with the retention and memory of the stamped impression.”

	18 Arist. Quint. De mus. 2.7, 65.22–6: “The four main objectives at which the musical educator should aim are these: suitability of idea (ennoia), of diction, of harmonia, and of rhythm. The idea is in all respects the leader, since without it there can be no choice or rejection of anything.”

	19 Arist. Quint. De mus. 2.14, 80.10–22 W.‐I., cf. ibid. 2.5, 58.21–32 W.‐I.

	20 This is not to deny that ancient Greek audiences did not develop specific musical preferences, as the remarks displayed by Plato and other philosophers on the need of educating people’s tastes clearly show (e.g. Leg. 2.658a–659c). Theoretical reflections on the value of music, however, seem to have been based on other assumptions.

	21 The four parts (merē) of the octave‐harmonia are its boundaries or fixed notes (nētē, paramesē, mesē, hypatē) circumscribing the tetrachords; the magnitudes (megethē) are the ratios expressing its main musical intervals, the octave, the fifth and the fourth (12:9 and 8:6, which are “equal in measure” since each is equivalent to 4:3; 12:8 and 9:6, equivalent to 3:2); finally, the excesses (hyperochai) are the arithmetical differences between the ratios’ terms. While the excesses in the ratios between the extremes and their harmonic mean are, in a related sense, “equal in measure” (since the difference between 12 and 8 is one third of 12 and that between 8 and 6 is one third of 6), the excesses in the ratios between the extremes and their arithmetic mean are equal in number (12 – 6 and 9 – 6 = 3).

	22 Pl. Ti. 80b (cf. Lyon 2016).

	23 In Leg. 7.802c6, Plato terms the Mousa glykeia in order to indicate the enchanting (and questionable) power of fourth‐century music. We have no trace, in Aristoxenus, of any moral implication of the judgment of “sweetness” attributed to the chromatic style, but it is interesting to notice that the way in which he expresses his dislike refers to a specific and well‐established conceptual framework.

	24 As advocated by Plato and Aristotle, too, but with completely different goals (in order to acquire the virtue, for the former, and to become a competent judge of professional players, for the latter).

	25 Cleon. Is. 180.8–10 Jan: “melodic composition is the employment of the established properties of harmonic practice with regard to what is proper (to oikeion) for each subject” (transl. Solomon 1980).

	26 Arist. Quint. De mus. 2.14, 81.3–6 W‐I. (“Hence the most important part of melodic composition is that known as “distribution,” which consists in the selection of the notes most appropriate on each occasion”) and ibid. 1.12, 28.10–29.21 W.‐I. (“Distribution is that through which we understand which notes should be omitted and which used, and how often in the case of each of them, and from which we should begin and on which we should end. It is distribution that determines the “character” [ēthos] of the melody”). Both these passages summarizes earlier material, which shows lexical and conceptual similarities with genuine Aristoxenian sources.

	27 Neither any practical competence or technical discipline, taken in isolation, may equip someone with all the necessary intellectual tools for evaluating music, cf. Ps.‐Plut. 33.1142e–f and Aristox. Harm. 31.21–9 M = 40.16–41.2 DR (Barker 2007, 231–3).

	28 This does not exclude the possibility that he recognized music’s psychagogic or therapeutic utility, as it seems implied at Harm. 31.21–9 M (see n. 27) and in some genuine fragments (Provenza 2012b; Rocconi 2012b).

	29 Where, however, it is difficult to disentangle the original conceptual core of Aristoxenus’ reasoning from later interpolations or rewordings. Cleon. Is. 206.3–18 (echoed in Arist. Quint. De mus. 1.12, 30.8–31.2 W.‐I.): “Modulation by melodic composition occurs when there is a modulation from the diastaltic ēthos into the systaltic or hesychastic, or from the hesychastic into one of the other ēthē. The diastaltic ēthos of melodic composition is that through which magnificence, the manly elevation of the soul, heroic deeds, and such properties of the soul are indicated (di’hou sēmainetai). (…) The systaltic ēthos is that through which the soul is directed toward dejection and an unmanly condition. (…) The hesychastic ēthos of melodic composition is that which peace of the soul and a leisurely and peaceful condition accompany (…).” (transl. Solomon 1980)








CHAPTER TWENTY–FOUR
Music and Emotions

Francesco Pelosi




I have reflected that the principal passions or affections of our mind are three, namely, anger, moderation, and humility or supplication; so the best philosophers declare, and the very nature of our voice indicates this in having high, low, and middle registers. The art of music also points clearly to these three in its terms “agitated,” “soft,” and “moderate” (concitato, molle, and temperato). In all the works of formers composers I have indeed found examples of the “soft and the “moderate,” but never of the “agitated,” a genus nevertheless described by Plato in the third book of his Rhetoric in these words: “Take that harmony that would fittingly imitate the utterances and the accents of a brave man who is engaged in warfare.” And since I was aware that it is contraries which greatly move our mind, and that this is the purpose which all good music should have—as Boethius asserts, saying, “Music is related to us, and either ennobles or corrupts the character”—for this reason I have applied myself with no small diligence and toil to rediscover this genus. (Claudio Monteverdi, Madrigali Guerrieri et Amorosi, Prefazione all’ottavo libro, transl. Strunk 1950)
 

Acknowledging the contribution of ancient philosophy to the study of the emotional impact of music, Monteverdi points to the relationship between music and emotions as a crucial element of his new style. From Antiquity to the Baroque and beyond, the association of music with emotions prompted a long‐lasting debate, whose main issues are still being discussed nowadays. In contemporary scholarship, music’s capacity to condition our emotional life has been addressed by composers (Hindemith 1952, 24–40), musicologists (Hanslick 1854), philosophers (Budd 1985; Kivy 1989; Madell 1996), and psychologists (Juslin and Sloboda 2010).1 Such debates reached different conclusions, ranging from an utter denial that music expresses and arouses emotions to the idea that emotions play an essential part in any musical experience.

Both ancient and modern investigations center around two points—the expressiveness of music and its ability to stir human emotions—and include analyses of the semantic properties of the musical language, as well as research on the psychological phenomenon of emotion. While music and emotion, independently considered, are nowadays two important research strands in the study of Greek and Roman Antiquity, the study of the interplay between these topics is a groundbreaking field of investigation, whose main themes, and the methodological questions it raises, need to be clearly defined (Kramarz 2017). In particular, two caveats on the very concepts of emotion and music are necessary. The meaning of the Greek equivalents to “emotion” and “music”—respectively pathos and mousikē—exceeds the semantic range of the modern words. Indeed, pathos (pl. pathē, from paschō, “to suffer”) is used by ancient Greek authors to define reactions such as anger, fear, and joy—namely, those psychological responses that fall squarely under our label “emotion”—but is also used, more generally, to mean what affects someone or something, or the quality of a thing (Konstan 2006a, 1–40).

In this chapter I will concentrate on passages in which pathos refers to, or clearly evokes, our concept of emotion. Furthermore, I will not dwell, except occasionally, on the pleasure (hēdonē) and pain (lypē) elicited by musical experiences. According to some seminal ancient theories (e.g. Arist. Rh. 2.1378a20–3), pleasure and pain are not, properly speaking, emotions but sensations that accompany our emotional responses, and a discussion of the impact of music upon these feelings would lead us toward issues of aesthetics (cf. Rocconi in this volume). As regards music, the fact that the Greek word mousikē covers a much wider semantic range than our term “music,” often encompassing words and bodily movements along with sounds, raises further interesting questions about emotions, since different aspects of mousikē elicit different perceptive, aesthetic, and emotional reactions. This chapter centers on the strictly musical component of mousikē, although verbal elements will also be taken into account whenever the relationship between words and sounds is at the core of analyses of the emotional impact of musical experiences.

This chapter focuses on some philosophical analyses of the link between music and emotion, which are emblematic of how the question was approached and framed in Antiquity and, at the same time, set the agenda for later investigations into the emotional power of music. Plato’s works will be our starting point, as they feature the earliest complex inquiry into the psychological impact of music attested in the extant sources and provide a theoretical basis for the idea that music influences character. The widespread and abiding conviction that music powerfully conditions psychological responses and moral behaviors—generally referred to by scholars as the “ēthos theory of music,” after Abert’s influential work (1899)2—often entails interesting analyses of the emotional power of music, as clearly emerges in Plato’s and Aristotle’s thought on the psychological and ethical effects of music (see also Raffa in this volume). As is well known, in Aristotle’s works (esp. the Rhetoric and the Nicomachean Ethics), emotions become a specific and systematic field of investigation; what is far less known is that this new approach to emotional phenomena provides remarkable insights into the study of the relationship between music, ēthos, and pathos. Therefore, the first section of the chapter is almost entirely devoted to Plato’s and Aristotle’s fundamental doctrines, and closes with some remarks on another influential, albeit fragmentary, reflection on music and emotions from the Peripatetic milieu: Theophrastus’ theory.

The second part of this chapter focuses on some Epicurean and Stoic perspectives on the emotional impact of music. The Epicurean stance on music and emotion is famously championed by Philodemus of Gadara (first century BC), who has been considered a forerunner of the modern formalists (Abert 1899, 27–37; Halliwell 2002, 256–9) for his firm rebuttal of the idea that music can convey extra‐musical content and affect ethical and emotional responses. On the other hand, the Stoics, who explored the nature of emotions and their relation to cognitive processes as crucial questions for their ethical inquiry, found in the emotional power of music a thought‐provoking phenomenon. Crucial to all the theories analyzed in the second part is the question concerning if and to what degree music and emotions involve reason, which determines how the interaction between the two is conceived.



Plato, Aristotle, and Theophrastus on Music and Emotions

Plato’s contribution to the ancient debate on emotions has been widely recognized by scholars. Even though he is not concerned with emotions as a specific field of inquiry, his psychological theory yields a number of insights into the emotional dimension and its relation to ethical behavior. The Republic, where his psychological theory undergoes its most significant development, includes also a fine‐grained analysis of music for political, social and educational purposes: as a result, Plato’s Republic provides the first sustained attempt to understand and exploit the emotional power of music. An analogous investigation is to be found in his last work, the Laws (Peponi 2013; Prauscello 2014); hence, any study of Plato’s thought on the emotional impact of music should be based on these two major works.

To begin with, it is important to note that pathos is a relatively broad notion in Plato’s philosophy: the term is used to identify qualities, physical sensations, feelings of pleasure and pain, and emotions (Konstan 2006b, 144–5). Accordingly, his consideration of the emotional impact of music includes a wide array of reactions, covering the whole spectrum of his complex psychology and getting to the core of the relationship between body and soul. In the Republic (Books 2–3) and in the Laws (Books 2 and 7), Plato conceives two educational programs, addressed respectively to the most important class of Kallipolis—the Guardians—and to the whole citizenry of Magnesia. Music plays a decisive role in both, as a means of instilling into the soul a rational content via non rational channels—that is, the body and the nonrational elements of the soul (Pelosi 2010, 14–67). Music’s ability to shape emotional responses that fully agree with a rational content is clearly asserted in both the Republic and the Laws. At Resp. 3.401d5–402a4, we are told that music trains us to distinguish ugly and shameful things from beautiful ones, and to have the right emotional reactions: that is, to “feel dislike rightly” (orthōs dyscherainōn) for the former and to “take delight” (chairōn) in the latter, so as to behave appropriately even in the absence of a fully developed rationality. The mention of shame is particularly interesting because this emotion, which plays a fundamental ethical and social role in ancient theories on emotions, is closely linked with the spirited element of the soul in Plato’s thought: the passage, then, highlights the impact of music on a specific emotional dimension and the psychological area it is linked to.3

The idea that musical education promotes the development of an emotional dimension in tune with reason also suggests a strong involvement of the spirited element of the soul, which allies itself with reason when opportunely trained (Resp. 4.440e–441a). It is a matter of debate, however, whether the musical program described in Resp. 2–3 addresses one specific element of the soul and, if so, what this element might be. For the purpose of this chapter, it is important to stress Plato’s conviction that music can condition moral behavior without implicating reason—namely, by having a massive impact on the whole psychophysical dimension of sense‐perception, feelings, and emotions. In the Laws, where the theory of tripartition featured in the Republic is not adopted and the soul is more generally divided into rational and nonrational elements, education is designed to drive feelings and emotions—pleasure, pain, love, and hate—toward a full agreement with reason, as it is through these fundamental reactions that virtue and vice first reach the soul (Leg. 2.653a–c).

How does Plato conceive this powerful impact of music on emotions? At the heart of his educational use of music there lies the idea that this art can express ethical dispositions and emotional responses by means of specific mimetic qualities, and can impress them upon the soul. It is worth pointing out that Plato attributes this capacity to mousikē as a whole, but also specifically to its strictly musical component, which is able to reproduce ethical and psychological qualities and lead the soul to acquire them (Pelosi 2010, 59–67). At Resp. 3.398d–e Plato analyzes the strictly musical component of mousikē, making a restricted selection of harmoniai, instruments, and rhythms. I shall concentrate on the harmoniai, melodic structures called by ethnic names (Dorian, Phrygian, Lydian …) and traditionally endowed with particular ethical and emotional attributes.4 The “dirge‐like harmoniai,” as well as the harmoniai inspiring shameful behaviors such as drunkenness, softness, and idleness, are rejected, while the Dorian and the Phrygian harmoniai, whose ethical content are considered, respectively, courage and temperance, are admitted into the program.

Although terms expressing emotions are not in the foreground of this ethical analysis of music, a great variety of emotions are evoked. Let us focus on fear and grief. Courage, the virtue that the Dorian harmonia enhances, implies a correct relationship with the emotion of fear, as well as with other feelings such us pleasure and desire. In Book 4, courage is defined as the preservation “of the belief that has come into use by law through education concerning dangers” (Resp. 4.429c7–8, transl. Emlyn‐Jones and Preddy 2013): education, like a dye, tinges the soul with the right opinion about things to be feared, and does so to such a degree that it is not wiped out by those powerful soaps that are pleasure, pain, fear, and desire (4.429c–430b). A musical education that promotes courage must therefore entail the capacity to manage negative emotions such as fear or pain, and keep pleasure and desire under control. It is worth noting that, while the emotional component of courage is highlighted, its link with cognition is suggested by the term with which courage is defined: “belief” (doxa). This hints to a point that will be central in further investigations on the emotional impact of music, as we shall see: if and to what extent the musical arousal of emotions involves cognition.

By banning the thrēnōdeis harmoniai from the musical scene of Kallipolis (Resp. 3.398d–e), Plato concludes his unwavering dismissal of mousikē that provokes grief and its immoderate manifestations, which had begun with the condemnation of the poetic passages that describe tearful gods and heroes (Resp. 3.387d–388d). In reviewing this aspect of the musical culture of his day, Plato addresses a trait—the link between music and grief—that lies at the heart of various Greek cultural practices and poetic genres (Alexiou 1974, 59–60, 102–28). Within the frame of the psychological theory outlined in the Republic, banishing grief from the emotional dimension expressed by mousikē is a way to avoid exciting the lowest part of the soul: the appetitive. In Book 10, the inclination to express grief is linked to the appetitive element, which the poets tend to satisfy and delight (Resp. 10.605c–608b). The focus is on tragic and epic poetry, as well as on the emotional identification that these poetic genres promote. According to Plato, when we witness characters who express grief, “even singing and beating their breasts” (Resp. 10.605c10–d5, transl. Emlyn‐Jones and Preddy 2013), we are empathically led to share their emotions (sympaschontes). Interestingly, from Plato’s point of view, the psychological and ethical damage caused by this participation is not limited by the spectatorial distance: as a matter of fact, this distance makes the experience all the more harmful, since the best element of the soul does not feel shame in contemplating the emotions of others (allotria pathē, Resp. 10.606b1) and relaxes its guard over the appetitive, pandering to it (Halliwell 2002, 60–1, 76–84, 110–14; Munteanu 2009, 119–22). However, indulging in the passions of others has an effect on one’s own emotional dimension (Resp. 10.606b5–8).

Although the effects of music are not specifically discussed in Resp. 10.605c–608b, if we take into account the banishment of the dirge‐like harmoniai in Book 3, it is crystal clear that Plato recognizes the great contribution that music provides to this pernicious, and at the same time pleasurable, stirring of the mournful element of the soul. Incidentally, it might be pointed out that Plato’s concern with mournful music raises an issue that is still nowadays at the center of the debate on music and emotions: the relationship between music and negative emotions or, in other words, the somewhat paradoxical pleasure aroused by listening to sad music. As we shall see, the question emerges also in Aristotle’s reflection on the emotional impact of music.5

Further questions on the relationship between music, emotions, and pleasure emerge in the Laws. Choral dance (choreia, cf. Weiss in this volume)—that is to say the combination of words, music and dance at the basis of the education in Magnesia—is introduced in the dialogue as a divine gift to humankind: the gods endowed only human beings with the capacity of perceiving rhythm and harmony (Leg. 2.654a2–3). The human faculty to appreciate musical phenomena is described as a sort of perception (aisthēsis) and its impact on sensations is stressed through the observation that it is “accompanied by pleasure” (meth’hēdonēs). Furthermore, according to the paretymology that Plato provides at 2.654a4–5, the very name choreia bears traces of the intrinsic and positive emotional power of music: for choral dance (choros) would allegedly derive from joy (chara). Similarly to the Republic, the Laws presents the idea that music can convey ethical and emotional contents through mimetic processes, and thus affect the pathēmata of the soul (2.655d–656a, 7.812b–c). But the role of pleasure in this educational process is emphasized far more than in the Republic. In Laws 2, Plato offers sophisticated analyses of the criteria for judging musical mimēmata (cf. Rocconi in this volume), in order to argue that the widespread opinion according to which pleasure is a suitable good criterion can be accepted only if the pleasure at issue is the feeling of those who excel in virtue and education (2.658e6–659a1). At Leg. 2.656e—a passage that bears some resemblances to Resp. 10.605c–608b—Plato considers the ethical conflict in the soul of spectators who privately enjoy bad choral performances while being ashamed to admit it clearly. Even if they are aware that the musical performance perceived as enjoyable is not good, they cannot escape the damaging effects of the exposition to this bad mousikē, as it is inevitable for them to become akin to the source of their pleasure (Leg. 2.656a–b). Regardless of one’s cognitive and moral resources, taking pleasure in bad music negatively affects one’s aesthetic taste and ethics. Education to promote musical taste, far from being only an aesthetic training, lies at the very basis of the possibility of shaping citizens’ emotional and ethical life through music (Leg. 7.802c7–d3).

Plato’s reflection on the emotional impact of music, and its use in political and social contexts, influenced Aristotle’s thought on musical phenomena. Aristotle shares Plato’s assumption that music can lead to moral virtue by affecting psychological reactions through its mimetic qualities and its inherent pleasurable character; consequently, he subscribes to the use of music for educational ends. Nevertheless, Aristotle envisages different purposes for which music can be used, adding amusement (paidia), leisure (diagōgē), and katharsis to the educational goals at the center of Plato’s analysis (Pol. 8.1339b, 8.1341b). This widening of perspective provides new insights into the interaction between music and emotions, making room in particular for tragic emotions, which are eyed suspiciously by Plato in the Republic.

In order to delve more deeply into the educational function of music, Aristotle observes that clear proof of the impact of music on character is provided by Olympus’ melodies, which make the soul “enthusiastic, and enthusiasm is an affection (pathos) of the character (ēthos) of the soul” (at Pol. 8.1340a7–14, transl. Rackham 1944). Here the ethical power of music, that is its capacity to affect character, is explicitly linked to the connection between ēthos and pathos, and the crucial involvement of emotions in the ethical impact of music is further highlighted through the description of the content represented by music as a sympathetic experience: when listening to musical representations (mimēseōn, 8.1340a13), everyone is affected by the corresponding pathē, becoming sympathēs, even if music is not associated with words.6

Among the likenesses (homoiōmata) conveyed by rhythms and melodies, Aristotle mentions anger (orgē), mildness (praotēs), courage (andreia), and temperance (sōphrosynē), as well as “all their opposites and the other moral qualities (ēthika)” (Pol. 8.1340a18–21, transl. Rackham 1944). Besides courage and temperance, which clearly evoke Plato’s reflection on the ethical power of music in Resp. 3, Aristotle mentions two emotions: anger is a paradigmatic emotion in ancient speculations, starting from Aristotle’s own groundbreaking account of pathē in the second book of the Rhetoric (2.1378a–1380a); mildness holds a more ambiguous status in Aristotle’s thought, midway between emotion (Rh. 2.1380a–b) and an ethical disposition (Eth. Nic. 4.1125b26–7, with Konstan 2006a, 86–90). Interestingly, though, in this passage of the Politics not only mildness but also anger is apparently treated as an ethical notion, as it is simply listed together with the moral qualities (ēthika) that music is able to represent. This provides an important clue about Aristotle’s approach to music and emotions in Politics 8, which is marked by a specific and close relationship between pathos and ēthos: on Aristotle’s view, the emotional impact of music is essential to the definition of its moral value, to the point that the idea that music expresses moral virtue and the idea that it affects emotions seem to coalesce.7

This complex interplay between emotions, ethics, and the expressive properties of music, which is the kernel of Aristotle’s thought on the affective power of music, is not described in detail in either the Politics or elsewhere (Halliwell 2002, 239–49). Aristotle does not explain, for example, if and to what degree the communicative process between the mimetic expression of music and the human emotional dimension involve psychological processes such as cognition and reasoning. The issue is all the more interesting if one interprets Aristotle’s thought on emotions as being marked by a strong cognitivism, according to some renowned interpretations of the Aristotelian reflection on pathē (Fortenbaugh 2002; Konstan 2006a, 3–40; Brüllman 2013, 369–70). While attempting a detailed analysis of Aristotle’s thought on the emotional effect on music against the background of his theory of emotions would lead us beyond the scope of this chapter, it is worth pointing out that this last feature—the role of cognition in the musical arousal of emotions—will turn out to be a crucial point in the debate on the emotional power of music both in Antiquity, as we shall see in the second part of the paper, and in contemporary research on the topic (Madell 1996).

The essential role of emotions in Aristotle’s analysis of music emerges also from the most problematic function he attributes to music in Politics 8: katharsis (“cleansing,” cf. Provenza in this volume). At 8.1341b32–1342a15 he briefly describes how music can fulfill a cathartic function by treating emotions like pity (eleos) and fear (phobos), and bringing about a pleasant feeling of relief. This concise description is the only account on musical katharsis in all of Aristotle’s work: the Poetics, which this passage of the Politics refers to for a more detailed treatment of the topic, does not specifically address the cathartic function of music or expand on cathartic processes in general, but affirms the cathartic role of tragedy in relation to the emotions of fear and pity (Poet. 1449b26–8). As a consequence, many issues regarding both the very notion of musical katharsis and its relation to the wider topic of tragic katharsis remain open. It remains a matter of debate, for example, whether the cathartic process in Aristotle’s thought amounts to a homeopathic remedy—whereby the emotions conveyed by art are similar to the emotions to be treated—or whether, on the contrary, katharsis works as an allopathic treatment, whereby artistic emotions act on opposite emotions (Belfiore 1992, 260–91, 320–6). However, the short passage on katharsis in Politics 8 adds interesting pieces to the puzzle of Aristotle’s thought on the emotional impact of music, touching in particular on the question of the musical arousal of negative emotions and their aesthetic processing within the wider framework of the much‐debated issue concerning tragic pleasure (Munteanu 2009, 122–3; Jones 2012, 178–9).

Aristotle’s conception of the impact of music on emotions in terms of katharsis probably influenced Theophrastus’ approach to music. His treatise On Music, whose extant part is preserved as a long quotation in Porphyry’s Commentary on Ptolemy’s Harmonics (61.16–65.15 Düring = Theophr. fr. 716 FHS G; see now also Raffa 2018), presents a polemical treatment designed to reject the idea that musical qualities, such as pitch, amount to quantitative attributes of sound; after this section devoted to technical issues in acoustics and harmonics, the fragment closes as follows:


The nature of music is one. It is the movement of the soul that occurs in correspondence with its release (kat’apolysin) from the evils due to the emotions (dia ta pathē); and if did not exist, neither would the nature of music.

(Theophr. ap. Porph. In Ptol. 65.13–15 Düring = 79.27–9 Raffa, transl. Barker 2015)


Despite the difficulty of reconstructing both Aristotle’s theory of musical katharsis, featured in Pol. 8.1341b32, and Theophrastus’s theory, a close link between the two seems highly probable (Sicking 1998, 141): in particular, apolysis and pathē echo, respectively, Aristotle’s notions of katharsis and the emotions of eleos and phobos. However, Theophrastus’ stress on the emotional dimension in considering musical phenomena has no parallel: the psychological nature of music and its therapeutic effect on emotions, which are functions of this art according to other theories, are essential here for the very definition of music.8 This emphasis on emotion, considered as an intrinsic principle of the musical art, seems to be a peculiar feature of Theophrastus’ reflection. Traces of it can be found in other fragments that credit him with the idea that the sources of music are the emotions of pain (lypē), pleasure (hēdonē), and inspiration (enthousiasmos) (fr. 719a FHS&G), as well as with the notion of the therapeutic effects of music on both body and soul (frs 726a–c FHS G; see Provenza in this volume). Meager as it is, the evidence on Theophrastus’ thought on music hints at an astonishing interlocking of music and emotions, so that it is not too daring to see it as a fundamental contribution to the ancient exploration of the emotional impact of music.



Reason, Pathos, and Sound: Epicureans and Stoics on Music and Emotions

The debate between Stoics and Epicureans on the expressive and emotional power of music is one of the most interesting chapters in ancient Greek musical aesthetics. This dispute is partially preserved by the extant parts of Philodemus of Gadara’s On Music, where the Epicurean discusses and rejects the doctrines of the Stoic Diogenes of Babylon (c. 230–c.150/140 BC). On the basis of Philodemus’ report, we can assign Diogenes to the same musicological tradition as Plato and Aristotle, as he recognizes the substantial psychological impact of music and its usefulness for educational and ethical ends. Accordingly, his thought on music has an important bearing on the emotional impact of this art: melos is naturally “moving” (kinētikon), and can influence the soul by turning it from one impulse (hormē) to another (e.g. coll. 14, 36, 41, 117 Delattre). Music’s capacity to convey the “likenesses of characters” (homoiotētas ēthōn, 117.26–7) is explicitly connected to the emotional content of these ēthē, as audacity in courage and shame in temperance (coll. 89.27–90.14). Likewise, Diogenes’ interest in the emotional impact of music emerges from other passages, where Philodemus reports his idea that melody contributes to the erotic virtue (col. 43.37–41) and is associated with friendship (col. 47.11–22).

Diogenes’ doctrine on the psychological impact of music is enriched by a sophisticated theory of perception, designed to provide the psychophysical basis for the apprehension of the aesthetic and ethical qualities of music. According to Diogenes, specific musical elements such as being harmonic and disharmonic are recognized through a particular kind of perception, which is distinct from the natural perceptive process (aisthēsis autophyēs) through which we perceive, for instance, hot and cold: music requires a “knowing perception” (aisthēsis epistēmonikē), a sort of scientific form of sensation, which accounts for the different apprehensions of musical phenomena, and the consequent aesthetic responses (coll. 34.1–21, 115.26–116.15). When listening to the same melody, the trained ear of the musician and the untrained ear of the layman will not experience the same perceptions, nor the same pleasure.

Against Diogenes’ notion of a knowing perception, Philodemus argues that musical perception, qua perception, does not amount to anything more than the stimulation of the sense organ. This reduction of musical stimuli to the perception of what is proper to hearing has some important consequences for the understanding of the aesthetic and emotional impact of music. First, the perception of music is an automatic and objective process, both in its content and in the hedonistic response it provokes: in listening to a piece of music everyone has similar perceptions and feels the same pleasure (coll. 115.26–116.15). Second, and most importantly, neither music nor the process through which it is perceived involves the rational dimension. Having only the power to arouse an irrational and unnecessary kind of pleasure that is exclusively sensual (col. 124.18–19), musical experience is completely devoid of any cognitive content, and hence of any capacity to affect emotions and moral behavior (coll. 78.23–45, 91.2–92.5, 121.22–122.15, 145.31–148.22).

This categorical refutation of the edifying power of music stands against the backdrop of a fundamental distinction between poetry (the verbal component of mousikē) and music (melody and rhythm), in relation to the perceptive, cognitive, and aesthetic processes they trigger (coll. 142–144; Delattre 2001, 372–84). According to Philodemus, while poetry conveys semantic content and appeals to reason, wordless music is asemantic and incapable of involving reason: as such, it cannot elicit reactions different from pleasure and pain—let alone shape one’s character. The alleged ethical qualities of music, which are on Diogenes’ view objects of the “knowing perception,” in Philodemus’ theory are but a matter of opinion (col. 116.15–19).

Another important, albeit controversial, piece of evidence on the Stoic thought regarding the emotional effects of music comes from a passage of Galen’s On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato (PHP 5.6.19–22=330.6–21 De Lacy), where Posidonius’ view of the soul and emotions is discussed. Stressing Posidonius’ criticism of the standard Stoic doctrine of the pathē—in particular Chrysippus’ theory—which is marked by a strong cognitive approach (emotions amount to or depend on judgments), Galen introduces the theme of the emotional impact of music, in order to highlight the difficulty of explaining it within the frame of a unitary theory of the soul, such as Chrysippus’. On the contrary, a psychological theory based on the distinction between rational and non rational components of the soul, such as the one upheld by Posidonius, can easily account for the emotional impact of music, by acknowledging the existence of affective reactions that do not involve judgment. In order to underline the noncognitive character of the impact of music on affectivity, Galenus reports a famous anecdote on the soothing power of music. Recounted also by other Greek and Latin sources,9 the story goes that Damon was able to bring back to their senses some drunk youths, who were behaving foolishly, by asking the girl playing the aulos to change the melody from Phrygian to Dorian. As Galen points out, what happened to the drunk youths under the spell of music was not that they were taught to change the beliefs of the rational element of the soul (tas doxas tou logistikou metadidaskontai), but that they were excited and calmed through nonrational movements (dia kinēseōn alogōn), since the emotional component of the soul is nonrational (to pathētikon tēs psychēs alogon, Gal. PHP 5.6.22=330.17–20). The key notion in explaining the impact of music on emotions, as well as any kind of emotional response that does not involve cognition (e.g., the reactions of animals and children), is the concept of “emotional movements,” previously introduced in Galen’s account of Posidonius’ theory (pathētikai kinēseis, PHP 5.5.21, 5.5.26=320.27–28, 322.13–14 De Lacy): what music affects is not a psychological process involving judgment or any other forms of rational content, but a purely nonrational reaction.

Intriguing as it is, Galen’s evidence and its contribution to the reconstruction of the Stoic thought on music and emotions should be considered with caution: the passage on music is not explicitly attributed to Posidonius, even if it is embedded in a discussion of Posidonius’ views, which also includes verbatim quotations; moreover, many doubts have been cast on the reliability of the picture that Galen draws here of the history of the Stoic thought on the soul and the emotions.10 However, whether the reflection on the emotional impact of music at PHP 5.6.20–22 is to be ascribed to Posidonius or not, it is beyond doubt that the interplay between music, emotions, and cognition plays an important role in the Stoic reflections on music, as shown by another fundamental piece of Stoic thought on pathē: Seneca’s treatise On Anger. Seneca’s view on emotions (adfectus) is characterized by a cognitivist approach, in agreement with mainstream Stoic theory: emotions fall within the domain of reason (De ira 1.8.3), and that is why animals do not feel any emotions, properly speaking, even though they feel impulses (1.3.4). However, despite this cognitivist view, Seneca (similarly to Posidonius) acknowledges the existence of emotional reactions that pertain to the nonrational part of the soul and perform a preliminary function to full‐fledged emotions. While emotions imply a voluntary adsensus mentis to the impression that strikes the soul, these reactions—called “principles preliminary to emotions” (2.2.6: principia proludentia adfectibus) or “first movements” (primus motus 2.4.1)—move the soul, independent of (or even against) one’s will (2.2–3). Among the stimuli that arouse “first movements,” Seneca lists a variety of experiences that range from the (quasi‐)physical manifestations of vertigo, paleness, and goosebumps to aesthetic responses elicited by dramatic performances, paintings, and music. As has been pointed out (Graver 2007, 95–8), the common element among such heterogeneous experiences is their being independent of assent and voluntariness. The passage on music is worth quoting in full:


Singing sometimes stirs us, and quickened melody, and the well‐known blare of the War God’s trumpets (…) So, too, the warrior in the midst of peace, wearing now his civilian dress, will prick up his ears at the blast of a trumpet, and army horses are made restive by the clatter of arms. It is said that Alexander, when Xenophantus sang, reached for his weapon.

(Seneca De ira 2.2.4–2.2.6, transl. Basore 1928 slightly modified)




The Pavlovian response of the warrior to the sound of a trumpet, or more generally any reaction to songs, is an instinctive and involuntary response: as such, it is no different from the psychophysical experiences of turning pale or blushing. By considering the responses to music “preliminaries to emotions” instead of real emotions, Seneca can affirm both the idea that music affects the emotional dimension and the idea that emotions, properly said, involve reason and voluntariness. Remarkably, by arguing for the emotional and inevitable impact of music, Seneca pushes musical phenomena away from the ethical domain: while it ultimately depends on us whether we feel an emotion (i.e. on our voluntary assent to an impression), the first movements aroused by music do not depend on us, nor can we escape them. People are not morally accountable for what they experience when listening to music, just as they are not responsible for shivering when something frightening happens.
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NOTES
 

	1 For a recent multidisciplinary study on the emotional impact of music, which brings together all these perspectives as well as the contribution of the neurosciences, see Cochrane, Fantini, and Scherer 2013.

	2 The expression “ēthos theory of music” may be misleading, inasmuch as it suggests that the ancient Greek thought on music and its effects amounts to a single and perfectly consistent theory. While the conceptualization effort made to describe the impact of music on character is a fundamental part of this picture, it is essential to emphasize that the ancient Greek reflection on music is far more multifaceted than the noun “theory” may suggest, not least in view of the religious and mythological background of this intellectual enterprise.

	3 According to the psychological theory described in the Republic, the soul consists of three distinctive “parts”—the rational (logistikon), the spirited (thymoeides) and the appetitive (epithymētikon). Even though emotions are not classified in relation to the theory of tripartition, each element of the soul seems to be characterized by specific affective reactions.

	4 On the harmoniai, see West 1992, 177–89, and Barker in this volume.

	5 On music and negative emotions, with references to ancient (mainly Aristotelian) theories, see Levinson 1990, 306–35, and more recently Taruffi and Koelsh 2018.

	6 Accepting Susemihl’s emendation at Pol. 8.1340a13–14 kai chōris <tōn logōn>, “even without words.” Whether the treatment of music in Politics 8 concerns mainly the strictly musical component of mousikē or mousikē in its broadest meaning is a matter of debate: I side with scholars who uphold the first thesis (e.g. Ford 2004; Halliwell 2002, 244; Jones 2012, 163–77).

	7 Brüllmann 2013. For an interpretation that emphasizes how the mimetic properties of music and its ethical/emotional effects on the listener are inextricably connected in Aristotle’s view, see Halliwell 2002, 158–64, 237–49. For the close link between pathos and ēthos in Aristotle’s theory of emotion and moral virtue, where virtuous behaviors imply the correct orientation of the emotions, see Eth. Nic. 2.1104b13–14, 2.1105b19–1106a25, 3.1109b30; cf. Fortenbaugh 2002, 63–92; Jones 2012, 166 and n. 15, 176–80.

	8 Barker 1985, 316. A later treatise in which the emotional nature of music is stressed—Aristides Quintilianus’ On Music (esp. 2.4, 55.24–58.5 W.‐I.)—is probably indebted to Theophrastus’ theories on this point.

	9 With some variations concerning the protagonist—Damon or Pythagoras—and the musical elements (for a list of the sources, see Sorabji 2000, 91 n. 347).

	10 See Cooper 1998, Gill 2005, Scade 2017. On the contrary, Sorabji 1998 and 2000, esp. 99–108, 121–32, and Nussbaum 1993, 100–21 accept Galen’s account as credible.








CHAPTER TWENTY–FIVE
Music and Medicine

Antonietta Provenza



In a passage from the fascinating novel Baltasar and Blimunda (1982) by the Nobel Prize laureate José Saramago, Domenico Scarlatti plays the harpsichord for a seriously ill Blimunda:


Perhaps this was the medicine that Blimunda was awaiting, or that thing inside her which was still awaiting something, for each of us consciously expects only what we know or find familiar or what we have been told is useful in each case (…) That night Domenico Scarlatti remained on the estate, playing for hours on end, until daybreak, Blimunda’s eyes were now open, and the tears streamed slowly down her face, had there been a doctor present, he would have diagnosed that she was expelling the humours of a damaged optic nerve, perhaps he would be right, perhaps tears are nothing other than the assuagement of some wound. Every day for a whole week (…) the musician went to play for two or three hours, until Blimunda found the strength to get up (…).

(Saramago 1987, 370)


Such an impressive case of musical healing involves all the aspects concerning the relationship between music and medicine in ancient Greece, namely the notions of affinity between the human body and musical structures (melody and rhythm), relief, catharsis, and therapy. Recourse to music therapy stems from the widespread and timeless observation that music is able to stir up emotions, and musical performances can have calming and soothing effects.

The therapeutic effects of music are already highlighted in the Homeric poems (Provenza 2016, 65–118), especially in relation to paeans (Käppel 1992, and Rutherford in this volume)—cultic choral songs associated with katharsis (“cleansing”)—and epaoidē (“sung spell;” Furley 1993; Rocconi 2001; Pelosi 2015 on the use of epaoidē in Plato’s dialogues). The medical and religious doctrine of catharsis (Hoessly 2001) actually underlies all conceptions of music as a therapeutic agent for utterly disordered organisms and associates ethical effects with the liberation of the body from pathological excesses through music. In sources dealing with the early Pythagoreans, the first ones ever who were credited with the use of music for healing, catharsis is a therapeutic process typically triggered by music. Together with Aristotle’s statements on musical catharsis in Politics 8, and tragic catharsis in Poetics (1449b24–8), such testimonies assign to the notion of catharsis a key role in the ancient tradition on music therapy.

Authors of medical treatises also observed that music aroused emotional responses in people listening to it, and might influence behaviors as well, as shown in two cases reported in the Hippocratic Epidemics (5.81, 37 Jouanna) and in Galen’s On Different Kinds of Symptoms (7.60–1 Kühn). The Hippocratic text mentions a man who was terrified every time he began to listen to aulos music played by female musicians at symposia (see De Simone in this volume), while Galen talks about a physician who was hallucinating and saw/heard aulos playing in his house, even though any pipe player was not effectively there. Actually, the aulos was generally associated with strong emotional responses, and even frenzy. It is noteworthy that ancient medical treatises never mention cases of musical healing, in stark contrast with the manifold aspects of musical healing discussed in other sources, which cover bodily ailments as well as attitudes and behaviors (ēthē). But this does not mean that musical and medical knowledge were entirely distinct from each other: the musical notions first employed in the Hippocratic On Regimen to illustrate the development of the embryo (Pelosi 2016), together with Herophilus’ application of the model provided by musical rhythms to the study of the pulse (von Staden 1989, 268–88, see below), actually show a fertile exchange and dialectic relationship between music and medicine. This makes us regret not being able to reconstruct their dynamic interactions in greater detail for lack of testimonies.



The Earliest Evidence on Music Therapy in Greece

Several passages in archaic Greek literature reflect a belief in invisible powers holding people in their grip and causing diseases; as shown by the notion of katharsis, these matters involved both religious and medical considerations.

In Homer’s Iliad (1.472–4), for instance, a sung supplication in the form of a paean is addressed to Apollo to persuade him to stop the plague. Homer (Od. 19.456–8) also mentions the epaoidai, literally spells “sung upon” someone or some part of the body in order to deliver them from an evil. Differently from the Iliad’s paean, epaoidē aims at healing an individual illness, and does not entail any invocations to a god; it constituted only the first part of the healing of the hemorrhage, for the remedy also contemplates tight bandaging of the wound. As shown by a testimony linked with Diocles of Carystus (fr. 150 [Dubious] van der Eijk = Schol. Hom. Od. 19.457), epaoidē was regarded as a kind of assuagement (parēgoria).

The therapeutic use of sung spells persists after Homer (e.g. Pind. Pyth. 3.51). Despite the strong opposition of Hippocratic medicine (Hippoc. Morb. sacr. 1.10), epaoidai appear in tragedy,1 and are also mentioned in Plato’s dialogues, where they are sometimes related to rhetorical persuasion (e.g. Pl. Chrm. 155e–157d).


Ēthos, Paideia, Catharsis

Between the end of the fifth and the fourth centuries BC, Plato (Resp. 3.398d–399c) and Aristotle (Pol. 8.1340a18–21) discuss the “psychagogic” power of music (i.e., its power to “lead” and “persuade” the soul) in connection with the notion of mimēsis—that is, the principle that music imitates human characters (ēthē) and behaviors and, therefore, can also influence them. The relationship between music and character is based on the widespread belief that different tunes, modes (harmoniai), rhythms, and instruments could effectively influence both the moral and the physical disposition of players and hearers.2 Indeed, music was an essential component of ancient Greek education (paideia, see Raffa in this volume), and musical developments were considered a most important marker of social, cultural, and political changes (Pl. Resp. 4.424b–d). The oldest and most distinguished model of education combined gymnastics for the body and music for the education of the soul.3 According to Plato, a person who practices simple mousikē that aims at moderation, and the same sort of gymnastics, shall not need doctors, except in extreme circumstances (Resp. 3.410b1–3, cf. also Ti. 89b3–d1).

Paideia, catharsis, and therapy are often linked, and appear in the reflection on the benefits of music that is paradigmatically expressed in Aristotle’s Politics (8.1341b36–1342a15), where the enthusiastic melodies (enthousiastika melē) are said to arouse emotions and allow the participants in religious rites to purge their souls by means of music and dance. According to Aristotle, such melodies imitate “passions” (pathē), temporary emotional states occurring in all people with varying intensity (Pol. 8.1342a4–7); individuals who are entirely possessed by inspired ecstasy (katokōchimoi) eventually return to normalcy thanks to these sacred melodies (hiera melē), that is, when they listen to melodies that are able to excite the soul, just as if they received medical treatment (iatreia) and purgation (katharsis, 8.1342a7–11). The same happens to those who are particularly prone to pity (eleos), fear (phobos), and emotions of any kind (pathētikoi), for they find purification and relief, together with pleasure, by means of music (8.1342a11–15). In Dionysiac rites, the aulos was employed to lead souls to ecstasy, triggering a homeopathic catharsis from emotional excesses (8.1341a21–4).4

Catharsis as therapy of the passions and religious ecstasy is described also in Plato’s Laws (7.790c5–791b1): people taking part in the Corybantic rites undergo a kind of therapy by means of music and dance that relieves their fears, in the same way as mothers and nurses cradle babies in their arms and sing to soothe them (Linforth 1946; Wasmuth 2015).

The first testimony that does not link musical catharsis with a religious context is a very short fragment by Aristoxenus of Tarentum stating that “the Pythagoreans … used medicine for the purification of the body, and music for that of the soul” (fr. 26 Wehrli). Catharsis and ēthos are linked to each other in this key passage, so that the early Pythagoreans appear as the forerunners of both Platonic musical ēthos and Aristotelian catharsis, and, therefore, as the most influential champions of the therapeutic use of music.

Actually, according to the Pythagorean akousmata, medicine is “the wisest thing,” while harmony is “the most beautiful” (Iamb. VP 82). Music therapy among the Pythagoreans is most famously and richly attested in two Neoplatonic works, the Life of Pythagoras [VP] by Porphyry of Tyre (about 234–305 AD) and On the Pythagorean Way of Life [VP] by Iamblichus of Chalcis (about 245–325 AD), both harkening back to Aristoxenus as far as this topic is concerned, and also through intermediate sources, such as Nicomachus of Gerasa. However, reconstructions of the sources used by the Neoplatonists are rather complicated, for information concerning Pythagoras and the early Pythagoreans becomes more numerous and detailed as it becomes more distant from them. On the other hand, the Neoplatonic sources overtly interpret Pythagoras and the Pythagorean way of life in the light of Plato, also proposing Pythagoras as the best example for contemporary philosophers, and early Pythagoreanism as an illustrious forerunner of the Neoplatonic striving at the understanding of the divine.

Pythagoras allegedly sang and played the lyre for his disciples both before sleeping and on awakening, so that they could get rid of the noises of the day as well as the numbness and tiredness occurring after sleep (Iamb. VP 65, cf. also 114).5 He did not need these practical musical remedies himself: being the only person who could hear and understand the harmony of the cosmos, he could purify himself by listening to it directly (Iamb. VP 65). By contrast, Porphyry says that Pythagoras harmonized his voice in the morning with the sound of the lyre and sang ancient paeans6 by Thaletas (Porph. VP 32; cf. Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 42.1146b–c: after an oracle, the Spartans called the Cretan musician Thaletas, who purified their city from an epidemic disease).

Music therapy among the Pythagoreans plays a most important role in collective rites of “correction of the character.” Iamblichus (VP 110–11) illustrates a Pythagorean cathartic rite, which took place in spring and included listening to paeans for soothing and curative purposes. Catharsis through paeans in spring appears also in a testimony by Apollonius the paradoxographer (Mir. 40 = Aristox. fr. 117 Wehrli), which reports a very strange fact originally attested in Aristoxenus’ biography of Telestes,7 concerning the frenzy of the women of Locri and Rhegium. When they heard someone call them while they were seated for lunch, they suddenly jumped up and ran outside the city walls. The remedy prescribed by the oracle for such an insanity was the singing of “twelve spring paeans a day for sixty days,” and as a result many authors of paeans arose in these places afterward (Provenza 2016, 129–30).

Porphyry seems to neglect the philosophical‐religious concepts that could motivate an emotional reception of music. He never mentions catharsis, attributing instead the healing function of music to the power of rhythms and melodies, and speaks of music as therapeia (“care”) and paramythia (“comfort”), respectively referring to the body and the soul (VP 33). The reference to epōιdai (VP 30 and 33) might be linked with the notion of paramythia, which reminds the assuagement (parēgoria) of the testimony linked with Diocles of Carystus and the sung spells in the Odyssey (see above). On the other hand, together with the reference to magheia (33), epōιdai harken back to the ancestral magic background concerning the healing powers of music. Pythagoras thus appears as the culmination of a very long tradition that—in Porphyry’s view—he reinterprets and validates in the light of his musical and cosmological enquiry. Actually Porphyry, who is also the author of a Commentary on Ptolemy’s Harmonics, seems to try to separate the psychagogic effects of music from mysticism and magic, thus secularizing and filtering Pythagoreanism through the intellectualistic lenses of Neoplatonism. Ascribing a universal value to Platonism and finding it also in Pythagoras, the Neoplatonic sources exerted a great influence in shaping a “scientific” Pythagoreanism whose origins cannot, however, be traced back before the fourth century BC. According to Ptolemy (Harm. 3.7, 99.25–100.1 Düring), the beauty and order of the musical structures are detectable in the movement of the stars and the human soul. Human souls


are sometimes turned towards peacefulness and restraint, sometimes towards frenzy (oistros) and ecstasy (enthousiasmos), as the melody itself modulates in different ways at different times, and draws our souls towards the conditions constituted from the likenesses (ek tēs homoiotētos) of the ratios.

(Ptol. Harm. 3.7, 100.5–7 Düring, transl. Barker 1989)


Catharsis is not explicitly mentioned here; but it might be lurking behind enthousiasmos, being just one of the manifold reactions aroused by music thanks to its kinship (syngeneia, 99.26) with the human soul.

Aristides Quintilianus’ De musica, which might have been known to Porphyry, mentions enthousiasmos as a condition of divine inspiration that nonetheless needs music therapy (De mus. 2.5, 58.6–32 W.‐I., probably on the basis of Pl. Resp. 3.398d–399c and Arist. Pol. 8.1341b–1342b). According to Aristides—that such a matter seems to rely on a Peripatetic source, verisimilarly Theophrastus (see below, fr. 716.130–2 FHS&G)—people are induced to music making by pleasure (hēdonē), grief (lypē), or enthousiasmos (De mus. 2.4, 57.32–58.2, 3.24, 128.28–9 W.‐I., where enthousiasmos is described as “the first and most natural source of melody”). Although wise people (sophoi) are not subjected to such emotions, those affected by them are in need of a therapy so that they can become useful citizens. Reason (logos) alone cannot provide a cure (iatreia) for those troubled by extreme emotions (pathē), since pleasure is the most powerful temptation, while grief can bring about incurable illnesses, and “inspired ecstasies, if not kept in moderation, do not advance to the right end, but bring on superstition and irrational fears” (De mus. 2.5, 58.15–18 W.‐I.; all translations of Aristides Quintilianus are from Barker 1989).

This consideration makes one think of Plato’s remarks on the similarity between the little babies’ irrational fears and the Corybantic frenzy (see above), both in need of iatreia by means of movement and music; indeed, for each passion—pleasure, grief, and enthousiasmos—there is “a fitting style (harmottōn tropos) of treatment through music, which brought the sufferer gradually, and without his knowledge, into a proper condition” (De mus. 2.5, 58.21–3 W‐I.). Reducing people moderately affected by emotions to convenient behaviors (paideuesthai) is quite different from curing people whose emotions are “untempered” (akraton), for the former can make music by themselves, while the latter have to listen to music performed by others (De mus. 2.5, 58.23–6 W.‐I.).

Elsewhere, Aristides Quintilianus seems to link enthousiasmos and the necessity of catharsis to the descent of the soul from Heaven, which contaminates it with extreme passions (De mus. 3.25, 129.21–6 W.‐I.); catharsis then seems to be an attempt to “cleanse” it by means of music.8 As stated at De mus. 3.25, 128.28–129.15 W.‐I., once on Earth the soul is affected by “ignorance and forgetfulness,” considered as “nothing less than madness” (De mus. 129.5–6 W.‐I.; the term mania occurs only in this passage). “Filled with confusion and excitement,” the soul needs to be soothed with melody:


either the patients must themselves appease the irrational element through imitations of their own (this course is appropriate for those whose characters are savage and bestial), or they must avert the dreadful affliction through the use of their eyes and ears (this will suit those who are educated and whose nature is more orderly).

(Arist. Quint. De mus. 3.25, 129.7–11 W.‐I.)


In contrast with what he had previously maintained (58.23–6 W.‐I.)—and verisimilarly relying on both the warning against professionalism in learning and performing music in Aristotle (Pol. 8.1339a33–b10, 1340b20–1341b18) and catharsis as a medical therapy within the rites (Pol. 8.1342a5–15)—Aristides says here that educated people listen to others performing music, while savage ones perform imitations of their own; maybe he is referring to the excitement of those taking part in the Dionysiac rites, which are able to appease their agitation by inducing them to a frenzied dance.




The Pharmacological Essence of Music

Iamblichus states that Pythagoras used music for the “correction” of the soul with the aim of driving it to virtue (epanorthoumenos pros aretēn, VP 64, 195), as if music were a true medical remedy. Pythagoras succeeded in curing the “passions of the soul” (ta tēs psychēs pathē)—“manifestations of pain, anger and compassion, jealousies and absurd fears, drives of every type, appetites, states of excitement, depression, aggressiveness”—by means of “suitable melodies” (dia tōn prosēkontōn melōn), which he used as if they were true medicines appropriately blended together (hos dia … synkekramenōn pharmakōn, VP 64). The pharmacological essence of such melodies appears clearly from what is said shortly before: for his disciples, Pythagoras made up musical “preparations” (exartyseis) and “treatments” (epaphai) appropriately arranged and harmoniously organized (synērmozeto) so as to act on the passions (VP 64, cf. also 114–15). Iamblichus thus establishes a perfect equivalence between musical and pharmacological therapy: the preparation of the remedy involves in both cases a blending of therapeutic elements to produce an appropriate treatment for each particular ailment. The effectiveness of musical therapy is expressed through the notion of “harmonization,” including both “correction” and “transformation” (VP 64, cf. also 68, 111, 114, 164). Therefore, the primary goal of music is ethical: according to Aristides Quintilianus, the ēthē characterizing the musical modes are called this way precisely “because it is primarily through them that conditions of the soul are diagnosed and put right” (De mus. 1.12, 30.14–16 W.‐I.).

The concept of a mixture of melodies also appears in a passage in Aristides Quintilianus (active in the same Neoplatonic milieu as Porphyry and Iamblichus),9 which argues that it is sometimes appropriate to use melodies in which different qualities are mixed, just as “a wise doctor does not always give the strongest drugs but will respect the weakness of the patient’s constitution” (De mus. 1.16, 85.30–1 W.‐I.). Again with an eye to Aristotle (cf. e.g. Pol. 8.1342a4‐7, on different intensities of pathos; 8.1342b14–15, stating that we must seek the mean between two excesses), and also to Plato (Resp. 3.398d–399c), Aristides says that extreme musical measures might, in fact, drive the listener’s character (ēthos) into the opposite condition, rather than treat it. Further comparisons between musical and medical remedies appear in other passages of Aristides’ treatise. At De mus. 1.12, 30.17–24 W.‐I., all of the elements of musical compositions—not just melody—are said to contribute to the improvement of character, in the same manner as full recovery is brought about by the mixture of several drugs. Music and drugs act in a similar way, and the disposition of each individual patient is of decisive importance for a full recovery (De mus. 2.4, 55.30–56.5 W.‐I.).



Musical Healing between Medicine and Musicology

The core concept about the relationship between music and medicine established in Aristides Quintilianus seems to be the capacity of music to influence human beings not only with regard to their character (ēthos), but also in a broader sense.

Music affects individual characters, for it imitates specific ēthē; but is it also capable of influencing health, either by means of ēthos or through other elements? Such a vital question is addressed in a testimony by Theophrastus concerning the nature of music. In Porphyry’s Commentary on Ptolemy’s Harmonics, we read that, according to Theophrastus,


the movement productive of melody, when it occurs in the soul, is very accurate, when it (the soul) wishes to express it (the movement) with the voice. It (the soul) turns it (the voice), and turns it just as it wishes, to the extent that it is able to turn the wordless voice.

(Porph. In Ptol. 75.12–15 Raffa = Theophr. fr. 716.7–9 FHS&G, transl. Matelli 2016)



The nature of music is one. It is the movement of the soul (kinēsis tēs psychēs) that occurs in correspondence with its release from the evils due to the emotions (pathē); and if it were not this, neither would it be the nature of music.

(Porph. In Ptol. 79.27–9 Raffa = Theophr. fr. 716.130–2 FHS&G, transl. Barker 1989)




Emotions generate movements, and the movements of the soul inflect the voice originating music.10 Therefore, music is therapeutic in itself; its movement induces a “cathartic” liberation from the excesses of the emotions, cyclically transforming emotions in a kind of therapy for themselves. On the other hand, several sources single out outstanding figures who acted as music therapists. In Iamblichus (VP 112), for instance, Pythagoras succeeds in healing a drunken youth from an attack of violent anger by having an aulete intone a libation tune (spondeiakon)11—a feat elsewhere attributed to Damon (see Pelosi in this volume). In VP 113 Empedocles calms the murderous rage of a young man by singing to the accompaniment of the lyre a verse from the Odyssey (4.221).12 According to a testimony going back to Theophrastus, Aristoxenus healed a man who became upset at the sound of the trumpet (salpinx): the musician “gradually introduced him to the sound of the aulos and … he gradually also made him able to bear the sound of the trumpet” (Aristox. fr. 6 Wehrli = Theophr. fr. 726A FHS&G = Apollonius Mir. 49.3).13

Even though music was believed to contribute to health, the little evidence about cases of music therapy poses some major questions. Did scientific medicine ever acknowledge an influence of music on health? Were there exchanges between musical and medical knowledge? Did beliefs about the ethical power of music have an influence on that? Music seems indeed to have provided a model for studying and describing physiological processes. For instance, the Hippocratic treatise On Regimen presents the development of the embryo through an analogy with musical harmonia (Hippoc. Vict. 1.8, 132.6–11 Joly‐Byl): when the mixture of male and female seeds, that is the embryo, has moved to the womb, “if it attains correct harmonia containing three concords, syllabē, di’oxeōn and dia pasōn, it lives and grows using the same nourishments as before” (transl. Bartoš 2015). If the embryo does not attain this vital harmonia made of the three basic concords (fourth, fifth and octave, see Barker in this volume), it changes “from the greater to the less,” and dies. Differently from subsequent authors that explain the development of the embryo through numbers and arithmetic proportions,14 the author of On Regimen does not convey the notion of harmonia by means of numerical ratios; he states instead that all of three symphōniai must be present so that there can be a harmonia—an organized structure resulting from the appropriate arrangement of parts in a functional whole—and consequently life can flourish (Pelosi 2016; Barker 2005, 91–5; Bartoš 2015, 151–3).15 Such analogies between music and medicine show a contiguity between the notions of “arrangement” and “attunement,” but music was also used as a model for the investigation and explanation of pulse rhythm.

