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Abstract

This thesis is an analysis of the performance temepf AristophanesFrogsacross the
English-speaking world; in which | include BritailfNorth America, Africa and
Australasia. It will draw on the growing trend crfiormance reception as a branch of

Classical Reception, approaching the material footh a classical and dramatic outlook.

Following an introduction which outlines the metbtmyy, models and background
literature, Chapter One outlines the academic temepf the play in the 20th and 21st
centuries, drawing out key themes that have betempireted as being within the play.
Chapter Two discusses transmission and translatibrthe play, following the
manuscript’'s journey from ancient Athens to modeay English translations. Chapter
Three discusses reflections on the play, thatisrgblays that are not direct adaptations,
but can be seen to have been influenced by itnmeseay. Chapters Four, Five, Six and
Seven focus on the theatrical reception of the,glayded geographically. Chapter three
therefore focuses on Britain, chapter four North ekita and chapter six Africa and
Australasia. Chapter five focuses solely on the tmofuential and high-profile
adaptation, the 2004 Broadway version with musi&tgphen Sondheim. These chapters
draw patterns throughout the performance receptioth within individual geographical
areas and across the thesis as a whole. Trendslénpblitics, staging, music and the

pedagogical interest in performikgogs

The thesis will conclude with a short conclusiomerating the general themes and trends

seen throughout.
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Introduction

‘Wouldn't it be amazing if this play, which coma®i the very origins of theatre, from

where it all started, could say something to petpdiay?!

In one sentence Nathan Lane encapsulates the smtéon of anyone involved in the
adaptation of an ancient Greek play for performaBcg what exactly has Aristophanes’
Frogs to ‘say’ to later audiences? Like many classidalyp it has transcended its
theatrical origins to be seen not just as a piégedormance, but also as a source for
history, politics and the birth of literary theoayd practical criticism. Yet its reception
as a text for performance is paramount and neells told in greater detail, since it is
the only type of reception that recreates its aagiform and presents the play as the

organic totality of all these elements.

This thesis therefore aims to answer the questibow has Aristophaned~rogs been

received in English-speaking performance cultune,\&@hat can an archival study tell us
about which elements from the original play cancessfully be conveyed to a later
audience?’ Throughout it | will seek to reconstrastfull a picture as possible of the
performance oFrogsacross the English-speaking world. The thesikasefore limited

by geography to Britain and Ireland, North Amerid&jca and Australasia. There is no
chronological limit to the scope; however, as wk s@e | have found no evidence of any
post-classical production anywhere in the worleipto the earliest English production
in 1836. In order to understand the play’s perfarogareception, it will also be necessary
to address receptions Bfogs outside theatre, and how these might influenaeteract

with theatrical reception.

L Quoted in Rothstein 2004: 12.
10



This introduction will explain wh¥rogsremains one of the most important extant works
of ancient drama, both from a theatrical and frena@ademic point of view. The chapter
will then introduce one of the central argumentshid research: th&trogsis uniquely
attractive to performances stemming from pedagddme introduction also places the
research within its scholarly context, as an esercin the archival history of
performances of ancient drama, specifically of anciGreek comedy. Finally it will
provide a breakdown of the sources and methodsdigay the research, define the sub-

guestions asked in each chapter and provide sofenbtes on style.

The Importance of Frogs in Performance

Given that so few Greek plays have yet been sudgjerd a full investigation of their
performance reception, in explaining WhRsogsis the focus of this thesis one must take
into account its privileged place within the corpli®xtant Aristophanic plays as well as
Greek theatre as a whole. Performances of Aristuphplays lag behind the more
popular Greek tragedies, suchfammemnoyMedeaandAntigone but worldwideFrogs

is the second most performed comedy dftgsistrata However, in BritainFrogs has
been marginally more popular and has a much lotiggatrical history thahysistratg
with the former’s earliest performance occurringhty years before the latter’'s. Across
the four geographical areas investigated by tlasif) | have found evidence of over 200
productions ofrogs Whilst there have been some ebbs and flows poipsilarity, it has
nevertheless remained part of the theatrical reperever since the first recorded post-

antique performance in 1836.

Frogs seemingly has canonical status as the premier @eanh Greek comedy, at least

in the English-speaking world, in the same way AgamemnopAntigoneandBacchae

11



have for the three tragedians. As will be demotetran Chapter Three, it has influenced
some of Britain's greatest dramatists, from Benn3oh and Henry Fielding to W.S.
Gilbert and George Bernard Shaw. In the US asitvielis a similar status. It is the only
Aristophanes play other thaysistratato have been performed on the most famous stage
of all, Broadway. And whilst there have been a namif Greek plays performed on
Broadway? none has featured a creative figure of the statfir8tephen Sondheim.
Evidence offFrogs canonical status is present elsewhere: for exantplas the only

comedy prior to the 1600s named by Woody Allenras af his ‘best of the crop'.