Analogies between musical rhythms and human pulse developed within an exchange between musical aesthetics on the one side, and physiology and biology on the other, presupposing a “naturalization” of musical theory in the study of pulse (Pigeaud 1978, 263). Perception (aisthēsis), most valued by Aristoxenus for the understanding and interpretation of music, can detect the same structures both in music and in pulse, for, in the same manner as music is based on rhythm, rhythm itself occurs within the human body, and is perceived by touch (Arist. Quint. De mus. 1.13, 31.18–20 W.‐I.).

The study of pulse is mainly associated with Herophilus, whose work we know especially thanks to Galen, and with Galen himself (von Staden 1989, 262–88, 322–61, 390–3). According to Galen (De dign. puls. 8, 871.9–872.14 Kühn), if someone aspires to be a good physician, he has to learn rhythmics from the musicians, for it is useful for the study of the pulse:


Just as musicians establish rhythms according to certain defined sequences of time‐units, comparing up‐beat (arsis) and down‐beat (thesis) with each other, so too Herophilus supposes that the dilation of the artery is analogous to the up‐beat, while the contraction is analogous to the down‐beat. He made his observation having started from the new‐born child, and, on the supposition that a primary perceptible time‐unit (prōton chronon aisthēton) is that in which he usually found the artery [of a new‐born child] dilating, he says that the time‐unit of the contraction is also equal to it, not making any distinctions at all concerning either of the moments of rest [between contractions and dilations].

(Gal. Syn. puls. 9, 464.1–9 Kühn = Herophil. 183 von Staden, transl. von Staden 1989; Lynch 2016b, 499–500)


Herophilus tried to measure the pulse defining its rhythm (“order of durations [taxis chronōn] in which arteries either dilate and contract,” Ps.‐Gal. Def. med. 19, 409.1–3 Kühn) by means of rhythmical feet (Censorinus DN 12.4–5 = Herophil. 187, 188b von Staden; on the notion of rhythmical foot and prōtos chronos, cf. Lynch in this volume). He then distinguished pulse rhythms characteristic of different stages of life,16 describing them by means of basic metrical feet (Ruf. Syn. puls. 4 = Herophil. 177 von Staden).

Such rhythmical ratios are at times mixed with harmonic ones. For instance, a passage from Aulus Gellius (NA 3.10.13, derived from Varro) reports that, according to physicians who make use of music theory, the movements of blood vessels in healthy men are based on number seven, mirroring the symphōnia dia tessarōn represented by the musical ratio 4:3. Although in the ancient sources designations used for rhythms are different from those for intervals, an interesting passage from Book 1 of Avicenna’s Canon of Medicine highlights that pulse has a “musical nature,” showing both rhythmical and melodic elements:


Its temporal relation in respect of swiftness (duration of movements) and frequency (duration of pauses) is a rhythmical relation, and its qualitative relation as to strength or weakness (of the impact on the finger) and size (of dilation) is a relation like that of melody. And as the time‐units of rhythm and the durations of notes may be concordant or inconcordant, so the variations of the pulse may be orderly and may be disordered, and the qualitative relation of the pulse as to strength or weakness and size may be concordant or inconcordant, indeed uneven.

(Avicenna Canon Med. 1.202–3, transl. Holford Strevens 1993)


Aristides Quintilianus (De mus. 2.15, 82.4–19) classified several types of rhythms and highlighted their psychological effects: “if the feet are constituted out of very long durations, the calming effect on the mind is greater” (2.15, 82.17–19); “by the equality and length of durations [people] also brought their minds into a state of good order, believing that this was what constituted the health of the soul” (2.15, 82.23–5). As a consequence, in the healthiest people contraction and dilation answer one another through equal and lengthy movements (2.15, 82.25–8 W.‐I.). Rhythms make the body “more melodious,” while harmoniai mold the character (2.3, 55.4–6 W.‐I.). Compound rhythms impose a diversity of movements on the body, and upset the soul (2.15, 83.15–21, 84.3–10 W.‐I.). The soul, in turn, complies with the movements of the body (and its rhythms), benefiting from the regularity of such movements or being damaged by their confusion. Together with pneuma, the soul is located and set in motion inside the arteries (2.17, 89.14–17 W.‐I.). The beats of the pulse demonstrate this, for the individual is healthy when they are regular while their disordered movement is “a warning of death” (2.17, 89.18–22 W.‐I.). On the other hand “the soul, having acquired through its nature a body similar to things that set instruments in motion, which are sinews and breath, is moved with them when they are moved,” for musical instruments have strings (neura, corresponding to sinews), or they are played by breath (pneuma, 2.18, 89.24–90.8 W.‐I.).

The link between musical and bodily rhythms is further revealed by symptoms of diseases. Diseases whose symptoms are proportionate to concordant ratios and follow a periodic pattern (for instance, occurring every other day, 1:2) offer some hope of healing; diseases whose symptoms are proportionate to discordant ratios, such as continuous ones, “are deadly and to be feared” (Arist. Quint. De mus. 3.8, 106.9–18 W.‐I.). Such references to symphōnia and asymphōnia seem to harken back to the same notions presupposed in the Hippocratic On Regimen for the development of the embryo.

Similar considerations on music and movements inside the body might also explain the healing of sciatica by means of the aulos in a group of testimonies (Theophr. frs 726A2–5, 726B and C FHS&G) concerning Theophrastus’ Peri enthousiasmōn (On Inspiration).17 Whether or not Theophrastus actually credited the aulos with being able to heal sciatica, these testimonies confirm his interest for “enthusiastic” music and its effects; they also establish an analogy between the behaviour of participants in the rites and the healing process of an illness, entailing music‐induced movements of the aching parts of the body. Such an explanation seems coherent with Theophrastus’ opinion that music represents the movement of the soul that accompanies its release from evils caused by pathē. This idea occurs also in the doxographic testimony of the Roman physician Caelius Aurelianus (Morb. chron. 5.1.23, 918–20 Drabkin),18 reporting that a piper succeeded in expelling the pain from the aching parts of an individual’s body as they began to throb and palpitate (cum saltum sumerent palpitando discusso dolore mitescerent).19

Musical aesthetics, then, seems to have significantly contributed to the shaping of the scientific assumptions underlying music therapy (see Rocconi in this volume); on the other hand, a musical performance could also have “diagnostic” qualities, since the performer can change the music according to the patient’s reactions. Therefore, if we can find a common ground for music and medicine, we can also say—following Aristides Quintilianus—that musical ēthos and education (paideia) may have had an influence on such a relationship. Galen, a pepaideumenos physician, mentions some musical remedies used in the sanctuaries of Asclepius (De san. tuenda 1.8, 6.41.13–42.1 Koch),20 and seems to recognize that theatrical and musical performances can influence an individual’s behavior and health (6.40.4–6).

One could think that the notions and words shared by medical and musical sources, coupled with a lack of explicit disapproval of music therapy on the part of physicians, might suggest that these latter ones maintained the important role of music in their daily life. Further research on ancient music and medicine needs to address musical as well as medical technicalities—insofar as we are able to reconstruct and understand them—and their cultural and ethical implications, comparing them with kindred practices attested for other ancient cultures.




FURTHER READING

Beside Hoessly 2001, useful for a definition of the notion of katharsis are also Halliwell 2011, 236–65, and Vöhler and Seidensticker 2007. On Aristotelian catharsis, see Halliwell 1986, 184–201, 350–6; Ford 2004 and 2016. A short summary of the question, with further bibliography, in Provenza (2012, 94–5 nn. 12–14). The psychagogic effects of music are discussed in Barker 2005; Rocconi 2007; and Pelosi 2010. On the doctrine of musical ēthos, see Pelosi in this volume (with bibliography); for Plato’s selection of harmoniai and instruments for the Kallipolis see Lynch 2016a. A general survey on music therapy is West 2000; see also Barker 2005 and Provenza 2016. Provenza 2012 offers an interpretation of Aristox. fr. 26 Wehrli, and of Aristoxenus himself as a privileged source for Pythagoras and music therapy in Porphyry and Iamblichus. References to music therapy in these two Neoplatonic sources are studied in Provenza 2015. The important issues of Porphyry’s and Iamblichus’ sources on Pythagoras, and in general of the Neoplatonic approach to Pythagoreanism, are discussed in Burkert 1972, Staab 2002, 12–18, 109–34, 217–37; Hägg 2012, 352–67; on Aristides Quintilianus’ sources, see Mathiesen 1983, 10–57, esp. 11–13, and Mathiesen 1999, 521–82; Barker 2007, 45–52. On the Theophrastean evidence on music and the body, see Matelli 2004, 160–73; Matelli 2016; Raffa 2018, esp. 107–13.
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NOTES
 

	1 See Aesch. Ag. 1018–21, Eum. 647–50; Soph. Aj. 581–2.

	2 See Pelosi in this volume. The oldest testimony against musical ēthos is the Hibeh Papyrus 1.13 (c. fourth century BC).

	3 See Pl. Resp. 3.376e1–3, 3.403c4–d7, 3.404b5–8, 3.404e4–5, 3.410a8–9, 3.410b10–c3, Leg. 7.795e–796b; Ar. Nub. 961–83, Ran. 729; Arist. Pol. 8.1339a22–5.

	4 According to Gostoli 2007, the notion of catharsis could explain the ethical connotations of the Phrygian mode in Plato’s Republic. Aristoxenus (ap. Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 11.1135b–c) presents Olympus, the inventor of the aulos, as the guarantor of the nobility and ethical value of such ancient melodies.

	5 Cf. Dio Chrys. Or. 32.57; Ptol. Harm. 3.7, 100.3–15 Düring; Plut. De Is. et Os. 384a.

	6 The use of paeans on a daily basis is also attested by the hexameters recorded on a lead tablet from Selinous (sixth to fifth century BC; see Faraone and Obbink 2013), considered by Lucarini (2018) as the only Pythagorean paean that has come down to us. On incantation‐paeans see Rutherford 2013.

	7 Probably the dithyrambic poet from Selinous, a leading exponent of the New Music (see D’Angour in this volume).

	8 The affinities between the heavenly world, music and the soul are emphasized, for instance, at De mus. 3.9, 107.20–4 W.‐I.

	9 Mathiesen (1983, 11–13) highlights the relationships between Aristides Quintilianus, Porphyry and Plotinus.

	10 See also Theophr. fr. 719A FHS&G = Plut. Quaest. conv. 623a, with Sicking 1998; Matelli 2016, 92–7; Raffa 2018, 60–1.

	11 On the spondeion/spondeiakos tropos, see Poll. Onom. 4.79; Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 18–19.1137b–d, 17.1137a2–3, 43.1146f7–1147a3 (= Aristox. fr. 122 Wehrli).

	12 Cf. also Iamb. VP 111, 164 and 197–8 (= Aristox. fr. 30 Wehrli, Archytas A7 Huffman); Ath. 14.623f–624a = Chamaeleon fr. 4 Wehrli; Provenza 2012, 124–6.

	13 Cf. also Ath. 14.624a–b = Theophr. fr. 726B FHS G; Fortenbaugh 2011, 287–97; Fortenbaugh 2012, 162–9, 171–4; Matelli 2016, 86–7; Raffa 2018, 110–13.

	14 Censorinus DN 9.3 (with reference to Varro’s lost Tubero de origine humana) and 11.2–10; Anon. Theol. arith. 51.4–52.8, 62.8–63.1 [= Diocles, fr. 45a van der Eijk], 63.1–18 [Nicomachus]; Arist. Quint. De mus. 3.18, 117.18–118.2 W.‐I.; Procl. In R. 2.34.28–36.2 Kroll, with Barker 2016; see also Restani 2016. The mathematical approach was familiar to the Pythagoreans, while terminology concerning the intervals (syllabā, di’oxeōn, dia pasōn) originates from performance (but it is important to notice that Philolaus makes use of it; on this see Barker 2007, 264–86).

	15 For another “musical” description of the development of the embryo, see Hippoc. Alim. 37 (145 Joly).

	16 Cf. Plin. HN 29.4.5–5.6 (= Herophil. 185 von Staden) and 11.89.219 (= Herophil. 186 von Staden).

	17 Cf. Fortenbaugh 2012, 171–4.

	18 Caelius Aurelianus’ De morbis (c. fourth to fifth century AD) is a Latin translation of Soranus of Ephesus’ On Acute and Chronic Diseases.

	19 Raffa (2018, 108) notes that Caelius might have relied on genuine Theophrastean material, for “the expression loca dolentia decantasse is strikingly close to kataulēsoi … tou topou in text 726B.”

	20 Such remedies are also mentioned in Aelius Aristides’ Sacred Tales 4.28.








CHAPTER TWENTY–SIX
The Music of the Wordsin Roman Rhetoric

Verena Schulz



Introduction: The Relationship between Music and Rhetoric

In the first book of his Institutio oratoria, Quintilian discusses the question of which disciplines his students, as future orators, are expected to know. The first discipline that he deals with is music (Inst. 1.10.9–33). Quintilian highly honors music and the Greek musical traditions (e.g., Pythagoras, Plato) and considers its knowledge essential for the orator, arguing that music and rhetoric are based on similar formal elements. Quintilian claims to follow Aristoxenus and divides both music and rhetoric into three corresponding patterns (Inst. 1.10.22): music has patterns in sounds (in vocibus)—which can be further divided into (1) rhythm (rhythmos/modulatio) and (2) melody (melos/canor ac soni)—and (3) movement of the body (in corpore). These three musical elements are highly relevant for the orator, too. As their equivalents in rhetoric, Quintilian presents: gesture (gestus) for bodily movement, word arrangement (conlocatio verborum) for rhythm, and voice inflexions (flexus vocis) for melody.1 Most importantly, these three components are essential to arouse emotions in the listeners of both music and speeches (Inst. 1.10.24–5; 1.10.31; cf. ibid. 9.4.9–12, Ps.‐Longin. Subl. 39).

Quintilian mentions gesture only briefly in this section on the relationship between rhetoric and music (Inst. 1.10.26) and refers to his chapter on delivery (Inst. 11.3). Similarly, rhythm is treated more in detail in a later section on word composition, which is part of rhetorical elocutio (Inst. 9.4). In accordance with other authors on rhetoric, he demands that prose speech must be “measured” and is therefore different from everyday language; but he adds that it should not follow fixed metrical sequences, or verses, as in the case of poetry.2 Apart from Quintilian, the most important ancient rhetorical texts dealing with prose‐rhythm are Aristotle’s Rhetoric (1408b21–1409a24), Cicero’s De oratore (3.173–98) and Orator (168–236, esp. 204–33, where the issue of prose‐rhythm is closely linked with the Atticist criticism of Asiatic style), and Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ De compositione verborum 25 (cf. Comp. 11 on melody, rhythm, variety, and appropriateness as qualities of style). All these texts agree in considering prose‐rhythm as an important musical aspect of oratory.

According to Quintilian, however, the strongest connection between music and rhetoric lies in the third of the aforementioned patterns: the melody of the voice, which is part of rhetorical actio (Inst. 11.3). The music of the words can be fully expressed only by the speaker’s voice. Indeed, Quintilian asks in a rhetorical question, “Again, will not the orator, as a priority, take trouble about his voice? What is so specially the concern of music as this?” (age, non habebit in primis curam vocis orator? quid tam musices proprium? Inst. 1.10.27, transl. Russell 2001).

Scholarship has dealt with various aspects of the connections between ancient music and rhetoric.3 The best starting point is still Wille (1967, 447–88). A more recent overview on music as a kind of language and on the categories of musical rhetoric is provided by Krones (2001), who focuses on the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries but also includes ancient texts. Wysłucha (2012) touches on music as an element of poetry, musical ēthos, and prose‐rhythm, while Müller (1969) is important for the terminology that rhetoric shares with music. Rocconi (2010) has shown the influence of Peripatetic music theory on Dionysius of Halicarnassus (focusing on rhythm). What is missing from existing scholarship is any detailed discussion of the musical features of the orator’s voice: that is the focus of this chapter.



Musical Aspects of the Orator’s Voice

In antiquity, the voice of a politically active orator was regarded as his most important instrument for a successful and persuasive speech: without a strong voice, one could not pursue a political career.4 For this reason, both Greek and Roman professional orators—like Demosthenes and Cicero—took great care over their oral performance. They practiced and exercised their voice in different ways (as we learn from many famous anecdotes, especially about Demosthenes)5 and followed certain medical and dietary prescriptions all their life (see Melidis in this volume).6 The treatment of the voice for specifically rhetorical purposes was deeply anchored in the school curriculum, to such an extent that, before the lessons with the rhetor, the student and future orator had to exercise his voice in classes with the grammarian and the comic actor. Quintilian suggests that the grammarian should read poetry with his students and make them practice the correct recitation (Inst. 1.8.1–12). In turn, the comic actor had the task to correct mistakes of pronunciation and to train the students’ ability to imitate the voices of set types of comedy (Inst. 1.11.1–14).7

Rhetorical theory on the orator’s voice was not only influenced by medicine (see Provenza in this volume), grammar, and acting, but also by musical knowledge and practice. The ancient texts show us two quite different areas where music becomes important as a model and as a neighboring discipline for rhetoric. First, both disciplines dealt with the aforementioned modulation of the voice of the singer and the orator: I will analyze the consequences of this proximity between the two roles as a first point. Second, the physical apparatus of the voice is sometimes described as a musical instrument.8 I will examine these comparisons, and then focus on a specific case study that combines the two mentioned areas of inquiry—the modulation of the voice and the importance of musical instruments for rhetoric—namely, the famous episode of Gaius Gracchus and his fistula.

 

The Modulation of the Orator’s Voice

Latin rhetorical writings employ several expressions to describe vocal modulation. In his Brutus, for instance, Cicero applauds several orators—including the famous Hortensius—for their vox canora (Cic. Brut. 303; cf. ibid. 234, 247, 268). The adjective canorus, which describes the chant of both human beings (cf. Thesaurus Linguae Latinae, s.v. canorus 277.17–59) and animals (277.59–68), as well as the resonance of musical instruments (277.69–84), also characterizes the melodious voice of a speaker. The term most often used by Quintilian to indicate a modulation of the voice is flexus vocis (Inst. 1.10.22). Even though Roman rhetoric did not develop a systematic technical terminology for the acoustic properties of the voice (for its Greek counterpart see Melidis in this volume),9 there are a number of Latin words from the same root flec* that refer to such a modulation. The expressions vox recta or sonus rectus indicate a voice or sound that do not change their tone (Quint. Inst. 11.3.64; 11.3.168; Cic. De orat. 3.45; Iul. Vict. Rhet. 10, 411.12–13; Sen. Dial. 10.12.14): a change in pitch is conceived as a bend or deflection of such a “straight” tone. This is the reason why flectere vocem or sonum means “to modulate the voice/sound” or even “to sing” (Lucr. 5.1406; Stat. Silv. 3.5.65). The resulting modulations of the voice are hence called flexus vocis (Quint. Inst. 11.3.25; 1.10.25; Sen. Dial. 10.12.4). The terms flexus, ‐a, ‐um (Quint. Inst. 11.3.64) and inflexus, ‐a, ‐um (Cic. Orat. 57; De orat. 2.193), in reference to something that changes its pitch, are clearly adopted from the terminology describing the musical accents in language (cf. Quint. Inst. 11.3.17). A voice that is capable of changing its tone and can thus modulate is a vox flexibilis—as opposed to a vox dura, a voice that is not capable of modulation (Quint. Inst. 11.3.15).

Since Classical Greece, it was a common view that the modulating capacity of the human voice was inherent in its nature and directly connected to emotions. In virtue of the musical accent of their languages (Devine and Stephens 1994, 162–71), speakers of Greek and Latin (Cic. Orat. 57; Quint. Inst. 11.3.17) modulated their voice even while speaking.10 Additionally, different emotions naturally affect the modulation of the human voice. The first to write about this close association between voice and emotions seems to have been Theophrastus (see Pelosi in this volume and Raffa 2018). According to Plutarch (Quaest. conv. 623a–c), Theophrastus said—probably in his On music—that the emotions sorrow (lypē), joy (hēdonē), and ecstasy (enthousiasmos) divert (paratrepein) and deflect (parenklinein) the voice from its customary range. As expressions of sorrow involve weeping and wailing, they naturally slip into song (ōidē). This is why, according to Theophrastus, orators approach song and strain their voice (tōi melōidein prosagein … kai parenteinein tēn phōnēn) in their epilogues, the part of the speech most strongly addressing emotional reactions in the listeners. According to another testimony in Plutarch (De rect. rat. aud. 38a), Theophrastus considered the sense of hearing the most emotional of all (pathētikōtatēn … pasōn), since it can “move” the emotions much more than any other sense. Cicero (De orat. 3.216) and Quintilian (Inst. 11.3.61) followed Theophrastus in discussing the natural connection between voice and emotions.

In the discussions of these and other authors, there are two emotions that stand out for producing a very strong modulation of the voice and for being naturally very song‐like: sorrow (maeror, cf. Cic. De orat. 3.217) and misery (miseratio/misericordia, cf. Quint. Inst. 11.3.64; 11.3.170; 1.11.12), which often occur in the context of lamentations. In those parts of the speech where the orator expresses these emotions, his voice comes close to singing (on the distinction between the singing and speaking voice in Aristoxenus, see Melidis in this volume). This is also implied in a passage by Cassius Longinus, who suggests that in order to express misery (oiktos), the orator needs to find an intermediate tone between speech and song (metaxu logou te kai ōidēs, Longin. Rhet. 197.4–6, eds. Spengel and Hammer). Therefore, this kind of modulation, occurring especially when the orator expresses or wishes to induce misery or sorrow (Hall 2007), makes him similar to the singer or the actor (see Quint. Inst. 1.12.3; 11.3.182 on their various inflexions of the voice)—potentially too similar.11 From Cicero on, rhetoricians emphasized this danger and pointed out that the performed speech of the orator should not appear as song and that the orator should not be similar to a singer. This is why Quintilian demands that the student, while learning with the grammarian how to read poetical texts—which are more melodious than prose—should not modulate his voice too much, otherwise he risks turning his delivery into song:


Sit autem in primis lectio virilis et cum suavitate quadam gravis, et non quidem prosae similis, quia et carmen est et se poetae canere testantur, non tamen in canticum dissoluta nec plasmate, ut nunc a plerisque fit, effeminata.

The first point is that his reading should be manly and dignified, and display a certain solemnity, not like prose (because this is poetry and the poets claim to “sing”), but not degenerating into sing‐song or the effeminate artificiality that is now so popular.

(Quint. Inst. 1.8.2, transl. Russell 2001)


Quintilian criticizes singing as the worst mistake of contemporary orators (Inst. 11.3.57–60): he follows Cicero (Inst. 11.3.58), who had reproached the singing (paene canticum) of Phrygian and Carian orators in their epilogues (Orat. 57). Latin rhetorical texts thus agree in connecting this sort of singing with several spheres and concepts that were regarded as unworthy of the Roman orator and should be excluded from the definition of the orator as a severe politician. This practice was associated with the artistry of singers, the foreignness of Asian orators, and femininity (Connolly 2007). High‐pitched, thin, and modulated voices were in fact considered typical of women also in ancient Greece (Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 10.36, 11.16; De audib. 803b18–23, with Vespa 2017, 170–1), a connection that in Latin sources is suggested by the adjective mollis, describing a voice too flexible for a public speaker (e.g. Quint. Inst. 11.3.23; 11.3.32). The adjective mollis could be used also in a positive sense, as is the case of the anonymous author of the Rhetorica ad Herennium, who claims that mollitudo vocis, voice flexibility, is the most important goal for the orator (Rhet. Her. 3.23–3.25). But especially in combination with words like muliebris (Cic. De orat. 3.41) or effeminatus (Quint. Inst. 11.3.32), the adjective mollis (cf. Cic. Off. 1.129) and the expression vox mollis acquire negative connotations. In the physiognomic treatise De physiognomonia liber, probably dating around the second half of the fourth century AD, the vox mollis is explicitly the sign of effeminate men (Physiogn. 78: Qui acutam et mollem habent vocem, effeminati sunt).

This places the orator in a delicate situation. He must avoid singing during his speech: the musical flow of his words should never slip into song. Nevertheless, there is a natural connection between the emotions he wishes to express and the modulating voice that may help to persuade the audience. It is Cicero who finds a suitable wording for the right modulation in rhetoric: cantus obscurior, “a more concealed sort of singing” (Orat. 57), which allows for modulations of the voice (vocis flexiones) such as those used by Demosthenes and Aeschines. Quintilian too accepts the possibility to use them and calls them flexus (Inst. 11.3.60) or inclinationes vocis (Inst. 11.3.168). In the fourth century AD, Iulius Victor (Rhet. 24, 443.5–19) still follows Cicero and Quintilian calling for a manly and unmodulated performance (virilis et recta pronuntiatio): “so to speak, a concealed variation of pitch” (obscurus quidam flexus). He also dismisses melodic chanting (modulata cantatio).

 

The Voice as the Orator’s “Instrument”

The modulation of the voice is not the only thing that rhetoric and music have in common. They also share an interest in the production of tones and sounds, and in the ‘instruments’ that realize them. The most important tool for creating sounds is the voice, which is imagined as a musical instrument that produces the music of the words.12 In one passage, Quintilian states that the voice is among the orator’s natural tools, which may nevertheless be improved by care (Inst. 12.5.5: sunt et naturalia … quae tamen et cura iuvantur instrumenta, vox latus decor). Another passage (Inst. 11.3.16) shows that he conceives of the organs producing the voice as sound‐producing “instruments” (velut organa).13 While in Greek texts it is more common to find a comparison between voice and wind instrument—the aulos in particular—Quintilian and Cicero prefer to equal the human voice to a stringed instrument.

In Cicero’s De oratore, the orator Crassus makes just this kind of comparison when discussing how each emotion (motus animi) naturally affects a person’s demeanor, body, and voice. He has especially the voice in mind (and not the body), which he compares to a stringed instrument:


Omnis enim motus animi suum quendam a natura habet vultum et sonum et gestum; corpusque totum hominis et eius omnis vultus omnesque voces, ut nervi in fidibus, ita sonant, ut a motu animi quoque sunt pulsae. Nam voces ut chordae sunt intentae, quae ad quemque tactum respondeant, acuta gravis, cita tarda, magna parva (…).

For nature has assigned to every emotion a particular look and tone of voice and bearing of its own; and the whole of a person’s frame and every look on his face and utterance of his voice are like the strings of a musical instrument, and sound according as they are struck by each successive emotion. For the tones of the voice are keyed up like the strings of an instrument, so as to answer to every touch, high, low, fast, slow, loud, soft (…).

(Cic. De orat. 3.216, transl. Rackham 1942, slightly adapted)


This comparison is supposed to show that a voice sounds different depending on the specific emotion involved, since each emotion causes a distinct reaction in tone. Crassus states that the voices’ tones are ‘strained’ like the strings of a lyre (voces ut chordae sunt intentae): they react to different emotions like strings to different touches, producing sounds that can be high‐ or low‐pitched (acuta gravis), fast or slow (cita tarda), loud or soft (magna parva). In a similar context, Quintilian mentions that the emotions we feel change the sounds produced by the voice (sonatque vox ut feritur, Inst. 11.3.61).

But Quintilian also makes a direct comparison of the voice with a stringed instrument in a very different context (Inst. 11.3.42). While examining the most convenient tone in oratory, which should be neither too deep nor too high in pitch, he discusses the relationship between tension/straining and both the fullness and the pitch of a tone. The voice, he says, is like the strings of an instrument (ut nervi): the more relaxed it is, the deeper and fuller it resounds (quo remissior hoc gravior et plenior); the more tense it is, the thinner and higher is the sound it produces (quo tensior hoc tenuis et acuta magis). Quintilian’s comparison might lead us to believe that he had the vocal chords in mind, but, as far as we know, they were not discovered before Galen.14

In Latin sources, however, the voice was associated not only with stringed instruments. When Quintilian describes how the condition of the throat (fauces) influences the voice it produces, he compares the throat to the tibia, which was equivalent to the Greek aulos (see Terzes in this volume):15


(…) praeterea ut sint fauces integrae, id est molles ac leves, quarum vitio et frangitur et obscuratur et exasperatur et scinditur vox. Nam ut tibiae eodem spiritu accepto alium clusis alium apertis foraminibus, alium non satis purgatae alium quassae sonum reddunt, item fauces tumentes strangulant vocem, obtusae obscurant, rasae exasperant, convulsae fractis sunt organis similes.

(…) and secondly, that the throat should be healthy—that is to say a soft and smooth one—for any defect of it produces a voice which is broken, muffled, harsh, or cracked. This is because, just as pipes produce various sounds from the same volume of breath, according to whether the apertures are closed or open or the instrument clogged or cracked, so also a swollen throat stifles the voice, a blocked throat muffles it, inflammation makes it hoarse, and strain can disrupt it like a broken set of pipes.

(Inst. 11.3.20, transl. Russell 2001, slightly adapted)


Quintilian’s point of comparison is that, in the cases of both the voice and the tibiae, the resulting sound depends mainly on the state of the instrument producing it. It is more than possible that, in this rather technical comparison, Quintilian has been influenced by Peripatetic theories:16 we find the same idea of the voice organs as a wind instrument in Aristotle, who mentions breath and air as well as the structure of the windpipe and the pharynx as important parts in his theories of the voice.17 Also the Peripatetic De audibilibus is very explicit in comparing the voice‐producing organs with the aulos, a similarity that will be mentioned centuries later also by the doctor and medical author Galen.18

Such analogies of musical and rhetorical instruments are not limited to direct comparisons between the different ways in which voice and musical instruments produce sounds. The close connection between music and rhetoric becomes apparent from another, rather startling comparison introduced by Cicero. He describes the audience’s ears as an instrument on which the orator plays: “the ear of the crowd is for the orator like pipes (tamquam tibiae); if it refuses to accept the breath blown into it, or if, as a horse to the rein, the listener does not respond, there is no use in urging him” (Brut. 192, transl. Hendrickson 1939, slightly adapted; cf. De orat. 2.338). This analogy is peculiar since, usually, it is the orator’s voice, not the listeners’ ears that are compared to a musical instrument. It illustrates in how many ways rhetoric thought of the orator as a kind of “musician.”



Vocal Modulations: Gaius Gracchus and the Fistula

One of the best known anecdotes in which the themes of vocal modulation and musical instruments occur together in a rhetorical context, is the story about Gaius Gracchus and one of his slaves, who is reported to have played a pipe during Gracchus’ speeches to assist his oral performance. There are several variants of this anecdote about vocal modulation by Cicero, Valerius Maximus, Quintilian, Gellius, and Plutarch, which differ from each other: they use different terms to indicate the instrument, attribute various functions to it, and variously describe the tones it produced. Should we wish to reconstruct the most likely scenario to which they refer, we have to study the variants of this anecdote separately.

The first author who mentions the anecdote is Cicero:


Quid, ad auris nostras et actionis suavitatem quid est vicissitudine et varietate et commutatione aptius? Itaque idem Gracchus, quod potes audire, Catule, ex Licinio cliente tuo, litterato homine, quem servum sibi ille habuit ad manum, cum eburneola solitus est habere fistula qui staret occulte post ipsum, cum contionaretur, peritum hominem, qui inflaret celeriter eum sonum, quo illum aut remissum excitaret aut a contentione revocaret.

Well, what is better suited to please our ears and secure an agreeable delivery than alternation and variation and change? Therefore, the same Gracchus (as you, Catulus, may hear from that scholarly person, your retainer Licinius, who was a slave of Gracchus and acted as his amanuensis) made a practice of having a skilled attendant to stand behind him out of sight with a little ivory flageolet when he was making a speech, in order to promptly blow a note to rouse him when he was getting slack or to check him from overstraining his voice.

(Cic. De orat. 3.225, transl. Rackham 1942, slightly adapted)


Crassus, one of the main dialogue partners in De oratore, tells this story while discussing the issue of vocal variation, presented as the best way to please the audience’s ears and to secure an agreeable delivery to the speaker (quid est vicissitudine et varietate et commutatione aptius?). This is the reason why (itaque) Gracchus—Crassus goes on—was always accompanied by a slave with a fistula when giving a speech. It is not clear which is the instrument Crassus is referring to. The fistula was usually the equivalent of the Greek syrinx (see Terzēs in this volume); but the term might also denote a reed instrument or pitch pipe here,19 most probably monokalamos (i.e., made with one pipe). In fact, according to Crassus, the pipe player blew only one note (eum sonum), that had the function to help Gracchus to raise or lower his voice, keeping him away from the extremes of the sound spectrum. So the fistula had two corrective functions, in both the high and low register. In a later passage, Cicero focuses more in detail on this restraining function of the fistula (“there is an extreme point of elevation, which nevertheless falls short of the shrillest possible screech/acutissimus clamor, and from this point the pipe will not allow one to go further …” Cic. De orat. 3.227, transl. Rackham 1942). According to this evidence, the musical instrument did certainly contribute to the variety of the speech, but only indirectly. If we integrate it with the information we get from the work Rhetorica ad Herennium, in fact, this happened because, by protecting his voice from any excessive strain, the orator could control all of the tones available and use them all. In a passage dealing with the stability of the voice while speaking, the author recommends, among other things, not to speak in a loud voice all the time (Rhet. Her. 3.21; cf. Cic. De orat. 3.227).

Valerius Maximus’ version of this same anecdote (8.10.1) is quite close to the one of Cicero. Similarly, he assigns two corrective functions to the fistula and suggests avoiding an extremely strained manner of speaking.

Other authors introduce some variants to this anecdote. They contend either that the fistula had the sole purpose of keeping Gracchus away from an extremely high and loud way of speaking, i.e. they ascribe only a restraining function to the fistula. Or they even attribute it a more active function, in that they say that it provided Gracchus with certain tones and melodies that he would follow with his voice. This is what Quintilian explicitly affirms in his short remark on Gracchus’ fistula:


(...) cui (sc. Graccho) contionanti consistens post eum musicus fistula, quam tonarion vocant, modos quibus deberet intendi ministrabat.

(...) [Gracchus] used to have a musician standing behind him with a pipe (in Greek, it is called a tonarion) with which the man indicated the tones in which he was to pitch his voice.

(Quint. Inst. 1.10.27, transl. Russell 2001)


According to Quintilian, the musician suggested Gracchus the tones in which his voice was to be pitched. Unlike what we are told in Cicero and Valerius Maximus, this implies a more active role assigned to the slave and his pipe.

The longest account of this story may be read in Gellius. He explicitly mentions the different accounts of this anecdote, providing us with help for evaluating them (Gell. Noct. Att. 1.11.10–16). Gellius first reports a version that is very close to Quintilian: the slave used a tibia contionaria (that is, “appropriate for public assemblies”) indicating to Gracchus the proper intonations to be imitated with his voice (praeisse ac praeministrasse modulos, ibid. 1.11.10). Just like the fistula, or Quintilian’s tonarion, this tibia is supposed to have played an active role in the performance. According to this widespread version (ut a vulgo dicitur) the slave played different rhythmic and melodic patterns (variis modis … numeros et modos) both to restrain Gracchus’ temper and delivery and to animate it (tum demulcere animum actionemque eius, tum intendere, ibid. 1.11.11–12). Gellius, however, considers this version of the story absurd (inepta, ibid. 1.11.12). He regards as more reliable the version according to which the slave took his place unobserved in the audience and used a short pipe (fistula brevi) to produce, every now and then, quite a deep sound (sensim graviusculum sonum) in order to moderate Gracchus’s energetic and exuberant performance (ibid. 1.11.13–14). Gellius supports this restraining function of the pipe by adding that Gracchus had a very vehement character, and that his energetic performance certainly did not need any incitement (namque inpulsu et instinctu extraneo naturalis illa Gracchi vehementia indiguisse non, opinor, existimanda est, ibid. 1.11.14). This implies that his performance needed more restraint than vigor. With this assumption, Gellius follows Cicero only partially, since—as Gellius correctly observes (ibid. 1.11.15–16)—Cicero had thought of the musical accompaniment not only as a warning but also as an animating means (De orat. 2.225).

The preference given by Gellius to this version of the anecdote is also supported by Plutarch’s description of Gracchus’ style of performance (Vit. Ti. Gracch. 2.4–5).20 Plutarch says that Gracchus was often carried away by his anger to such a point to raise his voice to a high pitch (tēn phōnēn apoxynein) and lose the thread of his discourse. In order to prevent this, he says, Gracchus was helped by a certain Licinius who stood behind him and played a phōnaskikon organon, an instrument commonly used by voice trainers to exercise the voice and moderate (anabibazousin) the sounds of the voice. Whenever Licinius realized that Gracchus’ voice was becoming rough and broken, he played a soft note (tonon malakon): hearing the note, Gracchus became gentler and toned down his passionate way of speaking.

It is clear that Plutarch and Gellius shared the view that the pipe had the function to restrain the excesses of the oratorial performance, an opinion that seems to be supported also by Cicero and Valerius Maximus who focus on this function of the pipe. When Gracchus spoke too loudly, quickly, or vehemently for too long—hence risking losing his voice and the thread of his discourse—the pipe warned him. Only Quintilian differed from this opinion, attributing both a restraining and an animating function to the pipe in an equal way. It is, however, possible that Quintilian’s version was inspired by a detail in Cicero’s description: the varietas of tones that a voice may produce, regarded as a useful tool for its preservation (De orat. 3.224: “for the preservation of the voice nothing is more useful than a frequent change of tone …”, transl. Rackham 1942). The context of this passage might have easily suggested an allusion to the different, varying tones of the pipe and have led Quintilian to (mis)understand the passage accordingly.21



Conclusions

Ancient theoretical reflections on music and rhetoric are both characterized by a strong interest in the formal patterns of their respective main media—sounds and language—and in the emotional effects that they may give to aural performances. Indeed, the two disciplines overlap most significantly when they describe sounds, their qualities, and the effects they produce on the listeners, both in musical melodies and in speeches.

Rhetorical writers observed that the human voice naturally comprises several tones and has an innate capacity to modulate. This musical quality of the words was determined firstly by the nature of ancient accentuation: according to Cicero (Orat. 57), the Latin accent was still, at least in part, musical, not purely dynamic. Second, modulation could be caused by the effects of certain emotions on the voice. Sorrow and misery—the most important emotions that the orator expressed (and consequently aroused), especially during the epilogue of his speech—could deflect the voice’s intonation and were considered the result of natural voice modulation. Rhetorical theory illustrated this connection between emotion and the modulation of the voice through musical analogies: in ancient writings, the voice is often compared to a musical instrument. According to Cicero, nature has assigned to every emotion a different tone, which, like the strings of a lyre, sound different (De orat. 3.216). Moreover, by direct comparisons of the human voice with a stringed or a wind instrument, we learn that the condition of the tool producing sounds might affect their quality. While strings and voices share the notion of “tension” (which is responsible for both the “pitch” and the “resonance” of a certain tone), in the case of the tibia or aulos the similarity of this instrument with the condition of the voice apparatus may also affect the timbre of sounds as in the case of roughness or smoothness.

The musical qualities of the orator’s voice may help us to clarify some specific features of ancient (especially Roman) rhetoric as a discipline. First of all, we can notice how rhetorical theory integrated and discussed the knowledge coming from other disciplines, leaving clear traces in textbooks: the nutrition prescriptions came from dietetics, the theories of voice production from philosophy and medicine, not to mention the practical training of the orators with the grammarians and the actors.

This exchange of knowledge and expertise made it necessary to distinguish the orator from the other specialists. The orator and the singer, for instance, differed in three aspects: social role, ethnicity, and gender. First, the orator works and performs in real contexts, not on a stage; hence, his voice should not modulate to the point of resembling chant. Second, the orator, according to the definition of Cicero and Quintilian, is deeply Roman: for this reason, he should not chant like the Asiatic rhetors. Third, there is an explicit connection between oratory and manhood: this is why the orator’s voice should not come close to the voice of women or effeminate men (Gunderson 2000). Besides his outward appearance, the voice of the orator is the medium through which he presents himself to his audience: as if to say, it is the quality label of any Roman politician.



FURTHER READING

In addition to the most relevant publications mentioned in the introductory section, a good starting point for ancient rhetoric in general are the three companions edited by Worthington (2007), Dominik and Hall (2007), Gunderson (2009), as well as Kennedy (1963) and Kennedy (1972). Prose‐rhythm in theory and practice is preliminarily discussed by Norden (1909, 41–63), Wille (1967, 467–71) and Landfester (1997, 166–70), in more detail by de Groot (1921), Schmid (1959), Fraenkel (1964, 73–139), and with a focus on Cicero by Zielinski (1904), Primmer (1968), and Hutchinson (1995). Schulz (2014) devotes a monograph to the topic of voice in ancient rhetoric. Theories of voice production, considering the voice apparatus as an “instrument,” are discussed by Ax (1986) who focuses on grammar, as well as by Baumgarten (1962), Calboli (1984), Biville (2001), and Schulz (2016), each with a focus on medical and physiological concepts of the voice.
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NOTES
 

	1 For Aristoxenus’ categories, which Quintilian claims to follow, but which do not exactly correspond to his summary of them, see Rhythm. 9, with Lynch 2016: Aristoxenus’ definition of rhythm was certainly broader and more complex than in Quintilian’s presentation.

	2 For Quintilian’s purpose “to reveal the superiority of prose and metrics over poetry and music” and “his lack of interest in the specifics of rhythmical matters” in Inst. 9.4, see Lynch 2016, 507 n. 68.

	3 De Jonge (2008, 329–66) discusses how Dionysius of Halicarnassus integrated poetical and musical theories into his rhetorical theory.

	4 Isocrates, for instance, claims that his feeble voice forced him to give up his political career (Isoc. Ep. 5.81).

	5 For anecdotes about Demosthenes’ speech‐training, cf. Fantham 1982, 262; Lehmann 2004, 62.

	6 On the orator’s voice and medical prescriptions to keep it healthy, cf. Schulz 2016.

	7 On the high‐quality standards required to the actor’s voice, which included a challenging training, see Moore 2012, 77–92.

	8 See, for instance, Ps.‐Arist. De audib. 800b20–33, 804a9–21, with Raffa 2008 and 2017.

	9 On Latin and Greek terms denoting volume and pitch, cf. Schulz 2014, 179–84.

	10 On the influence of the musical accent on rhetorical terminology concerning the voice, cf. Schulz 2014, 180.

	11 For the thin boundaries between speaking and singing, see Moore 2012, 97 (on rhetoric) and Moore 2012, 92–103 (on Roman comedy and culture in general).

	12 The voice—considered as an instrument—must be used by the orator in the most appropriate way if he wants to be successful in arousing emotions. This is why Cicero compares the musician, whose skills can be assessed by the sound produced by his instrument (ex nervorum sono in fidibus), with the orator, whose success is determined by the emotions (ex animorum motu) he succeeds in provoking (Brut. 199).

	13 For the development of the term organum in Latin, see Löschhorn 1971.

	14 On Galen’s knowledge of the vocal folds, cf. Baumgarten 1962, e.g. 112; 116; 147; 158.

	15 On possible comparisons between the human voice and the aulos, see Raffa 2008.

	16 On the relationship between singing and musical instruments in the Peripatetic school (esp. Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19), see Raffa 2017. Another intersection among music, rhetoric, and medicine may be identified when we are told that the exercises practised by professionals of the voice—such as orators and singers—come close to singing scales (see Cic. De orat. 1.251; Sen. Con. 1 praef. 16; Sen. Ep. 15.4; Quint. Inst. 11.3.22; Fortunat. Rhet. 3.15 p.130.15; Mart. Cap. 5.542). Cf. Schulz 2016, 149–50.

	17 For theories about voice production in ancient philosophy, medicine, and grammar, cf. Schulz 2014, 23–79.

	18 On Galen’s comparison, cf. Baumgarten 1962, 121; 164; 171–2.

	19 See Wisse, Winterbottom and Fantham 2008, 371.

	20 Cf. the description of Gracchus’ delivery in Cass. Dio. 25.85.2. According to Cassius Dio, the musician played an accompaniment to help Gracchus to control himself, suggesting that the instrument had a restraining function; this probably concerned the timing and rhythm of his delivery, rather than its pitch and vigor.

	21 Quintilian equates the fistula with the Greek tonarion. But this instrument is mentioned only here, so it raises more questions than answers. West 1992, 113–14, suggests to identify it with the epitonion.
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CHAPTER TWENTY–SEVEN
Between Local and Global: Music and Cultural Identity in Ancient Greece

Mark Griffith



Introduction

At the end of Aristophanes’ Lysistrata (1241–1321), an exuberant celebration (kōmos) takes place in which Athenian and Lacedaemonian men, in alternation, dance and sing, each in their own most characteristic musical styles, in honor of the virgin goddess Athena. The cultural contrast, and the humor, of this scene are fourfold: linguistic (dialect); ritual (Athena “Of the City” [Polias] in Athens vs Athena “Of the Bronze House” [Chalkioikos] in Sparta); choreographic (emphasizing the distinctive Lacedaemonian body‐type and movement‐repertoire, already strikingly presented in the female figure of Lampito)—and also instrumental. For, as the Spartan group gets ready to sing, in heavily Laconian dialect, their Leader issues a command: “My good fellow, take hold of the blowing‐apparatus (physatēria, lit. “bellows”), so that I can dance and sing a fine song for these Athenians here... .’’ The Athenian Leader in response agrees: “Yes indeed, you there, take hold of that blowing‐contraption (physallides)—I just love to watch you all when you dance …!”

Whether the “blowing‐apparatus” that is being summoned here consisted of bagpipes (Henderson 1990) or just a different type of auloi (West 1992, 109), the contrast between Spartan and Athenian music is clearly vital to this final scene. Such musical contrasts are common in societies both ancient and modern (Panegyres 2017; Nettl 2005). In this chapter, I will address the following questions: How unified and homogeneous was “Greek” musical culture? How significant and distinctive were the particular regional, local, and ethnic differences that we read about—intermittently and piecemeal—in the ancient sources? What aesthetic and/or ideological connotations do we find being attached to those regional and ethnic differences? Obviously, the answer to each of these questions would need to be somewhat different according to the particular historical period that we focus on—the “Greek” music scene of around 600 BC wasn’t at all the same as that of about 300 BC or of 100 AD, and likewise the spread of “Greek” culture in general was enormously different at these different periods. But this chapter will set out to provide a mostly synchronic discussion of the main issues.

Music is one of the most instantly recognizable markers of cultural difference throughout the world and is also one of the most effective mechanisms for reinforcing solidarity and fellow‐feeling within a particular community or group. Even apart from the verbal content of particular songs, which may often refer to local or ethnic/historical details of special significance to their singers and audience, the phonic, rhythmic, and tonal characteristics of instrumentation, timbre, tunings, melody, rhythms, phrasing, vocalization, and performance style may often be heard as constituting a distinctive and “authentic” sound for this or that particular community. Such distinctions can often be local/regional, or ethnic, and sometimes of course class‐based as well (i.e., distinguishing “art” music from “folk” or “popular” music). Sometimes the acoustic distinctions are accompanied also by differences of costume, venue, dance forms, and other performance conventions, including mode of audience participation (Nettl 2005; Naerebout 1997; Panegyres 2017).

Even in our modern era, in which recordings, global file‐sharing, and crossover “world music” forms have gone a long way toward homogenizing and blending previously distinct genres and repertoires, we find regional, ethnic, and national differences continuing quite robustly. In many cases, these differences are consciously fostered and valued as important components of local or ethnic heritage. A particular instrument or combination of instruments may immediately identify the performers as deriving from a specific place (e.g. steel pan from Trinidad; gamelan from Indonesia; sitar from India; etc.). Even within one nation‐state or region, several distinct musical forms may coexist, each speaking for and to a very separate constituency. In this chapter, I will explore some of the ways in which local, regional, and ethnic musical differences operated within Greek culture, both in actual practice and in the Greek cultural imaginary. As a general principle, I will take it as axiomatic that music is always local as well as global, and also that music can cross‐pollinate even more easily than language (Gilroy 1993; Berger and Carroll 2003; Akin 2005; Nettl 2005).

First, some definitions. By “local” in this chapter, I mean belonging to a particular town or rural location (e.g. Thebes, or Mt Helicon), whereas “regional”’ will refer to a larger area and/or more composite community (e.g. Boeotia, or Thrace). By “ethnicity,” I refer to a social group (of any size) that regards itself, or is regarded by others, as being somewhat homogeneous in terms of language, customs, genetic heritage, and history/mythology (thus, e.g. Dorian, or Phrygian, or, again, Thracian). Such definitions are (notoriously) never exact or watertight; but I think these should work well enough for our purposes (see further Hall 1997, 2015; McCoskey 2012).

When the Greeks wrote and spoke about their own music, we find them frequently discussing regional and ethnic differences, whereas relatively rarely do they make a point of characterizing Hellenic music as a distinct and unique cultural phenomenon (Panegyres 2017). Not only do ancient musicologists generally have no qualms about attributing key developments in Greek music to foreign (mostly Anatolian or Thracian) importations (e.g., Strabo 10.3.17–23, and Ps.‐Plutarch passim), but they also love to take note of particular local and ethnic characteristics that distinguish one type of Greek music from another. So, for example, the author (probably fourth century BC) of the Hibeh Musical Papyrus remarks that the inhabitants of some regions (Aetolians and Dolopians) prefer diatonic or chromatic tunings, others enharmonic (P.Hibeh 1.13 col. 1.15–2.1; cf. Barker 1984, 183–5 with n. 8); and we may doubt in fact whether local versions of each of these tunings were all really identical (cf. the different microtonic shadings of Arabic/Persian/Turkish maqam tunings). Cultural historians of the fourth century BC such as Heraclides of Pontus and Timaeus already demonstrate an interest in such regional differences, and they are followed (often explicitly) by later and better preserved sources including Strabo, Pausanias, Athenaeus, and Ps.‐Plutarch (West 1992, 327–55; Franklin 2014; Panegyres 2017).

Likewise, the earliest Greek musicians/songwriters whose words (poems, mostly in fragments) have survived make frequent reference to distinctions that appear to be geographically and/or ethnically based. The best known and most enduring of these distinctions, of course, are the labels that they assigned to the various harmoniai, or tonoi (tunings and basic scales)—Dorian, Phrygian, Lydian, Aeolian, Ionian, etc.—none of which, however, appear by the Classical period to refer any longer to actual geographically based differences (Prauscello 2012; see Barker in this volume). But other ethnic and regional factors are prominently featured too in poetic accounts of the origins and characteristics of different instruments, genres/idioms, and song‐types. Some of those labels appear to have been of fictitious and imaginary derivation—though no less interesting and culturally significant for that reason—while others seem to reflect actual differences of styles, repertoire, and instrumentation.



Greek Music and Its Near Eastern Origins

There is no need in this chapter to rehearse in detail the historical evidence for the Greek adoption (via Anatolia and the Levant) of Mesopotamian‐derived musical tunings, instruments, and melody‐types (see Franklin in this volume; also De Simone 2016). The Greeks themselves were generally quite happy to acknowledge the Eastern and Northern origins of much of their music. Their narratives often focused on the “first inventor” (prōtos heuretēs) or on the individuals who first brought this or that artefact or skill into Greece; and their accounts of early Greek music are full of more or less “foreign” names, some of whom we would regard as mythological (the Muses, Dionysus, Orpheus, Linus, Thamyras, Marsyas, the Corybants), others more plausibly historical (Terpander, Arion, Thaletas, Alcman, Lasus)—while several hover somewhere in between (e.g., Olympus, Hyagnis).

Of mythological figures, the Muses (see Murray in this volume) were usually said to come from Pieria, a region bordering Thessaly and Macedonia, while Orpheus and Thamyras (see Sarti in this volume) hailed from even further north, i.e. Thrace. The god Dionysus (see Ieranò in this volume) was imagined as originally importing his celebratory musical rites (thiasoi, orgia) to Greece from Anatolia or Thrace, in tandem with the Great Mother, Cybele. In less obviously mythical mode, most ancient musicologists agreed that mainstream Greek music was heavily indebted to those same eastern and northern regions. Thus, Terpander of Lesbos supposedly brought the first sophisticated string‐music to mainland Greece, with his “melodies/measures” (nomoi) and “tunings” (harmoniai) “curing” the Lacedaemonian community of civil strife and bringing about long‐lasting eunomia (Campbell 1988, T7, T11). This process of “metanastic” poetics—or musicology—whereby a wandering expert is supposed to have “arrived” from afar and introduced precious new cultural wisdom is a familiar trope (Martin 1992; cf. D'Alessio 2009); and in the case of Sparta Thaletas is also credited with achieving more or less the same effect with melodies imported from Gortyn in Crete (Campbell 1988, T4–7). As for the aulos‐tradition, it was a Phrygian (whether Marsyas, or Hyagnis, or Marsyas’ student Olympus) that was generally agreed to have been the founder of the standard Greek aulos‐repertoire, though none of these individuals is said personally to have migrated to Greece (e.g. Pl. Minos 316b, Symp. 215c; Arist. Pol. 8.1339b; cf. e.g. Ath. 4.174e–185a; further Barker 1984, 209–11, 260–72; Bélis 1986; Barker 2011). Lydia too loomed large in Greek musical history (Franklin in this volume).

Greek attitudes to their historical debt to foreign music forms were complex and mixed. Even while acknowledging the priceless benefit that these early musicians from the margins had provided to their musical heritage, many mainstream Greek writers had learned by the fifth century BC to regard the eastern constituents of their Aegean world with some suspicion—especially with regard to artistic production—considering them to be more “relaxed,” “soft,” “luxurious,” “colorful,” etc. than the more sober, upright, and restrained occupants of the mainland—especially those classified as Dorian. The East was supposed to delight in a greater number of strings and “slacker” tunings, and to employ a wider range of instruments (including harps, different kinds of pipes, multifarious percussion) and vocal timbres (ululations, exclamations, incantations); likewise the (eastern‐derived) auloi were recognized as being more versatile and capable of more fluid modulations than the lyre and kithara (e.g. Pl. Resp. 3.398c–399e; cf. Lynch 2016). During the Archaic period such differences had apparently been felt as a cultural plus for those easterners, but later—notably after the Persian invasions—we find these terms of “multiplicity, intricacy, complexity” (poikilia) and “elegance, delicacy” (habrosynē) being used pejoratively, to denote undesirable Asian softness and deviance (and femininity) in contrast to Greek toughness, masculinity, and resilience (Kurke 1992; Csapo 2004; Power 2010).

The musical culture wars that we can trace during the later fifth century, involving the innovations of Melanippides, Timotheus, Philoxenus, and others (see e.g. Barker 1984, 93–8; sometimes dubbed by modern scholars the “New Music,” e.g., Csapo 2004; Lynch 2018; see D’Angour in this volume) are often framed in geographical terms (e.g., Ar. Ran. 1302, 1308, 1326–7, 1356, Ion of Chios fr. 32 West, with Power 2007). But, unlike the case of rhetoric, where “Attic” Greek spoken by men came to dominate the schools and the public performance scene completely, it appears that music of many different kinds and origins played by women, by non‐elite Greeks, and by foreigners (including slaves) continued to be widely listened‐to and popular, despite the (well‐publicized) scorn of elites and conservatives.



Language and Dialect

We generally assume that all songs performed at Greek rituals and festivals were sung in Greek. But one might wonder, for example, when Odysseus speaks of Crete and its ninety cities (Hom. Od. 19.172–7), whether the inhabitants of this famously musical island only ever sang in one language. We have no records as we do for e.g. Bronze Age Hittite festivities (Schuol 2002; Rutherford 2009) of Greek festivals incorporating multilingual performances from different local groups, though we can be sure that when different Greek cities sent a chorus on a pilgrimage (theōria) to perform at a distant site, it would usually sing in that city’s native dialect (Kowalzig 2007; cf. Rutherford 2009). Conversely, the big Panhellenic music festivals such as the Pythian Games, Panathenaea, and Carneia would presumably be venues in which a process of homogenization of musical styles tended to occur. This process will have been fostered too by the Associations of Artists of Dionysus that grew up during the Hellenistic period, especially as these often entailed collaborations between musicians from different cities and localities (Csapo and Slater 1995; LeGuen 2001; Aneziri 2009).

We would love to know, when the Thracian residents of Athens and the Piraeus, together with their Athenian friends, celebrated the festival of Bendis, did they translate all their traditional Thracian songs into Attic Greek? We may doubt it. Similarly, Cyprus, Sicily, and the Anatolian and Thracian seaboards might have witnessed songs in Phoenician or Sicilian or Thracian or Phrygian language/dialect mixed in with Greek ones; for many of the performers would probably have possessed little or no command of the Greek language, even while they could play auloi or kithara or percussion, dance, and even vocalize euoi, iō saba or ite Bakchai effectively enough (Rouget 1985; Parker 2005; Martin 2009).

For discussion of particular foreign and/or regional or local instruments and melodies, see Panegyres 2017 and Terzēs, this volume. As for dances and folk songs, a couple of examples must suffice here. One of the most famous/notorious specimens of musical versatility that we encounter in our ancient sources is Hippoclides’ flamboyant demonstration of dancing prowess, as described by Herodotus (6.129):


As they sat late drinking, Hippoclides, now far outdoing the rest, bade the aulos‐player play him music, and when the aulos‐player did so, he began to dance (…) After a while, Hippoclides bade a table be brought; when it came he danced on it, first with Laconian dance‐figures, and then with Attic ones (…).


The final outcome of Hippoclides’ dancing was of course disgraceful. But we note that it was not in itself peculiar that a dancer—and an accompanying aulete—might know how to perform skillfully in several different local styles (including “Laconian … and Attic”).

We are told also of distinctive folk‐songs that belonged to particular cities or regions (see esp. Panegyres 2017, with numerous references). In most cases, it is the words of these songs rather than the melodies or rhythms that are cited as being distinctive, but occasionally details of costume or dance‐movements are mentioned, too (e.g. Ath. 14.622a–d = PMG Carm. Pop. 851; Ath. 15.697b–c = PMG 853).



Some Particular Regional Musics

It is not possible here to go through every single Greek community about whose music we know something, and to attempt to identify each one's peculiar distinguishing characteristics. I will offer here only some selected examples, concentrating for the most part on regions outside Athens—since Athens tends for obvious, but not always justifiable, reasons somewhat to dominate modern discussion.


Lesbos (Mytilene, Methymna, Antissa)

The most famously musical region of Greece throughout antiquity was the island of Lesbos. Maritime pathways, as well as small‐scale migrations and family connections, kept the islanders in close contact with the artistically rich cultures immediately to the east and north of them. At the same time, during the fifth century the island's main cities intermittently fell under the control of (alternately) the Persians and the Athenians. Throughout the centuries the island thus provided a uniquely rich conduit of “Asian” ideas and sounds into the rest of Greece—and vice versa (Power 2017; Franklin 2008).

One distinctive aspect of Lesbos’ musical culture must have involved the recessive pitch accent of the Lesbo‐Aeolic dialect, which caused the spoken tonal accent to fall on quite different syllables of the individual words of poems written in that dialect as compared with poems composed, e.g. in Attic, Ionic, or Doric. It is likely that the melodies composed for their poems by the songwriter‐poets of Lesbos likewise followed a distinctively different melodic contour from the songs of other regions. But we do not know whether these original melody‐contours were observed when Sappho’s and Alcaeus' poems were sung elsewhere, e.g. by amateur Athenian or Corinthian singers at symposia: were the melodies modified, or new ones even substituted of a more familiar type?

Lesbos’ claim to exceptional musical distinction begins with the great kitharodist Terpander, from Antissa. Terpander and/or his student Cepion is said to have replaced the older four‐string phorminx with their new seven‐string kithara—called “the Asian kithara … because the kitharodes of Lesbos who live right next to Asia used it” (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 6.1133c, 30.1141c; cf. Campbell 1988, Terpander T1, T18, T19, T20). In later generations, Alcaeus and Sappho of Mytilene produced widely admired and influential solo songs, the latter acknowledging also her close affiliations with Sardis and Lydian culture (e.g. Sappho T37, T38 Campbell; cf. West 1992, 71–2; cf. too frs 39, 96, 98, 132, 176 Voigt/Campbell). In the later sixth century, Arion of Methymna pursued an especially lucrative career in Corinth, Western Greece, and elsewhere with his musical innovations and flamboyant performance style (Hdt 1.23–4; Campbell 1991, T1, T4–6; Power 2010, 16–18). Overall, Lesbian kitharodes appear to have dominated the competitions at the Spartan Carneia festivals for many years between the seventh and fifth century BC, so much so that the phrase “after the Lesbian singer” became proverbial (Sappho fr. 106 Voigt/Campbell; cf. Cratinus fr. 263 KA, etc.). The mystique of the island’s musicality persisted into later periods, e.g. with Longus’ charmingly musical regime in Daphnis and Chloe.



Boeotia and Thebes

This was the region of mainland Greece that could claim the strongest ongoing traditions of musical distinction and originality. By comparison, e.g. neighboring Attica was musically rather nondescript, even while Athenians are often found disparaging the Boeotians’ supposed lack of culture (“Boeotian pig …”).

In mythology, we find two different foundation stories about Thebes, both of them highly musical. The first involves Cadmus and Harmonia (!), for whose wedding the Muses themselves performed (Paus. 9.12.3; Nonnus Dion. 5.88; Berlinzani 2004). And in due course was born Cadmus’ grandson, Dionysus: no other major Greek city could claim to be the birth‐ or conception‐place of a god or goddess of Dionysus’ stature, and of course his musicality was unsurpassed. The second foundation story involved Amphion’s marvelous lyre‐playing (see Sarti in this volume). Amphion was also credited during his time spent in Lydia with enhancing the basic Greek lyre by adding three more strings to it—a familiar motif of “Asian” multiplicity and musical luxuriance, parallel to the Terpander tradition. Apart from the city of Thebes itself, the surrounding region of Boeotia presented a landscape full of rich musical traditions: Mount Helicon, Ascra, the Valley of the Muses, and Thespiae were the sites of Hesiod's famous “calling” by the Muses to be a singer and teacher of wisdom (Hes. Theog. 1–115, Op. 635–62), and this region was accordingly much visited and celebrated in later centuries, including major musical festivals (Paus. 9.29.5; cf. too 9.27.5, 9.30.3, 9.38.3; Csapo and Slater 1995, 192; Manieri 2009).

The instrument that especially dominated the musical landscape of Boeotia was the aulos. The best reeds (donakes) for aulos‐playing grew in the marshes of Boeotia's Lake Kopais, and the center of manufacture was located at Orchomenus (Pind. Pyth. 12.24–6; cf. Theophr. Hist. pl. 4.11.1–7; Barker 1984, 186–9; Mathieson 1999, 177–221). In the fifth century BC, Theban auletes were frequently engaged by Athenian chorēgoi for the dithyrambic and tragic competitions at the City Dionysia. Pindar, a Theban through‐and‐through, was said by some in antiquity to have been the son, or nephew, of an aulete, Scopelinus, who taught him this skill first, before handing him over to Lasus of Hermione for lyre lessons. Pindar, in turn, taught aulos‐playing to young Olympichus, who later became the father of another distinguished aulete, Potamon (schol. Pind. Pyth. 3.137b; IG II2 8883 = CEG 2.509; cf. Wilson 2007; Prauscello 2012). Pindar also composed a brilliant choral song of praise honoring an aulos‐player from Acragas (Sicily), named—rather intriguingly—Midas, victor at the Pythian Games in 490 BC (Pind. Pyth. 12).

Further vivid—if perhaps exaggerated/nostalgic—confirmation of Thebes’ pride in its musical, and especially auletic, heritage, is provided by Pausanias (9.12.5–6) and Dio Chrysostom (Or. 7.121). Most famous of all pipe‐players was Pronomos, who also during the late fifth century made important innovations in the design of the instrument. A public inscription (mentioned by Dio Chrys. loc. cit.) set up prominently on the Cadmeia during the fourth century BC stated:



	Greece judged that Thebes conquers all in aulos‐playing,

	and Thebes <adjudged> Pronomos, son of Oeniades <sc. ‘supreme’>.1




It is against this background of Theban and Boeotian pride in the aulos‐business that we should read the various (mostly Athens‐derived) insults leveled against the double‐pipes, in contrast to the elevation of the gentlemanly strings (lyre and kithara). Many of these anti‐aulos discourses, which seem to begin in the mid‐fifth century BC (Wilson 1999; Martin 2003), are framed in terms of “Asiatic” (or specifically “Phrygian”) and low‐class pipes vs. “Greek” (or Apollonian) strings—as in the story of Apollo’s defeat of the satyr Marsyas—without direct reference to Thebes. Nonetheless, we may detect some displacement between these regional prejudices (anti‐Asian or anti‐Theban), especially since the figure of the goddess Athena is often included in the story of (“Athenian”) rejection of the all‐too‐affective, emotive auloi. For hyperconservative critics, the Dionysian (whether Theban or Phrygian) aspects of the pipes were regarded—like other elements of theatrical performance—as a dangerous, and all‐too‐popular, perversion of (what were imagined to be) the sober and ethically solid norms of (Dorian‐based) Greek music (see further Csapo and Wilson in this volume.)



Thrace and the Northern Borderlands (Macedonia, Pieria, etc.)

Immediately to the north of Lesbos, and stretching all the way from Macedonia to Anatolia (roughly = modern Bulgaria) lay the vast expanse that the ancient Greeks referred to as Thrace. In general, Thracians were culturally distinct and non‐Greek‐speaking. Some of them belonged to somewhat unified tribes (Odrysians, Edonians, Getae, etc.); others seem to have functioned as smaller, discrete communities with fluid political status, affiliation, and degrees of autonomy. Thracian clothing, religious cults, and social habits (nomoi) often differed distinctively from Greek norms (Valeva, Nankov, and Graninger 2015). Thracian, as well as Anatolian, slaves were ubiquitous in Athens, some of them fully assimilated and sophisticated speakers of Greek, others distinctly not. Ubiquitous too in Attica were independent metic Thracians engaged in manufacture and retail businesses (Bäbler 1998). Some elite Thracians interacted comfortably with Greek elites through political, business, and marriage relationships. Overall, “Thracian” culture was a loose and capacious category, embracing many differences (and some overlap with Anatolian elements as well). But certain distinctive religious and artistic features of the whole region—and especially its musicality—seem to have been widely recognized, both in myth and in everyday practice.

Separating reality from fantasy in Greek accounts of Thracian‐derived music is not always easy; but there seem in the main to be two quite separate, but equally influential, strands of tradition. One involved the sacred rituals (teletai, orgia) conducted in honor of divinities such as Dionysus, the Great Mother, Bendis, the Cabiri or Corybants, and Sabazius. The other was the tradition of superlative Thracian string players—Orpheus, Thamyras, Linus—a tradition that, in due course, seems to have given rise to a phenomenon in fifth‐century Athens that has been appropriately labeled by one modern scholar as “Thracian chic” (Power 2010, 49, 257; cf. Parker 2005, 170–1).

To begin with the first: Thracian ritual performances. Thrace was (imagined as) a land where Dionysus and similar divinities were especially active. For example, the myth of Lycurgus' rejection of Dionysus and consequent punishment was located there (Hom. Il. 6.131–40); and Aeschylus' tragic tetralogy on this topic (Lycurgeia) was full of musical elements, including a major role for Orpheus (Seaford 2005; Sommerstein 2008). Other musical celebrations conducted in the name of the Corybants, or Idaean Dactyls, or Curetes, or Cabiri, are widely attested, though the details vary. These ceremonies were invariably said to have been imported from elsewhere (Thrace … Samothrace … Anatolia … Crete …); and already by the fifth century BC they had begun to merge with one another and with Dionysian and Mystery cults in general (Strabo 10.3.7; cf. Poerner 1913; Linforth 1941; Rouget 1985; Griffith 2019). Performances were often led by foreign or foreign‐sounding “ministrants” and musicians, with auloi and/or percussion instruments (tympana, kymbala, krembala, seistra; also the rhombos) played in a style geared to producing heightened states of excitement, exhilaration, and/or trance in the listeners, a phenomenon termed by Aristotle and others enthousiasmos or ekstasis or katokōchē (lit. “possession”) (see esp. Arist. Pol. 8.7.1342a1–14; Rouget 1985; Griffith 2019). Many Greek cities and islands adopted various of these Thracian, or Thracian‐style, rituals (Hardie 2004; Parker 2005; Bremmer 2014), usually through local associations or informal groups (thiasoi, orgeōnes). Participation was often geared especially to women and noncitizens, including slaves, but might include members, both male and female, of all social classes: e.g., Plato’s Euthydemus and Menander's God‐possessed Girl (Theophoroumenē).

Among the most distinctive Thracian cults was that of Bendis, who by the later fifth century enjoyed a significant—and very musical—presence in Attica, especially in the Piraeus, where an annual Bendis‐festival was conducted jointly, or alternately, by Thracians and Athenians (Pl. Resp. 1.327a–328a; cf. Parker 2005, 170–1). Sabazius was popular, too, and no less musical (Dem. De cor. 18. 258–60; Parker 2005, 166–9, 325; Martin 2009).

Thracian‐style rituals sometimes involved “incantations, charms” (epōidai, see Provenza in this volume) that were supposed to heal the sick or mentally disturbed, and in some of them the participants might even imagine they were communicating with the dead. An expert in such procedures was known as a goēs (“sorcerer, conjurer, magician,” a term derived from goos = the standard Greek word for “groan, lament”). Thracian “incantation‐specialists” were widely known, both in their homeland and as itinerant practitioners in different regions of Greece (Dodds 1951; Burkert 1962; Furley 1993; for the musical aspects, Hardie 2004; Kolotourou 2011; also Rouget 1985). The Athenian tragedians occasionally presented musical scenes of this type, with aulos‐accompanied songs directed to the dead underground (e.g. Aesch. Pers. 619–702; cf. Cho. 306–465—though both of these are supposedly in Persian style, rather than Thracian), while several other Greek authors presented episodes of magical incantation, usually performed by more or less “foreign” women (Circe, Medea, Simaetha, etc.).

As for the second strand of musical associations that Thrace and Thracians suggested to Greek sensibilities, these, as we noted above, revolved especially around the mythical lyre‐ and kithara‐virtuosos, Orpheus, Linus, and Thamyras. All three were credited not only with extraordinary musical talent but also with distinctive instruments as well as exotic costumes and personalities; and all three met violent ends (Wilson 2009; Sarti in this volume). Once again, we face the question: how reliably do the surviving representations (mainly Athenian or South Italian) from the fifth and fourth centuries BC of these ace musicians reflect actual Thracian dress, instruments, and behaviors? Or was it that the Athenians liked to remember those musical founding fathers as being more colorful, more delicate, and more exotic than their modern counterparts (Tsiafakis 2000; cf. Valeva, Nankov, and Graninger 2015)? Either way, this artistic choice seems to confirm that Thrace continued to resonate strongly in the Athenian imagination as a source of musical brilliance and difference.



Anatolia2—Lydia, Caria, “Phrygia”

Several major musical “inventions” such as Terpander's seven‐stringed kithara (and also the barbitos‐lyre, which he is said to have brought to Greece from Lydia: Ath. 14.635d–e), Marsyas’ or Olympus’ aulos‐tunes (or even the aulos itself), frame‐drums with animal skin heads (tympana), and bronze cymbals, were all regarded by the Greeks as having been employed first in Anatolia and then imported and adopted by Greek musicians. Yet it remains tantalizingly difficult to trace the ongoing musical interfaces between Greek and Anatolian communities during the later Archaic and Classical periods (c. 600–400 BC), partly because the Greek terms “Phrygian,” “Lydian,” etc. were used so loosely and imprecisely (DeVries 2000; cf. Thiemer 1979). Nonetheless, it is clearly the case that performers and audiences during this period believed that several distinctly Anatolian elements could (still) be detected.

In Homeric epic, the civilization of the Trojans, and that of their allies the Lycians (i.e., Luwians), is generally described in terms almost identical to those used for the Achaeans (Greeks), though we may detect hints that the Trojans may be somewhat more sophisticated and musically refined—for example, Achilles’ ornate phorminx (lyre) that was captured from “the city of Eetion” (NW Anatolia, Hom. Il. 9.186–91); Paris as an elegant choral dancer (Il. 3.391–94); aulos‐ and syrinx‐music playing in the evenings (Il. 10.12–13); the funeral lament for Hector (Hom. Il. 24.719–22). The evidence of the Odyssey might likewise support the conclusion that non‐Greek music‐making is imagined as being potentially more elegant and more multifaceted than mainstream Greek (e.g., Crete with its multiple dance‐floors: Od. 19.172–7; the Phaeacians: Od. 8.256–384; cf. too Calypso, Circe, and the Sirens). And indeed, the surviving iconography of Hittite and Minoan Bronze Age societies is richer in musical scenes than anything we find on the Greek mainland at Mycenae, Pylos, or elsewhere (Schuol 2004; Younger 1998).

During the Archaic period, another important “founding‐father” of traditional Spartan musicality, Alcman, was described by several of the ancient sources as not originally a Spartan but a Lydian from Sardis, perhaps from a slave family (Campbell 1988, T1–9, T12). (We have already mentioned Sappho's affiliation with Lydia: see above.) By the early fifth century, however, it is far from clear what counted as “Phrygia(n)” or “Lydian” to mainland Greek audiences (and readers, viewers): Anatolia was almost entirely ruled by Persia, with the previously separate kingdoms largely dissipating and their cultures tending to merge. Meanwhile, Greeks living in Anatolia itself or in Cyprus and islands such as Rhodes, Chios, Lesbos, and Samos, had constant contact with their non‐Greek neighbors and coresidents, and as modern ethnomusicology can attest, musical hybridity in such circumstances is normal, not exceptional. (Music presents no language barrier.)

Negative Greek prejudices concerning “barbarian” and specifically “Asian” inferiority began to become somewhat pervasive from the fifth century on, as noted above. The fact that a high proportion of Greek slaves came from Thrace, Anatolia, Syria, and Egypt doubtless contributed to the growing tendency to regard northerners and easterners as being inferior and degenerate—the dominant stereotypes being of northern fierceness and uncouthness versus eastern softness and effeminacy. But as with most stereotypes, gross contradictions coexisted within the cultural imaginary. For example, we have already noted the intricacy and subtlety that Athenians attributed to ancient Thracian string‐music and its super‐handsome performers; and we find similar contradictions with regard to talented Phrygian aulos‐players—both humans and satyrs. Overall, it is a paradox that the Greeks were so ready to acknowledge the non‐Greek (eastern, northern) origins of much of their musical culture, even while they were learning to despise most other aspects of the civilizations of those very regions.

Of the various Anatolian musical styles/traditions that we hear about during the Classical period, perhaps Carian (along with Mysian) music is the easiest to isolate and define as a distinctive regional‐cultural idiom. Caria, which had been Luwian/Lycian‐speaking in the Bronze Age, covered a large area in SW Anatolia and Cyprus that included such coastal (and largely Hellenized) cities as Miletus, Didyma, Halicarnassus, and Cnidos, as well as numerous inland towns that apparently retained most of their indigenous culture, including their language. The population of Caria thus comprised a mixture of Greek (derived from both Dorian and Ionian colonists) and various non‐Greek elements. Mysia was a distinctly separate region from Caria (further north, and overlapping somewhat with Phrygia); but it seems that the musical characteristics of these two regions were mostly regarded by Greeks as being almost identical (Barker 1984, index s.vv. “Caria,” “Mysia”).

In Athenian tragedy we find references to Mysian‐styled musical lamentation (e.g., Aesch. Pers. 1050–66; cf. “Mariandynian” [= Bithynian] at Pers. 935–40; also “Cissian” at LB 423–28 [= Iranian]). But outside of tragedy, Mysian music is rarely mentioned; and instead it is Carian lamentation that seems to occupy the equivalent musical space in comedy and in fourth‐century prose authors' discussions. Thus, in Plato’s Laws, the Athenian Visitor suggests:


If ever our citizens really need to listen to such songs of grief (oiktōn) (…) then it would be better for foreign choruses from outside to be paid to come and sing, like those who are paid at funerals to “send off” the dead with some kind of Carian music (Karikēi tini mousēi) (…).

(Pl. Leg. 7.800c–e)


And in Aristophanes’ Frogs (1300–3), “Aeschylus” sneers at Euripides’ musical style:



	He picks up his [sc. musical material] from all over the place:

	whores’ tunes (pornidiōn), Meletus’ drinking‐songs (skoliōn),

	Carian pipe‐tunes (Karikōn aulēmatōn), dirges (thrēnōn), dances (…).3




In one of many passages in Athenaeus where a speaker is offering a recherché piece of cultural trivia, we receive further confirmation of the association between Caria and dirges:


The Phoenicians (…) used auloi called gingrainoi‐pipes, just a few inches long, that sounded very high‐pitched and mournful (oxy kai goeron). The Carians too used them in their laments (thrēnoi) (…) Antiphanes [sc. the comic playwright] mentions the gingras‐auloi in The Doctor, and so does Menander in his Carian Dirge‐singer.

(Ath. 4.174f–175a)


In all of these passages the implication is clearly that the regular repertoire for mainstream male Greek performers did not include dirges or similarly affective melodies, vocalizations, costumes, and movements, and that these were assigned to women and/or professional “Carians” instead. Whether these performers would be actual Carians (perhaps, e.g., in Athens, metic Milesians or an ensemble of slave musicians), or whether they might instead be versatile professionals who could play in a number of different styles as occasion and clientele demanded, we cannot tell. Plato’s Athenian suggests that in the model Cretan city of Magnesia such musicians should only be brought in on particular occasions “from outside” (exōthen) (see Prauscello 2014, 183–91).

What about specifically (so‐called) “Lydian” and “Phrygian” music? These terms show up repeatedly in our Greek sources of all periods from the fifth century BC onward; but their specific object of reference is often elusive. Almost all our evidence for Phrygian dress, behavior, and musical culture during this period comes from Greek sources; and Athenian representations especially of “Phrygians” and “Lydians” in the visual arts went through several different stages, several of them far from authentically accurate (DeVries 2000). Nonetheless, there are several distinct markers of eastern or specifically Anatolian musical style and flavor which, whether performed actually by non‐Greek musicians or by Greeks consciously adopting and imitating (what they took to be) Anatolian idioms, clearly played an important role within Greek musical culture at large. These markers include specific instruments as well as particular tunings and types of melody and vocal timbres. First and foremost, of course: the auloi and their real and imaginary history. (Thus Aristotle, for example, in discussing the affective/psychological impact of certain kinds of “enthusiastic” music played on the auloi (Pol. 8.1340a8–12) remarks: “It is generally agreed that the melodies of Olympus [sc. of Phrygian origin] make our souls especially excited (enthousiastikas).”) The satyrs too were usually imagined as belonging originally to Anatolia (or, alternatively, to Thrace): as semi‐human servants and attendants of Dionysus and Cybele they were simultaneously daemonic and animalistic, exceptionally gifted as musicians and dancers, and at the same time absurdly childish and uncouth, thus reflecting on multiple levels, it appears, Greek notions about the non‐Greek (often slave) musicians who so often performed for their enjoyment and excitement (Griffith 2015).

In addition to the aulos, other instruments and types of performance too came to be regarded, rightly or wrongly, as characteristically “eastern” or specifically Anatolian—especially the percussion instruments (tympana, seistra, cymbala, and also rhombos) and various multi‐string harps and zithers that are mentioned (not very frequently) in Classical Greek sources and occasionally pictured on vases: the pēktis, trigōnon, and sambykē—many of them apparently types of instruments played in earlier eras by Assyrian, Egyptian, and Phrygian musical ensembles, both by men and by women, but in Classical Greek contexts only played by women (Maas and Snyder 1989; Matthieson 1999); likewise perhaps the magadis (of uncertain configuration) and pandoura (necked lute). We have very little evidence for Greek music specifically designed to be played on these multi‐stringed or necked instruments; so we can only guess whether those who performed on them were amateurs or professionals and what their ethnic or regional associations may have been. (We might take Arist. Pol. 8.1341a39–41 to confirm that Greek male citizens did not normally learn to play them, at least in the fourth century BC.)

There is plenty more that could be said about the music of other particular regions. In the Peloponnese, Laconia (Sparta) and Arcadia each had distinctive musical traditions (Barker 1984, 214; Calame 1997; Barker 1984, s.vv.; West 1992, 334–5; cf. Polyb. 4.20–21.9; Paus. 4.20); and various individual cities of the Argolid and Isthmus could boast significant contributions, especially during the Archaic period (esp. Sicyon, Phlius, Hermione, Argos, Corinth: see Testimonia in Campbell 1988, 1991 for the poet‐musicians Arion, Ibycus, Lasus, Pratinas, and Sacadas; also West 1992, 338–40). To the east, Cyprus (see esp. Franklin 2014) and to the west, Sicily and southern Italy (see esp. Lepore 1991) also certainly had lively musical cultures that were somewhat distinctive. If one casts the net wider, one can find in Athenaeus, Pollux, and other encyclopedic or anecdotal magpies of the Byzantine era countless names and origins for different kinds of auloi, or stringed instruments, or dances, many of them defined and explained in terms of their geographical origin (Panegyres 2017). But there is not space here to explore them all. Nor can I discuss the shifting and complex music scene of Athens over the centuries, enhanced and complicated as it is by the irresistible musical magnetism, variety, and experimentalism of the Theater of Dionysus. The annual competitions in dithyramb, tragedy, satyr play, and comedy provided rich opportunities for the broadest possible range of music—both “Greek” and ostensibly “non‐Greek”—to be performed by brilliant auletes and actors (from various different origins) and experienced by huge audiences. Within the resultant hybrid mix, distinctly “authentic” local differences were doubtless audible, even while almost nobody in the audience was attempting to track or monitor them systematically.




Conclusion

Greek music overall tended to become more homogenized and standardized through the centuries, with less geographical and ethnic variation: regional and Panhellenic festivals and competitions, including the theater, brought about increasing uniformity of instruments and styles, as did the existence of the Artists of Dionysus. By the Hellenistic and Roman periods, we are told that enharmonic and chromatic tunings had largely died out, leaving diatonic as the universal melodic genos (the surviving notated musical texts confirm this: Pöhlmann and West 2001). But still undoubtedly there persisted, especially in the more remote regions, distinctive traits, melodies, songs, phrasings, styles, and dances (Panegyres 2017), and occasionally professionals might purposely mimic different regional and antiquarian styles for the sake of variety or to please the tourists. In the absence of recordings and of centralized “academies” of music, complete standardization of style and repertoire was never likely to be sought or achieved. The interplay between local and global continued—as it has to this day.
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NOTES
 

	1 See also Anth. Pal. 16.28, Wilson 2007, and the celebrated “Pronomos Vase” (ARV 1336,1; Taplin and Wyles 2012). Further praises of various Theban auletes abound (e.g., IG II2 3064, SEG 58.225, SEG 59.296; West 1992: 97, 106, 366–7).

	2 I will use the standard term “Anatolian” to refer to the region and peoples encompassed, broadly speaking, by modern Turkey. Greek and Roman terms for the various inhabitants of that large region fluctuated considerably; they included: Trojans, Lycians, Phrygians, Lydians, Carians, Mysians, Bithynians, Cilicians, and Pamphylians, in addition, of course, to (Greek) Aeolians and Ionians. The Greeks did not have a specific term for the Hittites nor for the Luwians of the Bronze Age.

	3 See Barker 1984, 115 n. 63, with references.








CHAPTER TWENTY–EIGHT
Music and Gender in Greek and Roman Culture: Female Performers and Composers

Mariella De Simone




The application of the notion of gender to the study of Greek and Roman culture has proved to be most fruitful in the last decades thanks to its definition as a social construction, a “constitutive element of social relationships based on perceived differences between the sexes … a primary way of signifying relationships of power” (Scott 1986, 1071). Polarity of gender has become a key to interpret social and power dynamics and tensions. Gender Studies go beyond the feminist need of restoring female role, social function and artistic manifestations, and consider how women’s participation in culture is affected by specific interactions and conflicts with the parallel universe of men (Andò 2012, esp. 28). The assumption is that each culture—and the ancient ones are no exception—establishes forms and modalities of active feminine presence, but also allows spaces for transgression in which this presence asserts itself in opposition to the official norms of individual communities (Zeitlin 1996; Stehle 1997; Holmes 2012).

According to such perspective, this chapter investigates the extent of women’s participation in Greek and Roman cultural and social life through music, paying attention not only to the few female poetical voices of which we have some evidence (see esp. Lardinois and McClure 2001) but also to any form of involvement of female performers in public and private contexts (including choral activity). Of them, my work analyzes the definition and portrayal within the framework of the male expectations and stereotypes of Greek and Roman societies, for the purpose of interpreting gender dynamics and interactions. I will start from the assumption that, in ancient world, women contributed to cultural production and dissemination mostly through musical activity. This is partly explained by the importance that ancient civilizations ascribed to music as a means of communication. However, a more specific reason is the marked association with the feminine of certain public and private settings in which music played a fundamental role. Beyond the common traits, the specific forms in which these settings can be encountered at different times in different geographic locations influenced women’s presence in the cultural life of each community. For ancient Greece, such diversity opposes to the construction of generalized, normative models, although the surviving evidence are mostly limited to fifth‐century‐BC Athens. In Rome, major changes took place within the dialectic between tradition and innovation that left open spaces of initiative in which alternative models to the cultural and political establishment could be produced. These changes will be traced diachronically, by studying the emergence of different ideological tendencies, and diastratically, through an analysis of various social groups, and will be interpreted through the lenses of gender dynamics.



Women and Music in the Greek World


Singers, Dancers, and Instrumentalists

“Great is your glory if you fall not below the standard which nature has set for your sex, and great also is hers of whom there is least talk among men whether in praise or in blame” (transl. Smith 1919). The discourse that Thucydides (2.45) attributes to the strategos Pericles reflects the ideal of femininity as seen through the eyes of a male Athenian of the Classical Age. Excluded from public affairs and confined to the restricted space of the gynaeceum (the part of the house set apart for them), the Athenian women—especially the legitimate wives—were obligated to silence and devoted to maternal and domestic reproduction (Duby and Perrot 1990, V), expressing their virtue by passively witnessing the actions of men. However, if we consider the entire corpus of Hellenic sources, we can question such a rigid paradigm: in ancient Greece women communicated and expressed themselves in ways that vary across historical periods and geographic locations. They did so with their voices, sound, and gesture, and their communities bestowed legitimacy on these expressions. The hetairai were the only women permitted to attend the symposia as aulos, barbitos, or harp players (the so‐called psaltriai), or as dancers and percussionists. Despite their low social status (mostly slaves or strangers), they were often better educated than the legitimate wives and granted access to an elitist space from which the latter were barred. The hetairai’s presence in the context of entertainment for adult male citizens was regulated by male conventions (see esp. McClure 2003), that also determined, for instance, the proportion of water and wine the symposiasts were allowed to consume and which songs they performed. Hence, although the hetairai were considered less morally debased than the common prostitutes (the so‐called pornai) and integrated within an aristocratic framework of gift exchange (since, according to the male perspective, “the hetaira gratified her patron pros charin, ‘as a favour’”; see Kurke 1997, 112), they were introduced into the male elitarian sphere of the symposium to acquiesce to the needs of the symposiasts providing them with music and erotic pleasures (as shown by iconographic evidence as well as by literary sources, cf. Rocconi 2006; a thorough investigation of the figure of hetaira in Book 13 of Athenaeus’ The Learned Banqueters is McClure 2003).

However, Greek sources do not provide only examples of foreign or enslaved female musicians. Paradoxically, the other women that shared with the hetairai a systematic association with music were females of high descent. The girls that participated in choral performances, such as at religious festivals requiring an active intervention of the feminine, came from families of high renown, or were, at the very least, fully integrated in their own communities. Iconographic evidence shows that women’s involvement in choral performances (which included song, dance, and instrumental accompaniment; see Weiss in this volume) far outstripped that of men: from the eighth century BC onward, female choruses are often represented on iconography, attesting a widespread culture of female choreia all over the Greek world (Budelmann and Power 2015, 253).

There were several occasions for women’s and girls’ chorus‐performances, especially within public polis festivals. The institution of women’s choirs, often associated with initiation rites (Bruit Zaidman 1990, 384–5) and/or periodical celebrations (which in Delos lead to the establishment of a permanent female chorus), is attested for Sparta, Elis, Thebes, Argos, Ephesus, Magnesia on the Meander, Samos (Calame 1985). Their importance within the divine worship depends on the fact that they were considered a form of offering to the deities with the purpose of gaining their favor (Kowalzig 2004, 2007, esp. 70–2; Weiss in this volume). In Classical Athens, where there is no direct proof of the presence of women’s choirs in institutional contexts and the iconography of female ensembles disappears by the beginning of the fifth century, we have evidence of women’s choreia “mostly outside of the male‐chorus‐dominated civic festival performance culture and its institutions” (Budelmann and Power 2015, 254). Budelmann and Power (255) distinguish four different contexts in which the Athenian girls and women performed in choirs: polis festivals in Athens, where female performances were marginal and took place at night; private festive contexts; extra‐urban cults (at Brauron, Halai Araphenides, Mounichia, Eleusis); female‐only festivals (Thesmophoria, Adonia). They argue that such female choral activity left few traces in Athenian sources because of the democratic (male) Athenian tendency to be deliberately elusive in representing women’s choruses and choral experiences (Budelmann and Power 2015, 280–7).

In contrast to these female performances in polis sponsored festivals, we find the ecstatic choral dances of orgiastic cults, plainly attested in Athenian iconography (Budelmann and Power 2015, 276–8): the solemn, composed demeanor of women dancing in institutional contexts, whose rich clothing easily suggests their high status, contrasts with the female figures engaging in the trance‐inducing Dionysian dance, who show disordered movements and disheveled mops of hair. This model of chorality sharply diverges from the examples discussed above: in public festivals, especially outside Athens, the girls’ religious integration was realized through their choral performances in civic rituals, under the control of men and in abidance of the established rules of the polis. The maenads’ wild dance, instead, symbolizes the disintegration of the constituted order and expresses otherness in contravention to the normative codes established by men.

Finally, women participated in musical performances within familiar rites such as funeral and wedding ceremonies. Music took a central role in these occasions, when event songs (i.e., funeral lamentations called thrēnoi and wedding chants such as hymeneals and epithalamia) were often performed by women and, at times, by mixed groups of men and women, as attested by Homer (Od. 23.146–51, cf. Power in this volume) and later sources (collected in Budelmann and Power 2015, 260–4).



Musicians on Stage?

Whether women participated as performers in Greek drama has been one of the most debated issues among modern scholars. The debate has been recently rekindled by the systematic analysis of the iconographic evidence on some Italiote vases dating from the fourth century BC onward (see esp. Hughes 2008). Many of these images depict theatrical scenes, as seems to be indicated by the presence of architectonic elements that recall the structure of the theater stage. In some of them, we can distinguish female figures, in an unmistakable white color, playing an instrument (usually the aulos, see Terzēs in this volume) or dancing and performing acrobatic movements. They are not actresses performing the fifth‐century‐BC Attic drama, but rather instrumentalists, dancers, and acrobats involved in popular forms of theater typical of the Greek colonies of Magna Graecia, such as mime and farce. Such iconographic evidence can put into question generalizing women’s exclusion from theatrical performances, reopening the debate about the hypothesis, advanced by some scholars, that they were sometimes present on the Attic comic stage. Considering also the difficulty for a man of playing the aulos while dressed in a women’s costume, the mute female figures who frequently appear as musicians in Aristophanes’ comedies could in fact be played by real women. An example is the Lady Nightingale of Aristophanes’ Birds, who, as Barker has convincingly argued, represents “everything that is musically debased” (Barker 2004, 204) and stands as a personification of the erotic charge and the excesses of the so‐called “New Music” (see D’Angour in this volume). She is an instrumentalist who plays the pipes as the women who provided the male symposiasts with erotic pleasures (see above). If we identify the Nightingale‐piper with the musician of the entire play, we might suppose that her sensual appearance acted as “a continuing visual comment on the music and the play as a whole” (Barker 2004, 203). Such a function would hence be very similar to the role attributed to the Muse of Euripides in the Frogs (1308), realized by a potsherds player through which “the poet would have poked fun at the Euripidean erotic‐and‐exotic inspiration” (De Simone 2008, 489), as denounced and parodied by Aeschylus’ character. In a similar vein, also the figure of Lady Nightingale might stand as a symbolic expression of specific musical meanings, and her trivial and lascivious attitude could be incarnated into a “real” female body (for a similar hypothesis in a different comic context, see Gianvittorio 2018).



Women at Music Schools: Teachers and Students

In Classical Greece, women could not attend school, not even the “private” schools run by music and gymnastics teachers that oversaw the education of boys belonging to the aristocratic élite. This is what we are inclined to conclude from the silence of the sources, occasionally broken by some clues of uncertain interpretation that might distort our historical assumptions (Wolicki 2015). For example, girls involved in ritual choruses had to learn to sing and dance: we are informed that “above all in Sparta but also in other Greek poleis, groups of women were prepared in an institutionalized manner for performances in the chorus under the direction of a poet‐choregos” (Wolicki 2015, 309; sources in Calame 1997; see also Hagel and Lynch 2015, 402–3).

We can speak of true, proper schools designed for boys and girls only since the early Hellenistic period: the inscriptions on the activity of instruction centers that taught music and writing in various regions of Hellas attest the presence of female students (sources in Cole 1981; see also Deslauriers 2012), which had been already confirmed, for Crete and Sparta, by Plato’s Protagoras (342d). In the Laws (804d–e), Plato spoke in favor of men and women receiving identical education in music and gymnastics, perhaps advocating the adoption in Athens of the oligarchic paideutic model of Sparta. But women in Athens were not totally excluded from musical education even before, if we also consider the hetairai who entertained male symposiasts with music and pleasures of Eros (cf. Wolicki 2015, 313–14). Iconographic evidence from the end of the fifth century BC onward shows female dancers and aulētrides together with their female teachers: see, e.g. the red‐figure phialē by the Phiale painter, Boston 97.371 (Neils and Oakley 2003: 255–6, figs . 58–9). The setting in which these figures act can be identified as the auletridōn didaskaleia, the schools for hetairai mentioned contemptuously by Isocrates (Antid. 287), and Lucian (Salt. 25). The teacher depicted on the phialē is clearly a woman, probably an older hetaira who taught dance and music to young women destined to follow her footsteps.



Composers

In a culture produced by men and mostly addressed to men, the memory of few women has been preserved by their own verses, that were musically performed at least until the fifth century BC (McIntosh Snyder 1989, 38–98; Lardinois and McClure 2001). The activity of these composers was not based in Athens, which was a limiting case in wariness toward female participation in culture, but in other locations such as Lesbos (Sappho of Mytilene), the Boeotia (Myrtis of Anthedon and Corinna of Tanagra) and the Peloponnese (Telesilla of Argos, Praxilla of Sicyon). Some of these women engaged in paideutics, occasionally with male students (emblematic is the case of Myrtis and Corinna, who are both said to have instructed Pindar). The themes treated in their verses, many of which could not be recovered from the surviving fragments, are extremely varied. Although the lyric/amorous themes are predominant, we find allusions to political and patriotic issues, too. Metapoetic references are rare (they can be found especially in Sappho), and nothing suggests the codification of a female canon in a deliberate contraposition to a male one.

We know little to nothing of their music. We learn that Sappho was credited with certain innovations, among which the introduction of the Mixolydian harmonia in lyric poetry (Aristox. fr. 81 Wehrli = Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 16.1136cd, with Mathiesen 2004). Much has been written about the fame of these women: each of them was greatly honored (at least locally) and earned a place in the androcentric literary culture of ancient Greece. This would not have come to pass had their verses not “spoken” to the male public as well (Bowie 2016): it is a man who dedicated a painting to Corinna at Tanagra (and to her victory over Pindar at Thebes), and it is another man who informs us about this fact (Pausanias 9.22.3). A limited number of verses from her compositions are still available today, albeit only because various men have transcribed them over the course of history, thus saving them from oblivion.




Women and Music in Rome


Musical Education and the Evolution of the Feminine Paradigm

The ideology of Republican Rome, as embodied in the traditional mos maiorum, conceived the ideal woman as chaste, honest, virtuous, moderate, devoted to her husband, and committed to the care of children. Given away to her husband by the pater familias, and totally excluded from the virilia officia, her main function was to produce offspring, failing which she risked even being issued a repudium (Rousselle 1990, 339–46). Nonetheless, a diachronic analysis of the processes at work in ancient Rome reveals cultural changes that influenced directly the ideological and value paradigms over time, contesting and at the same time redefining the foundations of traditional morality. In particular, starting with the late Republic, the Hellenization of customs and culture entailed the gradual diffusion of a less exclusive model of education. This model was characterized by the introduction of new subjects, including music (singing and accompaniment on stringed instruments), expanded to also reach some women of the more “progressive” (and openly philhellenic) aristocratic élite. The earliest known case is that of Cornelia, the mother of the Gracchus brothers, who already in the second century BC had knowledge of Greek and was able to “entertain, and patronize, Greek scholars and men of letters in her villa in Misenum” (Hamelrijk 1999, 21). But examples of women’s involvement in musical activities, though initially rare, increased in number and diversity, starting with the first century BC.

Speaking of another Cornelia, daughter of Quintus Metellus Scipio and fifth wife of Pompeius the Great, Plutarch emphasizes her many cultural interests encompassing literature, music, geometry and philosophy (Plut. Pomp. 55). Cornelia’s family was among the foremost promoters of this cultural change, giving women as well as men the opportunity to accede to the new forms of paideia (see Raffa in this volume). There is a note of ambiguity in Plutarch’s judgment of Cornelia: his mention of her praiseworthy lack of zealotry and pretension “despite” her studies and doctrina is by no means insignificant.

Much more pronounced is the condemnation of Sempronia (see also Alonso Fernández in this volume), a high‐ranking matron accused by Sallust of participating in the scandalous conspiracy organized by Catiline in 63 BC. This paradigmatic portrait (Cat. 2.25) is meant to denounce what he sees as the rampant depravity of the Roman noblewomen:


Now among these women was Sempronia, who had often committed many crimes of masculine daring. In birth and beauty, in her husband also and children, she was abundantly favoured by fortune; she was well read in Greek and Latin literature, able to play the lyre and dance more skilfully than a respectable woman need, and had many other accomplishments which minister to voluptuousness. But there was nothing that she held so cheap as modesty and chastity; you could not easily say whether she was less sparing of her money or of her reputation; her desires were so ardent that she sought men more often than she was sought by them (…) Nevertheless, she was a woman of no mean endowments; she could write verses, tell jokes, and use language which was modest, or tender, or wanton; in fine, she possessed a high degree of wit and charm.

(Transl. Rolfe 1955)


Here the contrast with the traditional model of matron is extremely evident, amplified rather than attenuated by Sallust’s reference to Sempronia’s noble birth, beauty, wits and doctrina. The latter is proved, once again, not only by her knowledge of Greek and Roman literature but also by her prowess as a dancer, lyre player and, last but not least, her ability to compose verses. Nonetheless, the absolute lack of modesty and decorum that Plutarch could attribute to the similarly endowed Cornelia (Sallust’s censure of an education more refined “than a respectable woman need” is telling here) pushed Sempronia well outside the boundaries of the feminine paradigm formulated by the supporters of mos maiorum.

As the examples above clearly illustrate, in Roman society a limited participation of women of the higher classes in culture, spurred by the inflow of Greek artists and intellectuals and by the spread of the philhellenic “fashion,” was realized first and foremost through music, even if in clear antagonism to the traditional norms of decorum. The musical practices imported from Greece, together with some philosophical movements of Hellenic origin, became instrumental to the promotion and diffusion of new paradigms and value systems: in this process of cultural renewal and differentiation, women were also, albeit marginally, involved (Michelini 2001, 24). Some of them suffered scorn and explicit condemnation from the supporters of traditional ethics, who considered their conduct unworthy of their noble birth. Trained in music and dance according to the Greek custom, these women were treated with contempt and suspicion even when not openly accused of licentious and immoral behavior. An anecdote attributed to Scipio Aemilianus, and reported by Macrobius (Sat. 3.14.7), denounces the deplorable behavior of high‐born boys and girls accused of attending music and dance schools, as if they were slaves and prostitutes (Hamelrijk 1999, 77–9).

Despite the anti‐Hellenic propaganda carried out by conservative intellectuals, however, the historical processes’ evolution from the early Imperial period onward attests the perseverance and consolidation of the paradigm of the matrona docta. Nonetheless, its subversive and destabilizing effects were neutralized by its full integration with the traditional model of female virtue and devotion (Hamelrijk 1999, 30 and 80). Calpurnia, wife of Pliny the Younger, was one of the most emblematic examples of this kind. In one of the Epistulae dedicated to her (4.19), Pliny subsumed his spouse’s literary interests and musical talents to marital reverence and devotion (“Her affection for me has given her an interest in literature … She sings my verses and sets them to her lyre, with no other teacher but love, who is the best instructor” transl. Hamelrijk 1999). Similarly, in praising his stepdaughter, begotten in a previous marriage to his wife Claudia, Statius kept on emphasizing that her talent and musical aptitude (she could sing, play the lyre, and set her stepfather’s verses to music) were nothing compared to her innocence and modesty (Silv. 3.5.63–7). In this way, during the Principate “musical training came to be accepted in Roman society and could be regarded as a sign of high social status also for women” (Hamelrijk 1999, 80). That, however, was possible only by subordinating such activities to the exercise of virtue and the adherence to the traditional role of the devoted wife. The feminine ideal advocated by the supporters of mos maiorum was still forcefully extolled, although it gradually started to incorporate also “newly fashionable” artistic talents. The matrona docta, subject to overt condemnation by traditionalists during the Late Republican Age, was later tolerated, albeit in a “domesticated” form subordinated to men; but the recognition of her social status became contingent upon displaying virtues such as modesty and sobriety.



The “Courtesan”: Love Poetry and the Paradigm of Docta Puella

Such virtuous behavior, explicitly required for women of high standing, was not universally imposed in all the contexts and environments of Roman culture. In neoteric and elegiac love poetry, from the late Republic to the Augustan Age, mistresses and courtesans embodied a feminine ideal that contrasted with and sometimes inverted the traditional paradigm of the chaste and devoted matron.

The woman described in this kind of poetry, especially the so‐called docta puella, seduced and provoked fascination with her poetic taste, dancing and musical skills, learned and intelligent conversation. Her sexual liberty and lack of inhibition “have given rise to the assumption that the women of Roman love poetry are of the ‘demi‐monde,’ possibly Greek women of freed status” (Hamelrijk 1999, 76; see also James 2003, 8 and 37). Sextus Propertius’ beloved Cynthia was praised not only for being a gifted dancer and musician, but also for her pronounced poetic taste and ability to compose verses, so as to rival those of Corinna (Prop. 1.2.27–8 and 2.3.21–2, with Heyworth 2007). In his Amores, Ovid admits to being susceptible to the charms of women able to criticize his verses as well as sweetly modulate their voices and skillfully play the lyre (2.4.21–2 and 25–32; 2.11.31–2; other sources in Hamelrijk 1999, 272–3 n. 94). These passages do not pass ambivalent judgments on a doctrina that would ill befit the decorum expected of an honest and reserved woman. Rather, the paradigm of the virtuous and devoted matron is here surpassed and turned upside down. The lyric and elegiac poets considered musical and artistic talent to be a true instrument of seduction, through which free, unprejudiced girls could achieve sexual emancipation. The question of their social status—whether they were low‐class hetairai, as evidence seem to indicate (Fedeli 1987, 17; James 2003), or uninhibited and unfaithful matrons (Setaioli 2003, 244)—intersects that of their possible contextualization in any Roman historical reality. According to Veyne (1983), the docta puella was only a literary construction, while James, although confirming the interpretation of the elegiac learned girl as a poetic fiction “based on the models of the meretrix and hetaira of New Comedy” (2003, 35), finds a real counterpart of these figures in Roman women like Volumnia Cytheris (see below) and recognizes their capacity to embody a feminine ideal that stands in deliberate opposition to the chaste and devoted matrona.



Performers and Composers

In reviewing James’ book on the “learned girls” in Roman love elegy (James 2003), Setaioli argues that the doctrina of the elegiac docta puella does not belong to the literary paradigm of the New Comedy courtesan, but is a neoteric—i.e. Roman—innovation (Setaioli 2003, 246). He cites Catullus 35.16–7 (Sapphica puella / Musa doctor), where the poet commends the unknown puella of his friend Caecilius, and the incipit of Gallus’ third poem contained in the Qasr Ibrîm papyrus (tandem fecerunt carmina Musae / quae possem domina deicere digna mea). Indeed, the paradigm of the docta puella can be recognised in Gallus’ beloved Lycoris, mentioned also by Virgil as the “reader”1 of his song for Gallus (Ecl. 10.2–3) and identified by ancient sources with the mime‐actress Volumnia Cytheris, lover of Marc Antony and mistress of Gallus (Traina 2001; Panayotakis 2006, 132–3; Keith 2011). In the fourth century AD, Servius (ad Ecl. 6.11) even mentioned an oral (musical? = cum … cantasset in theatro) performance of Virgil’s Eclogue 6 by Cytheris/Lycoris: having attended it, Cicero would have praised Virgil’s poetry and acknowledged his genius.

It does not concern us whether the historical Cytheris truly performed Virgil on stage, nor whether her interpretation really led to Cicero’s enthusiastic praise (the anecdote could be a biographical construct realized “bringing together the rising literary star of the Augustan age with a notorious femme fatale as well as the most acclaimed author of the late Republic”: Höschele 2013, 49). What counts here is that a celebrated performer of the Augustan age, one of the many actresses and female musicians who performed in popular shows,2 was identified with Gallus’ beloved docta puella, and credited to have performed a Virgilian poem.

Once again, what emerges is the ambiguous male attitude toward women’s active participation in culture: this celebrity of the ancient “star‐system,” lover of Marc Antony and known by the name of Cytheris, was also unfavorably portrayed by Cicero, who described her shamelessly reclining at a dinner‐party, or discrediting Marc Antony in a public appearance, when he carried her with him in an open litter like a second wife (sources in Keith 2011, 39–45). Because of her profession and fame (the mimic and pantomimic exhibitions were known for their strong erotic charge: Tedeschi 2017, esp. 201, 266, 282–3), she certainly embodied the antithesis of the chaste and reserved wives. Yet her “literary counterpart,” i.e. the Muse of the love‐elegist Gallus called Lycoris, was celebrated for her doctrina, becoming a “means of publicly acknowledging … the achievement of a new literary genius, Virgil” (Höschele 2013, 51). Moreover, the late account of her recital of Virgilian poetry elevated her artistic reputation, together with the prestige of the popular genre with which she was associated (Panayotakis 2008, 193). In this respect, she can be considered the perfect paradigm of the docta puella celebrated by the Roman love elegists: uninhibited mistress of low social status, she was turned into a “literary figure” admired for her charm and artistic talent.

Servius’ anecdote can be usefully added to other sources that mention performances of Virgil’s poetry (esp. Tac. Dial. de orat. 13; Macr. 5.17.5; Suet. Ner. 54; VSD 26: Höschele 2013, 44–7, with sources and previous bibliography), and raises the question about the possibility that Latin poetry—not only Virgil’s works, but also neoteric and elegiac poems—could be orally (even musically) performed, a complex issue that has recently been much debated. Scholars diverge in their interpretation of the numerous literary references to musical items that we may read in Latin carmina based on Greek models: are these mere figures of speech or rather evidence of a real performance? This question has been raised especially with regard to Horatius’ carmina, which often evoke music (see also Galasso in this volume). Some scholars (Scoditti 2007; Bugada 2008; Pöhlmann 2010), while acknowledging that his poetry explicitly targeted a public of readers and circulated primarily in written form, are inclined to interpret these references not simply as evocations of traditional Hellenic (mostly Aeolic) formulas, but as allusions to real performance practices that could vary according to the specific occasion (including their reuse at the symposia). A different view is that of Rossi (1998) and Wyslucha (2018): the latter advanced the hypothesis that the elegiac poets created an artificial motivic repertoire of musical items for this genre, redefining the role and character of some musical instruments (as the tibia and the tuba) for the sake of elegiac conventions.

This question, substantial for determining the audience and the reception of Latin poetry in Late Republican and Early Imperial Ages, also concerns the poetic compositions of the few female poets whose memory was preserved by tradition. One thinks of Sulpicia, niece of the powerful patron Messalla Corvinus, who instituted an important literary circle that also included Ovid and Tibullus. To her are currently attributed few love verses contained in the corpus tibullianum: they attest an emancipation of customs and a rejection of rules that remind us of the behavior of the more subversive matrons (as Sempronia in Sallustio’s portrait, who is described as “able to compose verses,” Cat. 2.25) and of the doctae puellae extolled by Ovid and Tibullus in their love poems. Furthermore, one thinks also of Clodia Metelli, wife of proconsul Quintus Caecilius Metellus Celer and often identified with Catullus’ Lesbia on the basis of Apuleius’ testimony (Apol. 10; see Skinner 2011, 131–44). Of her Cicero (Cael. 64) might have suggested that she composed fabulae (perhaps referring to mime), if we are to interpret literally his expression veteris et plurimarum fabularum poetriae (that might, however, simply allude to the noblewoman’s alleged propensity to make up “fictitious tales” and, by extension, to her faithlessness as a prosecution witness: Hamelrijk 1999, 167–8).

All these women, whether real or imaginary, achieved their emancipation and made their stand against the imposed rules by openly embracing the new model of culture and education, and by displaying their musical, vocal, and orchestic abilities. Such ways of transgression were represented and judged by men, and it is this male stigmatization that accounts for the striking similarity among the portrayals of Sempronia, Clodia Metelli, and Volumnia Cytheris, despite the differences of birth and rank: the stereotypes of female licentiousness and lack of modesty, which contrasts the ideal of the devoted wife, summarize men’s reaction to the attempts at female emancipation.

Meanwhile, to both Clodia Metelli and Volumnia Cytheris is attributed a literary counterpart in Roman love poetry, but the unconventional behavior of Lycoris and Lesbia, together with their artistic cognizance, seemingly earned the puellae “nothing but praise of their poet‐lovers” (Hamelrijk 1999, 168), even if their libertine and freed attitude causes the poet’s pain and suffering. Their same pseudonyms refer to their alleged poetic gifts:3 Catullus’ Lesbia (= Clodia) was an homage to Sappho; Gallus’ Lycoris (= Cytheris), as well as Propertius’ Cynthia and Tibullus’ Delia, celebrated the god of poetry (Lycoreus is one of the peaks of Parnassos, and also a cult‐epithet of Apollo); Ovid’s Corinna referred to the famous Greek poetess. But their sensuality and lack of inhibition, although admitted and even emphasized in the context of Latin love poetry, confirms the male paradigm of the debauched and lascivious mistress, used by Cicero and the supporters of mos maiorum to condemn the misbehavior of real women. In consoling Gallus for the pain and suffering caused by his passion for Lycoris, Virgil explicitly speaks of indignus amor (Ecl. 10.10), and identifies the source of his infelicity in the unfaithful behavior of his Muse, who followed another man “through piles of snow and horrid encampments” (Ecl. 10.23) during a military campaign. In criticizing the unbridled eros of the amator for his puella, “he conforms to the conventional Love/War opposition that is basic to the semiotics of Latin amatory elegy” (Davis 2012, 147), and to a fictitious and stereotypical female portrayal already partly outlined by Roman love poetry. The understanding of men’s attitude toward women displaying musical/poetic flair passes through such literary constructions, which, even if alternative to Cicero’s explicit condemnation of the uninhibited meretrix, are anyhow artificial portrayals designed to conform to cultural expectations and conventions defined within a peculiar (and male) poetic tradition.
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NOTES


	1 But legat here could also mean “may put on stage,” alluding to her mimic activity: Höschele 2013, 52.

	2 As documented by papyri and epigraphic sources: Tedeschi 2017, 197–290.

	3 According to the tradition of Roman love poetry, the pseudonyms of these women have the same number and stress pattern of syllables as the real woman’s name.








CHAPTER TWENTY–NINE
“Old” and “New” Music: : The Ideology of Mousikē

Armand D’Angour





	I don’t sing (ouk aeidō) the old songs

	for my new (kaina āma) songs are superior.

	Young (neos) is the Zeus who reigns—

	in olden times was Kronos in charge.

	Away with you, ancient Muse!



(Timotheus PMG 796)
 



This fragment of lyrics from a song composed by Timotheus of Miletus, the best‐known representative of the “New Musicians” of the late fifth century BC, presents a bold, self‐referential assertion of musical progress. In claiming that what he sings is not just new but better, Timotheus makes a declaration of aesthetic superiority that encompasses the words of his song and the music to which they are set. His verbal novelties may be taken to include idiosyncratic forms and expressions, such as perhaps are found here in the uncontracted aeidō for “sing” and the archaic‐sounding āma for “my.”1 His musical improvements may be taken to include the rhythms, melodies, harmonic structures, the use of instruments, and other features of performance that will have constituted, both in this instance and more generally, mousikē. While most of the latter elements are unrecoverable, the rhythms of the song inscribed in the metre of the words show that the last three lines of this fragment are a series of ionics (∪∪ — —, short‐short‐long‐long; see Lynch in this volume). This is a metre that draws attention to its exotic foreign provenance, in this case also reminding us that Timotheus’ native Ionia lent its name to one of the musical modes and was considered a source of Greek musical innovation.2

The lyric fragment describes the progression from old to new in terms of a political metaphor, relating to the succession of the rulers of Olympus. The former supreme deity Cronus (Kronos) has been supplanted by his son, the young (neos) Zeus, now sovereign of the Greek pantheon. Neos picks up on the earlier kainos, suggesting that Zeus is also both a “new” and a “modern” ruler, in the way that the music of Timotheus is both new and avant‐garde.3 Just as the older god has yielded power to the younger deity, the “ancient Muse,” a personification of earlier musical styles and sounds that Timotheus claims to be superseding, may bluntly be told to make herself scarce.

Timotheus’ metaphor (even his use of archōn recalls the contemporary political institution) suggests the promotion of an explicit musical “ideology.” The suggestion was subject to a literal construal by Plato in Republic Book 4, where he has Socrates quote Damon of Oa, the musical theorist active in the 440s and 430s as adviser to Athens’ leading statesman Pericles, as having declared to Socrates’ approval that “styles of music are never changed without bringing about alterations in the most fundamental sociopolitical institutions (nomoi).”4 The rapturous public reception of the progressive styles of music that Plato encountered in his youth century evidently struck the philosopher with a deep sense of alarm. He dwells in Republic and Laws on the social and ideological implications of musical change, and proposes that constraints should be imposed on the kind of music allowed in his ideal state. Parallels in later historical periods from the Renaissance to the Jazz Age demonstrate that music of emotional extremes, set to words that imply subversion and resonating socially progressive viewpoints, are often construed by conservatives as an impetus for political instability.



The New Music

Timotheus’ lyrics constitute one of many reflections by ancient musicians, philosophers, and commentators, on the impact of “the New Music,” the term used for developments in musical styles and techniques in Athens during the fifth century BC. To many, the sounds and practices associated with the New Music signalled a dramatic change in the very nature of musical expression; as Timotheus’ allusion to the displacement by Zeus of Cronus proposes, they were felt to herald a revolution.5 Although they attracted the censure of traditionalists, New Musicians such as Melanippides, Phrynis, Kinesias, Krexos, Philoxenus, and Telestes enjoyed great popularity.6 They were particularly associated with dithyrambs, which by the fifth century were annual large‐scale circular dances staged in the theater and involving a large proportion of citizen participants.7 Music unaccompanied by words lacked the cultural prestige of sung music, but would have been heard in formal and informal contexts. In symposia, for instance, pipe‐playing female slaves provided traditional musical entertainment (see De Simone in this volume); while elite competitive contexts such as the Pythian Games featured expert pipers vying to win the prize for innovative sounds, as heard in performances of nomoi (musical set pieces) such the Pythian Air and Athena‐nomos for solo aulos (see Power in this volume).8

In the mid‐fifth century, advanced kinds of aulos playing were associated with professional non‐Athenian musicians such as the renowned Pronomos of Thebes who, writes Pausanias, “thrilled audiences with his facial expressions and the movement of his body” (9.12.6). The popular response to the auletic virtuosity evident in New Musical performances was not shared by elite commentators, who disparaged “theatrocratic” tendencies.9 An anecdote about the aristocratic Alcibiades, who cast away his aulos because it distorted his features, implies that considerations of social class were involved; a gentleman might play the lyre but could not be expected to be a competent aulete (Plut. Alc. 2.5–7). Philosophical critics disapproved of the instrument’s multivalent capacities, railing at its volubility and indeterminacy: unlike a plucked lyre‐string, the pitch of an aulos note is easily varied. The fact that auletes must use their mouth to emit noverbal sounds also made the aulos ideologically suspect, as if it were antipathetic to logos;10 and the way performers blew their cheeks in and out, frog‐like, to perform circular breathing made playing the instrument a visibly indecorous activity.11 The conflict between new and old music is baldly represented in Aristophanes’ Frogs as one between aulos and kithara, the latter strummed by stuffy old‐school performers, the former associated with the inventive “music‐loving race” of frogs (Ran. 240: philōidon genos).12

The New Musicians proclaimed their ideology, like Timotheus, in the words of their songs. A modern listener will not expect to find remarks about musical practice in the libretto of an opera, but classical Greek poetry is notoriously self‐referential. “Hear me lead off the lovely song of Lord Dionysus, the dithyramb,” declaims Archilochus, engaging a responsional chorus in the archaic dithyramb (fr. 120, with D’Angour 2013, 200–1). “Take down my Dorian lyre from its peg,” sings Pindar’s troupe (Ol. 1.17–19), apparently signaling the Dorian harmonia.13 Euripides’ Trojan Women (514–16) has the chorus bid the Muse “Sing a funeral dirge about Troy in novel strains beset with tears, for now I will wail my song for Troy” (Sansone 2009). The “novel strains” would in practice have been distinguishable from the sounds used in traditional tellings of the tale of Troy, such as those sung by kitharodes, professional singer‐players who accompanied their songs with the kithara. Such performances, we may infer from Aristophanes’ Frogs, were associated with melodically repetitive singing interspersed with the strummed tophlattothrat (Ar. Ran. 1284–97; Power 2010, 120).

Given the dominance of sung music in Greek musical culture, audiences were guided to think about the music by the very words of the lyrics, which drew attention to their use of novel elements and styles. The tradition of poets promoting novelty had Homer himself as a model. The earliest comment on music in the literary record comes when, in Book I of the Odyssey, Telemachus takes issue with Penelope’s instruction to the bard Phemius to “stop singing this distressing song” (1.340–1). As Odysseus is still absent from Ithaca and possibly dead, Phemius’s song about the return of heroes has upset Penelope; but Telemachus intervenes to declare that the bard should sing as he pleases, since “the newest song attracts the greatest applause” (Od. 1.352; D’Angour 2011, 184–9). Thus sanctioned by the words of the divine bard, novelty in music was to become an ideological imperative for composer‐performers; it is invoked by Greek poets across the centuries (D’Angour 2011, 190–5). Wherein the novelty may be presumed to lie, however, is impossible to determine with certainty from the texts. It might be verbal, rhythmical, melodic, or instrumental, or a combination of these; but the expectation persisted that true poet‐musicians should aim to create something new. In what follows I consider some of the specific forms in which that vaunted newness will have been present, first in the context of the New Music and then in the “old” music that preceded it.



Elements of the New Music

Scholars of ancient music have detailed the social, political, verbal, and technical dimensions of the New Music (see in particular Csapo 2004; Csapo and Wilson 2009; LeVen 2014). Technical changes included additions to instrumental capacities, a broadening of melodic effects, a new mixing of styles and harmonic structures, increased employment of verbal and musical mimeticism, and dramatic approaches to performance. The New Musicians’ promotion of novelty in all these areas was both explicit and implicit. As well as drawing attention to the superiority of his “new songs,” Timotheus proclaims their novelty in the unruly rhythms to which his lyrics are set. By contrast to the standardly repetitive forms of earlier epic, elegiac, and most lyric compositions, the meters of Timotheus and his fellow New Musicians, who include the dramatists Euripides and Agathon as well as performers such as Philoxenus, Kinesias, and Telestes, tend to be variegated, unpredictable, and hard to systematize. Their metrical irregularity is associated with the extravagant verbiage, neologistic compound words, and unusual expressions that were thought to characterize dithyrambs in particular (Csapo 2004, 212–16; Franklin 2013, 231–6).

This metrical variegatedness (poikilia) was accompanied by increased melodic and harmonic changeability (LeVen 2013). Particularly notable was the use of modulation, the movement of a melody from using a set of notes comprising a particular harmonia (e.g. Phrygian or Lydian) into a different modal system such as Hypophrygian or Mixolydian. Modulation was encouraged by changes in instrumental capacities. We learn of the extension of the number of strings on the kithara to as many as twelve, and of the invention by Pronomos of Thebes of a sliding collar to cover or open pipe‐holes, allowing for changes during performance of the pitches available on the pipes (see Terzēs in this volume). Bold modulations were considered a typical aspect of the New Musicians’ oeuvre.14

Part of the ideological self‐presentation of the New Musicians was the defiant stance toward tradition that marks Timotheus’ lyrics—“Away with you, ancient Muse!” It contrasts with the rueful, even apologetic, attitude that can be found in the words of Choerilus of Samos, a composer of epic working around the beginning of the fourth century, who laments that “there is nowhere for the poet, search as he may, to steer his freshly yoked chariot” (Choerilus fr. 2.4–5 PEG). The New Musicians revelled in the idea that they were breaking new ground in overturning canons of traditional musical style. Plato labels their musical adventurousness paranomia, “law‐breaking;” but they themselves rejected their critics’ extreme accusations, accusing others of being “violators of music.”15 While insisting that they were doing something new, the New Musicians often couch their claims in traditional terms. These include appeals to the Muses (see Murray in this volume) or to renowned musical figures such as Orpheus. Thus while the Persians speaks of a “newly constructed (neoteuchēs) Muse,” the coda finishes with the word eunomiā, “lawfulness;” and in describing Orpheus as “musically variegated” (poikilomousos) (LeVen 2014, 97–101), Timotheus invokes the legendary bard as a forerunner of the new style.

These implicit claims to be innovating within a tradition chimed with popular perceptions. In a fragment of Pherecrates’ comedy Chiron quoted by pseudo‐Plutarch, the character of the Muse speaks, using imagery that is explicitly sexual, of being mistreated by a series of musicians beginning with Melanippides of Melos and culminating with Timotheus. Each musician ends up becoming “acceptable” to her, apart from her latest assailant, Timotheus himself. The implication is, however, that he too will eventually be accommodated by the Muse—that is, his transgressive style of music will in due course become, as indeed it did, no less mainstream than that of his predecessors (D’Angour 2006, 269). In coining the epithet poikilomousos Timotheus raises the notion of poikilia, variety and colour, which was already a feature of metamusical discourse from the early fifth century when Pindar uses it to give a positive characterisation of his own poetry (LeVen 2014, 101–5). The earlier use of the term suggests that composers had long sought to enliven their songs with varied rhythmical and melodic effects. A testimony regarding Pindar’s alleged teacher Lasus of Hermione, who was active at the end of the sixth century, speaks of his introducing into the dithyramb “a greater multiplicity of notes and range of tempi (agōgē)” (Ps.‐Plut. De mus. 29.1141c). The notion of a fifth‐century “revolution” in music may be suspected of being more a matter of rhetoric than reality.16

However, the New Musicians sought to exaggerate and amplify existing musico‐poetic practices. Mimetic effects, for example, were used by earlier composers such as Simonides, in whose poetry we find the syllabic length of words extended for mimetic purposes: the lengthening of “py‐yr” (PMG 587), fire, suggests a flickering flame, while kno‐ōssōn (PMG 543.9), “snoring,” imitates the rise and fall of the snorer’s breathing (West 1992, 200–1). An increasing penchant for such effects is suggested by the competition in Frogs, in which Aristophanes has Aeschylus parody Euripidean lyrics by extending the enunciation “twist” or “wind,” heilissō, represented by the repeated diphthong ei as in heieieilissete (Ar. Ran. 1314, 1348). The dramatist was evidently notorious for setting this word (often found in his tragic lyrics) to an appropriately winding, melismatic sequence of pitches.17

Analysis of the Orestes papyrus (see below) suggests that Euripides sought to imitate words’ meanings by clothing them with mimetic music, though in more sophisticated ways than suggested by Aristophanes’ parody. This mimetic impulse is of a piece with the naturalistic depiction that was the goal and ideological direction of contemporary visual artists. Pliny recounts a story about the foremost painters active in Athens, Parrhasius and Zeuxis:


Zeuxis had painted a bunch of grapes with such skill that a flock of birds flew down and tried to eat the grapes. Zeuxis was delighted to claim that his skill had fooled the birds. Some time later, however, he was invited to visit the studio of a rival, Parrhasius. Parrhasius who pointed to the curtain drawn across the studio, and invited Zeuxis to draw it aside to reveal his own latest effort. Zeuxis stepped forward and stretched out his arm to take hold of the curtain. Only then did he realize that what he thought was the curtain was, in fact, only the painting of a curtain. He admitted defeat saying “I fooled the birds, but Parrhasius fooled me.”

(Plin. NH 45.34–5)


In this regard, the New Musicians were following a broader artistic tendency in the period toward mimetic representationalism (D’Angour 2011, 151–6). Their discourse shows that they were seeking to be not just artistically fresh (neos) but defiantly innovative (kainos); though even this discourse was not wholly new, since it is attested in a dithyramb of Bacchylides composed “for the Athenians” in the earlier part of the century (10.9: “weave something kainon for Athens”; D’Angour 2011, 71–2).

In addition to drawing attention to the extravagant mimesis of the New Music, the lyric parodies in Frogs (1309–22 mimics Euripides’ choral songs and 1331–64 his monodies) are notable for their wildly astrophic metrical form. Rather than creating a regular metrical pattern of words, with responsion in successive verses or stanzas, the words flow and tumble without a repeated structure; comic poets derided the music that accompanied this style of composition, using terms such as “wrigglings” and “ant‐runs.”18 Freedom from traditional metrical restraints allowed the New Musicians’ songs to be more dramatic. These qualities would have been enhanced by changeable harmonic settings and melodic variation. Although we cannot extract from the texts any certain indication of melodic shape or harmonic structure, a late source provides useful testimony to how Euripidean music diverged from that of earlier tragedians (see Ercoles in this volume):


The music (melopoiia) of early tragedy uses the unmixed enharmonic genus and a genus that mixes enharmonic and diatonic; but none of the tragedians until Euripides appears to have made use of the chromatic genus, which has a soft character. Ancient tragedy mainly uses the Dorian and Mixolydian scales (tonoi), the former because it is suited to solemnity, the latter because it is associated with mourning; it also used what were then called relaxed or loose modes (harmoniai), the Ionian and the free Lydian. (…) Euripides first used a large range of notes (polychordia) in a melodic style called “gapped” by early musicians. Overall, Euripides uses many more genera and exhibits much more variegatedness than his predecessors.

(Pseudo‐Psellus On Tragedy 5.39–53)


Modes (harmoniai) were structures of notes from which tuning systems such as scales (tonoi) could be derived, and different structures were felt to generate distinct ethical effects; genera modified these systems by creating different patterns of internal intervals within the scales. The enharmonic made use of fine pitch‐differences (e.g., quartertones and one‐third tones), producing what toward the end of the fifth century was thought an old‐fashioned, perhaps nostalgic, effect; whereas the diatonic genus comprised whole tones and semitones, as do modern Western scales (on ancient scales see Barker in this volume). Euripides was associated with both chromatic melodies and mixed genera. Reference to his “gapped” style may refer to his use of wide intervals between successive notes of melody as opposed to a succession of smaller intervals.

The parodic texts in Frogs use deliberately excessive jumps of sense and syntax; and in addition to wide interval leaps in melody, New Musical melodies probably featured bold shifts in modes and registers. Modulation between different modes was considered a striking feature of the New Music.19 Traditional songs will generally have been sung to a single mode, though modulation of some kind, at least between sections of a performance, was a familiar practice; however, the manner in which it was employed within a single performance by musicians of the later fifth century, aided by technical developments, was heard as considerably more unrestrained.20 To audiences the effect will have been instantly recognizable: the innovative melodic qualities of Euripidean choruses, which were associated with the sounds of the New Music, made them uniquely memorable and exciting.21

The New Musicians also used sounds and movements on stage to enhance their performances and create dramatic realizations of their narratives. Timotheus was said to have imitated the sounds of a storm in his dithyramb Nauplius, spinning around on the stage when performing it, while in his Semele he imitated both in song and on the aulos the screams of a woman in childbirth (Csapo 2004, 213–14). Conventional rhythmical and melodic‐harmonic order was abandoned in favor of immediacy and representationalism. Ironically, extreme naturalism of this kind was something that philosophical critics were apt to designate as “unnatural,” in that they meant a departure from conventional generic expectations. A commentator from the school of Aristotle observes: “We enjoy rhythm because it is divided up in a distinctive and regular way, and moves us in an orderly manner. Orderly movement is more closely akin to us than disorderly, so is more natural” (Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.38). The New Musicians went out of their way to disrupt such orderliness and regularity, relishing the effect of artful disarray in the service of novelty and professional virtuosity.

Pseudo‐Aristotle also draws attention to the way the expert performers of the New Music used techniques that were beyond the capacities of amateur musicians trained to sing in traditional dramatic choruses. “Why were nomoi (solo set pieces) not composed with responsion, while choral songs were?” he asks. The answer is that “nomoi were performed by professional musicians who could act and sing at the same time. This made it possible for the pieces they sang to be long and multiform” (Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.15). He goes on to argue that this is also why “dramatic arias are not responsional, while choral arias are; in fact, the actor is a professional performer and imitator, whereas the chorus is not required to act to the same extent.” The New Musicians were not only composers and instrumentalists, but stage performers who took their cue for their dramatic performances from the star singer‐actors of the theater (Csapo and Wilson 2009, 287–8).

While their musical and histrionic virtuosity set the professional New Musicians apart from citizen performers, it was also part of the New Musical ideology to represent itself as a non‐elite and “democratic” genre (see Csapo and Wilson in this volume). Such a notion cannot refer to the complex compositional features and performance requirements of their music, but only to the non‐elite provenance of its practitioners as well as to the music’s widespread popularity and notoriously free stylistic range (Csapo and Wilson 2009, 290–2). In Frogs, “Aeschylus” appears to pun on melē, songs, and meli, honey, in characterizing his modernist rival’s music as positively promiscuous:


This fellow takes his honey (meli) from all over the place: brothel‐house songs, drinking songs by Meletus, Carian pipe tunes, dirges, and dances.

(Ar. Ran. 1301–3, with Palmer’s reading meli for men in MSS)


The corollary is that, by contrast, the older style of music represented by “Aeschylus” was sober, uniform, and respectable. While this characterization makes for an undue ethical and auditory polarization of old and new styles, it leads us to ask which elements or characteristics of the older music might be identified as distinguishing it in style and effect from the New Music that allegedly displaced and succeeded it.



“Old” Music

While the evidence shows that musicians shared an ideological disposition towards “novelty” from the earliest times, the ways in which such earlier music was heard to sound by contemporary and later audiences are far less well articulated than that of its successor. Plato was insistent that good music should, unlike the excesses of the New Musicians, “follow logos,” a phrase that may suggest among other things that melody should allow the natural quantities and tonal inflections of words to be observed (Pl. Resp. 3.398d, with D’Angour 2006, 280). Some specific instances of the older style of music that attracted rare comment are likely to have fallen into this category. In a passage of Plato’s Ion, Socrates argues that good song‐composers (melopoioi) are divinely possessed when they compose their beautiful melodies, adducing the composer Tynnichus of Chalcis, “who never composed a single poem that one would think worth mention other than the paean which everyone sings, virtually the finest of all songs” (Ion 534d4–e1). Similarly the tragedian Phrynichus, a contemporary of Aeschylus, was remembered for his particularly “sweet” music, as several comments in Aristophanic comedy show. “Like a honey‐bee,” we read, “Phrynichus was always sipping on the nectar of ambrosial melodies (melē) to produce sweet song.”22

One may infer that this style of music was, relatively speaking, harmonically uniform and melodically simple from a passage of Aristophanes’ Frogs, where the character of Euripides scorns Aeschylus as being a “worthless song‐composer who always repeats the same thing time and again” (1249–50). The Aeschylean verses that he cites to illustrate this inadequacy are rhythmically identical, and may also have been sung to identical melodies.23 The clear aim is to suggest to the audience that the older style of music was repetitive to the point of monotony.24 By contrast, one of the novelties of the New Music was its deliberate violation of both rhythmical and melodic conventions. Indeed, the flouting of the notion of following the natural rhythm and melody embedded in Greek words in any predictable fashion might have been a spur to the development of vocal notation during the fifth century BC (suggested in D’Angour 2006, 283).

In relation to these developments, immediately after describing some “modernist” features of a chorus of Euripides’ Orestes, Dionysius of Halicarnassus comments:


Prose diction does not violate or exchange the quantities of any word or verb, but keeps the long and short syllables just as they are naturally transmitted. But music and rhythm alter them, making them shorter or longer, so that they often turn into their opposites. Music and rhythm do not take their time‐values from the syllables of words, but adjust syllables to time‐values.

(Dion. Hal. Comp. 64)


This statement has been felt to pose an alarming challenge to scholarly assumptions about syllabic length; West (1992, 132–3) hastens to offer reassurance that Dionysius was probably referring only to the way that a limited number of compositions from a late period violated metrical structures by their melodic settings. But the context indicates that Dionysius is speaking of the kind of melodic setting he found in a Euripidean score; and we may reasonably conclude that this was precisely one aspect of the New Musical paranomia that marked its departure from older styles.

Just as there is a sense, however, in which the harmonic and rhythmical elements of, say, classical music and jazz arise within a shared context of musical sound—distinct as these genres are in respect of style, context, and modes of performance—so also a closer analysis of ancient Greek musicians’ typical sound world may help to show how the New Music both drew on and diverged from earlier styles. However, it should be acknowledged that the descriptions of ancient critics or enthusiasts, as well as the tiny remains of musically notated evidence, mainly represent publicly performed and elite music of the kind heard in such venues as the theater, the temple, and the Odeion, Athens’ purpose‐built concert hall (see Perrot in this volume). These will be representative of only a tiny part of the full range of ancient musical expression; a great deal of music would have been performed and enjoyed in less formal settings including symposia, work contexts, and nonceremonial occasions of celebration or recreation. Therefore, it would be hazardous to posit a simple linear development from the old style to the new, since myriad different kinds of musical sound, mostly lost to us, will have continued to be performed and heard.

Without assuming a monolithic musical style, it may be possible to undertake investigations into the sounds notated in the ancient musical fragments and reach a tentative understanding of prevailing rhythmical and harmonic idioms, as well as melodic and instrumental practices, which would have spanned (albeit with considerable differences in form and emphasis) both old and new styles of music. By noting these fundamental aspects of Greek musical idiom, we may be in a better position to understand how their alterations and modifications are reflected in the terms used by performers and critics to describe the developments of the New Music. A helpful guide to considering this common idiom is the earliest substantial example of musically notated documents, the papyrus fragment containing part of a choral passage of Euripides’ Orestes (see Ercoles in this volume, Figure 10.1). This is likely to record the musical setting of the words composed by the dramatist himself, who was known as a foremost exponent of the New Musical style. Given that it is composed for choral performance, however, it is likely to have incorporated features familiar to traditional choral performers as well as elements of Euripidean modernism. The off‐beat, irregular, meter in which it is composed, dochmiacs, invariably suggests agitated expression (Dale 1969, 254–5); but here as elsewhere the meter falls into conventionally responding stanzas. The note structure identifies the ode as sung in the Phrygian or possibly Dorian mode, and no modulation into any other mode is detectable. The genus is likely to be the traditional enharmonic, which uses microtonal intervals (pykna); but the recurrent tonal foci a fourth apart around which the microtones cluster seem to indicate that these were largely heard in this instance as passing‐notes within an essentially diatonic structure.25

All these aspects seem to suggest a fairly traditional approach to composition. However, key New Musical techniques may be detected in the music, both on the papyrus as preserved and as reconstructed for performance (detailed examination in D’Angour 2018, 58–64). These include the mimetic use of melody to represent the meaning of the text: for example, the falling melodic cadence of the last three syllables of katolophyromai (“I lament,” 341) suit the dejected connotation of the word, and upward melodic leaps may be found on references to “leap up in frenzy” (anabaccheuei, 339) and (on the reasonable assumption that the same melodic shape applied in the strophe) to “jump up” (ampallesth, 322). An ancient commentator indicates that a declaimed interjection (similar to modern Sprechstimme) interrupts the melodic line at an emotive juncture (deinōn ponōn, “terrible labors,” 343), creating a powerfully dramatic effect.26 Despite these striking features, the notation of the papyrus indicates a moderate conformity to word‐pitch—to a perhaps surprising degree, given the constraints of strophic responsion. In some places where pitch‐accent profiles are defiantly violated, sophisticated New Musical explanations suggest themselves.27

This almost‐unique notated testimony to classical musical composition thus offers some understanding both of the prevailing musical idiom and of the stylistic departures that marked the work of the New Musicians. The result is to reinforce our assumption that the strident claims of the latter were more representative of ideological impulses than of technical changes in musical style. While there would undoubtedly have been instances of musical exuberance and excess, both melodic and rhythmical, and of unfamiliar expressions and effects that will have struck the ears of conservative listeners as unpalatable, the fundamental modal and rhythmical character of the New Music was certainly a natural development of earlier musical styles rather than a wholesale departure from them. The aim of the musicians to be seen as radical and revolutionary was part of the dramatic self‐presentation that made them exciting and popular; but notwithstanding their ideologically driven assertions, the sounds they produced were a logical outgrowth of their musical experimentation and were quickly absorbed into mainstream musical expression. They laid the basis for a musical sound world that, as scholarship can now propose to demonstrate, connects both the old and new sounds of ancient Greek music to those of subsequent European musical traditions.
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NOTES
 

	1 On the diction and style of New Musicians, see Csapo and Wilson 2009, 287–90; LeVen 2014, 150–88.

	2 On the associations of ionics see Dale 1969, 256–7; Hordern (2002, 55–60) analyses Timotheus’s favored meters, and cites suggestions (252–3) that the first two lines of this fragment were also ionics in some form.

	3 For associations of neos and kainos, see D’Angour 2011, 66–73, 85–90. Kronos was associated not just with the old but with the old‐fashioned, and his festival the Kronia was perceived to be a byword for antiquated rituals: Kroniōn ozōn (Ar. Nub. 398, literally “smelling of the Kronia”) connotes “stale and musty.”

	4 Pl. Resp. 4.424c. On Damon see Lynch 2013; Wallace 2015. Lynch argues that Plato simply used Damon’s observations as a basis for expounding his own philosophical position on music. Wallace suggests, more controversially (74) that Damon’s was not just a neutral observation about the power of music but that he proposed exploiting musical change to encourage radical political change; however, it would be strange if Plato cited Damon’s own words to argue the opposite position.

	5 A later anecdote about Timotheus’ reception in Sparta (Plut. Mor. 238c–d) relates to political opposition from conservative official bodies: see LeVen 2014, 120–1. In Persians Timotheus speaks of “Spartan” critics (PMG 791.206–20), but Csapo and Wilson (2009, 285–6) suggest that this may refer to “an ideological construction … which invokes Sparta as a bastion of traditional music.”

	6 “All the considerable criticism directed against Timotheus and the other ‘New Musicians’ from the comic stage and the scholar’s study is predicated on a high degree of achieved agonistic success. It is, in fact, largely motivated by that success” (Csapo and Wilson 2009, 280).

	7 On the transformation of the dithyramb into its fifth‐century form, see D’Angour 1997.

	8 On the Pythian Air see West 1992, 212–14; Rocconi 2016. On the Athena nomos see Phillips 2013, who suggests that some of its elements were imitated in the music of Pindar’s twelfth Pythian Ode.

	9 Plato deplored theatrokratia “power of the spectator mob”: Leg. 3.701a, Grg. 501a–502c.

	10 Arist. Pol. 8.1341a22–5; on the rejection of the aulos, see Wilson 1999, 63–9, 87–95.

	11 Wilson (1999, 70–2) discusses the possible functions, aesthetic and practical, of the cheek‐strap (phorbeia).

	12 Strangely, the unmistakable genesis of Aristophanes’ title and theme of Frogs has eluded commentators, including Dover 1993.

	13 Pindar’s references to ethnic terms used for modes do not seem always to have signaled a musical mode: West 1992, 346–7.

	14 A short‐lived invention by Pythagoras of Zacynthus, the Tripod, placed lyres in different tunings around a rotating base so that each lyre set in a different mode might be played in quick succession, but simpler ways of playing modulating music (such as the addition of extra strings on kithara and collars on auloi) were available (D’Angour 2006).

	15 Timotheus PMG 791.216–18; see LeVen 95–6.

	16 D’Angour 2006, 276; on earlier “revolutions” see LeVen 2014, 81–3.

	17 The tradition that Timotheus collaborated with Euripides in the composition of his music may have arisen out of their perceived similarities in the use of techniques of this kind: D’Angour 2017, 434–5.

	18 Philoxenus, a composer known for his dithyrambs, was nicknamed “the Ant” (Suda Φ 393): LeVen 2014, 12.

	19 The term for “modulation” (metabolē) may have contributed a sense of “revolutionary” change: D’Angour 2006, 267.

	20 Lynch (2018) gives a technical interpretation of the Pherecrates fragment as indicating that the use of a rotating tuning peg (strobilos) extended the modal capacities of the kithara.

	21 Plutarch recounts (Nicias 29) how Athenians who returned to Athens after the ill‐fated Sicilian expedition of 415–413 BC thanked Euripides for their release from captivity, which they obtained after teaching the Syracusans what they could remember of his songs.

	22 Ar. Av. 748–51; cf. Wasps 220. “Sweet” (glykys) here assimilates the pleasure of hearing to that of taste, a metaphor suggested by the near‐homophony of melē and meli: D’Angour 2015, 189.

	23 The pitch accents on the words used in the different verses fall in very similar places: Danielewicz 1990; D’Angour 2007, 296–7.

	24 See Dover 1993 on Ran. 1264–7.

	25 Essentially diatonic: see Aristox. fr. 83 Wehrli; Hagel 2010, 398–405. West (1992, 285) notes these foci without further comment, but in this respect, the melody may seem to conform to the statement by Pseudo‐Psellus quoted above regarding the music of tragedy using “a mixture of the enharmonic and diatonic.” The microtonal notes have been analyzed as relating to natural pitch changes associated with the enunciation of different vowels (D’Angour 2016).

	26 The scholiast on line 343 indicates that these words “are shouted out” (anapephōnētai); while the corresponding location in the strophe would be phoitaleou, Tosca Lynch has felicitously suggested that the correspondingly declaimed words are likely to have been the immediately following exclamation pheu mochthōn (327, “alas for his labours”).

	27 E.g. “stretching out” (ore‐echtheís, 328) in the strophe, assuming melodic responsion to the antistrophe, is set to a “stretched‐out” melodic figure, while the rise on the second syllable creates an aural expectation that the singers are about to address Orestes by name (Orésta, which rises tonally on the second syllable, might be substituted for orechtheís): D’Angour 2018, 62.








CHAPTER THIRTY
The Politics of Theater Music in Fifth‐ and Fourth‐Century Greece

Eric Csapo and Peter Wilson




Most ancient Greeks heard music mainly at festival processions, sacrifice, and the entertainments at sacrificial feasts (see Power and Perrot in this volume). This changed with the building and spread of theaters throughout Greece from the early fifth century onward. Though theatrical competitions retained a connection to regular festivals, their entertainments were less dependent on the other business of the festivals. The functional independence no less than the form of theater allowed audiences a longer and more concentrated focus that permitted the creation of new genres of unprecedented length and complexity. Processional “dithyrambs” turned into the more grandiose men’s and boys’ “circular choruses” (see Ieranò in this volume). Theater enabled the development of the new genres of tragedy, comedy, and satyr‐play, which combined choral, monodic, and instrumental music and both eclipsed and partly incorporated most previously known musical genres (see Ercoles and Weiss in this volume). Theaters set new musical standards and changed every aspect of Greek music.

Regular musical competitions existed from the early sixth century, but they were few and far between. The popularity, size, and spread of theater gave rise to a business that could support a variety of professions, and the fact that the theater genres were, from the beginning, incorporated as competitions within festivals soon created an elite class of virtuoso performers who put a premium on popularity, prestige, showmanship, and creativity. Theater professionalized Greek music and generated a level of mobility, imitation, and exchange among its practitioners that made it the decisive factor in the creation of a common Panhellenic musical culture. In purely musical terms, this culture favored precisely those voices and instruments that could fill the theater: large choruses, the trained voice of the professional actor, the concert cithara, and the double pipes (see Terzēs and Melidis in this volume). Theater genres thus included not only drama, and the fifty‐strong men’s and boys’ (circular) choruses, but also citharody, and solo pipes or pipes that accompanied a singer (aulody) (see Power in this volume). From at least the beginning of the fourth century the ancients designated all that was popular, technically complex, and innovative as “theater music.” Theater’s aesthetic, social, and economic impact on Greek music remains undisputed, but the same cannot be said of its politics.

Though it concerned drama, Nothing to Do with Dionysos? (Winkler and Zeitlin 1990) did more than any book to shape the last three decades of scholarship on politics and theater. Several chapters described the context and content of tragedy and comedy as expressions of Athenian democracy’s values and aspirations. But the book’s claims raised questions. Just how exclusively “Athenian” or “democratic” were the theater and its genres?

Much recent scholarship focuses on theater outside Athens (e.g. Bosher 2012). If it is true that theater culture was not just Athenian, does that mean that it cannot be characterized as essentially or even significantly democratic? While some scholarship pointed out that many states with theaters were autocracies and some were oligarchies, others withdrew from the idea that politics had anything to do with theater culture (and especially tragedy) at all: some emphasized the timeless, universal, aesthetic and philosophical quality of Greek poetry (Griffin 1998); others, without abandoning the historicist agenda, looked for a deep‐structuring context, not in any specific city or constitution but in the historical formation of the Greek polis (Rhodes 2003). Many scholars seem to want it both ways. The authors of this chapter, for example, have added their voice to the claim that democracy had a big role in shaping theater music (Wilson 2000; Csapo 2003), but at the same time we argue that theater spread faster and farther than scholars previously imagined, that it may never have been exclusively Athenian, and that it spread to many cities with nondemocratic constitutions (Csapo and Wilson 2015).

This in brief is the scholarly background to this study. Here we draw on a detailed investigation of the spread of theater in the fifth and fourth centuries (Csapo and Wilson 2020) to focus on the political environment that enabled or facilitated the building of theaters and the reception of the musical genres associated with theaters. Most specifically we address this question: Did Athens and democracy play a significant role in the process of the spread of theaters and theater music? The answer, as we will see, is not a simple yes or no.



Music, Politics, and Theater in Athens and Attica

There has been much debate as to whether theater and tragedy in particular were creations of the Peisistratid tyranny or of the young Athenian democracy in the last decade of the sixth century. In fact, there is no good evidence for a physical theater or for dramatic competitions until the beginning of the democracy. The stories that place the invention of tragedy by Thespis and of comedy by Susarion in the deme of Icarion some decades earlier are myths largely generated in the fourth century, when Athens attempted to shore up its soft cultural power after the loss of its hard, imperial, power. A major overhaul of the Athenian City Dionysia took place around 508 BC. The main evidence is a fragmentary inscription that shows the Athenian demos kept detailed records of the festival from this time.

The new annual City Dionysia introduced contests in “men’s choruses,” organized between the freshly minted ten Cleisthenic tribes. The tragic competition probably began at the same time; the “boys’ chorus” soon after (before the 470s: IG II2 2318), and comedy probably in 487/6 BC (Suda χ 318). This last date coincides with the first use of ostracism by the Athenian assembly, and with a major constitutional change that replaced election with the use of the lot as the method of appointing the city’s leading magistrates. All three measures represent a consolidation of the power of the demos, since they reduced the influence of aristocrats in determining the city’s political leadership.

Athens made its new theater festival serve its democracy. Notable is the degree of public funding: each year a single festival, the Dionysia, cost somewhere close to 30 talents (180,000 drachmas), equal to about 5 percent of annual public expenditure on military activity at the height of the Athenian empire (Wilson 2008). Particularly illuminating is the subsidization of attendance by citizens at the theater through “theoric money” (theōrikon). The politician Demades dubbed this “the glue of the democracy” (Plut. Quaest. Plat. 1011b), a form of wealth redistribution that served to ease class tensions, ensuring the poor were not excluded from the pleasures and benefits of theater.

More significantly, Athens commissioned music on an unparalleled scale. The Dionysia alone employed twenty‐eight poets, as many expert pipers, and around twenty‐four actors as well as offering rewards in the form of prizes. The (heavy) costs of funding the choruses were provided indirectly, as an honorific duty (chorēgia) imposed on the wealthy. The Athenian chorēgia has a particularly democratic quality to it, for it flattened out the duty’s prestige function by establishing a large number of chorēgoi (twenty‐eight for a Dionysia) and made the criterion for service wealth alone, rather than noble birth as in neighboring oligarchic Thebes (Wilson 2010, 23–5). Even though serving as a chorēgos offered an exceptional opportunity for the elite to shine in the public gaze and accrue a store of goodwill that could be converted to real political benefit, the system also involved a high degree of legal control over the wealth of the city’s economic elite by the demos.

The democratic notion of enabling greater participation can also be detected at the level of performance. An unparalleled percentage of the citizenry—more than 1,150 men and boys—were directly involved in the choruses of each Dionysia, educating a significant segment of society with a high level of musical competence and knowledge.

Athenian theater music is music for Dionysus. Men’s and boys’ choruses also performed for Apollo at the Thargelia, but the full spectrum of theatrical genres was reserved for Dionysus at the City Dionysia. Comedy and tragedy were also introduced at a second festival for Dionysus, the Lenaea, at some time around the middle of the fifth century; and to these we must add performances at local festivals for Dionysus held in the demes of Attica: of the twenty‐three demes for which we have evidence for a local theater and / or a Dionysia, some sixteen are also known to have held performances of tragedy or comedy, starting as early as 450 BC (in Icarion and, perhaps a little later, in Thorikos). Deme Dionysia became a real focus of communal life, and the theaters in which the performances were held also served meetings of the local assemblies.

Athenian theater music was organized agonistically. At a time when athletic competitions were dominated by elite competitors, the Athenian Dionysia was the first exclusively musical festival on an international scale, and it stressed civic inclusivity. Competitors might come from anywhere, but by law the choruses were composed of Athenian citizens. In a real sense, the Athenian democracy set itself in competition with the rest of Greece in music, a domain that hitherto had also been dominated by aristocratic patrons and performers. All the performances at the Dionysia were contests—tragedy (and its associated satyr‐play) with three contenders, each offering four (separate or connected) works; comedy with five contenders offering a single work; while the ten tribally patterned men’s and boys’ choruses each performed a single composition. The empaneling of Dionysian judges was undertaken with a set of safeguards akin to the empaneling of democratic courts, and judges were chosen in a politically representative fashion, one from each of the tribes. The audience itself behaved as an informal judging body, letting its views be known, and in theory at least influencing the decision of the judges.

This agonistic structure had the effect of exercising spectators in the abstract political (in a broad sense) skill of judgment (krisis). It is clear from the philosophers that the question of exercising judgment in music was highly politicized. Plato lamented the passing of “an aristocracy in the judgment of music,” which had given way to “a base theatrokratia” or “rule of the theater,” in which the multitude had the effrontery to suppose themselves capable of passing judgment. Plato has the Athens of his own day in mind, and goes so far as to claim that the city’s “democracy in music” actually increased the (to his mind) excessive political liberties of democracy (Leg. 3.701a).

The context for Plato’s complaints is a complex of developments that took place in Athenian musical culture from around 440 BC that are referred to by modern scholars as “the New Music” (Csapo 2004; D’Angour in this volume). It includes a range of innovations that arose in the theater, especially the competitive environment of the men’s and boys’ choruses. They spread for instance to citharody, and the long fragment of Timotheus’ citharodic song the Persians is the best surviving example of “new” music. It gives a clear sense of why the elite reacted so strongly. Most strikingly, Persians depicts the battle of Salamis by mixing naval, hoplite, and cavalry metaphors to represent the Athenian victory. The ships have “teeth;” banks of oars are “fir‐wood arms;” while rams shave off the “limbs” of the ships and expose their “linen‐bound ribs;” at another moment the sinking ships “rear up” like cavalry. The strategy seems designed to foster an egalitarian ideology that no longer puts a special value on the hoplite, let alone on the (aristocratic) cavalry. By assimilating naval to hoplite and cavalry warfare, Timotheus lent epic glory and dignity to the military’s demotic arm.

Activities that took place in the theater just before the performances reveal the extent to which theater was integrated into Athens’ democratic life. The first is the proclamation of publicly decreed honors to the city’s benefactors. This has been influentially seen (Goldhill 1987) as demonstrating the collective and competitive ideology of a democracy that sought thus to encourage others to serve it in the same way. The first known example supports this interpretation. At the Dionysia of 409 BC, a gold crown and other honors were awarded to the man who restored democracy by assassinating the leader of the oligarchic régime of 411 BC (Wilson 2009). This event, in the view of some, marks the birth of an avowedly democratic political self‐consciousness in Athens. Two further pre‐performance actions, also affirming of Athenian civic ideology, are the parade, in armor provided to them by the city, of young men orphaned by war and reared by the state (Aeschin. In Ctes. 153–4; Thuc. 2.46.1; Lys. fr. 129 Carey) and the formal proclamation that anyone who murdered an aspiring tyrant would be rewarded (Ar. Av. 1074–5).

Much in the way theater in Athens came into being, developed institutionally, was funded, framed and performed, reflects the practices and values of democracy. As for the works of comedy, tragedy, satyr‐play, and circular choruses that came into being in this environment, the question of whether these genres were essentially democratic has, as we noted, been one of intense scholarly debate, in multifarious ways, at the broad level and in fine‐grained analysis of particular plays, for over thirty years. Suffice it here to draw attention to the extent to which both drama and the Dionysia served as forums for open debate, often dealing with issues of extreme political sensitivity, to reinforce and support the more narrowly political institutions of the courts and assembly. At the same time, they inculcate habits of judgment in the citizenry useful for decision‐making in those institutions where they were called upon, day after day, to exercise their powers of judgment over all of the decisions, great and small, raised by the running of a powerful city and empire. But it is not our purpose to add to or even to summarize the debate on essences. Our purpose is rather to try to assess how other Greeks perceived and measured theater music’s political charge.

 

Democracies and Theater Music

Democratic states are best represented among the states that built theaters or received theatrical genres in the fifth and fourth centuries. Most adopt the features characteristic of the Athenian theater: Dionysian festival competitions, public funding, use of the theater for the publication of public honors, massive men’s and boys’ citizen choruses, and drama.

Direct imitation of Athens was normal for Athenian cleruchies and colonies. As Robert Parker points out: “The cleruchies of the fourth century were little replicas of Athens, with their own councils and assemblies (…) and it is scarcely surprising to find such a basic amenity of Attic life as a tragic festival of Dionysos soon attested” (1994, 343). The best examples are Salamis, Lemnos, and Samos. Though barely two kilometers separate it from the Attic mainland, Salamis was never incorporated into the Attic deme system. The island was settled by Athenians in the late sixth century and was probably a cleruchy from that time. The Athenians appointed an Archon for Salamis. His single most important duty was to “run the Dionysia” (Arist. Ath. Pol. 54.8). A choregic system, as well as tragic and boys’ (probably also men’s) choruses, were in place by the end of the fifth century.

Athens took control of Lemnos ca. 500 BC, expelled the non‐Greek native population, and planted colonists to make the island entirely Athenian (Hdt. 6.140). Although our earliest evidence for a Dionysia and tragedy is 348 BC, a fifth‐century theater has recently been re‐excavated at Hephaestia. It was superimposed upon a native Lemnian sanctuary to a mother goddess, whom the Athenian settlers elsewhere on the island worshiped as a form of Cybele/Demeter and associated with Dionysus. It is more than likely that the Dionysia, dramatic competitions, choregic system, and public honors attested by later inscriptions were part of Lemnian life from the fifth century. We also find this pattern in Samos, Andros, some parts of Eretria and Lesbos, and perhaps Naxos.

More common throughout the Aegean is the reception of theater by democratic states during the time of Athens’ fifth‐ and fourth‐century hegemonies (the Delian League, 477–404 BC, and the Second Athenian Confederacy, 378–355 BC). To reinforce the military interests that formed the league, Athens attempted to bind her allies with political and cultural ties. Two policies had particularly important consequences. One was Athens’ general, if inconsistent, support for the democratic factions of the allied cities (Robinson 2011, 137–40, 188–200). This reinforced Athens’ influence not only through the creation of common values, but also through fear of the political instability and oligarchic reprisals that might follow a withdrawal of Athenian support. The other was a more direct incorporation of Athenian allies within Athens’ own festival culture. It was to the Dionysia that allied cities brought their tribute, probably beginning immediately after the transference of the treasury from Delos to Athens in 453 BC. Particularly revealing of the care Athens took to involve subjects directly in the festival is an Athenian decree of 372 BC (SEG 31.67) that required the city of Paros to “bring a cow and a phallos to the Dionysia since they are in fact colonists of the people of Athens.” This requirement is said to be “traditional,” and we know that colonists were to bring a phallos from a decree founding the colony of Brea in 445 BC (IG I3 46). But the only basis for the assertion that Paros was a colony of Athens was Athens’ own mythic claim to be the mother city of all the Ionians (cf. Hdt. 8.44–8; Thuc. 7.57.4; schol. in Dionys. Per. 525). This example strongly suggests that all Ionian cities were subject to the same pressure to bring a phallos and a chorus to carry it. Familiarity with the Athenian Dionysia can be assumed throughout the empire from the mid‐fifth century.

We must not assume that an invitation to the Dionysia was regarded as a form of oppression: surely the tribute was, but the Dionysia made that burden a little sweeter. For much of the time, member states were happy for the security Athens brought their cities and their democracies. One could write at some length how the Dionysia was adapted to function as an “imperial festival” (Rhodes 2010, 94). Here we might offer, for the sake of example, Carter’s observation (2004) that fifth‐century tragedy tends to celebrate Athens, less as a democracy, than as a benevolent imperial power.

A striking example of the appetite for Athenian theater music comes unexpectedly, not from an Ionian city, but from Dorian Rhodes. Rhodes was founded by synoecism in 408/7 BC, and was probably a Spartan‐dominated oligarchy at its foundation. But before 395 BC Rhodes revolted against Sparta, became a democracy, and in 378 BC became a founding member of the Second Athenian Confederacy. Rhodes, probably from the foundation of its democracy, but certainly by the 380s, had a Dionysia with a program comparable to that of Athens (IGUR I 223–30). It had boys’ and men’s choruses, competing tragic trilogies, or possibly tetralogies including satyr play, a tragic actor’s competition, and comedy, all funded by a tribally based choregic system. Rhodes further adopted the Athenian practice of setting up choregic monuments, and keeping archives recording competitors and winners.

To this we can add an item of distinctly democratic theater culture. Diodorus Siculus (20.84.3) tells us that in 305 BC, under threat from Demetrius the Besieger, the Rhodians passed a decree liberating slaves, giving public burial for the war dead, and granting a panoply to their sons in the theater at the Dionysia when they had come of age. These provisions are all known from Athens, but the last is of special interest because it directly copies the pre‐performance ritual of the Athenian theater from much earlier in the century. Rhodian theater culture appears to have adopted the Athenian model to the letter. It presumably did so to reinforce its democratic government with a distinctly democratic culture. Rhodes is a particularly well‐documented model of a pattern for which we have evidence to associate at least another fourteen cities in the Aegean and up the straits to the Black Sea.

Some democracies embraced theater directly as an expression of democratic culture, with no particular reference to Athens. This is illustrated best by the cities of Arcadia. In Arcadia Spartan hegemony sat heavily until the Battle of Leuctra in 371 BC. At that point the Arcadian cities threw off their Spartan backed oligarchies and became democracies (Robinson 2011, 34–44). In addition, they formed the Arcadian League with a view to resisting a Spartan resurgence and founded a new city to serve as capital. Megalopolis’ theater was part of the original design of the new city (Goette 1995, 34–5), even if the precise date of its completion in stone is disputed. The largest theater in Greece, even in Pausanias’ day (Paus. 8.32.1), it emblematized the League’s new cultural aspirations. Tegea and Orchomenus also built theaters, the fifth‐century theater of Mantinea was revived, and we first hear of a theater at Phigaleia when the oligarchic faction, before withdrawing to the safety of Sparta, took bloody revenge on the new democracy by swooping down on their fellow citizens as they watching a performance (Diod. Sic. 15.40.1–2). Arcadia, moreover, adopted a uniform theater culture: all Arcadian cities seem to have had Dionysia and publicly funded contests, but on a different model from Athens. They were run by agōnothetai, and there was a practice of dedicating stone seats in the theaters at the end of their term of office. The Arcadian Polybius attests to the popularity in Arcadia of men’s and boys’ choruses after the Athenian model: specifically, composers associated with the first great wave of popular “theater music,” Philoxenus, and the famously Laconophobic Timotheus (Polyb. 4.20.8–21).

 

Oligarchies and Theater Music

Of seventy‐one cities (counting Attica with Athens as one) that give evidence of theater culture in the fifth and fourth centuries and give evidence of their political configuration at the date of theater’s probable reception, only four (certainly) or nine (possibly) were oligarchies, compared with roughly two to four dozen (about 26–46) democracies. This does not simply reflect the difference in the numerical ratios of different regimes: Hansen and Nielsen’s polis inventory calculates 32.4 percent of classifiable fourth‐century regimes as oligarchic, against 40.7 percent democratic (2004, 84). Thus, at most about 9 percent of the fifth‐ and fourth‐century cities that received theater music were oligarchies at the time of its introduction, whereas the corresponding figure for democracies is close to 60 percent. Moreover, these oligarchic states offer a very different pattern of reception from the democratic states:


	Most had musical performances in their theaters but no drama (exceptions: Megara, possibly Corinth, and Abydos).

	All but two performed their theater music for gods other than Dionysus (exceptions: Megara, Chios).

	We have no evidence that an oligarchic state ever initiated a tragic competition. Indeed, the only evidence for tragic performance in an oligarchic state is for Athens in 411, 404–3, and 321–307 BC. Only two oligarchic cities had comedy (Megara certainly, and Corinth probably), but these were forms of comedy independent of or distinguishable from the Athenian type (for Corinth, see Green 2014).



In short, the few oligarchic states that had theater were both independent and distinctly different from the Athenian paradigm. Independence is particularly obvious in Megara, which probably had comedy before Athens, and Sparta, which had one of our earliest attested theaters.

By the mid‐fifth century Megara produced a drama that other Greeks identified as kōmōidia (e.g. Ecphantides fr. 3 K.‐A.), though modern scholarship often dismisses it as “farce,” Possenspiel, etc. Aristotle notes that both the Megarians in Sicily and those of the mainland claimed the invention of comedy (Poet. 1448a29–b2). This probably indicates shared origins in a period of frequent cultural exchanges between mother city and colony that necessarily predates the expulsion of the Sicilian Megarians by Gelon in 483 BC. The early importance of the Sicilian “Megarian” comedy is vindicated by Aristotle, who claims that through Epicharmus it exercised a formative influence on the evolution of its Attic congener (Poet. 1449b5–9). The Megarians themselves gave their comedy a much earlier history than did Athens. The mainland Megarians of Aristotle’s day, though firmly oligarchic, substantiated their claim to the invention of comedy by pointing out that they had a democracy earlier than Athens (Poet. 1448a31–2). By doing so, they accede to a belief that the connection between comedy and democracy is essential. There is nonetheless no evidence that the free speech and political commentary that Cratinus, Aristophanes, and Eupolis brought to Old Comedy were ever a feature of Megarian comedy.

Sparta’s theater is attested to as early as 486 BC (Hdt. 6.67). If the “Round Building” in the Spartan Agora is the Choros mentioned by Pausanias (Paus. 3.11.9; Kourinou 2000, 114–27), then it may prove to be the earliest surviving theater of semicircular form (but see Greco and Voza 2016). Sparta in any case is the source of the earliest surviving prohedric seat (c. 400–375 BC) from a theater in a sanctuary of Athena (Kourinou 2000, 160–3). The Spartan theater included local citizen choruses, probably divided by age, tribe, and phratry, and supported by a choregic system that Aristotle dates back at least to the post‐Persian War period (Pol. 8.1341a33–7). In addition Sparta had citharodic contests, open to international competitors, at the Karneia, Gymnopaidia and Hyakinthia, dating back possibly to the seventh century. Theater music in Archaic and Classical Sparta was connected to Apollo, and possibly also Demeter, Artemis and Athena: the Spartan Dionysus remains elusive. We have no evidence for drama until 105/6 AD.

In perhaps one case we can see that Sparta transplanted its theater culture to another oligarchic state in much the same way Athens transplanted its theater culture to democracies under its dominion. At the time of the Spartan incursion into Boeotia (382–374 BC) Agesilaus seems to have taken a role in transferring the rural sanctuary of the Valley of the Muses to Thespiae and in creating the competitions of the Mouseia (esp. Plut. De gen. 578e–9a; Manieri 2009, 347–9). It is probably only after 372 BC, when Thespiae came under the control of now democratic Thebes, that the competition included men’s and boys’ choruses (Amphion FGrH 387 F 1; Manieri 2009, 354–5) and probably citharodes and aulodes, but no drama until the end of the third century (Schachter 2016, 344–71).

Complementing the evidence we have for underdevelopment and regionalism in the theater music of oligarchic cities are several examples where the earliest evidence for theater immediately follows the ousting of the oligarchic regime. We saw this when Arcadia was liberated from Spartan hegemony. We also find it in Boeotia. Despite its extraordinary musical and Dionysian traditions, there is no evidence for theater in Thebes until the coup in 379 BC that ousted the Theban oligarchs. Soon afterwards Epaminondas secured a loan from his fellow conspirators to sponsor a chorēgia for a men’s chorus and then about a decade later found himself in the theater on trial for exceeding his constitutional powers (Plut. Vit. Arist. 1.4, An seni 793–94). Other oligarchic states, like Boeotian Orchomenus or Sicyon, acquired theaters and theater music only after being “liberated” and refounded by Macedonian autocrats, in the case of Orchomenus by Philip II of Macedon, and in the case of Sicyon at latest by Demetrius the Besieger.

A symmetrical but opposite situation existed in Chios. As a nontributary ally of the Delian League, then a member of Athens’ fourth‐century confederacy, Chios was allowed to retain its oligarchic constitution until about 330 BC, when Alexander imposed democracy. Chios resisted the theater music that otherwise spread like wildfire across the Aegean, and this despite Dionysus’ importance to the island and the magnificence of Chios’ Dionysia, attested by Aeneas Tacticus in the first half of the fourth century (Aen. Tact. 17.5).

Aeneas, however, singles out a very un‐Dionysian feature of this otherwise “brilliant” parade: anxiety that the parade might trigger a revolution caused the Chians to regularly “occupy in advance with guards and copious troops the roads opening onto the marketplace.” Even after being democratized by Alexander, Chios added only a competition for boys’ choruses to the Dionysia.

We have no evidence for drama, nor even men’s choruses, at any time. The fact that for centuries public honors were announced at the contest for boys’ choruses seems to guarantee the absence of these more prestigious genres—an absence all the more astonishing given that Ion, one of the most renowned tragedians of the fifth century, was Chian. We can only conclude that Ion’s tragedies were viewed only by Chians who visited Athens; and it says something of the uneasiness of the relationship of Athens and ally that Ion, for political reasons, embraced Athenian hegemony to the point of claiming that the mythical founder of Chios, Oenopion, was a son not of Dionysus but of Theseus (FGrH 392 F 1). Ion’s Philathenianism was shared by his son, a leader of the democratic faction, whom the oligarchy put to death in 411 BC “on a charge of being pro‐Athenian” (Thuc. 8.38.3). Chian democrats, it seems, opened their hearts both to Athens and tragedy as readily as the oligarchs closed theirs, and evidently for the same reasons.

 

Autocracies and Theater Music

Plato speaks of the way tragic poets “drag states into tyranny and democracy” and how they were “paid and honored for this mostly, as one would expect, by tyrants, and secondly by democracy” (Resp. 8.568a–c). He is thinking specifically of Euripides and the rulers of Macedon, but the association of tragedy and tyranny has a much older history.

Theater appealed to tyrants for a number of reasons. In a democracy, the theater was only one political space among several, and ultimately, not the most important. Under autocrats, theater was the only site in which an autocrat might communicate with his people en masse. Theaters offered opportunities for gestures of personal largesse from autocrat to subjects. Gestures of largesse could, in turn, elicit carefully orchestrated or ritualized displays of popular appreciation, which helped stabilize and legitimate autocratic régimes. Moreover, the contents of theater performances could be, and were, molded to help legitimate monocratic power.

The earliest autocratic use of theater is by the Deinomenid tyrants of Syracuse, Gelon I (ruled 485–478 BC) and Hieron I (ruled 478–467 BC). Gelon sponsored the first formal comedies known in the Greek world and may have constructed a monumental theater that was not only grander than its Athenian counterpart but also possibly served as his tomb (Voza 2007). The construction of monumental theaters is characteristic of tyrannical states. In the late fifth–early fourth centuries in particular, tyrants (notably in Sicily and Macedonia) vied with one another and with nontyrannical states (especially Athens) to assert geopolitical primacy in what looks like a race to build the first and / or largest stone theater (Moretti 2014, 133–7).

Aeschylus gave a command re‐performance of his Persians in Syracuse a few years after its Athenian production in 472 BC “at the enthusiastic instigation of Hieron” (Vit. Aesch. 18; cf. schol. Ar. Ran. 1028–9). The Persians placed Hieron’s military victories in the West on an equal footing with those of the Greeks against Persia in the East. More striking still was Aeschylus’s production of Women of Aetna, a tragedy that validated Hieron’s most audacious undertaking, the foundation of the city of Aetna in 476/5 BC, on the site of and at destructive cost to its predecessor, Catane. Hieron’s intentions are clear: to protect his grip on power through the creation of a corps of grateful citizen‐soldiers who were the beneficiaries of the new city; to secure the continuation of his dynasty into the next generation, in the knowledge that the succession of his son was far from secure; to expand his mastery over eastern Sicily; and, finally, to secure heroic cult status for himself after death as a city‐founder. Although just a few fragments of the play survive, it is clear that it provided ideological cover for this imperial undertaking that involved huge violence, demographic disruption, and ethnic cleansing.

The involvement of Aeschylus, a citizen of democratic Athens, in autocratic theater has made some scholars uncomfortable and led to convoluted attempts to exculpate Aeschylus in particular and tragedy in general from political hypocrisy. It is more helpful to register that tragedy (and tragedians) could serve the needs of both political fοrms with apparent ease. Theater continued to play an important role in Syracusan politics, especially under the tyranny of Dionysius I (406–367 BC), where it became the chief instrument for the creation of the tyrant’s public image, in this case a highly theatricalized image: Dionysius imitated Dionysus in his dress, surrounded himself with dramatic and dithyrambic poets, wrote tragedies with openly autobiographical content that depicted himself as a good tragic king (Duncan 2012), and even associated himself closely with Euripides by acquiring the instruments with which Euripides composed his tragedies, and “dedicating them in the sanctuary of the Muses after inscribing them with his own name and Euripides’” (Hermippus FGrH 1026 F 84).

The appearance of theater in Macedon by 410 BC is a remarkable instance of the adoption of Greek music by non‐Greeks. This was precisely one of its great attractions for the Macedonian rulers, and for other non‐Greek autocrats. It demonstrated the cultural pretensions of Archelaus I (ruled 414/413–399 BC) while also serving as a medium of cultural communication with Athens at a time when relations between the two centers were re‐balancing: after the defeat in Sicily, Archelaus provided the Athenians with the materials to rebuild their destroyed fleet, in return for huge income (Moloney 2014). An ability to demonstrate his understanding of Greek—and specifically of Athenian—culture smoothed the path for such fruitful relations. In the drama named after Archelaus, Euripides endowed the Macedonian autocrat with a supremely Hellenic genealogy, splicing him into the royal house of Argos, whose founder becomes a mythical homonym of Archelaus, and making him a direct descendent of Heracles. There was an internal dynamic to this, too, for the work granted legitimacy to Archelaus’ otherwise unfounded claim to the royal title. Theater’s status as a prime marker of Hellenism only increased for Philip and Alexander, as the former progressively absorbed Greek cities into his empire and the latter needed to reassure the Greeks that his growing empire was Greek, not Macedonian, and hence theirs, and not a foreign imposition.

A number of autocrats on the “barbarian” fringe of the Black Sea made similar use of theater. Members of the ruling elite in (in this case, Greek) Heraclea Pontica show an intense engagement with Athenian theatrical culture, that extended to an energetic tradition of scholarship on Athenian drama (Heraclides, Chamaeleon). Heraclea had a Dionysia in the era of the founder of its tyranny, Clearchus, who was assassinated on his way to it in 353 BC (Diod. Sic. 16.36.3). That he was not the only autocrat said to have died at the theater demonstrates the risks tyrants faced in managing this useful institution. Clearchus’ son Dionysius celebrated the funeral of his brother, Clearchus’ successor (ruled 353–338 BC), with “not only equestrian but also dramatic, musical and gymnic competitions, some at the funeral and others yet more splendid later on” (Memnon FGrH 434 F 1.3.2). As the case of Mausolus also shows (Gell. NA 10.18.5–7) some autocrats incorporated theater into their posthumous celebration.

On the northern side of the Black Sea, the kings of the Cimmerian Bosporus are another instance of the vigorous adoption of Athenian theatrical culture by an elite of mixed ethnic background (Greco‐Scythian) as a way of easing economic cooperation with Athens, in this case over the valuable grain trade (Braund and Hall 2014, 382; Csapo and Wilson 2015, 377).

The great majority of evidence confirms Plato’s assertion of tragedy’s supreme appeal to autocrats. We do however find comedy (notably represented by Epicharmus) flourishing under the early Syracusan tyrants, though it may be of a less political and more philosophical kind than its Attic counterpart, and at the Macedonian court, possibly from the time of Archelaus (Praxiphanes On History fr. 21 Matelli), but certainly under Philip and Alexander. In Syracuse under Dionysius I the circular chorus is attested—on the assumption that Philoxenus of Cythera produced his signature genre during his extended sojourn in Syracuse, as it is also in Macedon where Archelaus imported the most famous contemporary composers of the genre, Melanippides and Timotheus (Plut. De Alex. fort. 334b, Non posse suav. 1095d; Steph. Byz. Eth. 452–3; Suda μ 454, τ 620). Circular choruses and comedy are in any case well attested for Philip’s and Alexander’s festivals, and Alexander himself sponsored satyr‐play (Ath. 13.595d–e). Though the Black Sea autocracies give direct attestation only of unspecified “drama” (Heraclea) and citharodic performances (Cimmerian Bosporus: Polyaenus Strat. 5.44.1; Machon frs. 11.141–7 Gow), the presence of Xenotimus, son of Carcinus, in the Bosporan kingdom (Isoc. 17.52) suggests tragic performance in early fourth century, and there is strong iconographic evidence for comic performance a few decades later.

 

Conclusion

Did Classical Greece view theater music as Athenian and democratic? We have examined the circumstances of its reception in the Classical Greek world and in our view the answer is generally yes, but with an important qualification. Much depends on the specific time and place. The Aegean cities that were politically and culturally bound to Athens’ empire seem not to have distinguished the Athenian from the democratic qualities of theater music. Athens’ traditional enemies, places like Sparta, Thebes, or Megara, may have concurred, because they either avoided theater culture or had their own brand, which remained intact even when the Athenian brand had become international and Panhellenic. But these cities were also oligarchies, and we should probably conclude that a perception that mainstream theater culture was democratic was paramount in their failure to receive it. Thebes is perhaps the most instructive case: it had one of the richest musical traditions in Greece, and yet the first we hear of theater in Thebes, or in any of the cities under Theban hegemony, is after (and in the case of Thebes and probably Thespiae immediately after) the democratic coup of 379 BC. Here, and in Arcadia after Leuctra, the new democracies appear to have embraced theater because they perceived it as primarily a democratic, not an Athenian, institution.

Other states, and particularly states on the fringe of the Classical Greek world, evidently perceived nothing essentially democratic about theaters or their music. On the contrary, autocrats were theater’s most enthusiastic patrons. As the one forum in the autocratic state where ruler and ruled met face to face, theater’s potential benefit to the autocrat’s political stability was quickly recognized. But the autocracies in Macedon, the Black Sea, and Asia Minor, situated on the “barbarian” fringe of Athens’ empires, were also, it appears, attracted by its Athenian quality. Theater was a conspicuous sign of a culture that an autocrat might characterize as Athenian, or even imperial, and increasingly in the fourth century as pan‐Hellenic or even international; and such cultural ties, married as they were to economic interests—particularly through the trade in timber, grain, and other raw materials—tended to reinforce the social authority of autocrats and those who wished to share in the benefits of their rule.

The state of our evidence makes it less clear whether particular genres of theater music were felt to be more politically charged than others. We can say that tragedy is the favored genre of democratic states and entirely avoided by oligarchic states. Its potential for carrying political messages that risk being taken seriously is supported by the evidence that it is also the genre best attested in autocratic regimes, because, as Plato puts it, it can be made to “sing the praises of tyranny” (Resp. 8.568b). Men’s and boys’ circular choruses seem to have been embraced or avoided by the varying camps for much the same reasons. More paradoxically, comedy, which we perceive as most overtly political, is the only form of drama we find in oligarchic states: but the states in question, Megara, and perhaps Corinth, seem to have had local forms of drama until after the mid‐fourth century. Most startling, perhaps, is the clear evidence that autocracies, as a group, embraced every form of theater music, in spite of, and perhaps to some degree because of, others’ perceptions that that they embodied democratic values.
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CHAPTER THIRTY–ONE
Music, Power, and Propaganda in Julio‐Claudian Imperial Rome (27 BC–68 AD)

Paola Dessì




I have sung enough of war: victorious Apollo now demands his cithara,

and doffs his armour for dances (chorus) of peace.

(Prop. 4.6.69–70, transl. Goold 1990)


Thus Propertius celebrates the victory of Octavian Augustus over Mark Antony in the battle of Actium of 31 BC, identifying Augustus with Apollo and Mark Antony with Dionysus. The victory of the former over the latter had overturned the political leadership of the time as a reflection of a subversion of the superior order: replacing Dionysus with Apollo meant a definitive end to the Ptolemaic Hellenistic sovereignty.

The politics of the Ptolemies were known from the poetry of Callimachus of Cyrene, the official poet of Ptolemy II Philadelphus, king of Egypt from 283 to 246 BC. In the preparation of the hymns, personally collected by the poet, he dedicated the proemial composition to Zeus, to be identified with Philadelphus (Call. Hymn 1, Zeus 70–85, with Stephens 2015, 47–51). The hymn, which followed the traditional motif ex Iove principium, was a eulogy to the regality and political choices of the Hellenistic sovereign: just as Zeus had entrusted the arts of war and hunting to Ares and Artemis, i.e. to the minor gods, Ptolemy II had left the organization of war to his friends and allies. Indeed, he thought of expanding his kingdom in the same way that Dionysus had conquered India, not with warfare but by sharing its beneficial fruits. Philadelphus proposed a leadership no longer linked to a military role but to a civil and cultural role, and he associated Dionysus, from whom he claimed descendance on his mother’s side, with Alexander the Macedonian, who had historicized the mythical Dionysian conquest of the East (Dessì 2008, 20–1).

For Augustus, the defeat of Mark Antony and his partner Cleopatra—the last ruler of the Ptolemaic dynasty and self‐styled consort of Dionysus—meant the end of the Dionysian sacrality personified by the Ptolemies and by Mark Antony, who after the battle of Philippi in 42 BC was assimilated to a god. In fact, when Antony entered Ephesus after the battle, he bore a thyrsus and an ivy wreath, underlining the Dionysian imagery that characterized his person (Plut. Ant. 24.4; Restani, Dessì, and Castaldo 2010, 166; Castaldo 2011, 315).

After the defeat of Antony‐Dionysus, the hegemonic role passed to Augustus who assumed the characteristics of Apollo Victor who “doffs his armour” and in peacetime “demands his cithara,” a musical instrument that became a symbol of the Pax Romana and referred to the concepts of concord, unity and harmony represented by “dances of peace” (Restani 2011, 357–65; on the kithara, see Terzēs in this volume). In keeping with this divine persona, the victorious sovereign built a temple on the Palatine, the Roman world’s most sacred hill, and dedicated it to Apollo as the tutelary deity of the Empire, who had protected and aided him in his triumphs over Pompey and Antony.

Augustus felt guided by the cithara‐bearing god with whom he shared the Palatium (a ramp connected the peristyle and home of Augustus directly with the temple’s square) as well as the lifestyle: as recounted by Suetonius, Augustus appeared at the Feast of the Divine Twelve wearing Apollo’s clothes (Suet. Aug. 70.1–2; Restani, Dessì, and Castaldo 2010, 166; Wardle 2014, 443–7).

The reference to Apollo Citharoedus was also present on coins, which, in addition to having an economic function, were a powerful propaganda tool with wide distribution throughout the Empire. An example is the denarius of C. Antistius Vetus (Rome 16 BC, see British Museum 1846,0910.177): Augustus’ portrait is associated, on the other side of the coin, with Apollo Actiacus, with a patera on the right and a cithara on the left in front of an altar on a podium decorated with the rostra of Antony’s ships, a ritual image once again celebrating the victory at Actium (Castaldo 2008, 114–15; Restani, Dessì, and Castaldo 2010, 166).

After the tumultuous years of the civil war for the attainment of the power, under the aegis of Apollo Citharoedus, Augustus undertook a program to restore public order and religious traditions—a programme that involved music, too. The present article illustrates how this transformation involved all the forms of expression and portrayal of the Empire, including public spectacles, technological developments and representations of the emperor. In continuity with several studies undertaken in the last fifteen years, the article intends to shed further light on the role of music in amplifying the cultural and political identity of leaderships based on the concept of preeminence.

Beginning with the histories of individuals such as Alexander, Hadrian and Theoderic (figures without historical links among them), music was immediately part of a “cultural and political identity in the capitals of Mediterranean culture and politics from the second to the sixth century AD” (Restani 2004, 7). Hence, aside from the renaissance of the music of the Greeks beyond Greece, the role of musical notions in Roman culture has also attracted a scholarly interest in recent years. This new socio‐anthropological perspective includes, for example, Bettini’s research on musical anthropology of effective speech in archaic Rome (Bettini 2013) or Habinek’s study of the root can‐ (cano, canto) and the term carmen (Habinek 2005; on the term carmen see also Pierre 2016). Based on studies on the Greek verbal culture undertaken by scholars such as Gregory Nagy, Bruno Gentili and Claude Calame, Habinek investigated the semantic field of the Latin word carmen. According to him, the lemma can be traced to a ritualized language belonging to a mainly sacred sphere; as a potential bearer of order over chaos, it had a political value too, which was reflected in the organization of the entire society. Likewise, studies on public spectacles (Rehm 2007) and on individual musical instruments (Dessì 2008) have shown a similar function played by music and its representations, aimed at favoring control over society and imperial propaganda also in private art forms (Castaldo 2018). On the basis of these studies, the Roman musical culture of the early Empire appears to have encompassed a system of practices, standardized according to consolidated models, promoting transmission of the concept of preeminence beyond their immediate ritual context.



Public Spectacles

The most popular spectacles, such as the munera gladiatoria and the ludi circenses (i.e. gladiatorial and circus games), were placed under the direct control of the emperor: the aediles (i.e., the magistrates in charge of public buildings and festivals) were relieved of the traditional position of supervisors of the ludi and their organization was entrusted to the praetors (i.e., the group of oldest magistrates). The staging of the spectacles became a significant component of the Augustan policy of dispensing benefits to the Roman citizens (Rehm 2007, 196–201). Control was exercised directly on the proposed spectacle but also on the unknowing spectators.

With respect to the Republican period, the number of theatrical spectacles greatly increased, although the production of new works, such as comedies (see Moore in this volume), sharply declined from the previous political phase and well‐known works now consolidated in the memory of the spectators were proposed (Rehm 2007, 194). In other words, there was a pervasive action aimed at reassuring the people about the continuity of the new Empire with the old Res Publica Romanorum.

Free to attend the representation of a consolidated past, the spectators were subjected to a rigid discipline and were ordered according to their social class, an action aimed at consolidating and confirming the immobility of the new Roman society. Seated in tiers and divided according to their rank, the image of the spectators reflected the Empire’s rigid social hierarchy: the orchestra was reserved for senators and their families, and behind them citizens who had recently received honours; next were the equites (i.e., the “knights,” the second class of Roman citizens) and then married men, bachelors, women and slaves. Thus, each spectator conformed to his own role and his own space within this immutable and fixed society. In whatever form of public spectacle and within spaces such as theaters, amphitheaters or circuses‐hippodromes, they were at the same time participants in, and spectators of, that order. The spectacle put on in front of this well‐ordered microcosm took place, as it were, in the presence of the society as a whole, the only true actor and spectator of the Empire’s power.

Before his people, the emperor was the “cosmo‐crator” of that microcosm, even when not participating in person: he was the dispenser of social order, the arbiter of life and death. Indeed, the crucial moment of the gladiatorial contest was not the final act but the previous suspended moment in which the emperor decided the fate of the loser—death or clemency—by the movement of his hand (Dessì 2008, 94–102). Whatever the result, the people would have watched a rite of overcoming death and thus of rebirth: the winner of the contest, who had been superior to his companion in combat, but also the loser who, by dying with his sword in his hand, had demonstrated courage and redeemed his otherwise “non‐human” status as a slave.

In peacetime, the gladiatorial games (munera and venationes) were part of a closed, controlled context of combat and war, experienced by means of an imitative process that also involved recreation of the sound context. In fact, all the instruments found in presentations of music in military ceremonies were present in the amphitheaters: the tuba, with straight pipe ending in a bell, the cornu, long and curved with a crossbar as a handle (Castaldo 2011, 308–16) and the lituus, with cylindrical, or more rarely conical, pipe and enlarged, curved end. These instruments are often associated with battle scenes, as in the “Great” Ludovisi sarcophagus (Rome, Palazzo Altemps, mid‐third century AD),1 but also with scenes of purification of the army and the camp, as depicted on Trajan’s Column (such as scene VIII, 113 AD). They are also found in portrayals of gladiatorial contests, such as the relief of C. Lusius Storax’s funerary monument (early first century AD, now in Chieti, National Archaeological Museum, 4421a–c): the frieze depicts gladiators engaged in munera, and the pediment above it presents tibicines with tubae to the left of the central tribune, and cornicines with cornu to the right.

When these same instruments are depicted together with the hydraulis, they musically mark the crucial moment of the munera gladiatoria at which the emperor decides the fate of the loser at the end of the fight.2 Significant in this sense are the iconographic testimonies of the mosaic of Zliten in Libya from the first century AD (now in Tripoli, Archaeological Museum; Dessì 2008, 96–7) and the mosaic of the Hadrianic period villa at Nennig (now in Trier, Rheinisches Landesmuseum).3

The function of the munera gladiatoria—spectacles that repeatedly portray the victory of the emperor, who is always on the side of the winner and decides the fate of the loser—prompted the construction of many amphitheaters (see Perrot in this volume), especially along the margins of the Empire where there was a greater necessity for people to witness the invincible power of imperial Rome. This likely led to the need to hire permanent musicians for amphitheaters, at least the most important ones. It seems, for example, that hydraulis players were salaried employees, as attested by an epigraph from the first half of the third century AD: “Titus Aelius Justus salaried organist of the II Legio adiutrix” (CIL III.10501; CLE I.489; AE 2003, 115). This is the signature appearing at the end of a longer inscription adorning the sarcophagus of the young bride Elia Sabina, also an organist, found in the Roman cemetery of Aquincum.

As in the amphitheater, the spectacle of chariot races in the circus‐hippodrome was also a representation of cosmic order, an expression of the emperor’s absolute dominion over space and time. In these environments, the now sacralized space was a site for expression of the divine regality of the sovereign within which the emperor was at once deity and priest of this cosmic religion. When the sovereign took part in the ludi, playing the role of charioteer, he appeared as the priest of his cult, the primary actor in the ritualized representation of imperial victory (Dessì 2008, 101). This role was exemplified above all by Nero, the main protagonist of the ludi and the victor of the contests in which he participated (see Power in this volume).4 But there was no decrease in significance when the representation of imperial victory was delegated to the figure of the charioteer, as was often the case. The myth of the Emperor’s eternal victory (semper Victor) was still reproduced centuries later—for instance, on the southeast face of the pedestal of the Obelisk of Theodosius (fourth century AD; Dessì 2008, 75–84), and in the diptych of Anastasius I (517 AD; Dessì 2008, 101–2). In both cases the imperial victory, symbolized by the offering of the crown to the victorious charioteer, is accompanied by the representation of music by means of instruments and dances, players and dancers. In these depictions, music has the function of historicizing and actualizing the victory myth: it evokes the temporal dimension of the narration, synthesized for example in the four scenes carved on the faces of the obelisk’s pedestal, and transforms the circular course of the eternal return of the victory myth into the historical succession of events concerning all the emperor’s victories (Dessì 2008, 75–84).

Music played an important role also in other official spectacles, especially in pompae—strongly symbolic and propagandistic ritual processions that took place in various contexts according to different modalities (Latham 2016; see Alonso Fernández in this volume). It could be related to the celebration of a victory (pompa triomphalis), a public funeral (pompa funebris), or the start of the munera (pompa amphitheatralis) and circus games (pompa circensis).

Whatever the occasion on which the pompa was staged, its characteristic element was sacrality: the pompa triomphalis celebrated the triumph of the victor not only as sovereign of Rome but above all as the incarnation of Zeus; the pompa amphitheatralis, and above all the pompa circensis, resembled what Latham, following Ovid, called pompa deorum: the emperors and the empresses, having become divi and divae, were honored with spoils and ornaments (exuviae) taken from the enemy and carried on sacred carts (tensae); and they were represented by statues (simulacra) carried on sedans (fercula), later replaced by quadrigas (Latham 2016, 44–66).

The pompa (pompē in Greek) was conducted as a highly ritualized procession following an ideal, repetitive scheme described by Dionysius of Halicarnassus in his Antiquitates Romanae 7.72.1–13 (Barker 2017, 77–9), a historiographic work written during the Empire of Octavian Augustus. It took place along a dramatically symbolic route passing through the city’s historic and memorable sites (triumphal arches, columns, statues, and imperial cult temples often constructed over vestiges of the Republican age). The aim was to foster in the participants a sense of remembrance capable of strengthening the link with the past, reinforcing the idea that the Empire was in perfect continuity with the Roman Republic.

In the imperial age the pompa amphitheatralis and circensis became self‐representations of society and an expression of imperial sovereignty. According to the ideal sequence, the procession was opened by the lictors carrying fasces, who preceded the magistrate, the organizer of the spectacle. They were followed by Roman youths, i.e. knights and foot soldiers who together represented the Empire’s future military corps. This parade, arranged by rank, was followed by the agitatores leading the quadrigas, by the two‐horsed aurigae and by the athletes; all together they were the protagonists of the mise‐en‐scène of the victory and, with their competitions, they historicized the myth of the eternal victory of the Empire and its emperor.

The procession continued with dancers divided by age‐group (adults, adolescents, and children) and by rank: first the Salii (elite priests of high status; Habinek 2005,107–8, 120–1) and the ludiones (professional dancers of lower class). Dionysius states that the Salii, unlike the ludiones, sang a hymn—a detail obviously hard to identify in iconographic testimonies (Latham 2016, 34); together, they reproduced the spectacle of war by means of a dance with martial rhythm performed in military garb. In other words, this was a ritualization of war through music and dance.

This part of the pompa was characterized by solemnity (gravitas), which was also underlined by the accompanying musical instruments, usually tubae. They are depicted, for instance, behind the charioteer on a biga in a travertine relief depicting a pompa circensis dated c. 50 BC, and probably commissioned by the magistrate who had organized the games (Rome, Centrale Montemartini Inv. 2753–2754; D‐DAI‐ROM‐37.806). In a Julio‐Claudian relief found in the necropolis of Porta Stabia at Pompeii (now in Naples, National Archaeological Museum, Inv. 6704), tubae are depicted behind two bearers of fasces leading the procession that precedes the gladiatorial games (pompa amphitheatralis), as signs of the dignity of the organizing magistrate (Jannot 1992, 57), whereas a lituus player follows the six gladiators (Emmerson 2010, 78).

The same gravitas marks the final part of the pompa with the statues (simulacra) and the spoils (exuviae): the simulacra carried on sedans present the deified figures as familiar and approachable, while the exuviae borne on carts render these same deified figures distant and inaccessible (Latham 2016, 56–9). Brass instruments seem to fill the sound space of this part of the procession, too, as shown by the pompa circensis carved on the cover of a marble sarcophagus from 350–400 AD (Rome, Cloister of San Lorenzo fuori le Mura): tubae are here depicted between two fercula carrying simulacra of a Dea Mater and of Victory. The same sonority accompanies the procession with the spoils of Jerusalem sculpted on the southern inner face of the Arch of Titus of 90 AD (Rome, Roman Forum).

These moments of gravitas alternated with the levitas of the parody of war, especially in the parade of satyrs and sileni following the ludiones: as Dionysius tells us, they imitated the serious dances of the professional dancers, turning them into comic dances (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 7.72.10–13).5 This parody would exorcise the fear of death and the suffering associated with it, offering the observer a liberation that only the spectacle gifted by the emperor and staged in his name could provide to Roman society.

The parody of war had a counterpart in the gladiatorial games, when “show‐openers” (Praegenarii) imitated the gladiators using wooden weapons. This parodistic “caricature” involved the same musical instruments that appeared in the games—i.e. tuba, cornu, and hydraulis—but they were played by musicians disguised as animals, as shown, for example, in the Pompeii frescoes depicting an ursus tibicen and a pullus cornicen (Necropolis of Porta Nocera, Tomb 14 EN).

In the staging of the pompa, however, the parodistic part of the procession would seem to have used different instruments such as tibiae, lyrae, and citharae, i.e. instruments no longer related to the military sphere but heard in the theater and in convivial environments.6 This moment would seem to be depicted in a bas‐relief from the mid‐first century BC portraying a citharode looking to two tibiae players behind the parade of ludiones (Baldassini‐Castelli Antiquities Collection, n. 22; cf. Micheli, Purcaro and Santucci 2007, 196–7).



Technological Progress and Sound‐Producing Machines

Attention to the sound dimension of the spaces used to represent the divinity of the emperor and his imperial power is also evident in the work of the main technitēs serving Octavian Augustus: Marcus Vitruvius Pollio. In particular, he dedicates ample space to sound in Book 5 of De architectura, which deals with the construction of theaters, another place to promote the imperial culture in peacetime. The first goal is to promote clarity of the voice that must reach the ears of the listeners (De arch. 5.2.2: “the voice … will be intelligible to the ears),7 including those sitting higher up (5.3.7: “those in the lowermost seat as well as those in the highest;” 5.3.8: “any voice onstage might reach the ears of the spectators more clearly and sweetly;” 5.8.1: “the voice will apply itself gently;” cf. Restani, Dessì and Castaldo 2010, 162–4). Indeed, the voice must carry without encountering obstacles that might cause acoustic problems (5.3.4; 5.5.6: 5.8.1–2).

This attention to the voice concerns that of the speaking actor but also the singing voice (see Melidis and Schulz in this volume). Indeed, Vitruvius proves to be aware of notions of physiology of the phonatory apparatus, but also the timbres, genres (harmonic, chromatic and diatonic) and forms of singing (Barker 2010). Knowledge of such musical system would allow the architect to build vases (vasa aerea) and tables (tabulationes) that resonate in the theater to amplify the sound. The tabulationes are planks that favor the propagation of sound (5.5.7), while the vasa are true resonators that, solicited by the voice, produce harmonics at the fourth, fifth, eighth, or double eighth (5.5.1–5, with Hagel 2010, 251–5).8

Outside of the sites of spectacles, in which war could also find space in an idealized form of competition and experienced by the spectators in a mimetic‐cathartic manner (Wiedemann 1992; Futrell 1997), it was pax that predominated and permeated the technological progress promoted by the Emperor. Thanks to the ingenuity of his technitai, the Emperor could have the best machines for peacetime too, as Vitruvius writes in the dedication of De architectura:


[2] When, however, I perceived that you were solicitous not only for the establishment of community life and of the body politic, but also for the construction of suitable public buildings, so that by your agency not only had the state been rendered more august by the annexation of entire provinces, but indeed the majesty of the Empire had found conspicuous proof in its public works—then I thought that I should not miss the opportunity to publish on these matters for you as soon as possible.

(Vitr. De arch. 1, Praefatio. 2)


The dedication and the principles of art and science provide an image of Vitruvius who outlines, in an imperial Roman context, the relationship between technitēs and technocrat already established between the mechanician Ctesibius and Ptolemy II. He proves to possess the traits of the Alexandrian mechanician who in time of war deals with “outfitting catapults as well as the repair of all the other sorts of war machines” (De arch. 1. Praefatio 2)9 for his emperor, while in peacetime he continues to work for his sovereign creating machines that would record for posterity the emperor’s grand civil enterprises (Dessì 2008, 26–31). Indeed, Vitruvius includes in his treatise some Ctesibian machines that he considers “most useful and necessary” (10.7.5), such as the hydraulic pump and the water clock in chapter 7, and the water organ in the next.

The entire eighth chapter of Book 10 of De architectura contains, in fact, a detailed description of the water organ invented by Ctesibius and described in his Commentaries. But the chapter on the organ is not the only one referring to the ‘musical’ applications of Ctesibius’ engineering. In Chapter 8 of Book 9, Vitruvius dedicates a paragraph to the water clock in which he relates Ctesibius’ invention to various objects capable of producing sounds (9.8.4–5, with Dessì 2010). In addition to the organs, clocks and automata were also considered sound‐producing objects to be exhibited, part of a complex system of communication of power and affirmation of imperial supremacy. Indeed, these complex and wonderful sonorous objects reflected the hegemonic role of the person who was so powerful as to be able to afford hiring men able to build such machines.



Portrayal of the Emperor

Music became a distinctive and preeminent trait also in the portrayal of the emperor: Octavian Augustus had assumed the features of Apollo Citharoedus, but other Julio‐Claudian emperors such as Nero made practical and theoretical knowledge of music a fundamental element of their political and cultural plan for the Empire.10

Nero crafted his entire persona as an artist and musician (see Power in this volume), and Nero’s detractors indeed referred to his musical aptitudes, albeit with derogatory and blameful purposes in order to justify a damnatio memoriae. Nero performed as a charioteer in the Circus Maximus with the colors of his favourite faction, the Greens (Plin. HN 33.90; Suet. Ner. 22.1–2; Cass. Dio 63.6.3). Yet he was also Apollo Citharoedus—the tragic solo singer accompanying himself with the cithara who had debuted in the theater in Neapolis in 64 AD—and the tragoedus, the actor‐singer of tragic songs, who had appeared before the public in Greece in 66–67 AD (Mazzoni 2012). Tacitus reported on the emperor’s activities after 59 AD, that is, after the murder of his mother Agrippina:


Nero had long had a hankering to drive a four‐horse chariot, and a no less disgraceful desire to sing accompanied by the lyre like a stage‐performer. Horse‐racing, he would say, was the sport of kings, one in which leaders of old would frequently indulge, and it was celebrated in the panegyrics of the bards and put on in honour of the gods. Furthermore, he said, singing was sacred to Apollo, and it was dressed for this activity that this outstanding, prescient deity stood not only in the cities of Greece, but also in the temples of Rome.

(Tac. Ann. 14.14.1, transl. Yardley 2008)


Cassius Dio also referred to his activity as a singer, reporting the words of the rebel Vindex: “I have often heard him sing, play the herald, and act in tragedies” (Cass. Dio 63.22.5–6).

Therefore, Nero’s self‐portrayal was that of a new Apollo,11 in the footsteps of his predecessor Augustus, but he did not fail to recover more properly Dionysian, Greek, and Hellenistic dimensions. In fact, he intended to be a synthesis of the two family lines: on the part of his maternal grandmother, the desires of his great‐great‐grandfather Augustus, a “new Apollo,” descendant of the heroic Aeneas and thus of Venus; and on the part of his maternal grandfather, the propensities of his great‐great‐grandfather Mark Antony, a self‐styled descendant of Hercules and “new Dionysus.”

The synthesis seems to have been completed on the occasion of the periodos, the “circuit” of the magnificent Panhellenic games (Cass. Dio 63.8.2–3, with Kennell 1988, 242–5) purposely concentrated in a single year to mark the emperor’s special participation (Suet. Ner. 23.1, with Stirpe 2005, 259–63). These included the four great classic agōnes called “of the crown” (the Olympic Games in Elis, the Pythian Games in Delphi, the Isthmian Games near Corinth and the Nemean Games in Argolis), the Actia introduced by Augustus in Nicopolis to celebrate his victory over Antony, and the Heraea in Argos (Papini 2003; Stirpe 2005). Nero became periodonikēs, i.e. victor of the games, and was greeted as such upon his return in Neapolis, Antium, Alba, and Rome, where he entered on


the very chariot in which Augustus had once conducted his triumphs; wearing a purple robe, picked out with stars of gold, a Greek cloak, and, on his head, the Olympic crown, his right hand holding the Pythian, he was preceded by a procession displaying his other crowns, labelled to indicate whom he had defeated and with which songs or dramas.

(Suet. Ner. 25.1, transl. Edwards 2000)


Cassius Dio referred to Nero’s “incarnation” of a new Apollo and new Hercules/Dionysus when he told of the praises accompanying his entrance into the city:


Hail, Olympian Victor! Hail, Pythian Victor! Augustus! Augustus! Hail to Nero, our Hercules! Hail to Nero, our Apollo! The only Victor of the Grand Tour, the only one from the beginning of time! Augustus! Augustus! O, Divine Voice! Blessed are they that hear thee.12

(Cass. Dio 63.20.5, transl. Cary 1968)


Like the Hellenistic kings, Nero knew that the glory of his Empire in peacetime was also demonstrated through the grandeur of the spectacles representing the divinity of the emperor and his imperial power. It was precisely artistic knowledge and superior military and civil technology that played a deterrent role against the enemies who wished to rebel against their emperor. At the time of greatest crisis for the stability of the Empire, with the insurrection of the Gauls led by Vindex, Nero was convinced that he could assert his hegemony in front of his men by demonstrating to them a new technological advance, a new way of constructing a musical instrument in itself already complex and extraordinary:


But, as more and more urgent messages arrived, he returned to Rome in great fear (…). Without even then summoning any public gathering of the people or the senate, he called a few of the leading men to his palace and held a brief conference before wasting the rest day on some water‐organs (organa hydraulica) of a new and unprecedented kind, which he showed off one by one, discussing the workings and difficulty of each, and promising that he would produce them all in the theater—with Vindex’s permission.

(Suet. Ner. 41.2, transl. Edwards 2000)


Nero seems to have re‐proposed the characteristic of the Hellenistic rulers who had so greatly attracted his attention and prompted his praise, and who had made the development of technology applied to art a point of excellence of their kingdom, and an expression of superiority over other peoples. This thought legacy became especially evident in the Esquiline palace, where Hellenistic traits prevailed in the external architectural features of the Domus Aurea as well as in the Dionysian settings of the interiors and its scenographic apparatuses such as “dining‐rooms with fretted ceils of ivory, whose panels could turn and shower down flowers” or the main banquet circular hall that “constantly revolved day and night, like the heavens” (Suet. Ner. 31.2). His technitai Severus and Celer, perhaps hydraulic engineers defined as magistri and machinatores by Tacitus (Ann. 15.42.1), adorned Nero’s Domus with water clocks based on the Ctesibian model and, in all likelihood, installed there the aforementioned organs “of a new and unprecedented kind,”13 which Nero proudly displayed to the rebel of Gallia Lugdunensis as a demonstration of his technological superiority (Dessì 2010, 28–9).

The archaeological findings attesting the presence of organs in the imperial colonies of Aquincum, Aventicum, and Dion, from the first to the third century AD, should therefore be reconsidered within this political and propagandistic perspective: in these areas, there was a most pressing need to employ techniques of persuasion and disseminate widely the concept of pre‐eminence of imperial power (Dessì 2008, 47–61). Even though such sound‐producing machines could not save Nero’s life (led to assisted suicide on 9 June 68 AD), musical sophia and technē continued to offer an expression of power and a form of political propaganda that emperors exploited throughout the Imperial age.
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NOTES


	1 On the function of the players in the Roman legion, see Vegetius Mil. 2.22, 3.5 passim.

	2 The absence of the organ from representations of battle scenes and processions related to them is perhaps due to the technical complexity of the instrument: it required a technological apparatus for the production of sound by means of pressure exerted on water that could be transported only with great difficulty.

	3 In addition to the mosaics, the presence of the hydraulis in the gladiatorial context is attested for the second century AD by the oil lamps found at Carthage (Markovits 2003, 117–22), or by the terracotta fragments found at Ledosus in Aquitania, as well as vases found in southern Gaul and in northern Germany at Tabernae Rhenanae (Markovits 2003, 124–7). In the following century, these testimonies are joined by a funerary stele for a gladiator, including an inscription, found in the late Roman sanctuary area of Tatarevo in Bulgaria (Markovits 2003, 148–50) and graffiti found in the Basilica of San Sebastiano fuori le Mura, Rome (Markovits 2003, 151). For the fourth century: the vase fragments found with other grave goods at Thorslunde, near the Danish city Roskilde (Markovits 2003, 200–1), and the terracotta pieces from Pacelliufer, the pottery district of Trier (Dessì 2008, 97).

	4 Suet. Ner. 20–1. Nero also participated in games on the occasion of the imperial trip to Greece, cf. Cass. Dio 63.14.3. Even Caligula descended into the arena to compete as a charioteer (Suet. Calig. 19).

	5 According to Latham 2016, 25–36, 178–9, there would have been a greater alternation between gravitas and levitas throughout the entire pompa.

	6 On the different contexts of the use of the tuba and tibia cf. Wyslucha 2018. On theaters and contests, see Moore and Power in this volume.

	7 All translations of Vitruvius are taken from Rowland 1999.

	8 In the same book of the treatise, a few passages (De arch. 5.3.8 and 5.4.9) mention stringed instruments, too.

	9 Vitruvius also pays attention to sound in relation to catapults, an emblem of imperial power in times of war. When ropes were put under tension, they produced a distinct acoustic effect: “when struck with the hand, each of them will give off a corresponding tone (…) they are stretched with handspikes on windlasses until they make an identical sound” (De arch. 10.12.2). Hence catapults were “tuned” with precision by acoustic testing: “catapults are adjusted to tone by propping with wedges according to the musical sense of hearing” (10.12.2).

	10 A close link between the wealth of practical and theoretical musical knowledge, political choices and cultural propaganda is also found in Hadrian’s Empire (117–138 AD), when the emperor promoted actions reflecting his “Hellenizing” program as well as the wide‐ranging artistic, literary and philosophical education he had received. Cf. Restani 2004, 31–55.

	11 Some coins minted in Rome and in Lugdunum portray him as Apollo Citharoedus. Cf. Perassi 2002, 48–51 and fig . 16.

	12 On Nero’s triumph in Rome cf. Champlin 2005, 293–300.

	13 On the hypothesis of the presence of an organ in Nero’s palace on the Esquiline, cf. Dessì 2008.
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CHAPTER THIRTY–TWO
The Reception of Greek Music Theory in the Middle Ages: Boethius and the Portraits of Ancient Musicians

Cecilia Panti



Scholars agree in considering music theory as the major legacy that medieval musical thought inherited from Greek antiquity. Ancient sources and translations were available to the main Hellenistic schools belonging to the educational curriculum of late Antiquity (Hadot 2005); hence Byzantine, Latin, and Arabic scholars had access to the main doctrines of ancient harmonics in its “mathematical,” Platonic and Pythagorean flavor (see Barker in this volume); from the ninth century, the Arabic world had also the musical teachings of the Aristotelian school, which entered the Latin West only four centuries later (Mathiesen 1999, 609–12). This corpus of learning included conceptions of music as a mathematical discipline and medical therapy (see Provenza in this volume), as well as the technical organization and terminology of intervals and scales, and the place of music itself in different philosophical systems (Barker 1989). In this respect, it has been rightly assumed that Antiquity and the Middle Ages developed and nourished a music theory that is “a subject of intellectual value per se, because of its transmission, and because of its interconnections with other disciplines” (Barbera 1990, 1).



The Legacy of Greek Music Theory in Byzantine, Arabic, and Latin Sources

Notwithstanding the continuity with ancient musical theories, there is almost no sign of Greek treatises of music theory datable from the fourth to the end of the tenth centuries of the Christian era. Aristides Quintilianus’ On Music (third to fourth century AD) can be considered the last major compendium of ancient knowledge on harmonics and rhythmic theories. From the third century onward, the writings of ancient Greek musicographers were likely copied and studied in schools, but it was thanks to the Church Fathers that some aspects of this heritage could be transmitted to a wider audience. Musical erudition was rooted in music’s place as one of the seven liberal arts, which the Fathers likened to the biblical image of the seven columns of Salomon’s temple. Moreover, Christian writers followed Platonic ideas of cosmic music, paralleled in biblical passages such as Job 38:7, and of the harmonious disposition of the body and the soul, which is compared to the analogy between macrocosm and microcosm, as in Gregory of Nyssa’s De hominis opificio (Wessel 2009). Apart from these common ideas, the Fathers were not interested in music theory as such, and their references to music and singing are mostly practical and related to worship and prayer (Gérold 1973; McKinnon 1987). In the late medieval Byzantine world, harmonics was regarded as a mathematical science unrelated to contemporary practice (Floros 2006). References to ancient music theories, mainly from Ptolemy’s Harmonics, appear in didactic writings by George Pachymeres (died c. 1310 AD); but only the sole surviving codification of Byzantine musical scholarship—namely, the Harmonika by Manuel Bryennius (died c. 1340 AD)—develops arguments largely based on Greek harmonic theory: Ptolemy and Nicomachus, as well as later authors such as Cleonides, Theon of Smyrna, and Aristides Quintilianus.

By the ninth century, Arab scholars had access to a wider corpus of Greek music theory, including the pseudo‐Aristotelian Problemata and the pseudo‐Euclidean Sectio canonis. A detailed examination of the ancient roots of Arab music theory (Haas 2006) has evidenced numerous Greek derivations in the musical teachings of al‐Kindi (died 877 AD), for instance with regard to the scalar system (from the Greek “Perfect System,” teleion systēma, see Barker in this volume), the ethical characterization of scalar formulas (e.g. Dorian, Phrygian and Lydian), and musical intervals. Al‐Kindi considered music as a branch of philosophy and mathematics and believed in its therapeutic value. After him, al‐Farabi (died 950 AD) compiled the major and most influential Arab work on music theory, the “Great Book of Music” (Kitab al‐Musiqa al‐Kabir), which had a remarkable diffusion along the Middle Ages thanks to Hebrew and Latin translations, the latter under the titles De scientiis and the De ortu scientiarum. Here, al‐Farabi presents teachings on sound perception and the psychological effects of music in an Aristotelian milieu, mainly based on Physics, On the Soul, Nicomachean Ethics, and Posterior Analytics (in relation to the classification of music). Ibn Sina (Avicenna), in turn, derived from al‐Farabi lengthy passages concerning Greek theory and descriptions of instruments. These interests, however, underwent a sharp decline under the influence of the mystical approach to learning promoted by the Brethren of Purity (Wright 2010); this dimension of musical knowledge was further developed by al‐Ghazali (died 1111 AD), who argued for the power of music in intensifying religious feeling and experience.

As regards music theory in the Latin West, the sources that preserved and transmitted Greek musical theories can be grouped into three main kinds. The first includes works by late Roman writers such as Censorinus, Calcidius, Macrobius, and Fulgentius, who transmitted a bulk of Greek musical teachings mainly derived from the encyclopedic works of Varro, Cicero, Vitruvius, Pliny, Quintilian, or philosophical works such as Lucretius’ De rerum natura (Zaminer 2006). The second group of sources includes sections on music of encyclopedic works and treatises on the liberal arts from the fifth to the seventh centuries AD, such as Book 2.5 of Cassiodorus’ Institutiones, Book 3.15–23 of Isidore of Seville’s Etymologiae, and Book 9 of Martianus Capella’s De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii; the latter includes Latin translations of extensive sections of Aristides Quintilianus’ De musica and exerted a strong influence on later debates, for instance on the music of the spheres (Shanzer 1986 and Teeuwen 2002). The third set of sources includes Augustine’s De musica (c. 390 AD) and Severinus Boethius’ De institutione musica (c. 510 AD), the only two works on music theory written in Latin between the late fourth and early sixth century AD (Harmon 2006; see also Meyer 2001). Boethius’ treatise is unquestionably the most important of these sources and remained the most influential from the ninth century up to the modern era.



Boethius’ De Institutione Musica

At the turn of the fifth century AD, the Roman philosopher Severinus Boethius (died about 524 AD) elaborated a comprehensive educational system that aimed at merging Plato and Aristotle to Vitruvius and Cicero, as well as to a new Christian search for wisdom already pursued by Augustine (Restani 2008). Boethius’ De institutione arithmetica (1.1, ed. Oosthout and Schilling 1999, 9–14) considered the four mathematical sciences of arithmetic, geometry, music, and astronomy as a “four‐way crossroad” (quadrivium) leading to a rational and unitary understanding of the universe (Chadwick 1981). De institutione arithmetica and De institutione musica are his only surviving works of the quadrivium, but Cassiodorus mentions others which testify to the quadrivial base of Boethius’ outstanding mission of cultural and philosophical unity: “By your translations Latin readers now have Pythagoras’ music, Ptolemy’s astronomy, Nicomachus’ arithmetic, Plato’s theology, Aristotle’s logic, and Archimedes’ mechanics” (Cassiod. Var. 1.45.4, transl. Chadwick 1981, 103).

According to the pioneering study by Pizzani (1965), Boethius derived the majority of his knowledge of Greek music theory from the now‐lost Introduction to Music by Nicomachus of Gerasa, but he also reworked and summarized musical theories from other writings based on Pythagorean principles, assembled mainly in Book 4 of De institutione musica. Bower (1978) tried to prove that the entire De institutione musica derived from Nicomachus’ lost treatise, including what remains of the unfinished Book 5, where Boethius explicitly quotes from Ptolemy’s Harmonics. However, other scholars, starting with Potiron (1961), insisted on the originality and independence of Boethius. Zanoncelli (1996, 244–9) offers evidence of Boethius’ autonomous understanding of technical problems of Greek music theory, and holds that he was a competent scholar who collected and reworked material from different sources.

Latin medieval music theory borrowed notions and terminology directly from De institutione musica, which was rediscovered in the Carolingian era (Bower 1998). These borrowings include the names of intervals (diapasōn, diapente, diaphōnia, symphōnia, etc.), pitches (proslambanomenos, mesē and so on), scalar systems (tetrachordon, systēma), and terms related to the melodic, metrical, and rhythmic structures (arsis, thesis, etc., see Barker and Lynch in this volume). At times, terms changed in meaning: for instance, diaphōnia identified discords in Greek sources, but its Latin counterpart indicates two‐part polyphonic pieces in Medieval treatises. The Greek heritage is patent also in the adoption of the nomenclature of the modes (Lydian, Phrygian etc.) and in several aspects of the theories related to music notation (see Hagel in this volume), intervals and so on (Atkinson 2008). Recent research (Bernhard 2003 and 2007) has fully evidenced the significant role played by Boethius’ musical treatise for the Carolingian organization of the modes of plain chant and, eventually, for the composition of polyphonic music. The medieval theory of music was grounded on the Boethian connection of the mathematical calculation of musical intervals with the Greek system of scales, posited in turn at the base of musical notation.

Boethius’ epistemological approach to music was greatly indebted to Nicomachus, who linked it to the quasi‐mythical figure of Pythagoras. This association is surely one of the major and long‐lasting legacies of the Greek music theory transmitted by Boethius, who merges and compares “Pythagoras’ methodology” with that of other major ancient musici, particularly Ptolemy and Aristoxenus. Thanks to Boethius, Pythagoras was to be widely regarded as the “inventor” of music in medieval culture.



Pythagoras, from the Search of a Philosophical Method to the “Invention” of Music

Before introducing the reader to Pythagorean doctrines, Iamblichus’ On the Pythagorean Life offered a portrait of Pythagoras mainly derived from Nicomachus. The Greek philosopher was depicted as the ideal embodiment of a philosophical lifestyle and the founder of a specific educational method. This education begins with the senses, through beautiful shapes, rhythms, and melodies. These open the mind to disclose the primary forms and causes of reality, which is the task of mathematics; finally, the last step of learning is to connect mathematics with theology (O’Meara 1989 and 2007). Music, therefore, is fundamental from the first stage of the Pythagorean system of education, in which songs and rhythms harmonize human temperaments and heal passions and diseases (see Provenza in this volume). Iamblichus remarks that Pythagoras practiced musical therapies for his pupils, though he did not use musical instruments or songs to create order in himself. To this end, the power of his mind and his likeness to the gods were sufficient.

Like Iamblichus, Boethius based his own image of Pythagoras on Nicomachus. Boethius’ Pythagoras, however, is only partially similar to Iamblichus’ portrayal, as he interprets in his own way the unique convergence of Aristotelian logic and Platonic theology that characterized Nicomachus’ Pythagoras. Nicomachus had called the four mathematical disciplines of arithmetic, music, geometry, and astronomy as “methods” (methodoi), “paths” leading from the senses toward higher knowledge; Boethius names them quadrivium, a “fourfold crossroad” that brings the mind “from the knowledge offered by the senses to the certain things of the intellect” (De arithm. 1.1, 11 Oosthout and Schilling, my transl.). In line with Nicomachus’ conceptualization of forms as “immanent universals” (Helmig 2007, 138), Boethius claimed that Pythagoras moved away from senses by considering four species of “quantity,” which Boethius calls “beings” (essentiae). These do not undergo any change if considered in themselves, though they suffer change and alteration as forms of natural bodies (De arithm. 1.1, 9–20 Oosthout and Schilling). These four species of quantity are grouped into two kinds: (i) discrete quantities or multitude, based on an indivisible unity that increases into infinite number, and (ii) continuous quantities or magnitude, endlessly divisible though limited with respect to increase. Each kind is, in turn, subdivided into two species, so that the quadrivium is defined by the genus‐quantity and its four species: arithmetic for multitude in itself, music for multitude in ratios, geometry for magnitude in itself and astronomy for magnitude in motion. This fourfold mathematical science paved the way to the highest levels of philosophical knowledge (Bower 2002; Panti 2018; Crialesi 2020).

Music, therefore, is the science of quantity “in ratios” or “in relation” (ad aliquid), and this notion was fundamental for the transmission of the Greek harmonic science to the Latin world. Specifically, it allowed the study of sound and voices as mathematical objects, through the definiteness of ratios that express musical intervals as quantities. The persistence of the Greek heritage of this conception is firmly linked, as mentioned above, with Pythagorean methodology, to which Nicomachus, and in turn Iamblichus, Boethius, and others, associated a famous, if misguided, anecdote: Pythagoras’ alleged discovery of the mathematical ratios of sounds in a blacksmith’s shop (cf. Barker 2007, 446–7; Creese 2010, 82–90).

Nicomachus relates that Pythagoras wanted to find a reliable instrument to assist the sense of hearing, in order to move toward higher knowledge, and found it when, “by some divine coincidence,” he walked by a blacksmith’s shop (Nic. Ench. 245–8 Jan; Barker 1989, 256–8; Zanoncelli 1990, 157–9). Here, he listened to sounds produced by the hammers, some of which were consonant and some dissonant, and realized that consonant intervals corresponded to the octave (2:1), fifth (3:2) and fourth (4:3), while the dissonant intervals to the tone (9:8). Nicomachus asserted that this phenomenon depended on the hammers’ weight (a detail that in fact is not correct—see below), and his Pythagoras set out to prove this by asking the blacksmiths to exchange hammers—a change that did not affect the intervals. Once at home, Nicomachus’ Pythagoras assembled different instruments and tools such as the chordotonon to reproduce these intervals and fix their mathematical ratios on the basis of the weight values (12, 9, 8, and 6). According to Nicomachus, the aim of Pythagoras’ experiment was proving that the mind can grasp stable properties, namely, the “form” of quantity, starting from experiencing it in natural phenomena.

Boethius’ narration is sensibly different (De inst. mus. 1.10–11, 197–8 Friedlein; English translation are taken from Calvin 1989, 18–19; cf. also Münxelhaus 1976). In Boethius’ account, Pythagoras deemed all instruments as unreliable and wished to acquire full knowledge of consonances by means of reason alone. By a “divine will” (divino quodam nutu), he passed by a blacksmith’s shop and heard the consonances. Then, guided by reflection, he concluded that the octave (diapason) was produced by two hammers standing in a double ratio (2:1), while the fifth (diapente) corresponded to the hemiolic ratio (3:2), and so on, and his request to the blacksmiths to exchange hammers confirmed his rational intuition. The reference to the numbers 12, 9, 8, 6 is introduced in Boethius’ text “for sake of illustration” (ut sit clarius quod dictum est), while the experiments made by Pythagoras at home with strings and bells served only to enjoy a most complete assurance of the mathematical foundation of consonances. Finally, Boethius claims that Pythagoras invented the monochord, or “rule” (regula), to fix his results (on the alleged Pythagorean invention of the monochord, see Creese 2010). So Boethius’ Pythagoras comes to represent the true musicus who relies entirely on reason, disregarding sense perception. Boethius contrasts him with two other eminent ancient musical theorists, Aristoxenus and Ptolemy, who, respectively, represent a methodology fully based on perception and a midway approach (see below, Barker 2001, and Barker in this volume).

Another report of Pythagoras’ story is in Macrobius’ Commentary on Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis, a work much studied during the Middle Ages because it deals with the physical constitution of the universe according to Neoplatonic views. Macrobius’ account differs from Boethius’; it resembles Nicomachus’ in stressing music’s experimental foundations. In Macrobius’ Commentary (In Somn. 2.1.8–14, 248–51 Scarpa), Pythagoras’ problem was understanding the reason (ratio) that governs worldly harmony; thus, when he passed “by chance” (casu) at the blacksmith’s shop, he happened to perceive “by means of eyes and hands” (oculis et manibus) how the musical ratios were organized. For Macrobius, Pythagoras’ attitude is that of an attentive sage, who is able to prove by observation what the mind grasps by simply contemplating the harmony of the universe. Macrobius does not mention the weights of the hammers, though he says that consonance entirely depends on the “law of weights” (lege ponderum).

Neither Boethius nor Macrobius, nor any of the medieval music theorists that relied on them, realized that the experiments attributed to Pythagoras are fictional, because the pitch of sounds produced by hammers is not directly proportional to their weight (Burkert 1972, 375). Clearly, experimental proof as such was not really part of the Pythagorean method as presented by Nicomachus (see Pöhlmann in this volume), and was even less relevant for Boethius’ Pythagoras. Nonetheless, and more importantly, the medieval theorists totally missed the most significant point of the story—namely, Pythagoras’ search for a method of learning. For medieval scholars, Pythagoras was basically a quasi‐mythical inventor of music, the authority who first established the body of knowledge transmitted by Boethius and used by the Carolingian scholars to transmit music in notation.

This trend can be exemplified with reference to three treatises of music written in different periods of the Middle Ages. The first is the Epistola de harmonica institutione, written by the Benedictine monk Regino of Prüm (died 915 AD). In Chapter 11 (240 Gerbert), Regino narrates the story of Pythagoras at the blacksmith’ shop in order to prove that consonances are “firmly and invariably” (firmiter et constanter) defined by intervals, so that all melodies consist “in precise measurements” (in dimensionibus). For Regino, the discipline of harmonics as a whole consists in how the consonances discovered by Pythagoras “by a divine gift” (divino munere) are known “to the mind and to the ears” (animo atque auribus).

The second example of how Boethius’ Pythagoras was transformed in the Middle Ages comes from the very influential Musica speculativa secundum Boetium by Johannes de Muris, a master of Arts at Paris at the beginning of the fourteenth century. The fourth of de Muris’ “basic principles” (suppositiones sive conceptiones) of the art of music recites that “experience of sensible things produces the art” (Musica Speculativa 90 Falkenroth; this idea builds on Aristotle’s Metaphysics 1.1.981a3–4). Thus, the Pythagorean invention of music is entirely based on experience and on the fundamental role of hearing, upon which “Pythagoras established the art of melodies” at the blacksmith’s shop (Musica Speculativa 292–93 Falkenroth). This shift from Boethius’ “pure reason” to the realm of experience is present also—our third example—in Ugolinus of Orvieto’s Declaratio musicae disciplinae (5.31, 187 Seay), which opens the humanistic return to Boethius in the fifteenth century. Asserting that Pythagoras’ invention of music was neither due to demonstration nor to persuasion, but only “to chance and experience” (casu et experientia), Ugolinus definitely sets the science of music in the realm of human achievements based on senses and practical skills.



Claudius Ptolemy: Reason, Hearing, and the Musica Humana

If Nicomachus’ lost musical work is the major source for Books 1 to 4 of Boethius’ De institutione musica, what remains of Book 5 is mainly based on Ptolemy’s Harmonics. Boethius translated and inserted several passages from Ptolemy’s Harmonics 1.1–14 in the opening chapters of Book 5 of his De institutione musica. Here he develops a basic concept from Ptolemy, namely that of harmonikē dynamis (Barker 2001, 259–63), which he translates as vis or armonica facultas (“harmonic power”). This power, which grasps the distinctions between high and low sounds, has been recently studied (Panti 2017) in the light of the Boethian threefold division of music into music “made in instruments” (in instrumentis), “human” (humana) and “cosmic” (mundana). This division was very famous in the Middle Ages and supplanted the ancient division into metric, rhythmic and harmonic music transmitted by Martianus Capella and Augustine (Crocker 1958). More specifically, Boethius developed the idea of musica humana on the basis of a long lasting philosophical tradition, ranging from Plato to Vitruvius, Cicero and Augustine. These sources contributed to the idea that the human being is a sort of ordered system of relations that inform the soul and its relationship with the body (Restani 2007, 2008 and 2016); eventually, the notion of human music seems to be convergent with Ptolemy’s methodological approach to the harmonic science as such (Panti 2017).

Boethius introduced his new division of music not only to indicate different dimensions of music (sound, human beings and the universe), but also to point out the faculties and the right methodological approach required for a scientific study of them. The first four books of Boethius’ De institutione musica are explicitly dedicated to “instrumental” music, grounded on the mathematical approach that Boethius attributed to Pythagoras, as we have seen above. Conversely, in the unfinished Book 5, Boethius shifts from mathematics to the practical usefulness of music, and in so doing he introduces to the intermediate genus of music, musica humana, which involves also ethics and physics. As already mentioned, musica instrumentalis deals with “quantity in relation” and therefore does not need the support of hearing, except for the starting act of listening to sounds (De inst. mus. 1.9, 195 Friedlein). In contrast, sense perception is a pivotal instrument for the musica humana in investigating the proportional composition of human beings, which is perceived and known only through a convergence with the harmonic modulations (De inst. mus. 1.1, 186 Friedlein). Thus, Boethius entrusts Ptolemy’s harmonikē dynamis with the task of introducing musica humana and defining its instruments, i.e. reason and hearing, which the “harmonicist” needs in order to enter the realm of ethics, namely to study human goodness and upright government (De inst. mus. 5.2, 352 Friedlein). Hence, human music is particularly recommended to rulers and those who have political responsibilities (Panti 2017).

As underlined by Hicks, Boethius “transforms Ptolemy into an abstractionist of a surprisingly Aristotelian cast” (Hicks 2017, 165) by arguing that Ptolemy’s eight‐string instrument (kanōn)—the construction of which is presented in details in the Harmonics—is fundamental to verify that what is agreeable to the ear must be rational in its mathematical structure, and vice versa. Differently from the Pythagorean monochord discussed in Book 4 of De institutione musica, the Ptolemaic device works simultaneously on two or more sounds, confirming that all intervals containing the octave plus a consonance are consonant. By means of reason and hearing, therefore, Ptolemy deemed the interval of an octave plus a fourth (namely 2:1 × 4:3 = 8:3) to be a consonance, although for the Pythagoreans only simple ratios of the first four natural numbers express consonant intervals (2:1, octave; 3:1, octave plus fifth; 4:1, double octave; 3:2, fifth; 4:3, fourth). Boethius wonders whether 8:3 expresses a consonance, not being a simple ratio (De inst. mus. 5.4–9, 355–60 Friedlein) and recalls Ptolemy’s proposal to consider the octave (2:1) equal to the homophone (1:1), which does not affect the mathematical computation. Thus, the interval of octave plus fourth is a consonance on the basis of the fourth alone (4:3). This solution partially rejects the Pythagorean method of determining the rational basis of musical intervals, and implies that reason operates with data presented by hearing, through both a quantitative and a qualitative approach to sound.

Medieval scholars knew Ptolemy’s theory of harmonics through Boethius, but none of them was much interested in the methodological distinctions that Boethius envisaged between Ptolemy and Pythagoras. The medieval references to Ptolemy are basically related to the problem of considering the octave plus a fourth as a consonance, in agreement with how Boethius faces Ptolemy against the Pythagoreans. The anonymous ninth‐century treatise Musica enchiriadis (Chapter 16, 43–4 Schmid) argues that, given that the fourth is a consonance and the octave the simplest consonance, their conjunction both in plain chant and in polyphony (et cantu et organo) cannot be but a consonance, as Ptolemy held.



Aristoxenus, Aristotle, and the Qualitative Nature of Consonances

Commenting on Ptolemy’s solution of the problem of consonances, Boethius mentions the controversy among ancient theorists concerning the qualitative or quantitative nature of consonances. In addition to the Pythagorean, mathematical/quantitative approach and Ptolemy’s midway solution, Boethius mentions Aristoxenus’ qualitative approach, entirely based on the judgment of hearing (De inst. mus. 5.4, 19–24, 355 Friedlein). Aristoxenus’ empirical method to judge consonances, and more broadly to consider intervals as a continuum that could be divided into equal units, had a limited impact on medieval music theory. Its revival started only in the Renaissance, when the evolution of polyphony brought to light important discrepancies between musical theory and practice. Specifically, the thirds and sixths, considered dissonances by Boethius because of their complex ratios, were used as consonances, while the fourth, traditionally considered a consonance, was treated as a dissonance. The first theorists who suggested these adaptations of thirds and sixths found corroboration in Ptolemy, which they could read in Latin translations at the end of the fifteenth century; by contrast Aristoxenus’ conception of pitch as a continuum that could be divided into equal intervals was regarded as a forerunner of equal temperament (Palisca 1993), which challenged the Pythagorean relationship of music and number. Nicola Vicentino was one of the first theorists who came closer to the Aristoxenian viewpoint in his constant references to the musicians’ instinct (Alves 1989).

Such interest in empirical music theory, however, emerges at the end of the thirteenth century. The Parisian theorist Johannes de Grocheio, for instance, asserts in his De musica that consonances may well be infinite in number although, “following Pythagoras and Nicomachus the arithmetician and Plato the theorist,” it is commonly held that there are only three pure consonances. In discussing this conclusion on empirical grounds and with the authority of Aristotle, Grocheio’s adds that “it is difficult to define the reason for the number of consonances.” And yet, by invoking the Trinity and combining analogy and experience, he states:


There is one first harmony, like a mother, which is called the diapason by the ancients, and another, like a daughter, contained in it, called the diapente, and a third proceeding from them which is named the diatessaron and these three, sounded at the same time, give the most perfect consonance. And perhaps certain Pythagoreans influenced by a natural inclination sensed this, not having dared, however, to express it in such words but speaking of it in numbers through metaphor.

(Grocheius De musica 43–4 Rohloff, transl. Mews et al. 2011)


Under deep transformations of the quadrivium entailed by the diffusion of Aristotle’s natural philosophy (Haas 1982; Huglo 1990; Meyer 2003), Grocheio gives precedence to geometry over arithmetic and differentiates between numbers and ratios. He also proposes a new empirical classification of music into simplex, composita, and ecclesiastica, grounded on musical repertoires of his time. In so doing, he gets inspiration from new classifications of sciences which intermingled horizontal (practice/theory) and vertical (hierarchical) relations among disciplines, and favored the connection of music with geometry and natural philosophy, allowing new insights into the relationship between sound, time, and measure (Ilnitchi 2002; Rico 2005; Panti 2008, 199–249). At the beginning of the fourteenth century, Latin translations of pseudo‐Aristotelian Problemata offered a new approach to music, fostering important connections with nature and medicine; the physician Petrus of Abano, for instance, wrote an influential commentary on the Problemata, and Évrart de Conty translated and commented on the musical section of Petrus’ commentary (Mauro 2001). Such interests toward ancient Greek music theory accompanied the humanistic rereading of Boethius’ De institutione musica, which was “not simply a continuation of medieval Boethian studies, but a vital component of the reexamination of antiquity” (Palisca 1985, 7).
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CHAPTER THIRTY–THREE
Ancient Greek Music in Early Modern Italy: Performance and Self‐Representation

Donatella Restani



Introduction

From the Late Roman Imperial Age (sixth century), the transmission and reception of mousikē/musica—the result of craftsmanship (technē) and science (epistemē)—took two (apparently) different directions in the West.1 First, it became a discipline (disciplina), a science (scientia) and an art (ars) in treatises and encyclopedias, and as musical theory it found a place in every quadrivial treatise (see Panti in this volume). Second, along with this kind of very specialized transmission in manuscripts, compilations, and excerpts, there was an even broader interest in sound events: this was part of a wider cultural phenomenon involving the transmission and reception in the West of the whole cultural heritage coming from Antiquity. The literary genres particularly worthwhile for understanding this phenomenon are the “mirrors of princes” (specula principis, textbooks with the aim of instructing rulers providing them with models of behavior) and the humanist educational treatises: they both became immensely popular in Italy, the former in the thirteenth to fourteenth century, the latter especially between 1390 and 1440. The early humanists, claiming to teach “free men” (people who did not have to work for a living, but who took leadership roles in courts and civic life), included music (both theoretical and practical) in the cycle of disciplines, which we nowadays call “humanities” (paideia in Greek and humanitas in Latin). They found these educational models by reading Plato and Aristotle, above all his Politics, as well as Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey: here young princes, such as Achilles and Alexander Paris, were represented as trained in singing accompanied by a stringed instrument (Il. 9.185–96) or, as Telemachus, as able to express aesthetic judgments on music (Od. 1.351–2). They were also aware that such a model had been followed in the education of Alexander the Great (Restani 2004).

Along with this adoption of ancient paradigms of musical education, textual descriptions of sound events and musical scenes were embedded in a wide spectrum of texts belonging to different disciplines: philosophy and literature, grammar and rhetoric, history and architecture, as well as medicine, botany, zoology, and so on. This led them to be read and interpreted by philosophers, literati, historians, architects, physicians, and other scholars who, between the twelfth and the sixteenth centuries, had become passionate readers of Latin texts and translators of ancient Greek works. Copied, reproposed with some alterations, translated, commented on and sometimes misunderstood, the verbal portrayals occurring in these texts nourished an elaborate cultural dynamic, through which ancient music assumed new and different meanings by imitation or contrast. Wherever they circulated (monasteries and castles, courts and communes, republics and national states), these texts transmitted events, ideas, behavioral models, ethical values, characters, and symbols. The emotional power attributed to music by the ancient Greek and Latin texts (see Pelosi in this volume) was the catalyst that gave a new voice to an earlier musical culture, the sounds of which had definitely perished. Also visual representations of the ancient sound events, panorama, and soundscape (Vincent 2015) were a very cultivated medium for transmitting the imagery of ancient music through patterns, practices and symbols that have been explored in studies of musical iconography and iconology (see Castaldo in this volume; Guidobaldi 2007).

Beside this, a few communities of scholars and musicians, in very cultivated milieus in fifteenth‐ and particularly sixteenth‐century Italy and France, tried with experimental and multidisciplinary approaches to revive the music of Antiquity by recreating musical instruments and relevant technicalities, as well as their performing techniques. By adopting the contemporary musical practice and theory and, at the same time, by adapting them to the ancient models, they hoped to reproduce the original sounds, and thus obtain the same effects on human souls. In this way a new audience was created for a music believed to have come from Antiquity. At the same time, however, these scholars, readers, poets, and musicians were also fully aware that their music had new meanings and functions, thus provoking different emotions and evaluations. Their music was not “ancient” at all: it was rather a brilliant act of cultural propaganda.

Last but not least, in the 1560s the Florentine philologist Girolamo Mei reported, in some letters to Vincenzo Galilei, Giovanni Bardi (Palisca 1977), and Pier Vettori (Restani 1990), the finding of a manuscript of Greek musical treatises with musical notation signs (a code very difficult to copy and almost impossible to understand for those who did not know Greek), which Vincenzo Galilei a few years later published in his Dialogo della musica antica e moderna (1581) but that would have been transcribed only in mid‐nineteenth‐century Germany, in a completely different cultural environment (see Tsugami 1998 and, more in general on notation, Hagel in this volume). When this discovery was announced, the revival fever reached its peak. Of course, the belief in the influence of music on human emotions and behaviors was crucial to this almost‐obsessive attempt. Any hope of recreating ancient music was, obviously, an impossible task, yet it radically changed the musical thought of Italy (Palisca 1985) and of the whole Europe. Antiquity became paramount in humanism with regard to music: as a broader consequence, musical heritage acquired the same status as other arts.

The renewed perspectives of musical historiography in the last sixty years took into account all these processes of preservation, revision, transformation, and recovery of ancient Greek music, including the mechanisms of transmission of knowledge, behavioral patterns, and ideas that shaped and animated the cultural (and musical) life in Europe from the Carolingian period until the Age of Revolution (reaching its peak, especially in Italy and France, at the beginning of the modern era). Recently, scholars have also started to identify common features and mutual influences among the above‐mentioned trends: the interest in the theoretical treatises and the musical practice, traditionally considered as different developments in the historical process, are actually regarded as complementary in our definition of a cultural history of music.



Libraries and Musical Edutainment

In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, in many court libraries of the noble families, there were rich collections of Greek and Latin scientific works: they included books on philosophy, rhetoric and encyclopedic treatises sometimes containing sections on music, as well as technical treatises on music theory. These libraries provided their owners with a sort of “scholastic” legitimation and became a reference point for the education of younger generations.

Entering, for instance, one of the richest libraries of the fourteenth century, the Visconti library in Pavia (Gallo 1995), we can browse its catalogue of ancient Greek and Latin works, reading which the young or adult nobles, in the silence of his, or her, own castle, could seek music between the lines. The catalogue included: Plato’s Timaeus in Greek (the copy that once belonged to Petrarch), plus three exemplars of its Latin translation with the commentary provided by Calcidius; De architectura by Vitruvius; Quintilian’s Institutio oratoria; De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii by Martianus Capella; De institutione musica by Boethius; De institutione saecularium litterarum by Cassiodorus, commissioned by Petrarch for himself, with miniatures representing the seven liberal arts; three copies of the Etymologiae by Isidore of Seville. Furthermore, there were medieval commentaries and translations, such as two exemplars of the commentary by Campano da Novara (thirteenth century) of Euclid’s Elements (whose fifth book discusses proportiones, a very popular subject at that court); the Problems attributed to Aristotle in the Latin translation by Bartolomeo da Messina realized for Manfred, King of Sicily, plus three copies of Pietro d’Abano’s commentary on them; the French translation of Aristotle’s Politics, elaborated by Nicolas Oresmes for Charles V, plus Albertus Magnus’ and Peter of Alvernia’s commentaries on the Latin translation of the same treatise by William of Moerbeke.

From this material evidence we may infer that music, as a discipline, was inserted in a complete programme of education consisting of various disciplines, such as cosmology, architecture, rhetoric, the seven liberal arts, arithmetic, medicine, physics, and, above all, politics.

Aristotle’s Politics Book 8 (1337b–1342b), where it is argued that music was useful in educating the citizens,2 became the auctoritas that justified the inclusion of both music theory and practice in the liberal education of princes or nobles. The humanist educational treatises, written in Latin in large numbers from the thirteenth to the fifteenth century, are a worthwhile case study to analyze this phenomenon.

In Giles of Rome’s De regimine principum from around the thirteenth to fourteenth century, one of the most successful examples of the “mirrors of princes” quoted above, whose copies in the original Latin or in its French translation were disseminated in many court libraries of the time (Visconti’s included), we read: “music … is appropriate for these youths, and especially for the sons of freemen and nobles (musica … convenit ipsis iuvenibus et maxime filiis liberorum et nobilium, De reg. 307).”3 Yet, music was not only a pleasant diversion for the prince. Through it, he could also learn the moral sciences “by means of which one knows how to rule and govern both himself and others … for according to the Philosopher in the Politics, they ought also to know about music insofar as it is conducive to good character” (De reg. 310). The three phases of this educational programme included: up to the age of seven “some respectable songs (aliqui cantus honesti)” along with an introduction to the elementary disciplines (De reg. 330); from seven to fourteen grammar, dialectics, and musical practice, such as “a certain modulation of voices (quadam modulantia vocum)” (De reg. 333); after fourteen, what he calls practica musica, consisting of the “consonance of voices (in consonantia vocum)” (De reg. 337), a possible reference to polyphony, as Gallo (1995, 64) has suggested.

Similarly, Pier Paolo Vergerio (c. 1368–1444), who spent most of his life as a princely tutor and serving various rulers, in his De ingenuis moribus et liberalibus studiis adolescentie (The Character and Studies Befitting a Free‐Born Youth), illustrated the disciplines taught in the curricula of the private training of his time, within which (following Aristotle’s authority) he also included music. Written in Padua between 1402 and 1403, this treatise was commissioned by Francesco Novello, Lord of Padua, for his son Ubertino da Carrara. Following the Greek model, Vergerio proposes an approach to education that was based on the fourfold division among letters, gymnastics, music, and drawings (litteras, luctativam, musicam, et designativam, quam protractivam quidam appellant, De ingen. 41).4 Besides the arts of the trivium and the quadrivium, Vergerio also includes poetics (poëtica), which shares with rhetoric the connection with language, music, and pleasure (delectatio). Then comes music (ars musicae), the first of the quadrivial arts, which is said to “delight the listener” (audientem delectat) and “moderate the movements of the soul under the rules of reason” (ad motus animae sub regula rationeque moderandos, De ingen. 43). In this context, Vergerio repeats the famous Greek quotation (cf. Mosconi 2002) that says: “was anyone considered liberally educated unless he knew how to sing and play the lyre” (nec putabatur quisquam liberaliter eruditus nisi cantu et fidibus sciret, De ingen. 43). This was the reason why Socrates, as an old man, began to study music and decided that young people also had to be educated in it. Knowledge of music, he continues, should be part of the liberal education of the youth for two reasons. First, it “is highly effective in relaxing the mind and calming the passions.” Second, it provides the theoretical knowledge concerning the various natures of sound and their mutual proportions, from which consonances and dissonances are produced: “For just not every voice makes a melodious sound, but only one that harmonizes well, so also not all movements of the soul, but only those which accord with reason, contribute to a harmonious life” (Ut enim non omnis vox, sed tantum quae bene consonat, ad soni melodiam facit, ita et motus animae non omnes, sed qui rationi convenient, ad rectam vitae harmoniam pertinent, De ingen. 43). Vergerio cites models of performers who were able to calm the soul, such as the Pythagoreans and the hero Achilles, depicted by Homer while, far from the battlefield, he sings praises of mighty men, not love songs (non quidem amatorias cantiones, sed virorum fortium laudes modulantem, De ingen. 70). The parallel between ancient and contemporary music is introduced in this way: “For leisure we can, then, either do the same thing ourselves or appreciate others who are doing so, adopting those musical modes which seem most suited to us and our times” (Ita igitur per otium poterimus aut ipsi facere aut aliis facientibus iudicare et eos modos amplecti qui convenientiores nobis temporibus videbuntur, De ingen. 70). The intertextual link between Homer and Vergerio is, again, Book 8 of Aristotle’s Politics: the main reference text for the early humanistic schools for more than one generation.

Other texts dealing with music and musicians began circulating when the public lessons of Greek were first held. Universities only began to appoint humanists to professorships around 1425: the first generation who gained University positions in significant, but not large, numbers were the humanists born around 1400 (Grendler 2002). In Italian universities, where the first courses in Greek language were established, part of the interest in ancient Greek music was certainly linked to the dissemination of the language. The figure of the ancient musician became the most favorite reference model for orators and musicians, who practiced with voice and instruments for pleasure even before the rediscovery of Greek musical treatises, albeit limited to a very few centers and cultural milieus.

Like Pier Paolo Vergerio, Guarino Guarini, also called Guarino Veronese (1374–1460), learned Greek from the eminent Byzantine scholar Manuel Chrysoloras (1350–1415) in Constantinople between 1403 and 1408. Guarino had met Chrysoloras in Italy, where he had taught Greek in Florence for a couple of years (1397–99), invited by Coluccio Salutati. His teaching had been mainly directed to Salutati and his circle, composed of students who had mostly passed the University age. Chrysoloras was the first to agree to give public lessons of Greek language in Italy, as requested by the “Priori delle Arti” (Priory of the Arts). The first texts that Chrysoloras taught to his students were a collection of verbal descriptions of images (ekphraseis), comprising Lucian’s Dialogues (Imagines included), Philostratus’ Imagines, the Anthologia Planudea (the so‐called “Vaticana”) and Callistratus’ Ekphraseis, which were the most popular genre in rhetorical training within the Byzantine schools, as documented in a possession note (“nota di possesso”) of 2 February 1397 in the ms. Vaticanus graecus 87 (Restani 1996). It is important to point out that all these texts contain many detailed descriptions of sound events and musical scenes, with mythological characters as protagonists. When Guarino, later in life, became a professor himself—in Florence, Venice, Verona, and Ferrara—he introduced this same technique of verbal portraits also in Latin. Some of his portraits were dedicated to contemporary musicians, such as Gioachino Cancellieri, organist in the Ferrara cathedral, described as alter huius aetatis Orpheus (“another contemporary Orpheus”), and Pietrobono Burzelli, called “dal Chitarino” (“with the small guitar”), a much appreciated singer and lutenist at the times of Leonello and Borso d’Este renowned for his skill at improvisational performances on stringed instruments, described as a winner in an imaginary contest with Orpheus, Amphion, Arion, and even Apollo. In 1408, in a letter to Francesco Barbaro, Guarino commented on the figure of Timotheus, court musician to Alexander the Great who could inspire a great variety of emotional responses in the king, and he is credited to have taught his students how to accompany Latin verses with stringed instruments. To the same Francesco Barbaro, Guarino offered a manuscript with Greek musical treatises as a gift (Diller 1963).

This cultivated humanistic divertissement at the Ferrara court of the mid‐fifteenth century, attesting the broad dissemination of Greek musicians as models of entertainment, multiplied and became a sort of literary topos in the descriptions of musicians. For instance, one of Guarino Guarini’s favourite pupils, Ludovico Carbone (1436–82), a professor of rhetoric at the University of Ferrara and a very appreciated (albeit not professional) singer accompanying his own Latin verses with his “Apollonian cithara,” had been compared to Amphion (the mythical kithara‐player, see Sarti in this volume) by another of Guarino’s pupils, Raffaele Zovenzoni (Gallo 1995). Zovenzoni had also made a pun on his name: “Therefore, candid Carbone (lit. “coal”), one who has the lips of Amphion, | charming trees, rivers, rocks, and wild beasts” (Candide hinc Carbo, labris Amphionis unus | Allectans quercus flumina saxa feras). With Orpheus and Arion, Amphion forms a trio of mythological figures embodying the power of music to subjugate nature and awaken it. Yet, unlike Orpheus, Amphion was a musician of the polis, i.e. a city, specifically Thebes, which he refounded and governed (Fritz 2013). The powers of rhetoric and music, which in the myth of Amphion are associated, seem to have been reflected in Ludovico Carbone’s multiple roles for the Dukes of Ferrara. They correspond in full to the civic role of the University subjects and humanistic studies described in Guarino’s prolusion in occasion of the establishment of humanities (studia humanistica) at the small University of Ferrara in 1442. Here, he stresses that good letters aided the commonwealth by making good men. Rhetoric taught leaders to make good laws and institutions. Civic law punished vice and rewarded virtue, while Medicine conserved and restored health (Grendler 2002). There is no mention of music in the prolusion: thus we can infer that music was not taught at the University of Ferrara in the fifteenth century, even though we know that the most influential humanist of the time, Nicolò Leoniceno (1428–1524), who taught Medicine at Ferrara from 1464, translated Ptolemy’s Harmonics into Latin. His translation from the Greek was commissioned by Franchino Gaffurio, composer, chapel master, and later also public lecturer in music at the University of Milan (established by Lodovico il Moro). This seems to suggest that, at the end of the fifteenth century, the gap in the dialog between men of letters and musicians was beginning to be filled. One of the most relevant outcomes will be presented below.



Cultural Politics and Musical Performance

On 3 March 1585, Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus was staged at Vicenza on the night of inauguration of the city’s Olympic Theater. Orsatto Giustiniani translated the tragedy into Italian and Andrea Gabrieli composed the music for its choruses. Thirty‐six years after Segni’s vulgarizations of Aristotle’s Rhetoric and Poetics (Florence 1549), the first modern performance of a Greek tragedy with its choral parts set to music was performed on a stage (on ancient drama, see Ercoles in this volume). It was an experiment that can be studied in the light of the general interest toward the classical world adopted by courts, universities, libraries, and academies of the Republic of Venice from as early as the late thirteenth century. The capitals of this scholarly renaissance were Padua, Venice, and Vicenza. The study and imitation of Greek and Roman antiquities included images (painting and architecture), texts (poetry and historiography), and music. The admiration towards antiquity relied on an ideal representation of the past in the context of the political and artistic events of the present.

“All this was entirely in harmony with a humanistic ethic which imitates antiquity while being fully conscious that it is not antiquity” (Vidal‐Naquet 1996, 20). Indeed, there was an effort to reconstruct theaters, scenes, costumes, gestures, and styles of singers and musicians, even musical instruments—everything that could help to recreate the atmosphere and the feeling of Greek antiquity. Scholars, scientists, and learned people in general were still well aware that “le notitie delle musiche antiche” (i.e., “information on ancient music”) had been completely lost, and what they were doing was simply reproducing an “idea” of musical antiquity rather than its actual sounds. Yet, they enjoyed listening to it and trying to recreate the legendary effects (effetti) in the players’ and listeners’ minds and bodies, as well as revitalizing ancient music and exploring the possibility of reproducing and giving new life to ancient music‐making—voice intonation, melody, and rhythm, an ordered sequence of gestures and movements in order to design dance patterns (schēmata, see Weiss in this volume). The effort to recreate the chorus of Sophocles’ tragedy combining voice, rhythm, melody and gesture exemplifies all these phenomena. Nonetheless, it is important to point out that musicians were the last ones to take part in this revival.

For all these reasons, the first modern performance of a tragic drama may allow us to analyze how the transmission, translation, and interpretation of the rediscovered ancient Greek and Latin treatises on poetry, rhetoric, and music gave impulse to new thoughts and experiments regarding music in sixteenth‐century Italy. Documentation and bibliographical references on these topics abound: from some pioneering works (Schrade 1960; Gallo 1973, 1976, 1981; Palisca 1985) to the latest essays (Gallo 1989, 1990, 1993; Cattin 1990; Restani 2012), this subject has now been studied for more than fifty years.

The first recreation of an ancient Greek chorus in tragedy occurred on the opening night of Vicenza’s Olympic Theater, designed and built in 1583 by Palladio in imitation of the ancient theaters, according to the Vitruvian model. The inauguration of the building, which took place on Sunday, 3 March 1585, coincided with the celebration of the thirtieth anniversary of the Academy. It was a very symbolic occasion, especially because it occurred in a place with a rich cultural background and for a group of scholars interested in the revival of classical antiquity. The Olympic Academicians followed Aristotle’s opinion as set forth in his Poetics, where he had chosen Sophocles’ Oedipus as the epitome of tragedy. The drama was newly translated into Italian by Orsatto Giustiniani (1538–1603), even though many other translations were already circulating, from the unpublished version by Alessandro Pazzi to the rendering by Giovanni Andrea dell’Anguillara, whose Oedipus had been performed at the Olympic Academy in 1560 (Schrade 1960, 23–35).

The choruses of Oedipus Tyrannus are better documented by Gallo (1973): he collects the projects written for the performance by the artistic manager Angelo Ingegneri and by the famous scholar Sperone Speroni, as well as the reflections, reactions, and reviews after the event by Ingegneri, by some listeners such as Antonio Riccoboni, Filippo Pigafetta, and Giacomo Dolfin, and also by scholars who were not present at the event, but they had come to know about it, like Gian Vincenzo Pinelli.

After the performance, there was a broad consensus on its symbolic meaning. Dolfin commented:


hanno mostrato giuditio in fare scelta di questa attione, per la prima volta, che ui si hauess’a recitar dentro, acciò che in quel loco, di cui il più bello non è stato edificato dal tempo degli antichi in poi, fosse anco recitata la più bella, et più famosa Tragedia, che da gli antichi in qua fosse stata composta.

they were right in making this decision, as it is highly fitting that the first work to be performed in the best theater ever built since antiquity should be the best tragedy ever composed.

(see Gallo 1973, 58)


Pigafetta added:


nel più famoso Teatro del mondo, è primieramente stata la più eccellente Tragedia del mondo rappresentata.

in the most famous theater in the world, the most famous tragedy of the world was premiered.

(see Gallo 1973, 58)


Yet, perhaps there was another reason for the choice of this specific tragedy: its chorus.

The reception of Aristotle’s Poetics—often riddled with misunderstandings—is the context that most influenced the current ideas on the chorus in the Olympic Academy from the late 1540s to 1585. All the Academicians knew the Latin translations of the Poetics: maybe not Valla’s (1498) published within his De expetendis, et fugiendis rebus opus (1501) or the first Aldine edition of the Greek text (1508), but certainly the most successful version by Alessandro Pazzi (1536) and, of course, Segni’s vulgarization (1549). Some of them were also well acquainted with the commentaries: Ingegneri quoted the Robortello and Vettori ones in Latin as well as Castelvetro’s work in Italian. These were only a few among many other scholars who, in those years, had devoted their studies to Aristotle’s Poetics and Horace’s Ars poetica (Weinberg 1961). Although Robortello did not include any kind of technical advice on music in his commentary, other Academicians who had read his stage directions concerning the Oedipus Tyrannus’ choruses could have perhaps toyed with the idea of setting them to music. Another member of the Olympic Academy, Gian Giorgio Trissino, exhibited a special interest in Greek musical treatises and in their transmission, as he wrote to Pope Paul III, introducing the Latin translation of Ptolemy’s Harmonics by Nicolò Leoniceno.

From 1554 to 1559, also Girolamo Mei took part in the lively debate on the Poetics at the University of Padua focused on the chorus in ancient Greek tragedy. Another voice in this debate was Pier Vettori, who in 1560 published his Commentarii in primum librum Aristotelis de arte poetarum (Firenze 1560). Vettori translated the expression hedysmenoi logoi (“embellished speech,” from Poetics 6.1449b 25) as condita oratione (“blended speech”), as opposed to Pazzi’s translation suaui oratione (“sweet speech”). Disagreeing with Vincenzo Maggi’s commentary (published in Venice in 1550), he highlighted the role of musical elements in tragedy: rhythm, harmony as melos/cantus, and metre (Vettori 1560, 57; Restani 2001, 85–9). Furthermore, he involved the chorus in his interpretation of mimēsis as a key element of tragedy: Priscam autem tragediam fere totam a choro actam fuisse (Vettori 1560, 41–4, 114–17).

Six members of the Academy were to take care of the music, in order to


(…) determinare se sia meglio inserir concerti di musica vocale et strumentale in ciascun de’ cori, a fine che servano per intermedij, o pur lasciare i cori intieri, et la Tragedia continuata, introducendovi in altro modo la musica.

(…) decide whether it is better to insert concerts of vocal and instrumental music in each chorus, so that they act as intermedi,5 or to leave the choruses whole, without interrupting the tragedy, introducing the music somewhere else.


Six other members of the Academy had to manage


(…) alla cura delle cose di musica, et sopra i cori della tragedia, facendo comporre la musica sopra li cori con accomodata imitazione, con autorità di condor musici forastieri.

(…) everything related to music and the choruses of tragedy, having music composed in suitable imitation, with the authority to involve foreign musicians.


Filippo da Monte, the first to be asked to compose the music, refused; the offer was subsequently given to Andrea Gabrieli, who accepted (Gallo 1973, LIII). The separate parts of the score were published in 1588 in Venice by Angelo Gardano (Schrade 1960, 64–77, 81–2, 157–246).

The reviews of the performance were mostly positive, although there were critics, too. Antonio Riccoboni, for example, translator of Aristotle’s Poetics (Riccoboni 1584, 15), noted two kinds of mistakes in the chorus’ performance. The first was the lack of dance; the second concerned the manner of singing:


vi era il canto solo e non il suono, e un canto sempre uniforme, che non lasciava intender le parole, che rasembrava frati o preti che cantassero le lamentazioni di Ieremia.

(Gallo 1973, 48–9)

there was only singing and no music, and a constantly uniform singing which did not let the words be understood, and which resembled brothers or priests singing the lamentations of Jeremiah.

(transl. Dawe 1996)




Everyone, however, praised the noble‐minded patronage of the Olympic Academicians. That night, the great traveler Filippo Pigafetta was also present (Gallo 2007, 176–7) and, in a letter dated 4 March 1585, ended his review with a reference to his direct experience with faraway peoples:


non s’intende dagli antichi in qua essere stata più magnificamente recitata alcuna tragedia né con più fissa maestria d’architettura né con miglior ordine nei cori e nei recitanti, della Soffonisba [di Trissino] e di questo Edippo; tale è il privilegio della nostra patria fra le altre sue doti di splendore, di liberalità e di cortesia inverso i stranieri.

Since Antiquity, no tragedy has been better acted or staged with higher architectural competence, or more orderly performed by choruses and actors than [Trissino’s] Sophonisba and this Oedipus. Our country has this privilege, compared to foreigners, in addition to her other talents of splendour, liberality and courtesy.

(Gallo 1973, 58)


In the self‐representation of the Olympic Academicians, Vicenza became Thebes and the group of late sixteenth‐century Italian states, the Greece of Sophocles’ age. In this game of mirrors, whether useful to one of the genres of ancient drama (tragedy, in this case) or simply accompanying texts on ancient subjects (as in the case of the intermedi performed, e.g., in the courts of Ferrara, Mantua and Florence),6 music necessarily became a way of communicating the cultural dynamics of the subject and the context represented. Sometimes the organizers deliberately selected a kind of spectacle which was supposed to communicate also ethical, social or political meanings, with more or less explicitly propagandistic purposes, even if perfectly aware that these meanings were not always clearly understandable to their audience (Restani 1990; Restani 2009; Restani 2019). This subtle and cultured mechanism of cross‐references continued in the selection of texts and images of scenes and dances until the performances of the seventeenth‐century court‐theater: even then, “ancient” music continued to be only a pretext for experiments aimed rather at creating new instruments and innovative instrumental practices.
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NOTES


	1 All the translations in the chapter are mine, except where otherwise noted.

	2 Arist. Pol. 8.1338a30–2: “It is plain, then, that there is a kind of education which should be given to our sons not because it is practically useful or necessary, but because it is liberal and good” (transl. Barker 1984).

	3 Giles’ text was printed in Rome in 1607 (the passages are quoted according to the page numbers of this printed edition). Translations taken from Gallo 1995, 63–4.

	4 The translations of Vergerio’s text are from Kallendorf 2002.

	5 See n. 6.

	6 Palisca (1989, 208) describes the intermedi and their propagandistic aim in this way: “By filling the intervals between the acts of a spoken play with lavish spectacle, grandiloquent music, and politically significant allegory, it broadcasts a message to the world that a prince was prosperous and powerful and could attract the best artists and artisans.”








CHAPTER THIRTY–FOUR
The Visual Heritage: Images of Ancient Music before and after the Rediscovery of Pompeii

Daniela Castaldo




Interest in ancient music, especially the Greek variety, dates back to a distant past. Since the Middle Ages, scholars have been translating and studying the written evidence regarding several aspects of music (theory, notation, acoustics) and its ethical and philosophical implications. Only later, starting from the seventeenth century, did their interest also extend to ancient musical instruments (see Terzēs in this volume). The rediscovery of Pompeii was a significant starting point, because it brought to light for the first time the archaeological findings of Greek and Roman musical instruments from the first century AD.



The Visual Representations before the Rediscovery of Pompeii

The first modern pictures illustrating the objects mentioned in the text began to appear in studies and treatises devoted to Greek and Roman music. These images were often fanciful, since it was difficult to find the right correspondence between each definition and the real instrument. What were the features of the Greek aulos or the Latin tibia or fistula, and what did they look like? The identification of some of them was unclear even for ancient authors: Athenaeus (14.634c), for example, wondered whether the magadis was a wind or a string instrument (Barker 1988 and 1998). The mistakes and misunderstandings in the representations of ancient instruments were mostly determined by the sources that inspired modern scholars: they looked not at realia—the archaeological finds of instruments were available only since the rediscovery of Pompeii—but at their ancient representation portrayed in visual arts: sculptures, bas reliefs, wall paintings and coins.

At the beginning of the seventeenth century, the scholars interested in musical topics began to pay attention to the representations of ancient musical instruments, including them in their treatises. But already since the end of the fifteenth century, the wide diffusion of the collections of classical antiquities, mostly coming from the Roman world, had been decisive in the rediscovery of antiquity by the most important artists. The musical visual themes and motives they reproduced were almost exclusively Roman and frequently dealt with the myth. The artists were often inspired by the images portrayed in Roman sarcophagi: for example, in representing the Muses playing music in the Santa Maria Novella’s Cappella Strozzi (1487–1502), Filippino Lippi looked at a sarcophagus visible at that time in Rome (Santa Maria Maggiore, now in Wien, Kunsthistorisches Museum); in his Parnassus (1509–1511) Raphael immortalized the Muses from a sarchophagus once belonging to the Mattei collection (Roma, Museo Nazionale Romano – Palazzo Massimo alle Terme 252). Both artists incorrectly interpreted the musical instruments, creating fanciful representations with nonfunctional instruments, far from the original models (Guidobaldi 1998).

One of the first reproductions of ancient instruments appeared in a work focusing not on music but on one aspect of the ancient social organization: in De servis et eorum apud veteres ministeriis commentarius (Augustae Vindelicorum 1613), Lorenzo Pignoria (1571–1631) included four plates illustrating some ancient musical instruments in the section on servants engaged in musical occupations. The images show two citharas, percussion and wind instruments, cymbals and drums (Pignoria 1613, 88, 91, 93). These same pictures, whose sources Pignoria did not specify, were included in some coeval or later works. Michael Praetorius (1571–1621) used all of them in Theatrum instrumentorum, the appendix of plates of De organographia, the second volume of his treatise Syntagma musicum (Wolfenbüttel 1619), focusing on musical instruments (Praetorius 1619, pls. LX–LXII; Ghirardini 2009).



Giovan Battista Doni and the Ancient Lyres

Much broader was the discussion on ancient musical instruments by Giovan Battista Doni (1594–1647) in his Lyra Barberina, completed in 1632 but still unpublished when he died in 1647. Doni’s researches on ancient Greek music were especially influenced by Girolamo Mei’s De modis musicis antiquorum (Roma 1566–1573) and by Vincenzo Galilei’s works, especially the Greek hymns with musical notation published in his Dialogo della musica antica e della moderna (Firenze 1581, 129). The thinking that the ancient tonoi and genera could offer rich possibilities of musical expression for modern musicians inspired his idea of the lyra Barberina. This new instrument consisted of a rounded sounding box ending in a neck with fingerboard: one series of strings stretched on each sides, so that two instruments, which could be played simultaneously, shared the same resonating box. The strings were tuned to play the ancient Greek modes and genera (Palisca 1981, 30–5).

Doni devoted the homonymous work to this invention, in which he also outlined for the first time a history of ancient string instruments in order to find the models for this new musical invention. In 1763, more than a century after Doni’s death, the book was published by two Florentine antiquarians, Anton Francesco Gori (1691–1757) and Giovanni Battista Passeri (1694–1780), who also restored the original illustrations provided by Doni (iconismi), which had been lost in the meantime. The images were collected in five plates, the Tabulae I, II, and III by Passeri and IV and V by Gori: only a few of them, in particular the ones mentioned in the text, were original, while the others were more generally illustrative. They were copied either from ancient monuments or, more frequently, from some antiquarian works including pictures of archaeological monuments, such as Jean Jacques Boissard’s (1528–1602) Romanae Urbis Topographia & Antiquitates (1597–1602), Cassiano del Pozzo’s (1589/90–1657) Museum Chartaceum, Ottavio Rossi’s Memorie bresciane (1693) and Giovanni Gaetano Bottari’s Sculture e pitture sagre estratte dai cimiteri di Roma pubblicate già dagli autori della Roma sotterranea ed ora nuouamente date in luce (Roma 1737–1754) and the early volumes of the series Le antichità di Ercolano esposte, an eight‐volume book series of engravings illustrating the finds from the excavations at Pompeii, Stabiae, and Herculaneum (initiated in 1757).

Doni was aware that such representations were poetic vision of the real instruments used by the Greeks and the Romans and that sometimes they had very little or nothing to do with them. Such an approach appears clearly from his considerations on the Roman wall‐painting known as the “Aldobrandini wedding” (Musei Vaticani 79631), dating to the Augustan age:


But it is important to present (for consideration) yet another form of kithara (…) It is an ancient celebration of a wedding. There, among other (human) figures, is seen one of a girl holding a kithara suspended by a strap (balteus), striking the strings with the right and left hands on opposite sides (…) It is true that the painter portrayed few strings in the kithara of the Aldobrandini player, and the rings around the yoke by means of which the strings are tied seem somewhat thick. (…) Where are the pegs (claviculi) or kollaboi which, the grammarians teach, were provided in the kitharas and in lyres and without which the strings cannot easily be tightened? Or have we to believe that they are lower (…)? But, on the other hand, they can hardly be comfortably placed there (…) Then, where are the twenty‐four strings, which the author of the letter to Dardanos attributed to St. Jerome assigns to the kithara? Nor ought we conclude that when this picture was made the kithara had not yet reached that number of strings (…).

(Doni 1763, 12–13, transl. Palisca 1981)


These remarks show how Doni, by means of comparison between the visual representations of lyres and citharas and the texts speaking about them, was able to look at the ancient visual sources with a critical eye, maybe for the first time. Nevertheless, in the images illustrating the history of ancient string instruments outlined in the first eight chapters of his work, Doni could not resist the impulse to idealize and embellish the objects he represented, depicting some of them directly from monuments, others indirectly via published sources. Some of these pictures were reproduced several times in other coeval and later works focusing on different aspects of ancient music, such as the lyre and the cithara held by the Muses on the “Mattei sarcophagus” (Doni 1763, V), already immortalized by Raphael in his Parnassus (1508–1511). We find them in Harmonie universelle contenant la théorie et la pratique de la musique (Paris 1636), written in the same years by Marin Mersenne (1588–1648), who was very close to Doni and corresponded with him. The Harmonie universelle, according to the encyclopaedic idea of that time, discussed all aspects of music, including the Greek and Roman instruments represented in the plate completing proposition XXIV: among them are the pictures of the Mattei sarcophagus’s lyre and cithara and of other instruments copied from ancient marbles and coins and sent to Mersenne by the two antiquarians Jacques Gaffariel and Gabriel Naudé.



Caspar Bartholin and Representations of the Wind Instruments

A few years later, another encyclopaedic treatise on music was published, the Musurgia Universalis (Roma 1650), which discussed all the knowledge about music acquired until then and made its author, the Roman Jesuit Athanasius Kircher (1602–1680), famous throughout Europe (Pangrazi 2009). Kircher devoted one part of his work to ancient Greek theory and notation, also publishing Pindar’s first Pythian Ode (Kircher 1650, I.2; II.6): yet, he used some pictures of musical instruments as decoration of the “music‐making ark” (arca musurgica), a sort of sonorous automaton allowing people, who did not know music theory, to compose sacred music.

This overview of the first representations of the Greek and Roman instruments shows how the practice of repeated use of musical images originally taken from generalist antiquarian works, without needing to critically compare the image with the real object, was widespread at that time.

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, other scholars studied the ancient musical instruments: two short and erudite treatises on the percussions—that, however, did not have a wide circulation—were De sistrorum figuris ac differentia (Bononiae 1691) by Benedetto Bacchini (1651–1721) and De cymbalis veterum libri tres (Trajectum ad Rhenum 1703) by Adolphe Lampe (1683–1729). Several pictures of the latter one, a short, but detailed study on the antique cymbala, were copied from the Jacques Spon’s Dissertation des cymbales, crotales et autres instruments des anciens. Recherches curieuses d’antiquité included in the Miscellanea eruditae antiquitatis (Lyon 1685).

The most successful thematic work was De tibiis veterum et earum antiquo usu (Rome 1677–Amsterdam 1679) by the Dane Caspar Bartholin (1655–1738), focusing on the ancient wind instruments (Previdi 2018). Bartholin was not a music historian but an anathomist who worked on it during his travel to Italy, where he met Kircher in Rome. De tibiis veterum was an erudite work, written, according to the Danish tradition, to show that its author had acquired a complete humanistic training before accomplishing his doctorate in medicine. Bartholin organized his treatise in three books, discussing the different kinds of tibiae (under the term tibia, he included both auloi and tibiae), their context of use, and the players of these and other wind instruments. Following a philological approach, he cited some ancient and modern authors who had previously dealt with ancient music, especially with wind instruments: the authors he referenced were Giovan Battista Doni (De praestantia musicae antiquae, Florentiae 1647), Marin Mersenne, Athanasius Kircher, and Marc Meibom (1630–1710), who at that time was already famous for his Antiquae musicae auctores septem graece et latine (Amsterdam 1652). Among modern works devoted to tibiae, he mentioned the Collectanea de tibiis (1641) by Jan van Meurs (1613–1654), as well as some notes for a history of tibiae included in Saxonis Grammatici Historiæ Danicæ Libri XVI (1645) by Stephen Hansen Stephanius (1599–1650). It is noteworthy that at that time, in addition to Bartholin himself, several Danish scholars mostly linked to the Academy of Sorø were interested in ancient music: Jan van Meurs and his more famous homonymous father, who published some treatises of ancient Greek music theory (Aristoxenus. Nicomachus. Alypius. Auctores musices antiquissimi, hactenus non editi, Lugduni Batavorum 1616), Marc Meibom, Stephen Hansen Stephanius and Ole Worm (1588–1654), author of De aureo cornu (Copenhagen 1641) on a golden musical horn found in Gallehus (Jutland). Bartholin, giving a great importance to the visual aspects, included in De tibiis veterum also about thirty‐five images taken mostly from earlier literary and antiquarian works not dealing with music: Sacrorum elaeochrismatōn Myrothecium (Roma 1637) by Fortunato Bacchi, Romanae urbis topographia et antiquitates (3 volumes, Francofurti 1597–1602) by Jean Jacques Boissard, Inscriptiones antiquae totius orbis Romani (Heidelberg 1603) by Jan Gruter, De Servis (1613) by Lorenzo Pignoria, De re vestiaria libri septem (Padova 1654) by Octavius Ferrarius, and a work by the historian and archaeologist Fulvio Orsini (1529–1600), now at the Biblioteca Vaticana (Vat. Lat. 3439, 126r–129v). Bartholin’s pictures were very successful among later authors of musical treatises.

 

Francesco Bianchini’s Tribus Generum Instrumentorum

The treatise De tibiis veterum and its pictures became very influential among the scholars who wrote on ancient music in the following years and up to the end of the eighteenth century: it was cited by Francesco Bianchini (1662–1729) in his De tribus generibus instrumentorum musicae veterum organicae dissertatio (Roma 1742), a work with a rich iconographic apparatus. Bianchini was a historian, astronomer, and archaeologist in the service of Pope Clement XI. He studied ancient musical instruments in order to select the most suitable ones for the angel‐musicians, which were planned to be represented in the redecoration of Rome’s Archbasilica of Saint John Lateran, that was at the time under restoration (Previdi 2007; Blažeković 2012). The work, published posthumously in 1742, included a catalogue of 59 Greek and Roman instruments, but also examples from other civilizations, especially Jewish. According to the ancient classifications, already proposed by Kircher, they were grouped into wind (inflatile), string (tensile), and percussion (pulsatile) instruments and represented in eight plates, isolated from their context and shown without the player. Bianchini carefully detailed his sources: in part they were the representations of some ancient monuments belonging to the collections of Roman aristocratic families. Most of them were copied from the illustrations included in earlier works, both focusing on music (Pignoria, Bartholin, Kircher) and more generally on antiquity and archaeology (Boissard, Girolamo Aleandro, Jacques Spon, Jan Gruter, Pietro Santi Bartoli). He also stated (26) that he knew the collectanea lyrarum by the Roman painter Pier Leone Ghezzi (1674–1755), 47 drawings reproducing different types of string instruments (Instromenti antichi chiamati secondo la loro diversità o lire ò barbiti ò testugini, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana MS Ottob. Lat. 3109, c.1). Ghezzi copied them from the archaeological finds belonging to Roman collections of antiquities and from some publications on archaeology, e.g. by Jacques Spon and Bernard de Montfaucon (Rostirolla 2010, 160–2). These reproductions, widespread among coeval and subsequent scholars interested in ancient music, were taken as models on several occasions, also thanks to the philologist and archaeologist Giovanni Gaetano Bottari (1689–1775). Author of Sculture e pitture sagre estratte dai cimiteri di Roma (1737–1754), he engraved 36 of Ghezzi’s drawings and showed them in three plates included in the commentary to an image of Orpheus playing the cithara among animals in the Catacomb of Callixtus (tome III.2, 42–61, pl. LXXI). These engravings made Ghezzi’s iconographic repertoire well known, becoming the model for several later works, such as Doni’s Lyra Barberina.

Returning to Bianchini, in his plates he included the images of several instruments already shown by Pignoria and Bartholin, some of them copied from Boissard, and that would be reproposed several times by later authors, e.g. the Phrygian tibiae and the syrinx from an altar dedicated to the Great Mother (Ghirardini 2009, 108 n. 23) and a type of tibia called tibiae bifores, consisting of two tubes joined in a single mouthpiece. This last example (pl. 1.10) and some other instruments were not historically documented but, rather, the fruit of imagination. Bianchini, as well as other music antiquarians, usually based their pictures on literary sources, written and figured, without verifying the original visual models, in many cases misunderstood and not correctly interpreted. Another case of misinterpretation concerned the triplex lyra (pl. 5.10), an instrument that the player would spin by foot in order to change between three modes, recalling in some way the lyra Barberina conceived by Doni (Blažeković 2012). Bianchini based the depiction of this instrument, likely never actually used in performance in ancient Greece but only having the purpose of applying some principles of music theory, on the description given by Athenaeus in the Deipnosophistae (14.637b–f) and on the drawings of the “Mattei sarcophagus” provided by Jacques Spon. The images in De tribus generibus had already been published and were widely distributed by the palaeograph and archaeologist Bernard de Montfaucon (1655–1741) a few years before its publication. In fact, Bianchini had sent them to Montfaucon to allow him to correct the imprecisions of the chapter devoted to the musical instruments included in his L’antiquité expliquée, et représentée en figures, published in 1716 (tome III.2, book V, 342c6), where he cited mainly Boissard and Spon as his principal sources. Montfaucon inserted them in the chapter on Instruments de musique of the Supplément au livre de l’Antiquité expliquée et représentée en figures. Les habits et usages de la vie (1724), citing and thanking Bianchini for having made available all his documentation (tome III, book VIII, pp. 185–98; Previdi 2017, 113–18). After the publication of De tribus generibus, Bianchini’s plates were included in the second volume of Romanum museum sive thesaurus eruditae antiquitatis (II, 21–50) by Michel‐Ange de La Chausse (Roma 1746).



Francesco Bonanni and the Works on Music at the End of Eighteenth Century

Another work coeval with Bianchini gave great importance to the iconographic apparatus: Gabinetto Armonico (1722) by the Jesuit Filippo Bonanni (1638–1723), who was for a few years the curator of the Museum Kircherianum, a collection of antiquities and curiosities founded by Kircher at the Collegio Romano. The section devoted to musical instruments was organized in the same way as Kircher and Bianchini had done before—wind, string, and percussion instruments—and it was preceded by a discussion on the different contexts of their use (Ghirardini 2008; Previdi 2017, 122–7, 132–4). The work considered all musical instruments, both past and present, including also examples coming from some extra‐European regions, such as Africa, Turkey, and Persia. A chapter was dedicated to each instrument, accompanied by a plate showing a scenario with a musician playing it. This practice was new, since in the previous treatises the instruments were portrayed isolated from their context. For the section on antiquity, Bonanni used the same sources as Bianchini (Pignoria, Kircher, Bartholin), in addition to Mersenne, Scacchi, Spon, and Bellori‐Bartoli‐La Chausse (1706). Although both of them worked in the same Roman milieu and looked at the same sources, the aspects of their works on musical instruments were nonetheless different. Bianchini wrote in Latin, following tradition, while Bonanni wrote in Italian, a detail that on the one hand made his Gabinetto Armonico popular and well known, but on the other hand caused many problems concerning the translation from the ancient sources: e.g., he confused the tibia with the tuba (trumpet) (chs. II–III) (Figure 34.1a), calling it flauto (chs. XIX–XX) (Figure 34.1b). Moreover, using his sources in a creative way, he compared the ancient instruments with the modern ones, outlining a continuity from antiquity to modern times, as clearly appears in the plate where a soldier wearing modern clothes is playing the tromba Romana antica (ch. II) (Figure 34.1c).


Diderot and D’Alembert’s Encyclopédie (1767) also had a section devoted to ancient instruments, illustrating Greek and Roman instruments in two plates in the sections “Lutherie” (Recueil des Planches, sur les Sciences, les Arts libéraux et les Arts Méchaniques, avec leur explication, sect. “Lutherie:” “Instruments anciens, et Etrangers, de différentes sortes,” pl. 1) and “Luthier” (Supplément, Sect. “Luthier:” “Instruments des “Anciens,” pl. 2.) (Bélis 2005; Barker 2007). The purpose of the Encyclopédie was to outline the current status of scholarship concerning a specific topic. Therefore, since the French editors did not have access to the original visual sources, they were able to use only workings about them and pictures they reproduced. They reproposed the already established and consolidated iconographical corpus of ancient musical instruments including the pictures from Mersenne, Bartholin, Spon, and Bianchini via La Chausse and Montfaucon. In this same perspective, images of ancient instruments were represented in the plates of another generalist work, the Encyclopædia Britannica (1788–17973), under the entries “Harps” (pl. CCXXVI) and “Lyres” (pl. CCLXXV): for the latter the references were to some monuments from Herculaneum and the images were mostly copied from Burney’s General History of Music (London 1776–1789).
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Figure 34.1 (a) “Tromba antica espressa nel Campidoglio.” Filippo Bonanni, Gabinetto Armonico (Roma 1722), pl. III.



The canonical corpus of ancient Greek and Roman instruments defined and established essentially by Mersenne, Kircher and Bianchini provided not only the thematic works on ancient organology but also the several surveys of music history published during the eighteenth century, as we can see in Histoire générale, critique et philologique de la musique (Paris 1767) by Charles Henri de Blainville, General History of the Science and Practice of Music (London 1776) by John Hawkins and Allgemeine Geschichte der Musik (Leipzig 1788–1801) by Nikolaus Forkel (Blažeković 2015, 143). Giovan Battista Martini (1706–1784), in his Storia della musica (3 volumes, Bologna 1757–1781), included plates showing the canonical musical instruments, but he placed them in the section devoted to Jewish music (Dissertazione terza, sulla musica e gli strumenti degli Ebrei nel tempio I, 425–47, pls. VII–IX). On the other hand, breaking from tradition, he illustrated the chapters on the ancient Greeks (vol. II) with pictures of monuments derived from the publications of antiquarian collections. The topics were mostly related to myth, e.g. the musical contest between Apollo and Marsyas (vol. II.2, 30), coming from an engraved carnelian included in Gemme antiche figurate (1709) by Domenico de Rossi, or Ulysses and the Sirens (vol. II.3, 40), illustrated on a Roman sarcophagus from Cassiano del Pozzo’s Museum Chartaceum.
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Figure 34.1 (Continued) (b) “Flauto.” Filippo Bonanni, Gabinetto Armonico (Roma 1722), pl. XIX.





Charles Burney and the Rediscovery of Pompeii

Systematic excavations at Herculaneum and Pompeii, begun in the mid‐eighteenth century by order of the King of Naples Charles of Bourbon, had a dramatic impact on archaeological research throughout Europe and particularly on studies of ancient music. Together with all kinds of objects used in daily life, several fragments of musical instruments also came to light from these two ancient cities. Burney ignored the traditional iconographic corpus of ancient Greek and Roman instruments, using mostly the original first‐hand visual documentation based on his own researches. During his grand tour in Italy, Burney also visited Rome and Naples (1770). He had the opportunity to visit the collection of antiquities belonging to the British ambassador at the court of Naples, Sir William Hamilton, as well as the Herculanense Museum in Portici where the objects from the Vesuvian archaeological sites were deposited, among them also some musical instruments:
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Figure 34.1 (Continued) (c) “Tromba Romana antica.” Filippo Bonanni, Gabinetto Armonico (Roma 1722), pl. II.




This day I visited his Neapolitan majesty’s museum, at Portici, where I had enquiries to make concerning ancient instruments which were of real importance to my history. In the third apartment of this curious repository (…) I met with the following musical instruments; three Systrums, two with four brass bars, and one with three; several Crotoli or cymbals; Tambours de basque; a Syringa, with seven pipes; and a great number of broken bone or ivory tibiæ (…) but the most extraordinary of all these instruments is a species of trumpets (…) There are still the remains of seven small bone or ivory pipes, which are inserted in as many of brass, all of the same length and diameter, which surround the great tube, and seem to terminate in one mouth‐piece (...) no such instrument as this has been found before, either in ancient painting or sculpture.

(Burney 1771, 331–3)


Upon return to London, on the basis of the sketches and collections of images of sculptures and wall paintings, Burney represented ancient instruments—systra, cymbals, a tympanum (Tambours de basque), a syrinx and a strange type of trumpet—and the musical pictures seen in the Herculanense Museum. Since visitors were not allowed to take notes or sketches within the museum, he was unable to represent actual excavated instruments from Herculaneum and Pompeii. Instead, he commissioned the apprentices of Giovanni Battista Piranesi to make sketches of instruments represented in ancient monuments in Rome, and on their bases Charles Grignion and Pierre Maleuvre later produced three plates included at the end of the first volume of his General History of Music (317–22, pls. I–III; Blažeković 2017, 8–11). They reproduced the artworks that Burney had seen and knew from secondary sources, especially the early volumes of Le Antichità di Ercolano Esposte (1757–1792) and the collection Admiranda Romanarum Antiquitatum (1693) by Pietro Santi Bartoli (1615–1700). Two other images, a lyre and a tibicien wearing the phorbeia/capistrum, were taken from Greek vases belonging to the collection of Lord Hamilton and reproduced later by Pierre‐François d’Hancarville in his Collection of Etruscan, Greek, and Roman Antiquities from the Cabinet of the Hon. W. Hamilton (1776–1777): here Burney, according to the general misunderstanding that considered the Greek vases as Etruscan artworks, called the lyre “Etruscan” in the caption (V.10, 520). Following earlier tradition, Burney decided to show the instruments isolated from their original context in order to remove any ambiguity and give a clearer image of them (Figure 34.2). At times, however, the features of the instruments were misunderstood and the result was far from the original model, e.g., several instruments shown in pl. V (3, 4, 5, 7, 12) that were copied from some wall paintings. The only item he did not see in person was the “triple kithara” he took from Bianchini, which did not exist in a material version. Burney’s idea to show only first‐hand sources, according to the scientific method being established at that time, was new. In fact, in their surveys, several coeval music historians, such as Hawkins or La Borde, represented the instruments included in the iconographic canon already established during the previous century. The latter published it partly in his Essai sur la musique ancienne et moderne (1780) (Des Instruments vol. I, tom. II, chs. XI–XIII: Blažeković 2015), a pastiche of different works in four volumes that was meant as a dictionary of music instruments from antiquity to his time. The section devoted to antiquity includes nine plates: some of them showed the instruments isolated and without context, as Bartholin and Bianchini had done; some others are reworkings of Bonanni, showing the instruments played by a musician, maintaining his original superposition of ancient and modern instruments; two plates are original creations representing instruments from the wall paintings recently discovered at Herculaneum (Instruments tirés des tableaux trouvés dans Herculanum I, 242) and copied from reproductions made first‐hand by Charles Burney’s General History of Music (17711, 17762). Of course, these compositions were fancier and livelier than the pictures of isolated instruments shown by Burney, but they were misleading, representing an ensemble of instruments that never could have been played together (Blažeković 2015, 150) (Figure 34.3).
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Figure 34.2 Pierre Maleuvre (1740–1803), ancient musical instruments: in Charles Burney, A General History of Music (London 1776), vol. 1, tab. V.
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Figure 34.3 Pierre Chenu after the drawing by Silvestre David Mirys, instruments copied from Charles Burney’s General History of Music. Jean‐Benjamin de La Borde, Essai sur la musique ancienne et moderne (Paris 1780) vol. 1, pp. 235 & 242.





The Taste of Antiquity at the Turn of the Eighteenth Century

The taste for antiquity was particularly widespread and promoted by means of the pictures included in both Le Antichità di Ercolano Esposte and the Collection of Etruscan, Greek, and Roman Antiquities by Pierre‐François d’Hancarville. Some musical themes and figures from Pompeii and Herculaneum were also used as decoration for porcelain ware, interiors and furniture. For example, the “Pegasus vase,” from the jasperware production by the English porcelain factory Wedgwood (c.1786, London, British Museum 1786,0527.1), showed the crowning of a citharode, after a calyx‐crater included in the Hamilton collection (London, British Museum 1772,0320.26). The maenads dancing from the so‐called Villa of Cicero, published in Antichità di Ercolano esposte, were also a very successful motif (Figure 34.4): it recurred in the famous Servizio Ercolanese produced by the Real Fabbrica delle Porcellana di Napoli (Figure 34.5), but also in the panels decorating the interiors or furniture (sofas and armchairs) in princely mansions, such as Schloss Luisium near Potsdam (D’Alconzo 2015, 21–9, 33). A few examples include the image of the dancing maenad reproposed by Canova with different variants (Ferrari Barassi 2015) (Figure 34.6) and the representation according to this mythical motif of Lord Hamilton’s wife, in a portrait by Elisabeth Louise Vigée‐Lebrun (Liverpool, National Museum LL3527). Lady Hamilton played an important role in the diffusion of such classical models in the aristocratic society of the time: among other activities, she was famous for her Attitudes, a form of tableaux vivant inspired by the images shown in classical artworks, including also the picture of the famous dancing maenad (D’Alconzo 2015, 31–5).

 [image: Image described by caption.]

Figure 34.4 Dancing maenad with cymbals. Wall painting from Pompeii, Villa of Cicero. Naples, Museo Archeologico Nazionale 9297. © 2019. Pedicini Fotografi.



 [image: Image described by caption.]

Figure 34.5 Plate and cup with dancing maenads. Manifattura della Real Fabbrica Ferdinandea (1771–1806), painted and gilded porcelain. Naples, Museo Nazionale della Ceramica Duca di Martina. © 2019. Pedicini Fotografi.




About a century after the rediscovery of Pompeii, the finding of the Seikilos epitaph (1883; see Lynch in this volume) and the Delphic Hymns to Apollo (1892; see Martinelli in this volume), two inscriptions showing some lines of song with musical notation inspired the idea that it was possible to reproduce and perform the ancient music. Perhaps also for this reason, the first reproductions of ancient instruments were realized in these years. At the Exposition Internationale du Théatre et de la Musique (Paris 1896), the luthier Auguste Tolbecque presented a collection of thirty‐three musical instruments, including four ancient string instruments, two lyres, and two citharas, reproduced according to the iconographic sources. One of the lyres was copied from a modern engraving and the other from the famous kylix by Douris showing a “school of music” (Berlin, Antikensammlung F 2285). The citharas were reproduced from two statues of Apollo, one in Naples (“Apollo Farnese,” Naples, Museo Archeologico Nazionale 6281), the other in the Vatican Museums (inv. 310). Tolbecque’s idea was to make instruments not only with a decorative purpose but also able to be played. However, the result, based only on visual sources, was very fanciful and far from the original (Vendries 2001; Maniguet 2007). Indeed, Tolbecque tackled the construction of the ancient instruments not to deepen the study of their features or playing technique but to create a link between the old and the modern string instruments: he wished to explain some aspects of the latter by shedding light on their primitive versions. In the same years, the Belgian composer and scholar François‐Auguste Gevaert (1828–1908) was also reconstructing some ancient musical instruments in collaboration with Victor‐Charles Mahillon (1841–1924), luthier, composer, and curator of the Musée des instruments de musique in Brussels. For the construction of string instruments, Gevaert and Mahillon also took inspiration from visual sources, in particular the statuary, whereas they realized a cornu and some tibiae by reproducing the archaeological finds from Pompeii (Napoli, Museo Archeologico Nazionale 286789, 76891‐4; Melini 2010). Gevaert’s approach was rather novel, since for the first time the study of the ancient organology and playing technique was based not only on written and visual sources but also on realia. Nevertheless, the idea shared by these composers and scholars was that there was a continuity between the Ancients and the modern people: thus, ancient music was studied and performed not for its original meaning and value, but to better understand the current music, to inspire the present‐day musicians and to be appreciated by contemporary audiences.

 [image: Image described by caption.]

Figure 34.6 Antonio Canova, Dancer with Cymbals (1799). Tempera on paper, 29 × 25 cm. Possagno, Museo e Gipsoteca Canova 121. © 2019. DeAgostini Picture Library/Scala, Firenze.



At the turn of the century, it was not only composers and musicologists who dealt with the representation of ancient music but also painters: in particular, Lawrence Alma‐Tadema (1836–1912) reproduced in his paintings various kinds of objects and architectures found at Pompeii, and among them also musical instruments. For instance, in Spring (1894, Getty Museum 72.PA.3)—showing a lively and colorful procession during the celebration in honor of Flora (Floralia), the goddess of vegetation—music plays a central role and several musical details are portrayed (Castaldo 2019). In addition to frame drums (tympana) decorated with motifs inspired by some Pompeian wall paintings, the procession includes one of the “maenad pipes” of the British Museum (1884,0409.5‐6), whose maenad‐shaped mouthpiece is clearly visible, and a Pan flute inspired by a mysterious object found in Pompeii and sometimes interpreted as part of an organ.
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APPENDIX
Diagrams of the Ancient Modes (Harmoniai) as Aulos and Lyre Tunings

Tosca A.C. Lynch



This appendix presents transcriptions and diagrams featuring the latest scholarly reconstructions of the ancient Greek modes (harmoniai) described in ancient musical treatises, especially Aristides Quintilianus’ De musica and Ptolemy’s Harmonics (on the modes in general, see Barker 1984, 163–8, and in this volume; West 1992, 160–89; Winnington Ingram 1968). This appendix is intended as a way to facilitate access to the results of the most recent scholarship on this key aspect of ancient Greek and Roman music, and present it in a format that may be easily accessible for a variety of readers including musicologists, composers and professional musicians, as well as scholars.

Diagrams are accompanied by brief indications about the periods of ancient music and practices they refer to, and by references to publications that detail the sources, methodology and rationales upon which such reconstructions are grounded.



The Ancient Harmoniai as Aulos Tunings


	Dorian, Phrygian, and Lydian harmoniai on modulating auloi(schematic representations): cf. Arist. Quint. De mus. 19–20 W.‐I.; Hagel 2010, 34–38; Lynch 2018 (from which the diagram is taken).
[image: Schematic representation depicting Dorian, Phrygian, and Lydian harmoniai on modulating auloi.]


	Cf. Pronomos of Thebes, fifth century BC, known as the first aulos player who was able to modulate between all three modes on the same pair of auloi (Paus. 9.12.5; Ath. 14.631e);

	Dorian, Phrygian, and Lydian modes were known as the three “most ancient tonoi” (Ptol. Harm. 62.19–22), the “three tropoi” (Bacchius Is. 303.3–4 Jan), or “the three basic tonoi” (Arist. Quint. De mus. 23.1–4).




	Mixolydian, Syntonolydian (or “tense Lydian”), ‘loose’ Lydian, and Iastian as aulos modes and the relevant notation signs by semitones (cf. Arist. Quint. De mus. 19–20 and 26.14–21 W.I.; Diagram from Lynch 2020)



 [image: Diagram depicting Mixolydian, Syntonolydian (or “tense Lydian”), ‘loose’ Lydian, and Iastian as aulos modes and the relevant notation signs by semitones.]


 
The Ancient Harmoniai as Lyre Tunings


	How to tune a lyre: tuning by consonances (exempli gratia Dorian diatonic tuning; diagram from Lynch 2020)
[image: Diagram depicting the tuning cycle on an eight-string lyre, with four downward arrows on top labeled “Hypátē,” “Mésē,” “Paramésē,” and “Nétē.”]


	After setting the “middle string” mesē f—known as the “origin” (archē, Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.44) or the “leader” (hēgemōn, e.g. Ps.‐Arist. Pr. 19.33, 19.36), the rest of the tuning is established “by consonances” (dia symphōnias, e.g. Aristox. Harm. 68.10–70.2 Da Rios, Ps.‐Eucl. Sect. can. prop. 17), i.e., by a cycle of fourths and fifths.

	The figure above represents this tuning cycle on an eight‐string lyre; in the case of traditional seven‐stringed lyres, steps 5 and 6 would not entail two separate strings (paranetē and tritē) but only one (tritē): this string would be first tuned to bb and then adjusted to ab after setting lichanos eb.







	The stable framework of lyre tunings (= Philolaus’ harmonia, fr. 6a Huffman; fifth century BC) and Ptolemy’s harmogai (Harm. 1.16; second century AD). Diagram from Lynch 2020; cf. Hagel 2010, 109, 196.
[image: Diagram depicting the stable framework of lyre tunings, with six vertical bars for lýdia, parypátai, trítai, trópoi, hypértropa, and iástia (from left to right).]


	Philolaus’ harmonia defines a basic framework of an octave divided into two tetrachords separated by a tone (c–f / g–c’); on the theoretical importance of this structure in ancient harmonics, see Barker 2007 and in this volume.

	This structure remains a stable framework that informs the traditional lyre/kithara tunings until Ptolemy—cf. Hagel 2010, 196–216 (a detailed discussion of the different tuning shades described in Ptol. Harm. 2.16), and Barker 1989, 356–61 (English translation of the relevant passage with notes and commentary).





	The lyre‐based, diatonic species of the octave



	Mixolydian
	ST t t ST t t t
	c deff#abbbc’ 


	Lydian
	t t ST t t t ST
	c d efgabc’ 


	Phrygian
	t ST t t t ST t
	c d ebfgabbc’ 


	Dorian
	ST t t t ST t t
	c dbebfgabbbc’ 


	Hypolydian
	t t t ST t t ST
	c def#gabc’ 


	Hypophrygian
	t t ST t t ST t
	c defgabbc’ 


	Hypodorian
	 t   ST t t ST t t
	c debfgabbbc’ 
  




	These tunings are described in Cleon. Is. 198–9 Jan, Arist. Quint. De mus. 15.8–20 W.‐I. See Barker in this volume for their connection with harmoniai and further theoretical issues; on the identification of these scales with lyre tunings, see Lynch 2018, 297–9.

	The reference point of each scale (mesē) is marked in bold and underlined. This is what scholars call “dynamic”’ or “moving” mesē, because it moves in different modes/scales. It is opposed to “thetic” or “stable” mesē, which indicates the intermediate string of the lyre (= f in traditional lyre tunings; see figure 2b above).

	The “moving” mesē was the reference point for ancient scales, just as the tonic is for Classical western music. It is defined as the note that stands a tone below the disjunction between the two basic tetrachords of the tuning—e.g., a b in Lydian, g a in Phrygian; f g in Dorian etc. (Cleon. Is. 201.18–20 Jan, and Barker in this volume).

	The shifting position of mesē in different modes corresponds to the system of tonoi displayed in the notation system, e.g., Lydian mesē a corresponds to the note I < (marked by a circle at the centre of Figure 21.1, Hagel in this volume).




	The first three tropoi/tonoi (Ptol. Harm. 62.19–22) on a twelve‐string professional lyre (kithara), corresponding to first aulos modulations (1a above)—c. fifth‐century BC. Diagram from Lynch 2018.
[image: Diagram depicting the first three tropoi/tonoi on a twelve-string professional lyre (kithara), corresponding to first aulos modulations.]


	A reconstruction of the “revolutionary” modulations of the New Music, mocked in Pherecrates’ Chiron (fr. 155 K.‐A., c. 410 BC)—from Melanippides’ to Philoxenus’ “hyperbolic” harmonia (see Lynch 2018, from which the diagram is taken).
[image: Reconstruction of the “revolutionary” modulations of the New Music, mocked in Pherecrates’ Chiron, from Melanippides’ to Philoxenus’ “hyperbolic” harmonia.]
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General Index


 


Proper names of authors, places, historical and mythological characters are mostly given in their Latinate forms (e.g. Cadmus, not Kadmos), with the exception of those that are best known in their Greek form (e.g. Sophilos the vase painter vs Sophilus the comic poet).




	Abydos, 427

	Academy of Sorø, 476

	Acarnae, 42

	Acca Larentia, 175

	accent, accentuation, 111, 277, 285, 293n29, 294n37, 306, 367, 373, 374n10, 385, 417, 419n23

	Accius, 84, 147

	accompaniment (musical), 1, 30, 37–41, 65, 75–6, 89–93, 97, 106, 117, 119, 132, 135–6, 145–50, 153–5, 157–8, 161–2, 164, 166–8, 177, 181, 193–4, 201, 215–16, 218–19, 275, 297, 301–2, 313, 315, 326, 357, 371–2, 374n20, 385, 388, 398, 400–1, 411, 421, 439–42, 461, 465

	Achelois, 27

	Achilles, 14–15, 19, 26, 62, 93, 108, 164, 168–9, 219, 311, 318, 389, 461, 464

	Acis, 80–2

	acoustics, 2, 4, 92–6, 98, 223–4, 226n2, 245–56, 265, 268–9, 343, 473

	a. properties, 4, 89, 95, 100, 367, 440, 444n9

	archaeoacoustics, 2, 89





	Acragas, 197n9, 246, 387

	acrobat, 90, 93, 400

	Acropolis, 67, 91, 96

	Actium (Battle of), 435–6

	actor, 94–5, 111, 132–5, 138–40, 145–8, 162, 173, 178, 195, 203–4, 207, 209, 210nn7 and 9, 315, 366, 368, 373, 374n7, 392, 414, 421, 423, 426, 437–8, 440–1, 469

	Admetus, 26, 33n5, 62, 78, 80

	Adonis, 57n6, 69–70, 189

	Adrastus of Aphrodisias, 269, 271

	Aegean Sea, 229, 232, 425–6, 428

	aeidō, 409

	Aelian, 30

	Aeneas, 442

	Aeneas Tacticus, 428

	Aeolian (key or tonos), 301, 383

	Aeolian (mode or harmonia), 383

	aeolic (meter), 149, 154

	Aeschylus, 26–7, 42, 62–3, 93, 134–7, 141, 162, 168–9, 173, 388, 390, 400, 413, 415, 429

	Aesop, 31, 234

	aesthetics, 4, 52, 173, 175, 179, 182, 192, 275–6, 279–81, 316, 323–33, 338, 341, 343–5, 357, 359, 381, 409, 418n11, 422, 461

	Aëtius of Amida, 209

	Aetna see Etna

	Africa, 478

	Agamemnon, 15, 168

	Agapenor, 232

	Agathon, 42, 135, 139–40, 164, 195, 237, 412

	agōgē (rhythmical), 136–7, 277, 281, 412

	agōn, 132–3, 187–97, 442

	agōnothetēs, 426





	agroikos, 193

	Ahhiyawa, 230–1, 233 see also Hiyawa

	air, 54, 78, 201, 204–5, 207, 219–20, 222, 224, 245–50, 252–3, 265, 276, 370

	aisthēsis, 279 , 281, 317, 327, 329, 341, 357–8 see also perception

	a. autophyēs and a.epistēmonikē, 344





	akroasis, 97

	Alba, 442

	Albertus Magnus, 463

	Alcaeus, 232, 234–7, 386

	Alcathous, 26

	Alceides, 192

	Alcestis, 33n5

	Alcibiades, 42, 410

	Alcman, 18, 28, 33n16, 137, 162, 166, 233–5, 331n3, 383, 389

	Alcmeon of Croton, 245–6

	Aleandro, Girolamo, 477

	Alembert, Jean Baptiste Le Rond d’, 478

	Alexander of Aphrodisias, 249

	Alexander the Great, 191, 345, 428, 430, 435–6, 461, 465

	Alexandria, 111, 162, 189, 270

	Alexis, 81

	al‐Farabi, 238, 450

	al‐Ghazali, 450

	al‐Kindi, 238, 450

	Alma‐Tadema, Lawrence, 486

	Alpheus (River), 77

	Alyattes, 234–5

	Alypius, 257, 302, 476

	Amarynthos, 91

	Amoebeus, 208–9, 314

	amousos, 315

	Amphiaraion, 93

	Amphicles of Rhenea, 91

	Amphictyonic Council, 97

	Amphidamas, 187, 191, 204

	Amphion, 61–2, 65–6, 70, 231, 386, 428, 465

	amphitheater, 437–8

	Anacreon of Teos, 90, 235–7

	Anakreontea, 90





	analogy, 167, 247, 250, 252, 315, 319, 357, 359, 370, 373, 450, 456

	anapaest, 104, 108–9, 132–5, 138–9, 155 see also verse

	Anastasius I, 438

	Anatolia, 5, 231–6, 239n7, 283, 287–91, 292n2

	Anaxagoras of Clazomenae, 245–7, 250–1

	Anaximenes, 246

	Andromache, 188

	Anguillara, Giovanni Andrea dell', 467

	anō, 206, 277–8, 281, 291nn15 and 18

	antepirrhēma, 133–4

	anthropology, 2, 34n25, 38, 328, 436

	Anticleides, 34n20

	Antigonus Gonatas, 197n8

	antikatakeleusmos, 134

	Antimachus of Colophon, 238

	Antipatros of Eleutherna, 97

	Antiphanes, 391

	Antiphon, 208

	Antissa, 385–6

	antistrophe, 111, 137–9, 140n9, 419n27

	Antium, 442

	antōidē, 133

	Antoninus Pius, 105

	Antyllus, 204, 207, 209

	aoidos, 187, 197n7, 204, 215 see also singer

	Apennines, 79

	Aphrodite, 14–15, 17, 27, 43, 50, 69, 232

	apodeixis, 262

	apolelymena (sc.aismata), 138

	Apollo, 4, 13, 15, 17, 19–21, 25–34, 40–3, 45, 50–1, 57n4, 61–3, 65–9, 70n11, 75, 77, 78–80, 82–4, 91–2, 97–8, 118, 123, 162, 165–6, 189–90, 192, 194, 215, 231–2, 266, 312, 352, 387, 406, 423, 428, 435–6, 441–2, 465, 480, 485 see also festival

	Actiacus, 436

	Aulaitēs, 28

	Delian, 34n20

	Donaktas, 28

	far‐shooter, 25, 32

	Helios, 62

	kenyristēs, 33n4, 232

	kitharōidos/citharoedus, 27–8, 33nn 12 and 14, 436, 441, 444n11

	kitharistēs, 33n14

	Latous, 82–3

	Lycian, 32

	Lycoreus, 405–6

	Musegetes, 25, 41–2

	Nomios, Nomimos, 26, 29, 50, 57n4

	Paieon/Paion, 29

	Palatinus, 28

	Phoebus, 105

	shepherd, 26, 78–9

	warrior, 25





	Apollodorus, 26, 70n2

	Apollonius Paradoxographus, 354

	Apollonius Rhodius, 84

	Apuleius, 146, 405

	Aquincum, 438, 443

	Aquitania, 443n3

	Arab scholars and texts, 202, 238, 449–50

	Arcadia, 49, 77, 392, 426, 428, 431

	Arcadian League, 426

	Arcadian music and theater culture, 314, 426





	Archelaus (philosopher), 246

	Archelaus I, 430

	Archilochus, 21n6, 30, 41, 201, 275–6, 290nn1 and 3, 411

	Archimedes, 451

	Archytas of Tarentum, 245–6, 248–51, 265, 267–8, 270, 304, 316

	Ares, 17, 31, 435

	Argolis, 442

	Argonauts, 27, 62–3, 70, 157–8

	Argos (city), 30, 93, 96, 98, 163, 191, 203, 231, 233, 392, 399, 401, 430, 442

	Argos (giant), 76–8, 84n3

	Ariadna, 43

	Arion of Methymna, 29, 40, 61–2, 65, 70, 235, 383, 386, 392, 465

	Aristides Quintilianus, 137, 247, 261, 271, 277–9, 282–6, 292n27, 293nn29, 30 and 32, 302, 305, 308, 317, 327–8, 347n8, 354–6, 358–9, 360n9, 361, 449–50, 489

	Aristocles, 196, 197n8

	Aristonoos of Corinth, 98

	Aristophanes, 42, 62, 90, 132, 134–9, 141, 164, 166, 178, 210n2, 237, 247, 278, 381, 390, 400, 411, 413, 415, 418n12, 427

	Aristotle, 40, 131–5, 139–40, 163, 204, 210n6, 230, 236–7, 246, 248–50, 251, 253–4, 261–2, 271, 278–80, 290n3, 300, 315–16, 318, 325–6, 328–30, 332n24, 338–9, 341–4, 346nn5 and 7, 352–3, 355–6, 360, 365, 370, 388, 391, 414, 427, 450–2, 454, 456, 461, 463–4, 466–8

	Aristoxenus of Tarentum, 111, 136, 202, 220, 230, 232–3, 237–8, 239n12, 259–64, 267, 270–2, 278–82, 285–90, 292nn27, 28, and 29, 297–8, 300–1, 304, 313, 316–19, 326–7, 329–31, 332nn15 and 23, 333n29, 353–4, 357, 359n4, 361, 365, 367, 373n1, 452–3, 456, 476, and 29

	arsis, 108, 110, 137, 277–8, 281–6, 288–9, 291nn16 and 20, 292n27, 293nn29, 30, 31, and 32, 294n37, 306, 308, 357, 451

	Artemis, 50, 52, 57n4, 65, 91, 162, 165, 193, 428, 435

	A. Orthia, 91

	Artemisia, 197n5 see also festival





	artist, 1, 4, 41, 61, 83–4, 117, 119–20, 194, 197n4, 202–5, 207–10, 325, 327, 330, 384, 392, 402, 413, 441, 469n6, 474 see also technitēs

	Asclepius, 29, 92, 95, 359

	Asklepieia, 97 see also festival





	Ascra, 386

	Ashdod, 231

	Asia, 25, 38, 40, 42, 105, 214, 235, 386, 431

	Aššuwa, 235

	Assyria, 234–5, 239n7

	Atargatis, 231

	Athena, 26, 33n5, 43, 68, 84, 91, 118, 219, 381, 387, 410, 418n8, 427–8

	Chalkeoikos, 381

	Panathenaia, 91, 163, 189–91, 193–4, 197, 237 see also festival

	Polias, 381

	Pronaia, 97





	Athenaeus of Naucratis, 43, 111, 192, 195, 208, 238, 318, 383, 390, 392, 398, 473, 477

	Athenaios (composer), 233, 301

	Athens, 16, 27, 38, 41–2, 49, 63, 66–7, 90, 92–6, 98, 105, 111, 118, 120, 123, 126–7, 162–6, 190–2, 194–5, 203, 208, 217, 223, 236–7, 247–8, 298, 313, 316, 381, 384–5, 387–8, 391–2, 398–401, 410, 413, 416, 418n21, 422–30

	Atlas, 79

	Atomists, 245, 247–8

	Attica, 49–50, 386–8, 422–3, 427

	Attis, 44, 234

	audience, 19, 38, 44, 92–3, 99, 118–20, 122, 125, 132–3, 147–8, 155, 162, 166–8, 189–90, 192, 194, 236–7, 261, 325–6, 332n20, 368, 370–3, 382, 389, 392, 405, 410–11, 414–15, 421, 423, 450, 462, 469, 486

	Augustine, 292n21, 329, 450–1, 455

	Augustus, 28, 33, 83, 91, 174, 435–6, 439–42

	aulētēs (aulete, aulos‐player), 41, 91–2, 97–8, 124, 132, 135–6, 167–8, 189–90, 192–5, 197n9, 201, 205, 209, 219–23, 233–4, 302, 357, 385, 387, 390, 392, 410–11, 490, 493

	thrēnaulēs, 91

	triēraulēs, 92

	tymbaulēs, 91





	aulētikē (sc. technē), 193, 201, 219

	aulētris (female aulos‐player), 119, 123–5, 191, 223, 238, 400–1

	Aulis, 138

	aulōidia, 29, 97, 193–4, 219, 421

	aulōidos, 194, 204, 428

	Aulōn, 233

	aulos, 26–8, 30, 37–43, 45, 68, 82–3, 90–3, 95, 97, 106, 118–19, 123–6, 132, 135, 145, 162, 168, 190–3, 205, 209, 219–23, 222, 226n5, 230, 233–5, 237, 260, 300–2, 313, 315, 330, 345, 352–3, 357, 359, 369–70, 373, 374n15, 381, 383–9, 391–2, 398–400, 410–11, 414, 418nn10 and 14, 473, 476, 489–90

	elymos a., 233

	gingras a., 237, 391

	hyperteleios a., 220

	kitharistēriosa a., 220, 302

	paidikos a., 220

	parthenios a., 220

	pythikos a., 97

	teleios a., 220





	aulothēkē, 223 see also sybēnē

	Aulus Gellius, 65, 358

	Autolycus, 27

	Auxesia, 163

	Aventicum, 443

	Avicenna (Ibn Sina), 358, 450

	Aydin, 105






	Babylonia, 238

	bacchants, 37, 39, 43–4, 173

	bacchiac, 148–51, 153

	Bacchi, Fortunato, 476

	Bacchini, Benedetto, 476

	bacchius, 283–6

	Bacchius the Elder, 302, 318

	Bacchylides, 40, 137, 162, 413

	Barbaro, Francesco, 465

	barbitos, 42, 45, 90, 91, 118–19, 123–5, 214, 217, 232, 235–7, 389, 398

	Bardi, Giovanni, 462

	barmos, 232 see also barbitos

	Bartholin, Caspar, 475–9, 483

	Bartolomeo da Messina, 463

	barytēs, 202 see also pitch

	beauty, 15–16, 18, 50, 53, 61, 69, 90, 95, 189, 207, 325, 328–31, 354, 402

	bēma, 92–3

	Bendis, 384, 388 see also festival

	Bes, 33n3

	Bianchini, Francesco, 477–9, 483

	biomusicology, 57n7

	bird, 31, 51–2, 56, 63–4, 78, 139, 166, 331n3, 413

	Black Sea, 27, 426, 430–1

	Blainville, Charles Henri de, 479

	Boeotia, 193, 197, 382, 386–7, 401, 428

	Boethius, A.M.T. Severinus, 246–7, 254n12, 265, 273n17, 302, 337, 449–57, 463

	Bogazköy, 234

	Boissard, Jean Jacques, 474, 476–8

	bombyx, 220

	Bonanni, Francesco, 478–81, 483

	Boreas, 62

	Borysthenis, 27

	Bosporus, 430

	Bottari, Giovanni Gaetano, 475, 477

	Brea, 425

	breath (pneuma), 40, 43, 133, 203–5, 207, 211n13, 246–7, 249, 252–3, 276, 313, 358, 370, 411, 413

	retention of b. (katalēpsis), 203–5, 210





	Bromias, 191

	bromos, 39

	Bryennius, Manuel, 450

	bucina, 219

	bucolic, 75–84, 188, 193, 197 see also poetry

	Burney, Charles, 479–83

	Burzelli, Pietrobono (dal Chitarino), 465






	Cabiri, 388

	Cadmus, 16, 26, 33n5, 43, 231, 386

	Caecilius, 404

	Caecus, Appius Claudius, 82

	Caelius Aurelianus, 359, 360nn18 and 19

	Calais, 62

	Calcidius, 450, 463

	Caligula, 444n4

	Callimachus of Cyrene, 30, 32, 50, 79, 81, 435

	Calliope, 16, 76

	Callisto, 77

	Callistratus, 465

	Calpurnia, 315, 403

	Calvus, 209

	Calypso, 389

	Camenae, 173

	Campano da Novara, 463

	Canaanite orchestra, 231

	Cancellieri, Gioachino, 465

	cano, 76, 436 see also canto, carmen
	canor, 365

	canorus, 367





	Canova, Antonio, 484, 486

	canto, 76, 436

	cantus, 368, 463, 468





	Carbone, Ludovico, 465

	Carcinus, 430

	Carcinus Junior, 105

	Caria, 237, 389–92

	carmen, 76 , 79, 174, 312, 368, 404–5, 436 see also song

	C. Arvale, 174, 176

	c. convivalia, 312

	c. maledica, 312

	C. Saeculare, 75, 91, 174

	C. Saliare, 174–5

	c. triumphalia, 312





	Carthage, 443n3

	Cassiano del Pozzo, 474, 480

	Cassiodorus, 450–1, 463

	Cassius Dio, 374n20, 442

	Cassius Longinus, 367

	Castelvetro, Lodovico, 467

	Castorion of Soli, 50

	Catana, 96

	catharsis (katharsis), 235, 341–3, 351–5, 359–60

	allopathic c., 343

	homeopathic c., 343, 353





	Catilina, 314

	Catullus, 238, 404–5

	Celaenae, 26

	Celedones, 29, 34n24

	Celer, 443

	Censorinus, 146, 450

	centaur, 50, 311, 318

	Cepion, 215, 235–6, 386

	Ceramicus/Kerameikos, 42, 91, 123

	Cerberus, 63

	Chaeronea, 41, 93

	Chalcis, 187, 204, 353, 415

	Chamaeleon of Pontus, 331n3, 430

	chant, 31, 79–80, 132–3, 147, 367, 373, 399, 451, 456 see also song

	Chaos, 17

	character (ēthos), 40, 136, 139, 181, 236, 275, 311–12, 318, 326–7, 330–1, 332nn11 and 15, 333nn26 and 29, 337–8, 340–2, 344, 346nn2 and 7, 352–6, 358–60, 366, 413, 462–3

	Charites/Graces, 13, 15–6, 25, 27, 30

	Charles of Bourbon, 480

	Charles V, 463

	chelys, 31, 118–19, 121, 123, 125–6, 214, 216–17 see also lyre

	Chimaera, 168–9

	Chios, 390, 427–8

	Chiron, 62, 311, 318

	Chiusi, 126

	Chloe, 53

	Choerilus of Samos, 412

	chordotonon, 121, 214, 453

	chorēgia, 423, 425–8

	chorēgos, 90, 166, 208, 387, 400, 423





	choreia, 161–70, 173–6, 181, 194, 276, 325, 341, 399 see also dance

	choreography, 136, 167, 173–8, 181, 381

	chorodidaskalos, 132, 312–15, 19

	choros (dancing place), 164, 427

	chorus (choros), 3, 14–16, 38, 40, 43–4, 52, 83, 93, 94, 97, 110–11, 132–40, 146–7, 155–8, 161–70, 173–5, 177–8, 181–2, 194–5, 208, 314, 319, 341, 384, 390, 400, 411, 414, 416, 421, 423, 425, 427, 430–1, 435, 466–9

	archetypal c., 13, 166

	c.‐leader, 51, 133, 164, 166, 175, 311

	c. of animals, 166–9

	c. of youths, 29, 92, 163, 165, 174, 422

	dithyrambic, circular c., 97, 168, 195, 421, 424, 430–1

	female c., 16, 27, 51–2, 162–3, 188, 399

	male c., 92, 162–3, 166, 399, 423–6, 428





	Christ, 64, 313

	Christian writers, 44, 450





	chromatic (genus, scale, tuning, or style), 139, 235, 259–62, 264, 267, 300–1, 305, 308, 316, 319, 329–30, 332n23, 382, 392, 413–14, 440

	chronos, 277, 279, 281–3, 286, 288–9, 291n20, 294n37, 358

	prōtos chronos, 280–2, 285, 288–9, 292n28, 358





	Chrysippus, 247, 344–5

	Chrysogonus, 209

	Chrysoloras, Manuel, 465

	Chrysothemis of Crete, 28–9

	Church Fathers, 181, 450

	Cicero, 65, 146, 148, 176, 179–80, 194, 206–7, 292n21, 316, 365–73, 374n12, 375, 404–6, 450–1, 455, 484

	Cilicia, 231

	Cimon, 69

	Cinara, 238

	Circe, 389

	circus‐hippodrome, 437–8

	Circus Maximus, 441





	Classical Studies, 1

	Claudia, 403

	Clearchus of Athens, 208

	Clearchus of Heraclea, 430

	Cleisthenes, 165, 179

	Cleite, 84

	Clemens of Alexandria, 313

	Cleonides, 257, 331, 450

	Cleon of Thebes, 195–6, 197n7

	Cleopatra, 435

	Clio, 16

	Clodia Metelli, 405

	Clonas of Tegea/Thebes, 233

	Cnidos, 390

	codex

	Ottobonianus gr. 59, 105

	Venetus Marcianus gr. pp. cl. VI 10, 107





	coins, 2, 34n20, 65, 70n7, 436, 444n11, 473, 475

	denarius of C. Antistius Vetus, 436





	Colchis, 62

	colon (metrical), 309

	colometry, 140n9





	colon (notational sign), 306

	Colonus, 140n8

	Colophon, 238

	comedy, 14, 45n5, 104, 131, 133–5, 138, 140–1, 145–55, 158, 162–3, 166, 179, 182, 233, 237, 366, 374n11, 390, 392, 404, 412, 415, 421–4, 426–7, 430–1

	competition, contest, 1, 4, 19, 21, 26–7, 29–30, 51, 55, 61, 63, 67–70, 76, 79–80, 82–3, 92–3, 95–8, 133–4, 163, 165, 187–97, 201, 203–4, 208–10, 219, 237, 297, 312–13, 386–7, 392, 413, 421–8, 430, 437–40, 444n6, 465, 480

	chrēmatitēs c., 97, 191

	stephanitēs c., 97, 191





	composer, 105, 132, 136–8, 140, 146, 189, 195, 204, 233, 286, 297, 301, 306, 308, 311–13, 325, 327, 330, 337, 411–15, 418n18, 426, 430, 466, 486

	composition, 5, 75, 79, 81, 103, 105–7, 110–11, 136, 138, 189, 203, 238, 259, 261, 263, 286–8, 290n9, 327–31, 332nn25 and 26, 333n29, 356, 365, 401, 405, 412–13, 416–17, 418n17, 423, 435, 451, 455 see also melopoiia, rhythmopoiia

	concord, consonance (symphōnia), 31, 218, 220, 224–5, 226n2, 230, 238, 249–53, 259–60, 265, 267–8, 270–1, 272n11, 273n22, 306, 318, 326, 328, 332n11, 357–9, 436, 451, 453–7, 464, 491

	consolation, 20–1, 82, 84

	Constantinople, 465

	Corinna of Tanagra, 28, 33n16, 401, 403, 406

	Corinth, 27, 65, 96, 155, 158, 165, 386, 392, 427, 431

	Cornelia, 402 see also Gracchus; Scipio

	Cornelius Nepos, 178

	cornicen, 91, 438

	pullus c., 440





	cornu, 91, 122, 219, 437–8, 440, 486

	Cornutus, 32

	Corybantes, 43–4, 51

	Corydon, 81

	Cos, 92, 97

	cosmos (kosmos), 17–18, 32, 57, 266, 331n4, 354

	cosmic harmony, 4, 32, 267–8

	cosmic music, 31–2, 450, 454 see also musica mundana

	cosmic order, 17–8, 438





	courtesan, 191–2, 238, 403–4 see also hetaira

	Crassus, 369, 371

	Cratinus, 69, 427

	Crete, 43–4, 215, 383–4, 388–9, 400

	cretic, 137–9, 148–54, 286 see also meter

	thymelicus c., 152





	Crisa, 28

	Croesus, 236

	Cronus (Kronos), 17, 39, 409–10, 417n3

	crossbar, 118, 121, 437 see also zygon

	crowd, 17, 95–6, 164, 181, 189–92, 314, 370

	Ctesibius, 441

	cult, 91–2, 97–100, 137, 175–7, 230–2, 238, 387 see also festival, hymn, pompa, sacrifice, song
	c. of Apollo, 4, 25–34, 65, 162, 406

	c. of Artemis, 162–3

	c. of Bendis, 388

	c. of Cibele/Attis, 234

	c. of Dionysus, 4, 37–45, 162, 388

	c. of emperors, 438–9

	c. of heroes, 30, 41

	c. of Lares Compitales, 91

	c. of Pan, 49–57

	c. of poets and intellectuals, 14

	c. of the Muses, 14, 22

	foundational c., 175

	mistery c., 44, 63, 388

	orgiastic c., 233, 399

	Panhellenic c., 49





	culture

	cultural constructionism, 328

	cultural history of music, 463

	cultural identity, 5, 236–8, 311–12, 381–93, 436

	song culture, 1

	theater c., 422, 426–8, 431 see also theatrocracy





	Cybele, 39, 51, 233–4, 383, 391, 425

	Cyclops, 80–1

	Cynthia, 403, 405

	Cyprus, 33n4, 231–3, 385, 390, 392

	Cyrnus, 19






	dactyl, 33, 138–9, 281–8 see also hexameter, verse
	bacchic d., 285–6

	dactylic genus, 282–3, 285–8

	iambic d., 285–7





	Damia, 163

	Damon of Oa, 279–80, 291n15, 292nn24 and 26, 312, 345, 347n9, 357, 410, 417, 418n4

	Danaids, 63

	dance, 1, 3–4, 6n11, 13, 15–17, 20, 26–7, 30, 50–1, 57n7, 79, 110, 140n1, 145, 161–70, 173–82, 189, 194, 203, 219, 276, 278, 280, 286, 311, 314–15, 325, 341, 353, 355, 381–2, 385, 389–90, 392, 398–403, 410, 415, 435–6, 438–40, 466, 468–9

	armed d. (pyrrhichē), 163, 176, 182

	choral d. see choreia

	crane d., 163

	dramatic/theatrical d., 45n5, 93, 131–2, 136, 139, 140n8, 158, 162, 175

	mimetic d., 145, 181 see also pantomime

	orgiastic d., 37–9, 43–5, 163, 173, 399





	Dance Studies, 3, 175, 177

	dancer (ludius, orchēstēs, saltator), 51, 66, 136, 145–6, 167, 175–6, 178–182, 195, 385, 389, 391, 398–403, 438–40, 486

	Daphne (nymph), 76–9

	Daphne (suburb of Athens), 126

	Daphnis, 50, 53, 56, 81

	David (King), 65

	Dea Dia, 175

	Dea Mater, 440

	decorum, 178, 402–3

	Deidamia, 108

	Deiope, 66

	Delia, 405

	delivery (actio, hypokrisis, pronuntiatio), 203, 210n6, 366, 368, 370, 372

	Delos, 25, 27–8, 30, 33n6, 40, 91, 162–3, 190, 194, 399, 425 see also festival

	Delian festival, 15, 190 see also festival

	Delian League, 425, 428

	Delian Maidens (Dēliades), 15, 30, 166, 399





	Delphi, 26, 28–32, 40, 62–3, 65, 68–9, 92, 97–9, 105, 118, 165, 190–1, 194, 197, 204, 216, 235, 239n9, 301, 442 see also theater

	Delphic dragon, 26, 28–9

	Delphic Hymns, 105–6, 233, 301, 485 see also hymn





	Demades, 423

	Demeter, 50, 52, 428

	Demetrius the Besieger, 426, 428

	Democritus, 245, 247–8, 290nn2 and 5

	Demodocus, 19

	Demosthenes, 366, 368, 374n5

	Diana, 77, 91

	diatonic (genus, scale or tuning), 139, 218, 226n4, 230, 259, 262, 267–9, 300, 303–5, 308, 316, 319, 382, 392, 413–14, 417, 419n25, 440, 491–2

	Dicaearchus, 188, 316

	dicolon, 306, 308

	diction (lexis), 280, 287–8

	didascalia, 146, 203

	Diderot, Denis, 478

	Didyma, 32, 195, 390

	Didymus, 270–1, 290n9, 319

	diesis (interval), 266, 300, 304

	Dio Chrysostom, 387

	Diocles of Carystus, 352, 354

	Diodorus (musician), 291

	Diodorus Siculus, 41, 67, 426

	Diogenes Laertius, 202, 246

	Diogenes of Apollonia, 246

	Diogenes of Babylon, 202, 343–4

	Dion, 98, 443

	Dionysia, 37, 39, 90, 134, 217, 425 see also festival

	Athenian Great (or City) D., 39, 111, 162, 165, 189, 195, 203, 387, 422–6

	Chio’s D., 428

	Heraclea’s D., 430

	rural D., 92





	Dionysius (son of Clearchus), 430

	Dionysius I of Syracuse, 429–30

	Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 292n21, 366, 373n3, 416, 439–40

	Dionysus, 4, 14, 20, 25, 27, 29, 37–45, 51, 61–3, 65, 92–3, 98, 118, 136, 162–3, 166–7, 173, 219, 383, 386, 388, 391, 411, 423, 425, 427–9, 435–6, 442 see also festival, theater, technitēs
	Aulonaeus, 42

	Bromios, 39 see also bromos

	Eleuthereus, 37, 93

	Musegetes, 41





	dissonance (diaphōnia), 249, 251, 326, 451, 453, 456, 464

	dithyramb, 26–7, 29, 32, 37, 39–41, 45, 65, 92, 97–8, 131, 139, 162–7, 169, 170n1, 190, 197, 237, 297, 300, 392, 410–14, 418nn7 and 18, 421 see also chorus

	dithyrambic poet, 360n7, 429

	dithyrambic style, 139





	Dnieper (River), 27

	dochmiac, 137–9, 283–5, 292n27, 416 see also verse

	doctrina, 402–4

	docta matrona, 403

	docta puella, 403–5





	document (musical), 2, 4, 103–12, 137–8, 141, 229–31, 280, 284, 286–7, 293n36, 298, 306–7, 416 see also codex, epigraphy, inscription, manuscript, papyrus

	Dodona, 95

	Dolfin, Giacomo, 467

	dolphin see chorus

	Dolphin (constellation), 65

	Domitian, 191

	Domus Aurea, 443

	Donatus, 146–7

	Doni, Giovan Battista, 474–6

	Dorian (key or tonos), 300, 383, 413, 490

	Dorian (mode or harmonia), 26, 29, 32, 139, 233, 237, 261, 313, 325, 330, 340, 345, 383, 411, 415, 450, 489–94

	Dorian (octave‐species), 492

	Douris, 110, 119, 126, 312, 485

	drums, 39, 43–4, 136, 163, 231, 389, 474

	Dura‐Eutropos, 33n12

	dynamis, 263–4, 298

	harmonikē d.(armonica facultas), 454–5

	kritikē d., 326










	Echembrotos, 204

	Echo, 50, 52–4, 79

	echo, 54, 56, 79, 246, 253n4

	education, 4, 14, 40, 51, 61, 82, 107, 111, 121, 123–4, 127, 161, 207, 217, 236, 290n2, 302, 311–19, 324–5, 328, 330, 339–44, 353, 359, 400–3, 405, 444n10, 449, 451–2, 461–6, 469n2 see also paideia

	Egypt, 33n3, 103–4, 112, 146, 148, 182, 214, 220, 232, 237–8, 239n7, 314, 390, 435

	elegiac i., 195

	elegy, 78, 81, 188, 193, 195, 237, 403–6, 412 see also poet, verse

	Eleusis, 66, 91

	Elia Sabina, 438

	Elis, 399

	embolima, 140

	emmeleia, 45n5, 136, 140n8

	emotion (motus, pathos), 5, 37, 40, 54, 56, 132–3, 135, 137, 140n8, 146, 150, 181, 188, 236, 275, 277, 279, 281, 283–4, 323–4, 326–8, 331, 337–47, 351–7, 359, 365, 367–9, 372–3, 374n12, 410, 462, 464–5

	Empedocles, 245–7, 357

	enharmonic (genus, scale or tuning), 139, 233, 259–62, 267, 269, 271, 300–1, 304–5, 316, 329–30, 382, 392, 413–14, 416, 419n25

	enneachordon (sc. organon), 239n12

	Ennius, 84, 147, 173

	enthousiasmos, 37, 343, 354–5, 367, 388

	Epaminondas, 179, 428

	ephymnion, 137

	Epicharmus, 427, 430

	Epicurus, Epicureans, 56, 247–8, 327, 343–6

	Epidaurus, 92, 95, 163

	epideixis, 97

	Epigonos of Ambracia, 214

	epigoneion, 214 see also zither





	epigraphy, 103, 105–7, 175, 194, 196–7, 238, 406n2, 438 see also Delphic Hymns, document, inscription, Seikilos Epitaph

	epirrhēma, 133–4

	episkēnion, 94

	 epōidos, 137

	Erato, 16

	Eratocles, 261, 301

	Eratosthenes, 270, 319

	Eretria, 93, 425

	Ergotimos, 118

	Erinyes, 63

	Eros, 43, 50, 69, 123, 400

	Este, Leonello and Borso d’, 465

	ethnomusicology, 2, 276–7, 390

	Etna (Mount), 17, 31, 429

	Etruria, 119, 145

	Euclides, 245, 250–1, 317, 463

	Eumelus of Corinth, 27

	Eumenes II, 98

	Eumolpus, 27, 66

	Euneus, 42, 45n4

	euphony (euphōnia), 134, 202 see also phōnē

	Eupolis, 427

	Euripides, 3 and 4, 16, 19, 26, 30, 38–40, 42–4, 45nn2, 51, 62–3, 80, 140, 189, 210n2

	Europe, 302, 462, 475, 480

	Eurydice, 27, 62–3

	Euterpe, 16

	Évrart de Conty, 457






	falsetto, 135

	fauns, 79, 83

	female c., 194, 397, 401, 404–6

	Ferrara, 465–6, 469

	Ferrarius, Octavius, 476

	festival

	Actia, 442

	Adonia, 189, 399

	Apatouria, 194

	Artemisia, 197n5 see also Artemis

	Asklepieia, 97 see also Asclepius

	Bendis f., 384, 388

	Cadmeia, 387

	Capitolia, 191

	Carneia/Karneia, 189, 235, 384, 386, 428

	Compitalia, 91

	Delian f., 15, 190 see also Delos

	Eretrian f., 190, 197n5

	Floralia, 486 see also Flora

	Great and rural Dionysia, 37, 39, 90, 92, 111, 134, 162, 165, 189, 195, 203, 217, 387, 422–6 see also Dionysia

	Great Didymeia, 195

	Gymnopaidia, 428

	Heraea, 442

	Hyakinthia, 428

	Hybristika, 163

	Isthmia, 92, 442

	Kronia, 417n3

	Lenaea, 134, 203, 423

	Leukophryneia, 97

	Mouseia, 428 see also Muses

	Nemea, 92, 98, 442 see also Nemea

	Neronia, 191 see also Nero

	Panathenaia, 91, 163, 189–91, 193–4, 197, 237

	Pythia, 40, 97–8, 189, 191–4, 204, 384, 387, 410, 442 see also Pythia

	scenic f., 95

	Sebasteia, 194

	Syracusan f., 193

	Thargelia, 90, 92, 423

	Theoxenia, 97

	Thesmophoria, 399

	thymelic f., 95, 195





	Festus, 175–6

	fidicen, 33n13

	fifth (di’oxeiān, diapente), 202, 218, 226n2, 251, 258–9, 262, 265–7, 271, 272n11, 273n22, 288, 313, 328, 332n21, 357, 360n14, 440, 451, 453, 455–6

	circle of fifths, 300–1, 304, 409





	figurine

	Cycladic f., 233

	terracotta f., 125





	fistula, 78, 366, 370–2, 374n21, 473 see also tonarion

	Flaccus, 146

	flauto, 478, 480

	Flora, 486

	Floralia, 486 see also festival





	Florence, 38, 465, 469

	flute, 75–80, 223, 237, 487 see also plagiaulos

	Foiano della Chiana, 126

	Forkel, Nikolaus, 480

	formalism, 326, 331

	fourth (diatessarōn, syllabē), 105, 218, 225, 226n2, 258–9, 262, 265–7, 271, 272n11, 273nn22 and 24, 298, 300, 304, 307, 313, 316, 328, 332n21, 357, 360n14, 417, 440, 455–6, 491

	Fratres Arvales, 174 see also carmen

	Fulgentius, 450






	Gabinius, 179

	Gabrieli, Andrea, 466, 468

	Gaffariel, Jacques, 475

	Gaffurio, Franchino, 466

	Gaia/Gē, 18

	Galatea, 80–1

	Galen, 111, 202, 204–5, 246–8, 344–5, 347n10, 352, 357, 359, 369–70, 374nn14 and 18

	Galilei, Galileo, 245

	Galilei, Vincenzo, 105, 462, 474

	Gallehus, 476

	Gallus, Gaius Cornelius, 84, 404–6

	Gardano, Angelo, 468

	Gassendi, Pierre, 245–6

	Gaudentius, 290n6

	Gellius, Aulus, 65, 358, 370, 372

	Gelon I of Syracuse, 429

	Gender Studies, 397

	genus (genos)

	melodic g. see chromatic, diatonic, enharmonic

	rhythmical g., 281–6, 292n29, 293nn29 and 30





	Germany, 443n3, 462

	Gevaert, François‐Auguste, 485–6

	Ghezzi, Pier Leone, 477

	Giles of Rome, 463–4

	Giustiniani, Orsatto, 466–7

	Glaucon of Teos, 210n6

	Glaucus of Rhegium, 62

	glōttokomeion, 223

	goēs, 388

	goos, 188, 388 see also lament

	Gordion, 234

	Gori, Anton Francesco, 474

	Gracchus, Gaius, 366, 370–2, 374n20

	grammarian, 146, 366, 368, 373, 475

	grave, 65–6, 91, 105, 121, 125–6, 223, 444n3 see also tomb

	Great Mother (of Gods), 39, 44, 50, 163, 234, 383, 388, 477 see also Cybele

	Great Perfect System, 207, 450 see also scale

	Grignion, Charles, 482

	Grocheio, Johannes de, 456

	Gruter, Jan, 476–7

	Guarini, Guarino, 465

	gymnastikē (sc. technē), 121

	gynaeceum ( gynaikeion), 90, 398






	Hades, 19, 61–4, 69

	Hadrian, 105, 318, 436, 444n10

	Hagia Triada, 215

	Halicarnassus, 390

	Hamilton, Lord William, 481–2, 485

	Hancarville, Pierre‐François d’, 482, 484

	harmonia, 5, 31–2, 40–1, 68, 131, 136, 139, 161, 204, 230–1, 236, 259–61, 265–8, 272n11, 276–7, 291n10, 314, 325, 328–9, 332nn18 and 21, 340–1, 346n4, 353, 357–8, 360, 383, 401, 411–14, 489–94

	palintonos h., 33n8





	Harmonia (goddess), 15–17, 26–7, 33n5, 386

	harmonics, harmonic science (harmonikē, sc. epistēmē), 2, 4, 248, 257–73, 279, 292n22, 298, 315–19, 328–9, 343, 449–50, 452, 454–5

	harmonikoi, 260–2, 317, 319

	harp, 90, 97, 123, 126–7, 214, 229, 234–7, 239n7, 297, 384, 391, 479 see also pēktis, magadis, phoinix, sambykē, sammû, trigōnon

	Hathor, 33n3

	Hawkins, John, 479, 483

	Hebe, 15, 27, 33n5

	Hebros (River), 64

	Hecate, 156–8

	Hector, 188, 311, 389

	Hecuba, 164–5, 188

	Hedammu, 33n3

	Hedea of Tralles, 194

	Hēgelochos, 210n9

	Helen, 51, 134, 138, 166, 188, 232

	Helicon (Mount), 15, 20, 69, 382, 386

	Hellanicus, 231, 235, 237

	Hephaestia, 425

	Hephaestus, 15, 38, 164

	Hera, 15, 93

	Heraclea Pontica, 430

	Heracles, 20, 33n5, 34n20, 67, 430

	Heraclides, 245–6, 250–3, 254n12

	Heraclides of Pontus, 65, 236, 245, 252, 254n10, 383, 430

	Heraclides Ponticus the Younger, 254n10

	Heraclitus, 5, 32, 290n5

	Herculaneum, 475, 479, 480, 482–4

	Hermes, 19–20, 27–8, 42, 45, 49–50, 57n4, 63, 65, 77, 217, 231

	Hermesianax, 81

	Hermione, 392

	Herodotus, 49, 65, 163, 165, 179, 232, 234, 236, 385

	Heron of Alexandria, 247

	Herophilus, 352, 357–8

	Hesiod, 14–20, 25, 32, 34n23, 49, 62, 80, 166, 187, 191, 204, 231, 386

	Hesychius, 92–3

	hetaira, 123, 136, 398, 400–1, 404 see also courtesan

	heterophony, 313

	hexameter, 131, 157, 173, 196n3, 360n6

	Getty Hexameters, 31





	Hieron I of Syracuse, 429

	Himeras (River), 56

	Hippoclides, 179, 385

	Hippocratic writings, 246, 252, 257, 259, 272n11

	Hipponax, 92, 233–4

	historiography (musical), 110–11, 233, 236, 238, 439, 462, 466

	Hiyawa, 231 see also Ahhiyawa

	holmos, 220

	Homer, 13, 17–19, 25–6, 49, 62, 80, 187, 194, 215, 219, 233, 311, 324, 351–2, 389, 399, 411, 461, 464

	homophone (interval), 270, 455

	Horace/Horatius, 75, 84, 91, 157, 174, 238, 405, 467

	Hōrai/Seasons, 13, 15, 27

	Hortensius, 367

	Humanism, 462

	Hyagnis, 68, 219, 233, 383

	hybris, 21, 69–70, 83–4 see also punishment

	hydraulic organ (hydraulis), 97, 438, 440, 443

	Hymenaios, 27

	hymn, 15–17, 21n3, 29–31, 33nn6 and 7, 65, 91–2, 98, 189, 231, 233, 302, 435 see also dithyramb, paean, prosodion
	Delphic H., 105–6, 233, 301, 485 see also Delphi

	Homeric H., 15, 19–20, 27–8, 30–1, 33n2, 39, 49–55, 77, 79, 166, 190, 217, 232

	Hurrian H., 230–1, 239n1

	Latin hymnody, 174, 439

	Mesomedes’ H., 107, 474

	Orphic hH, 32

	Syriac hymnography, 238





	hypatē (sc. chordē), 32, 218, 261, 264, 312, 332n21, 491, 494

	hypatai as lowest notes of the Great Perfect System, 207, 261





	Hyperboreans, 30, 98

	Hyperdorian (key or tonos), 305

	Hyperiastian (key or tonos), 303–5

	Hyperlydian (key or tonos), 301, 303–4

	hyphen, 306–8

	hypholmion, 220

	Hypodorian (octave‐species), 492

	Hypolydian (key or tonos), 300–1, 303–4, 494

	Hypolydian (octave‐species), 492

	Hypophrygian (key or tonos), 300–1, 303–4, 494

	Hypophrygian (mode or harmonia), 139, 412

	Hypophrygian (octave‐species), 492






	Ialemos, 27

	iamb, 131, 138, 282–5, 291n20, 292n29

	basic i., 282

	orthios i., 282





	iambic see genus (rhythmical), meter, poetry, verse
	dimeters, 156–7

	octonarii, 147

	senarii, 147–50, 152–5

	septenarii, 147, 149, 151

	tetrameters, 132–4

	trimeters, 104, 108, 131–2, 147, 155–8





	Iamblichus of Chalcis, 353–7, 361, 452–3

	Iasos, 194

	Iastian (key or tonos), 301, 308

	Iastian (mode or harmonia), 490

	Ibycus of Rhegium, 62, 392

	Ida (Mount), 138

	Idaean Dactyls, 388





	Ihi, 33n3

	Ilissos (River), 92

	imagery, 13, 117, 122, 124–7, 161, 164, 165–9, 174, 314, 412, 436, 462

	imitation, 78, 131, 135, 145, 150, 163, 204, 237, 312, 324–5, 327, 355, 421, 462, 466–8 see also mimēsis

	incantation, spell (epaoidē), 53, 63–5, 345, 351–2, 354, 360n6, 384, 388–9

	Ingegneri, Angelo, 467

	inscription, 14, 17, 30, 38, 41–2, 63, 98, 103, 105, 119, 123, 140n3, 168, 190–6, 197n7, 210n4, 231, 387, 400, 422, 425, 438, 443n3, 485 see also epigraph

	inspiration, 14, 18–19, 21, 29, 41, 80, 175, 205, 324, 330, 343, 354

	instrument (musical)

	percussion i., see drums, krembala, krotala, kymbala, ostraka, rhombos, scabillum, seistra, tympana

	stringed i., see harp (pēktis, magadis, phoinix, sambykē, sammû, trigōnon), lyre (barbitos, chelys, kithara, lyra, nabla, phorminx, triplex lyra/tripod), lute (pandoura), zither (psaltēria)

	wind i., see aulos, bucina, cornu, flute, gingras, hydraulis, keras, lituus, monaulos, phōtinx, plagiaulos, tibia, tuba, salpinx, syrinx





	intermedi, 468–9

	interval (diastēma), 202, 220, 224, 226nn2 and 4, 230, 251, 257–67, 269–72, 273n22, 276, 280–1, 291n10, 297–8, 300, 302, 305, 313, 316–18, 332n21, 358, 360n14, 414, 416, 449–56

	i. as distances, 259

	i. as ratios of numbers, 265





	Ionia, 409

	Ionian (alphabet), 298

	Ionian (mode or harmonia), 139, 193, 236, 259, 383, 414, 494 see also Iastian





	ionic, 83, 293n32, 409, 417n2 see also meter

	i. a maiore, 283

	i. a minore, 139, 283





	Iphicles, 67

	Iphigenia, 138, 163

	Isidore of Seville, 209, 450, 463

	Isis, 75

	Isocrates, 374n4, 401

	Isthmia, 92, 98 see also festival

	Isthmus, 392

	Istrus, 34n20

	Ixion, 63






	judgment, 79, 138, 192, 260, 344–5, 424

	aesthetic j., 4, 323–333, 461

	ethical j., 402–3

	j. of hearing, 270, 317, 456





	Jupiter, 76

	Juvenal, 181, 209






	Karanis, 189

	Karatepe, 231

	Karmanor, 29

	katakeleusmos, 97, 133–4

	katō, 206, 277–8, 281, 291nn15 and 18

	keleustēs, 62

	Kephisos, 27

	keras, 33, 219

	key see tonos

	Kinesias, 410, 412

	kinēsis, 251, 276, 331n11, 345, 356 see also movement

	diastēmatikē k. (intervallic movement of the voice), 202, 290n6

	syneches k. (continuous movement of the voice), 202, 290n6





	kinnāru, 229, 231–2

	kinyra, 232

	kenyristēs, 232





	Kinyras, 232

	Kircher, Athanasius, 475–9

	kithara/cithara, 25–8, 31–2, 33n7, 40, 43, 45, 51, 62–3, 65, 68, 90–2, 95, 106, 123, 125, 136, 139, 192–3, 196, 201, 214–18, 220, 229, 234–5, 239n12, 301–2, 309, 317, 384–5, 387, 389, 411–12, 418nn14 and 20, 421, 435–6, 440–1, 465, 474–5, 477, 485, 492–3

	Asiatic k., 234–7, 386

	Italiote k., 216

	triple k., 483 see also tripod





	kitharistēs, 33n14, 98, 312–13

	kitharistikē (sc. technē), 193–4, 201

	kitharōidia, 193–4

	kitharōidos/citharoedus, 27–8, 33nn12 and 14, 40, 42, 63, 197n7, 204, 208–9, 215, 436, 441, 444n11 see also singer

	Kleitias, 118

	Kleochares of Athens, 97–8

	kleos, 19, 195–6

	Koilē, 223–5

	koinē hormasia, 308, 317

	kollaboi, 215, 475

	kollopes, 118, 121, 215

	kommation, 133

	kommos, 133

	kōmos, 42, 163

	kompismos, 306

	Kopais (Lake), 313, 386

	kordax, 45n5, 136

	krembala, 388

	Krexos, 410

	krotala, 39, 136, 163

	Kulitta, 33n3

	kymbala, 38–9, 44, 233–4, 388






	La Borde, Jean‐Benjamin de, 483

	Laconia, 392

	Ladon, 77

	lament, lamentation, 27, 56, 57n6, 78, 83–4, 91, 133–4, 140n3, 156–7, 162, 188–9, 232, 367, 388–91, 399, 417, 468 see also goos, thrēnos
	Mariandynoi, 232, 390





	Lampe, Adolphe, 476

	Lamprocles, 261, 272n4

	lamprotēs, 134

	Lamynthius of Miletus, 238

	Lares Compitales, 91

	Lasus of Hermione, 316, 383, 387, 392, 412

	Latona, 83

	Lazpa, 230, 233

	learning, 110, 302, 312–19, 355, 368, 449–50, 452, 454

	Ledosus, 443n3

	leimma

	as minor semitone, 269

	as notational sign, 108, 306, 309





	Lemnos, 108, 425

	Lenaea, 134, 203, 423 see also festival

	Leoniceno, Nicolò, 466, 468

	Lesbia, 238, 405

	Lesbos, 5, 63, 164, 230, 232–3, 385–7, 390, 401, 425

	Leto, 15, 65

	Leuctra (Battle of), 426, 431

	Libanius, 181

	libation‐tune (spondeion, spondeiakon melos), 97, 357, 360n11

	liberal arts, 450, 463

	library, 106

	Visconti l., 463





	Libya, 438

	Libyan aulos, 39





	lichanos (sc. chordē), 218, 264, 312, 329, 491

	lichanoeidēs, 224





	likeness (homoiotēs, homoiōma), 326, 331n11, 342, 344, 354 see also mimēsis

	Limenios, 28, 33n13, 98, 301

	Limnai, 91

	Linus, 21, 27, 66–7, 231–2, 283, 388–9 see also song

	Lipari, 125

	Lippi, Filippino, 474

	lituus, 122, 219, 438–9

	Livius Andronicus, 145, 174

	Livy, 145, 158, 174

	Locri, 31, 354

	logos, 131, 313, 316–17, 355, 411, 415, 468

	logeion, 94





	Longus, 53, 386

	lōtos, 39

	loudness of voice (megalophōnia), 134 see also phōnē

	Lucian, 45n5, 51, 70n11, 146, 155, 181, 197n9, 401, 465

	Lucretius, 56, 78–9, 247–8, 450

	ludi, 176, 191, 437–8

	L. Apollinares, 176

	l. circenses, 437

	L. Saeculares, 91, 174

	l. scaenici, 191

	L. Tarentini, 174





	Lusius Storax, 438

	lute, 214, 229, 238, 391 see also pandoura

	Lycaeus (Mount), 77

	Lycia, 34n22

	Lycoris, 404–6

	Lycurgus (mythical king), 41, 388

	Lycurgus (political leader), 93, 111

	Lydia, 30, 43, 233–8, 384, 386, 389–91

	Lydian (key or tonos), 218, 236, 300–5, 309n3, 313, 383, 450, 493

	Lydian (mode or harmonia), 65, 139, 233, 235–7, 304, 340, 383, 412, 414, 451, 489–90, 492–4

	Lydian (octave‐species), 492





	Lyon, 96

	lyre/lyra, 15, 17, 19–20, 25–8, 30–3, 43, 45, 61–5, 67, 69, 70n7, 75, 80, 82, 90–2, 107, 110, 118–19, 121, 123, 125–6, 135–6, 146, 164, 166, 180, 188, 201, 214–19, 226nn3 and 4, 229, 246, 266, 297, 300, 302, 304, 312–15, 317, 353–4, 357, 369, 373, 384, 386–7, 389, 402–3, 410–11, 418n14, 440, 442, 464, 476–7, 479, 482, 485, 491–3

	Aegean l., 229–39

	Elgin’s l., 217, 220

	eulyras/os, 33n13

	golden l., 31

	lyra Barberina, 474–5, 477

	lyrōidos, 33n13

	Phoenician l., 232

	swan‐necked l., 34n21

	Syro‐Levantine l., 229–39





	Lysias, 33n16, 42






	Macedonia, 383, 387–9, 429

	Macrobius, 177, 403, 450, 453–4

	maenads, 16, 51, 118, 163, 399, 484–5

	magadis, 214, 237, 391, 473

	magas, 121, 215

	Maggi, Vincenzo, 468

	Magna Graecia, 68, 124, 173, 216, 265, 316, 400

	Magnes, 135, 234

	Magnesia, 28, 97, 161, 169, 339, 341, 391, 399

	Mahillon, Victor‐Charles, 486

	Maleuvre, Pierre, 482

	Manfred (King of Sicily), 463

	Mantinea, 426

	Mantua, 469

	manuscript, 2, 6n4, 103–5, 135, 146, 211n10, 302, 306, 461–2, 465

	ms. Vaticanus graecus, 87, 465





	Marathon (Battle of), 49

	Marc Antony, 404

	Marcellus, 95, 191

	Marcipor, 146

	Marsyas, 21, 26–8, 43, 68–70, 389, 480

	Marsyas (River), 83–4

	Martial, 209

	Martianus Capella, 450, 463

	Martini, Giovan Battista, 480

	Mausolus, 430

	Meander (River), 82

	Medea, 155–8, 389

	medicine (iatrikē), 314–15, 318, 351–61, 366, 373, 374nn16 and 17, 457, 462–3, 466, 476

	medical treatment (iatreia), 353, 355





	Mediterranean Sea, 97, 125, 166, 230, 231

	Megalopolis, 95, 426

	Megara, 26–7, 33n1, 33n7, 220–2, 427, 431

	Mei, Girolamo, 462, 468, 474

	Meibom, Marc, 476

	Melanippides, 384, 410, 412, 430, 493–4

	Meletus, 390, 415

	melismos, 306

	melody, 26, 30–1, 40, 45, 52, 67, 77–9, 104, 109–12, 131, 140, 146–8, 150, 167, 193, 202–3, 218, 230, 257, 259, 262–4, 276–8, 280, 286–9, 290n9, 291nn10 and 17, 297–309, 311, 313–18, 325–30, 331nn7 and 11, 332nn25 and 26, 340, 342, 344–5, 351, 353–6, 358, 359n4, 365–6, 371, 373, 382–3, 385–6, 391–2, 409–17, 419nn25 and 27, 452, 454, 466

	melōidia, 202, 291n17, 367

	melopoiia, 203, 238, 413 see also composition

	melopoios, 415





	melos, 40, 135, 276, 280, 287, 289, 344, 353, 365, 415, 418n22, 468

	Phrygian m., 233 see also Phrygian (mode or harmonia)





	melpō, 16, 41–2, 45

	molpē, 39, 42





	Melpomene, 16, 42

	memory (mnēmē), 18–20, 110, 232, 263, 327, 332n17, 437 see also Mnemosyne

	Menaechmus of Sicyon, 27

	Menander, 104, 140, 388, 391

	Menophilus, 209

	Mercury, 76–8

	Mermnad dynasty, 234

	Meropes, 34n20

	Mersenne, Marin, 245, 475–6, 478–9

	mesaulia, 135

	mesē (sc. chordē), 32, 218, 230, 264, 298, 302, 332n21, 451, 490–1, 493–4

	mesōidos, 137

	Mesomedes of Crete, 105, 107

	Mesopotamia, 229–39

	Mesopotamian tonal system, 230–1, 237, 239n12, 300–1, 383 see also tuning





	Messalla Corvinus, 405

	metabolē see modulation

	metamorphoses, 4, 53–4, 75–84

	Metellus Celer, Quintus Caecilius, 405

	meter (metron), 131–4, 136–41, 147–58, 164, 276–8, 286, 289, 290n3, 291n20, 293n29, 294, 412, 416, 417n2

	iambo‐trochaic m., 147, 149, 155, 292n29, 293n29, 309





	Methymna, 65, 385–6

	metrics (metrikē, sc.epistēmē), 315, 373n2

	Meurs, Jan van, 476

	Midas of Acragas, 197n9, 387

	Milan, 466

	Miletus, 191, 233, 390

	mime, 145–6, 158, 176, 400, 405

	mime‐actress, 404





	mimēsis, 131, 189–90, 325, 327, 342, 352, 413, 468 see also imitation

	Mimnermus, 18

	Minerva, 76, 79, 82–3

	Tritonia, 83





	Misenum, 402

	Mita/Midas, 51, 79–80, 233

	Mitylene, 69

	Mixolydian (mode or harmonia), 139, 235, 237, 261, 272n4, 300, 304, 401, 412–13, 490, 493

	Mixolydian (octave‐species), 492

	Mnemosyne, 18–20, 21n4, 41 see also memory

	Mnesiepes i., 30, 41–2, 63

	modulation (metabolē), 40, 134, 233, 260–1, 298, 301, 304–5, 308, 333n29, 412, 414, 416, 418n19, 455, 493 see also voice

	monaulos, 226n5, 237

	monochord (kanōn, regula), 268–71, 272n12, 453, 455

	Monte, Filippo da, 468

	Monteverdi, Claudio, 337

	Montfaucon, Bernard de, 477–9

	Mopsus, 231

	morality, 30, 177–82, 315–16, 338–46, 398, 401–6, 463 see also virtue

	mosaic, 64–5, 71, 117, 438, 443n3

	mousikē (technē), 1, 3, 5, 13–15, 21, 31, 41, 51, 56, 121, 125, 131, 136, 163, 166, 187, 189, 194–5, 278, 311, 316, 317, 323–4, 327–8, 330, 338, 340–1, 344, 346n6, 353, 409, 461

	gymnē m., 201

	m. eisagōgē, 245, 250, 254n10





	mousikos, 105

	m. anēr, 121

	teleos m., 326





	movement, 52, 132, 135–7, 139, 148, 153, 157, 161–2, 164, 166, 168, 175–7, 181, 195, 203, 220, 222, 276–8, 280–1, 286, 289, 290nn7 and 9, 291n8, 326–7, 338, 355, 358–9, 365, 381, 385, 391, 399–400, 410, 414, 437, 466 see also dance, rhythm
	m. in (or of) the air, 246–53, 265

	m. of the soul, 268, 343–6, 356–9, 464

	m. of the stars and planets, 268–9, 319, 354

	m. of the voice/melody, 202, 207, 262, 264, 276–9, 290nn6 and 9, 291n18, 331–2n11 see also kinēsis





	Murena, 179–80

	Muris, Johannes de, 454

	Musaeus, 33n1, 62, 66–7, 69–70

	Muses, 1, 3, 13–22, 25, 27, 29–31, 41, 69, 75, 118, 166, 173, 215, 383, 386

	metapoetic function of the M., 14

	metonymic function of the M., 14, 324

	Mouseia, 428 see also festival

	Olympian M., 17

	Pierian M., Pierides, 14, 16, 76 see also Pieria

	Valley of the M., 386, 428





	music archaeology/archeomusicology, 2, 89, 224, 226

	musica (ars), 1

	m. composita, 456

	m. ecclesiastica, 456

	m. humana, 454–5

	m. instrumentalis/in instrumentis, 454–5

	m. mundana, 454 see also kosmos

	m. simplex, 456





	Musicological Studies, 2

	musicus, 371, 453

	Mycenae, 389

	Mycenaean frescos, 45n1, 215





	Mylasa, 238

	Myrtis of Anthedon, 401

	Mysia, 237, 390

	Mytilene, 194, 237, 385–6






	nabla(s), 237

	Naevius, 173

	Naples, 191, 480–1

	nature (physis), 13, 15, 49–57, 79, 204, 257, 262, 265, 277, 279–80, 290n2, 291n16, 329, 330, 343, 355–6, 358, 369, 373, 457, 465

	Naudé, Gabriel, 475

	Naxos, 41, 425

	Near East, 25, 219, 229–39, 383–93

	neatē/nētē (sc. chordē), 32, 218, 304, 332n21, 491

	necropolis, 91, 125, 439–40

	Nemea, 92, 98, 442 see also festival

	Nennig, 438

	Neoptolemus, 97

	Nereids, 16, 80, 166, 168–9

	Nero, 28, 34n23, 191–2, 204–5, 208–9, 438, 441–4

	Neronia, 191 see also festival





	New Music, 5, 62, 64, 135, 168, 189–90, 203, 210n2, 235–7, 239n8, 290, 316, 360n7, 384, 400, 409–19, 424, 493

	Nicocles of Tarentum, 196, 197n8

	Nicomachus of Gerasa, 63, 247, 254n12, 269, 271, 273n19, 318, 353, 450–4, 456, 476

	Nicopolis, 442

	Nietzsche, Friedrich, 29, 40

	Ninatta, 33n3

	Niobe, 65, 83

	noise, 39, 49, 51, 56–7, 90, 92, 146, 246, 353

	nomos (musical), 26, 28–9, 92, 97, 131, 189–90, 192–3, 196, 383, 410, 414

	Athena n., 410, 418n8

	kradiēs n., 92

	orthios n., 29

	polykephalos n., 28

	Pythikos n., 28–30, 40, 97, 189–90, 410, 418n8
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	strophe, 111, 137, 168, 417, 419nn26 and 27

	Suetonius, 181, 204–5, 209, 436

	Sulpicia, 405

	Susarion, 422

	swan, 30–1, 34nn21 and 22, 65, 162, 215 see also song

	sweetness, 40, 43, 54–5, 78–80, 188, 329, 403, 415, 418n22, 440, 468

	sybēnē, 124, 223 see also aulothēkē

	symposium, 1, 42–3, 90–1, 99, 110, 119, 123, 125–6, 163–4, 168–9, 178–9, 188, 191, 196, 217, 219, 232, 234–7, 352, 386, 398, 400, 405, 410, 416

	synaulia, 193, 234

	Synesius of Cyrene, 107

	Syntonolydian/Tense Lydian (mode or harmonia), 490

	Syracuse, 93, 429–30

	Syria, 33n12, 229–31, 237–8, 239n1, 390

	syrinx, 1–6, 30, 49, 76–80, 90, 118, 125, 188, 219, 371, 389, 477, 482

	s. of the aulos, 220–1





	Syrinx (nymph), 50, 53–4, 76–8






	Tacitus, 39, 181, 192, 442–3

	Tanagra, 401

	Tantalus, 65

	Taras (hero), 70n7

	Tarentum (city), 65

	tasis, 202 see also pitch, tension

	taxis, 276, 290n9, 329, 358 see also order

	technē, 1, 53, 192–5, 197n8, 279, 315–17, 323–4, 443, 461 see also aulētikē, kitharistikē, gymnastikē, mousikē

	technitēs, 440–1, 443 see also artist

	technitai of Dionysus, 41–2, 45, 98, 105, 107





	Tegea, 426

	Telemachus, 411, 461

	Telesias of Thebes, 330

	Telesilla of Argos, 401

	Tempea (valley), 97

	temple, 30, 165, 176, 206, 416, 439, 442 see also Parthenon

	Alcmaeonid t. at Delphi, 165

	Salomon’s t., 450

	t. of Apollo at Delphi, 29, 98–9, 165

	t. of Apollo Palatinus, 28, 80, 436





	tension, 202, 215, 276, 369, 373, 444 see also tasis

	Teos, 90

	Teos i., 90

	Terence, 145–7, 155

	teretismos, 306

	Terpander, 29–30, 62–3, 137, 194, 215, 234–5, 239n9, 383, 386, 389

	Terpnus, 191

	Terpsichore, 16

	tetrachord, 207, 224, 226n4, 259–61, 263–4, 267, 270–1, 272n4, 304, 328, 332n21, 451, 492–4

	tetraktys, 32

	Teucrus, 232

	Teuthras, 61–2

	Thaletas of Gortyn, 30–1, 354, 383

	Thalia, 16

	Thamyras/Thamyris, 4, 21, 27, 29, 67, 69, 71, 136, 187, 383, 388–9

	theater (theatron), 50, 76, 92–5, 98–100, 125, 131–41, 145–58, 162, 169, 174, 176, 195, 204, 209, 399–400, 410, 414, 416, 437, 440, 443, 444n6

	court‐t., 469

	Olympic T., 466–7

	stone t., 93–5, 429

	t. of Argos, 96, 98

	t. of Delphi, 98–9

	t. of Dionysus, 93–6, 196, 392, 423

	t. of Dodona, 95

	t. of Epidaurus, 95

	t. of Isthmia, 98

	t. of Mantinea, 426

	t. of Marcellus, 191

	t. of Megalopolis, 95, 426

	t. of Neapolis, 441

	t. of Oiniadai, 95

	t. of Orchomenus, 426, 428

	t. of Phigaleia, 426

	t. of Pompey, 95, 191

	t. of Sicyon, 428

	t. of Sparta, 427

	t. of Syracuse, 93, 429

	t. of Tegea, 426

	t. of Thorikos, 93, 423

	theatrum tectum, 96 see also ōideion

	wooden t., 93–5, 100





	theater music, 421–31

	theatrocracy (theatrokratia), 192, 418n9, 424

	Thebes, 5, 17, 38–9, 44, 61, 65, 195, 231, 313, 382, 386–7, 399, 407, 423, 428, 431, 465, 469

	thelgō, 20

	Theocritus, 53, 55, 81–2, 188–9, 193–4

	Theodorus (actor), 209

	Theodorus of Gadara, 202

	Theodosius, 438

	Theognis, 19, 119

	Theognidea corpus, 33n7





	Theon of Samos, 69

	Theon of Smyrna, 269, 450

	Theophrastus, 222, 249, 251, 316–17, 338–9, 343, 347n8, 354, 356, 357, 359, 367

	Theopompus, 28, 191

	theory

	acoustic t., 2, 245–53 see also acoustics

	Arab music t., 450

	ēthos t., 231, 338, 346n2 see also character

	Greek music t., 2–4, 6n4, 105, 110, 202, 214, 238, 297–309, 315–19, 357–8, 366

	harmonic t., 2, 257–73 see also harmonics

	legacy of ancient music t., 449–57, 461–3, 473, 476–7

	Mediaeval music t., 5, 451, 456–7

	rhetorical t., 365–74

	rhythmic t., 275–94 see also rhythmics





	therapy (musical), 328, 333n28, 343, 351–61, 449–50, 452

	Theseus, 163, 428

	thesis, 137, 277–8, 281–6, 288–9, 291nn16 and 20, 292nn27 and 28, 293nn29, 30, 31, 32 and 35, 294nn37 and 38, 308–9, 357, 451

	Thespiae, 92, 386, 428, 431

	Thespis, 422

	Thessaly, 26, 30, 383

	Thetis, 15, 17, 26, 33n5, 118, 168

	thiasos, 37, 51, 383, 388

	Thorikos, 93, 423

	Thorslunde, 444n3

	Thrace, 5, 61, 63, 124, 126, 382–3, 387–91

	Thrasyllus of Alexandria, 269–70

	thrēnos, 14, 27, 121, 133, 391, 399 see also lament

	Thucydides, 398

	thymelē, 95

	Tiberius, 202

	tibia, 39, 82–3, 122, 145–7, 158, 219–23, 315, 370, 372–3, 405, 440, 444n6, 473, 476, 478, 481, 486

	Phrygian t., 477

	t. bifores, 477

	t. dextrae, 146

	t. impares, 146

	t. obliqua, 80 see also plagiaulos

	t. pares, 146

	t. Sarranae, 146





	tibicen, 82, 91, 122, 145–8, 176, 438

	ursus t., 440





	Tibullus, 405

	Timaeus of Locri, 270, 273n19

	Timaeus of Tauromenium, 383

	timbre, 55, 252–3, 273, 282, 384, 391, 440

	Timotheus of Miletus, 62, 98, 189–90, 193, 196, 235, 330, 384, 409–12, 414, 417n2, 418nn5, 6, 15, and 17, 424, 426, 430, 465, 494

	Timotheus of Thebes, 197n9

	Titans, 17

	Tmolus (Mount), 43, 51

	Tmolus (River), 39, 79–80

	Tolbecque, Auguste, 485

	tomb, 118–19, 121–2, 126, 196, 429, 440

	T. of the Diver, 125





	tonality, 230

	epicentric t., 230, 238





	tonarion, 371–2, 374n21 see also fistula

	tone (interval), 218, 220, 224, 226, 251, 258–9, 261–2, 264, 266–7, 269, 271, 273n24, 300–2, 304–5, 316, 414, 453, 492–3

	tone (of the voice), 54, 78, 82, 203, 206, 367, 369–73

	tonos (key), 236, 260, 270, 299–305, 308, 383, 413–14, 474, 490, 493–4

	tortoise, 28, 62, 125, 216–17

	tragedy, 14, 37–40, 42, 76, 97, 104, 111–12, 131–41, 145–7, 155–8, 161–3, 168–70, 173–4, 181–2, 195, 203, 206, 284, 290n3, 342, 352, 388, 390, 392, 413–15, 419n25, 421–31, 442, 466–9

	tragoedia saltata, 181

	tragōidos/tragoedus, 195, 441 see also actor, singer

	Tralles, 105

	treasury, 425

	Athenian T., 98–9, 105, 165, 301

	Sicyonian T., 62





	treatise, 139, 188, 202, 315, 345, 368, 441, 444n8, 461

	educational t., 461, 463–4

	encyclopedic t., 450, 463, 474–5

	grammatical t., 292n21

	medical t., 5, 202, 209–10, 272n11, 352, 357

	Medieval t., 451, 456

	musical t., 5, 105, 202, 245, 251, 271, 277, 290n3, 291n21, 302, 315–19, 329, 343, 347n8, 356, 449, 451, 454, 462–3, 465–6, 468, 476, 489

	organological t., 214, 473–4, 476–8

	quadrivial t., 461

	rhetoric t., 5, 365–73, 463, 466

	rhythmical t., 107, 278–9, 281





	Trier, 438, 444n3

	trigōnon, 126, 214, 234, 238, 239n7, 391

	triplex lyra, 477 see also tripod and (triple) kithara

	tripod, 92, 187, 195, 418n14 see also triplex lyra and (triple) kithara

	tripudium, 176

	Trissino, Gian Giorgio, 468–9

	tritē (sc. chordē), 218, 491

	Tritonis (Lake), 83

	triumph (triumphus), 91, 312, 439 see also carmen, pompa

	trivium, 464

	trochaic, 132–3, 285, 293n29 see also meter

	septenarii, 147–55, 157, 158n1

	tetrameters, 132–3, 156–7, 290





	trochee, 132, 138–9, 282–5, 288, 291n20, 292n29 see also verse

	basic t., 282

	t. sēmantos, 282





	tropos, 317, 355, 360, 490, 492–3 see also tonos, key

	Troy, 18, 26, 108, 164–5, 168, 176, 232, 411

	Trojan music making, 219, 234–5, 389

	Trojan War, 62





	trumpet, 91, 103, 345–6, 357, 478, 481–2 see also salpinx, tuba
	tromba Romana antica, 478–9, 481





	tuba, 91, 405, 437–40, 444n6, 478

	tubicines/trumpeters, 91, 195

	tuning, 118, 218, 222, 226nn2, 3, and 4, 230–1, 235, 260, 276, 281, 300, 304, 313, 329–30, 382–4, 391–2, 414, 418n14

	Arabic/Persian/Turkish maqam t., 383

	aulos t., 489–94

	kithara t., 317

	lyre t., 317, 489–94

	Mesopotamian t., 231

	t. peg (strobilos), 418n20 see also kollopes





	Turkey, 392n2, 478

	tympanon, 37–39, 42–5, 125, 136, 229, 233–4, 388–9, 391, 487

	tambours de basque, 481–2





	Tynnichus of Chalcis, 415

	Typhoeus/Typhon, 17, 31

	Tyrrhenus, 234

	Tzetzes, 65






	Ubertino da Carrara, 464

	Ugarit, 230–2, 239n1

	Ugolinus of Orvieto, 454

	Ulysses, 76, 81, 480

	Urania, 16

	Uranos, 18

	urbs, 90






	Valerius Maximus, 370–2

	Valla, Lorenzo, 467

	value, 20, 25, 61, 82–3, 161, 177, 182, 327, 332n20, 354, 402, 486

	aesthetic v., 4, 324, 328, 330 see also aesthetics

	civic v., 1

	cultural v., 4, 51

	educational v., 311, 328

	ethical v., 31, 311, 317, 326, 359n4, 462

	ideologic v., 424

	intellectual v., 449

	moral v., 342

	political v., 422, 424–5, 431, 436

	rhythmical v., 305–6, 308, 326, 328, 416 see also rhythm

	therapeutic v., 450





	variatio, 77

	variety, intricacy (melodic, metric, and rhythmic), 40, 110, 134, 139, 147–50, 153, 155, 284,  287, 290, 366, 371, 384, 390, 412–13 see also modulation, poikilia

	Varro, 145, 358, 360n14, 450

	vase‐painting, 2, 14, 38, 42–3, 63, 117–27, 193, 194–5, 215–16, 236

	vases, 27, 37–9, 43, 45, 90, 93, 95, 118–20, 123, 132, 163, 167–9, 195, 391, 401, 440, 443–4n3, 482

	Apulian v., 63, 125

	Athenian v., 31, 63–4, 69, 118, 120, 123, 125–6, 196

	Attic v., 38, 68, 70, 91, 96, 166–7, 192, 194–5

	Centuripe v., 125

	Douris v. see Douris

	François Vase, 17, 38, 118, 163

	Hubbard V., 232

	Italiote v., 399

	Pegasus V., 484

	Pronomos V., 135–6, 392n1

	South Italian v., 65





	Vegetius, 443n1

	venationes, 437

	Venice, 465–6, 468

	Venox, Gaius Plautius, 82

	vent‐hole, 220, 224, 225

	Vergerio, Pier Paolo, 464–5, 469n4

	Verona, 465

	verse, 16, 21n5, 29, 31, 75, 77, 81–3, 98, 104, 111, 133, 135, 138–9, 147, 150–1, 153, 155, 157–8, 176, 188, 201, 210n2, 275, 286–9, 290n3, 315, 357, 365, 401–3, 405, 413, 415, 419n23, 465

	anapaestic v., 132–4, 138–9

	elegiac v., 105, 188

	iambic v., 104, 108, 131–2, 138–9, 156–8

	trochaic v., 133, 138–9





	Vettori, Pier, 462, 467–8

	vice, 178, 230, 340, 466

	Vicentino, Nicola, 456

	Vicenza, 466–7, 469

	Vigée‐Lebrun, Elisabeth Louise, 485

	Vina, 33n3

	Vindex, 442–3

	violence, 17, 25, 78, 164, 429

	Virgil, 62, 65, 75–7, 79, 81–2, 174, 404–6

	virtue, 324–5, 332n24, 340–2, 344, 346n7, 355, 398, 403, 466

	virtuoso/virtuosity (musical), 51, 53, 62, 68, 112, 134–5, 138–40, 190, 194, 195, 313–14, 389, 410, 414–15, 421

	Vitruvius, 95, 247, 440, 441, 444nn7 and 9, 450–1, 455, 463

	voice (phōnē, vox), 15–18, 30, 51, 53–5, 62, 78, 80, 93–4, 134–5, 166, 168, 188, 192, 194, 201–11, 246, 248–9, 252–3, 262, 276–9, 290nn6 and 9, 291n18, 302, 308, 313–14, 327, 337, 354, 356–7, 365–74, 398, 403, 421, 440, 442, 452, 464, 466 see also phōnē
	cracked v., 208, 210, 370

	feminine v. (gynaikophōnos), 135

	nova vox, 77, 84n3

	v. dura, 367

	v. flexibilis, 367

	v. mollis, 368

	vocal exercizes (anaphōnēsis and katalēpsis), 203–7, 210, 211n14 see also breath

	vocal inflexions, 365, 367–8

	vocalization, 51–2, 57n7, 202, 206–8, 382, 391

	vocal trainer (anaphōnēsis and katalēpsis), 203–4, 209, 210nn3 and 4, 314

	vocal training, 4, 192, 202–10, 314–15, 373, 374nn5 and 7

	v. recta, 367–8





	volume (megethos) of the voice, 94, 204, 277, 370, 374n9 see also phōnē

	Volumnia Cytheris, 404–5

	Vulci, 119






	wax, 54, 78–9, 220, 221, 224

	weakness

	of the senses, 246, 250, 252

	of the voice (ischnophōnia), 134, 211n10





	wedding, 16–17, 26, 91, 118, 123, 156–7, 191, 219, 386, 399, 475 see also song

	William of Moerbeke, 463

	wine, 37, 41, 45, 90, 167–8, 398

	women, 5, 15, 37–39, 41, 43, 62–3, 90–2, 118–19, 123–4, 126–7, 139, 163–4, 168, 178, 180–1, 188–9, 194, 214–15, 218, 234, 236, 314–15, 318, 354, 368, 373, 384, 388–89, 391, 397–406, 437

	Worm, Ole, 476

	worship, 14, 20, 29, 32, 38–9, 41–2, 44, 49–52, 97, 105, 162, 173, 219, 399, 425, 450

	writing (practice of), 18, 106, 108–112, 126, 263, 297, 304–5, 316, 400






	Xanthos, 34n22

	Xenophon, 90, 132, 169, 179, 192

	Xenotimus, 430

	

	yoke, 214–18, 475






	Zarax, 33n12

	Zethus, 65

	Zeus, 15–18, 20, 25, 31, 33n6, 39, 43, 52, 65, 98, 138, 409–10, 435, 439

	Zeuxis, 413

	zither, 214, 391 see also Epigonos of Ambracia, psaltēria, Simos

	Zliten, 438

	zoomusicology, 57 and n7

	Zovenzoni, Raffaele, 465

	zygon, 121 see also crossbar





    
      
      
        
          
          WILEY END USER LICENSE AGREEMENT
        

      
      
        Go to  www.wiley.com/go/eula to access Wiley’s ebook EULA. 

      
    
  OPS/images/c09f001.jpg
5 PP PV






OPS/images/c09f002.jpg





OPS/images/c09f003.jpg





OPS/images/c09f004.jpg





OPS/images/c09f005.jpg





OPS/images/c05f004.jpg





OPS/images/c05f003.jpg





OPS/images/c05f002.jpg





OPS/images/c05f001.jpg





OPS/images/c10g002.gif





OPS/images/c10g001.gif





OPS/images/image1.gif
QUA @O, AUAMOOC





OPS/images/c21g001.gif





OPS/images/c21g003.gif





OPS/images/c21g002.gif
| —





OPS/images/c21g005.gif





OPS/images/c21g004.gif





OPS/images/c21g007.gif





OPS/images/c21g006.gif





OPS/images/c21g009.gif





OPS/images/c21g008.gif





OPS/images/c11uf002.gif
~ ~

atqu(e) illud saepe fit: tempestas venit. (108)





OPS/images/c11uf001.gif
= e ~

acdes qu(om)? extemplo sunt parat(ae) expolitac. (101)






OPS/images/c11uf006.gif
_ N = Nl iy N ey e |

CALLIDAMATES: duce m(e) amabo. DELPHIUM: cave ne cadas, asta
[...]

vy v U v —

CA.: sine, sine cadere me.





OPS/images/c11uf005.gif
Yol e v vy —

adversum veniri mih(i) ad Philolachem

v — — 7

volo temper(i) aud(i) em tib(i) imperatum (e)st

[...]

— — v vuu— — v —u

ecquid tibi videor mammamadere? (313-14, 319)





OPS/images/c11uf004.gif
i

venit ignavi(a) ea mi tempestas fuit. (137)





OPS/images/c11uf003.gif
b ~ b

primumdum parentes fabri liberum sunt:

w w

ei fundamentum substruont liberorum. (120-1)





OPS/images/c11uf009.gif
Baled - e
Audax nimium qui freta primus

(R} (R} (R}

rate tam fragili perfida rupit. (301-2)





OPS/images/c11uf008.gif
ot Neak A Ad g4 N N —

bene merens hoc pret(i) ind(e) abstul(i) abii foras.

PSR 2

— v v — w — —— - — —

Solus nunc e(0) advors (um) er(o) ex plurimis servis.

I O ‘3u¥ = e g

hoc die crastini quom erus resciverit,

—_— v - —— v u—

mane castigabit eos

— U= — Uu—

bubulis exuviis. (878-83)

cretics

cretics and aeolic

cretics

aeolic

ithyphallic





OPS/images/c11uf007.gif
- ~ ~ ~ N

prandi(um) uxor mihi perbonum dedit,

v voovu v —

nunc dormitum iubet m(e) ire: minime.

v ] 19 ]

non mihi forte vis(um) ilico fuit,

vuvu — U U v — — v v v —

non bonust somnus de prandi(o) apage! (692-7)

cretics

cretics + thymelicus

cretics

cretics

cretics + thymelicus

cretics + thymelicus





OPS/images/logo.gif
WILEY Blackwell





OPS/images/c14f001.jpg





OPS/images/taub.gif





OPS/images/c34f001a.jpg
1 Tromba antica (ajjma nelCan yawi@lw





OPS/images/c34f001b.jpg
=
==

“‘:‘

=

=

———

‘

=
=

—

==

Flauto_ >





OPS/images/c08f001.jpg





OPS/images/c34f001c.jpg
IT Tromba Romana antica





OPS/images/c10f001.gif
[xatoropupopot]

jfiP c  Pom |
1 [xazoXojpvpopar “Lpatepoclarpacac]

1Z iz E Al

2 locovaPB]axxever "L opeyoalcorBocov]
TP ¢ iz

3 |povipo Jcepppotorc Laval|derarpoc)
Jcp T C PLO C

4 loocti]caxatov@oalcjrivalEacdar]
jonme T 2

5 lpoov]rxatexdvcev) 1D3lervov]

)| zi 7z [
[roveo v)TD oocrovi ovovia]

(=)}

jp ¢ Pzl o [
LBpoicoredpror] Llcyeyx|[vpoaciv]

~

339

339-338

338-340

340-341

342

343

343

344





OPS/images/c20uf012.gif
Lexis )
Rhbythmos v— — —1—





OPS/images/c20uf013.gif
Rhythmopoua: lexis and melos
y ——— — 1 1
S P )

y ———I

bl oDl
uy— ——

bd D)

J

,c ZC
.« , C > C
S

>
_4|
Y

*—>C
*—> C
-, C
—C-
-~ C

>





OPS/images/c20uf014.gif





OPS/images/bappuf06.gif
Doiiaii c db Cb f b bb e

g a
mésé £ "~ ¢ ¢ +—¢ ¢ ¢
Ehnypian c de¢ f g ab ¢ Melanippides
mése g ¢ ¢ .4 ¢ +—¢ ¢
Lydian d d ¢ f g a b ¢
mésé a ¢ ¢ *—¢ ¢ ¢ ¢
Ionian harmonin c da e f g a bb ¢
= Hypophrygian ténos ¢ 4 ¢ ¢ o ¢
mésé d Phrynis
‘Loose’ Lydian harmonia € d £ f# g a b ¢
= Hypolydian ténos ¢ —¢—¢—¢—4¢—¢
mése e
Dorian ¢ b &b f g ab b o
mésé £ *——¢ ¢ ¢ \?’ ¢ ¢ ¢
3@?’ Timotheus
LY
Mixolydian ¢ db b f f# ab bt ¢’
/s b —e ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢
mésé b
Hypodorian £ d eb f g ab bP c
mésé ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ L4 ¢
Philoxenus
Hypermixolydian c d ¢ f g ab b 2 &
bEe ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢
Total 13 strings c dd e e f 8 a®a bb ¢ &
f#
M= Hypité K= Khromatiké N=Nézl M
[ T + { b i
34 -+ |
‘ / ol i tetrachord f
e —— T —< > < L
tetrachord hyperbolaion
tetrachord 3 .
o diezeugménin
méson
f 4
-~
tetrachord

SYnemménon

central octave





OPS/images/bappuf05.gif
Dorian
mése £

Phrygian
MESe g

Lydian
mése a

Total 12 strings





OPS/images/bappuf04.gif
Philolaus’ harmonia Ptolemy’s kithara tunings
(Fr. 6a Hutfman) (Harm. 2.16)

5 VY')TY] idin  parypatai tritai  trépoi  hypértropa idstin

4th Il

" O R N ||
t

S SO oot S | N | N LW - — L}






OPS/images/bappuf03.gif
1 Mése — Hypite

2 Mésé — Néte

3 Hypaite — Paramése
4 Mésé — Paranéte

5 Paranété — Lichands
6 Lichands — Trité

7 Trité — Parhypaté

Hypdte Mésé Paramése Nére

\

cldbeb £l 8labbbe

——
—
é
—
-
—
—





OPS/images/bappuf02.gif
A BbB ¢ ct d di e [ fi g
4T M“YF3CDOK~™M < EN %

7V10XeTCNOM | ZT A

Low (mése b®)
Mixolydian {
High (mése b)
Syntonolydian (mésé a)

‘Loose’ Lydian (mése ¢)

Tastian (mése d)

e = closed fingerholes

« = half-stopped fingerholes,
relative to the fingerhole immediately lower in pitch
(e.g. ctis produced by half-stopping c)

o = open fingerhole ¢’, producing pitch marked in gray, c#






OPS/images/bappuf01.gif
Dorian
(mése 1)
Phrygian
(mése g)
(Syntono)lydian
(mésé a)

c d dtdé g aatbd c
[ I S— N S—— — N S I R
cetf a c’






OPS/images/c11g005.gif





OPS/images/c21f002.gif
Col. i
1.0

J7xe ¢ T 77 ?"’Ma e

]q)apl.avocpKLccove loa-pt - @ vap-tcm-cov el
]7 & COONTO X C @‘Mlulﬁh}‘u
]TEKPQ‘CT’[ (DTO&(XT(X)\.T] Jte kpa-t} - oo %6 - &u 1@ Anjt-

®71 X T W

JETAKACTAALI®OV 5‘? pi WU:&‘H% r%rr

1X _IX_| XO: XTI"|3 71 lodaw  oav @ - oo 5 i Kao-tarki - dav Md[va
Itodovcovacakio]

1¢ & X :7T ﬁgﬁrlrpﬂ[@r

Jcaxaityevcopaticoy

Joa xai Y80 - GO pat odv|
12 3 :OW:QWO Q% 3
JpLxopovIeEVCOpR QL ﬁfguwg

pLl-%a pav - TEL - GO-pal

170 CO 1 2C 7 i #ﬂﬁ‘” .”@rJ

leveto&oxapménpo

0lé-ve 10 - Eo-ya - pij 0n - po[ktéve

] 0C O Cd:FCo iﬁﬁ‘,b,u ESSESE

Itatepneabnpo
- o tp - me-a n - pol-

12 C:CO O :CONCo @}EJFH

][[Qt]lnela'yovcpaklov ne - A& - youg  pdk

JXOAXT 0 C X & gﬁg.mhﬁji

ItAncoBopoveya o s a0 ey bed





OPS/images/c11g006.gif





OPS/images/c21f001.gif
oy S o
m § DLN - T0o © D LN - TO U e cr ~N /2T o = g 3
g g 3
2 £ /N A 4 - » /7N AN X o m s T mT T ™ + 3 m
=] g NTos U ~ \N3d > VvV p) 4 A= - 3 4y o 3 Y [&=1 2
< ~ zy Vv Cx ¥ = ZII V OCx¥ VU @b 2L 1L wL T w d ¥ @
UBIPA[OXTIN MO uegopRd Y
ueno(] ueno(
_— I R I .
r Y v
ENiREREEIE i
ueidliyg uerdliyg
ueidfrydod I-!-i-!- ueidfrydodAy
T ] .
R S -
o ERRSRERIE
uerpAjodAy uerpAjodAy
S ARERIRNR - —
R HillnNN
e LTI L L,
Y e
ueIp&T Moy ue[ody
uerpAjodA] moT ueoseodAy
UBIPA[OXTAl MO] uepopRd Y
DCXIANT-VXZO0H0 XD <INI-XZTOLCUFOXCrB>NTY XS0 ImT9X0

~VAUAVYARN S+~ /MNUAVLDOXYAUMLS 2L TImMT ECIMwi-d XU

&

w T ouva & W wo A uAma < O

jSgeal

a]

O A

5b

3b

2b

54 44 28 1
Cc#

6#

D#

accidentals

bb

f#

ot

mésai





OPS/images/c11g007.gif





OPS/images/c11g008.gif





OPS/images/c20uf010.gif
T
iambic genos, different dinireseis 2:4  e.g. ©o : 7  (Frag. Neap. §15)
! .1
42 eg — —:0U
. ! .1 .
dactylic genos 3:3  eg. v :u—— lambic dactyl

l—u :—uyu  Cretic [dactyl]
— :—y  Bacchic dactyl 1

— U :u— Bacchic dactyl 2





OPS/images/c20uf011.gif
Metrical structure
o—— ——|
WAV WA U__|

WiV WiViV.VW] U__M

Rbythmopoiin lexis

w— -
—uu—
vuu U

VIV URVIVIY)

S PR
U_;I ||
u_;J|
— ——1





OPS/images/c20uf005.gif
Tl
O— =

Bacchius 1 U
iamb+trochee

U N

Bacchius 2 —uvu—

trochee+iamb

(1:2)+(2:1)

(2:1)+(1:2)





OPS/images/c20uf006.gif





OPS/images/c20uf007.gif
Fully resolved dochmiac

Double prokeleumatics

Fully lengthened dochmiac

Paion Epibatos

Tl

(VA GAVIVAVAVIV)

Lol
UUUU LU UU

Tl
UUUU LU UU

R R

o 1

3/8 + 5/8

4/8 + 4/8

quadruplet + sextuplet
[in a basic 3+5 rhythm]

4 + 6





OPS/images/c20uf008.gif
oo
Iambic Dactyl v—:u—

3 13 > dactylic genus 1:1 daktylos
iamb iamb > ‘lambic’ content  kat’iambon





OPS/images/c20uf001.gif
Basic iamb Orthios

Tl T |
v, > I By I N
Le2 4 8
Basic trochee Semantos
A d T
oo U 9 [





OPS/images/c20uf002.gif
Basic spondee “Greater spondee”
N NI
282 4 : 4





OPS/images/c20uf003.gif
Basic/‘Lame’ Paean Paion epibatos

. \TJuu or i kl)uu > kT 3 1
2 : 3 2 =3 4 6
O e A A

3 22 3 :2 6 : 4 (unlikely)®





OPS/images/c20uf004.gif
Lo
Ionic a maiore — T wu (4)+(2)
T4 1l
——= o (4)+(2)
spondee+proceleumatic

Ionic a minorve (LJLE ii (2)+(4)
kTJi IS (2)+(4) (cf. Bacch. 316.1-2 Jan)

proceleumatic+spondee





OPS/images/c11g001.gif





OPS/images/c11g002.gif





OPS/images/c11g003.gif





OPS/images/c11g004.gif





OPS/images/c20uf009.gif
Compound Bacchius 1

Bacchic dactyl “from the iamb”

Compound Bacchius 2

Bacchic dactyl “from the trochee”

(1:2)+ (2:1)





OPS/images/c07f001.jpg





OPS/images/c21g043.gif





OPS/images/c07f002.jpg





OPS/images/c21g042.gif





OPS/images/c07f003.jpg





OPS/images/c21g045.gif





OPS/images/c21g044.gif





OPS/images/c21g047.gif





OPS/images/c21g046.gif





OPS/images/c21g049.gif





OPS/images/c21g048.gif





OPS/images/c21g041.gif





OPS/images/c21g040.gif





OPS/images/c21g032.gif





OPS/images/c21g031.gif





OPS/images/c21g034.gif





OPS/images/c21g033.gif





OPS/images/c21g036.gif





OPS/images/c21g035.gif





OPS/images/c21g038.gif





OPS/images/c21g037.gif





OPS/images/c20g009.gif





OPS/images/c20g008.gif





OPS/images/c20g007.gif





OPS/images/c21g030.gif





OPS/images/c20g002.gif





OPS/images/c20g001.gif





OPS/images/9781119275503.jpg
BLACKWELL COMPANIONS TO THE ANCIENT WORLD

A COMPANION TO

ANCIENT
GREEK AND
ROMAN MUSIC

EDITED BY
TOSCA A.C. LYNCH AND ELEONORA ROCCONI

WILEY Blackwell





OPS/images/c20g006.gif
— \J\U





OPS/images/c20g005.gif





OPS/images/c20g004.gif





OPS/images/c20g003.gif





OPS/images/c21g039.gif





OPS/images/c19uf002.gif
| Ya-14-2 |1 |Ya—-"4-2 |






OPS/images/c19uf001.gif





OPS/images/c21g021.gif





OPS/images/c21g020.gif





OPS/images/c21g023.gif





OPS/images/c21g022.gif





OPS/images/c21g025.gif





OPS/images/c21g024.gif





OPS/images/c21g027.gif





OPS/images/c21g026.gif





OPS/images/c20f001.gif
1 1

- 1
cC zZ 7 Kz | s n
ocovimcoairvov

“‘0O-oov  Tilg ol - vov,

K12z Ko
Lndevorwccv

(E=SEsSts= =

— ]
CcCOoo C K Z

Avmovmpocort- un - 8tv 8 - Awg ob W - mod,
| Ki K COO0 3 N
vyovectitolmny gﬁ# ‘b ﬁ J .\

N
C K O I z 7podg 6 - AMi-yov &6 - T 10 iy,

TOTEAOCOYXPO-

¢ ¢ Toim é%ﬁ}ﬁﬁéﬁﬁj\;j

VOCATOLTEL

0 Té-hog O Ypoévog AmaL - Tel.





OPS/images/c21g029.gif





OPS/images/c21g028.gif





OPS/images/c21g010.gif





OPS/images/c21g012.gif





OPS/images/c21g011.gif
| <





OPS/images/c21g014.gif





OPS/images/c21g013.gif





OPS/images/c19-i0001.png





OPS/images/c21g016.gif





OPS/images/c21g015.gif





OPS/images/c19-i0003.png
s /3y Je





OPS/images/c19-i0002.png





OPS/images/c19-i0004.png





OPS/images/c21g018.gif





OPS/images/c21g017.gif





OPS/images/c21g019.gif





OPS/images/c16f001.jpg





OPS/images/c16f002.jpg





OPS/images/c16f003.jpg





OPS/images/c21g075.gif





OPS/images/c16t002.gif
Octaves, fifths and fourths between fundamentals in Cents
in Hz

000000000
Oee®e00000O0
®e00000OO0O0OO0O
00000000
©00000000
©00000000
000000000
©00000000

000000000

000000000

000000000
000000000






OPS/images/c20g005a.gif





OPS/images/c21g070.gif





OPS/images/c12f001.jpg
o ,

NG






OPS/images/c21g072.gif





OPS/images/c21g071.gif





OPS/images/c21g074.gif





OPS/images/c21g073.gif





OPS/images/c21g065.gif





OPS/images/c21g064.gif





OPS/images/c21g067.gif





OPS/images/c21g066.gif





OPS/images/c21g069.gif





OPS/images/c21g068.gif





OPS/images/c20g019.gif





OPS/images/c20g018.gif





OPS/images/c21g061.gif





OPS/images/c21g060.gif





OPS/images/c21g063.gif





OPS/images/c21g062.gif





OPS/images/c20g013.gif
Lo
U UL





OPS/images/c20g012.gif
— \J\U





OPS/images/c16f004b.jpg
R






OPS/images/c20g011.gif
— \J\U





OPS/images/c16f004a.jpg





OPS/images/c20g010.gif
VIVAYIVIY,





OPS/images/c20g017.gif





OPS/images/c20g016.gif





OPS/images/c20g015.gif





OPS/images/c20g014.gif
Tl
U UL





OPS/images/c21g054.gif





OPS/images/c21g053.gif





OPS/images/c21g056.gif





OPS/images/c21g055.gif





OPS/images/c21g058.gif





OPS/images/c21g057.gif





OPS/images/c21g059.gif





OPS/images/c34f002.jpg
Plate V.






OPS/images/c21g050.gif
CO





OPS/images/c21g052.gif





OPS/images/c21g051.gif
(]





OPS/images/c20g024.gif
[ K]





OPS/images/c20g023.gif
Z IK





OPS/images/c20g022.gif





OPS/images/c16f005b.jpg





OPS/images/c20g021.gif





OPS/images/c16f005a.jpg





OPS/images/c34f003.jpg
Tome I, Page 235.

F

©
T

2 Joucur do Hlude double, tord Dun/ Thbleaw trowve dans Horcularan,
o Lambowr do Basque, idonv ,

3 Crotales, idenv,

4 Aulre Lambour, idenv.

Lome T. Page 242
Tnstrumens tires des Tableanaw trowwés dans Herewlanum .,

b Autre Lyre
6 Harpe.

2. Lambouraw
2. Zoyre.

4. Blute double,

Mirye del. Cheras Seudy

My del., Chense Sy





OPS/images/c34f004.jpg





OPS/images/c34f005.jpg





OPS/images/c34f006.jpg





OPS/images/c20g020.gif