A different kind of explanation for its enduringgdarity lies in its distinctive thematic
architecture. Claude Lévi-Strauss’ theory of st polarities posits that myths
produce meaning out of binary oppositidridis theory principally concerned itself with
myths themselves rather than the particular teateth on them; however in the more
popular examples of Greek drama, sucA@sgone andBacchaethe thematic richness
and resonance of the tragedy comes from the pres®moultiple overlapping binaries.
Frogs can also be seen through this lens. The moredayfespposition, the more ways
the play can resonate with later audiences. The afgous polarity is the old versus the
new, but we can also see far more abstract opposisuch as death/life, below/above,
past/present, slavery/freedom, exile/return, as | wak aestheticism/politics,
authority/subversion, canon/modernity, elite/demofis we will see, the latter set of
oppositions reflects fundamental lines of debateualancient theatre’s own status in

reception.

2 A survey of these is given in Chapter Six, pp.279-81.

3 Lax 2007: 66.

4 Lévi-Strauss 1955.

> Steiner 1996: 231-277 describes Antigone as the only play which portrays the five most fundamental

oppositions in the human condition: male/female, age/youth, society/individual, living/dead, men/gods.
12



As far as can be ascertain&dpgswas the first Aristophanes play ever to be perfarme
both in England and in English and the first Angtanic work to be performed as the
University of Oxford’s Greek play. We can showtitsnsnational appeal by pointing to
the fact that it was also the first Aristophanebégerformed in Australia, Canada, New
Zealand and Zimbabwe and the only Greek play evbetperformed in Malawkrogs

is also uniquely popular in the English-speakingldjdhence the focus of this thesis. In
other countries with strong traditions of performialassical theatre, such as France,
Germany and ItalyFrogs does not appear so regulatlyhis extends to other countries
in the continents studied that were not Britisrooas: Egypt, Morocco and Senegal all
have seen multiple performances of ancient playssiufar as | can ascertain, no versions
of Frogs Looking more closely, across Africa, Australasiad North America,
productions of the play are concentrated in forBwtish colonial centres: Cape Town,
Harare, Sydney, Wellington, Toronto and New Englahtbre than any other Greek play
Frogs seemingly has an Anglo-centric performance histBayrtly this is due t&rogs
canonical status as described above, but | alsé Wwauggest that an explanation lies in
the play’s privileged status within academia andgg®gy, and its unique reflection on

the issues raised by that status.

Frogsin Academia and Pedagogy

A distinctive strand in the performance receptidrFoogs is that the vast majority of
performances dfrogs occur in or stem from universities or schodlsgs received its

first performance in 1836, would not be performeithaut an educational lifkuntil

6 This does not mean there have not been several notable adaptations in these countries, for example
Luca Ronconi’s 2002 adaptation in Italian, which was suspected of having been censored by Silvio
Berlusconi’s government. See Schironi 2007 for more on Ronconi’s production.
7 This is explored further in the relevant chapters. See Chapter Five, passim, but particularly pp.242-7
and 263-5 on North America and Chapter Seven, pp.316-8 on Africa and Australasia.
& Henry Fleeming Jenkin’s 1873 production was not performed in an educational setting, but a number
of academics were involved and Jenkin was a professor himself. See Chapter Four, pp.182-3.

13



1937, and it was not until the 1960s that produndtizvere mounted regularly outside
education. This stands in significant contradtyeistratg which had its earliest English
performance at the Adelphi Theatre in 1910 anchanfollowing fifty years far more

‘theatrical’ productions than school or universiyes.

Outside performancefFrogs has been subject to sustained and often contested
interpretation by the academic community. This fleasised in particular on the contest
sequence of the play, which has often been claiaseaur first extant work of ‘literary
criticism’. Whilst not all scholars agree with thisading, it has attracted a level of
interpretive attention to the text that other Greelknedies do not enjoy. As well as this,
the political and social background to the play endkvirtually unique, since it was the
last Aristophanes play to be produced before tlieoénthe Peloponnesian War, and the
effect of the conflict on the play is central te filot and themes. Its political content
seems to have been regarded as so prominent amdtampthat, we are told, the play
was awarded a repeat performance for the poliéidaice Aristophanes gave in the play,

as far as we know a unique distinction for a contedy

Aristophanes was a later addition to teaching culai across Britain, but as early as the
1700sWealthandCloudswere read at Etol!. Thomas Arnold introduced Aristophanes
to the curriculum of Rugby School in 1835, thoughdisliked the immorality of the
plays!! and Harrow was reading Aristophanes by the 185@s0gs itself rose to
prominence as a set text in the mid-to-late 180fisnciding with its earliest

performance® and a dramatic increase in the number of trausisif In 1853Frogs

9 See Chapter One, pp.47-9 and Chapter Two, p.78n252.
10 Clarke 1959:52-3.
11 Clarke 1959: 80.
12 Clarke 1959: 90.
13 See Chapter Four.
14 See Chapter Two.
14



was set as one of the texts for the Final HonomasvEination at Trinity College, Dublit?.

Since records began in 18 R2pgswas amongst a number of Aristophanic plays inadude
in the Examination Statues at Oxford University. dvam College, Oxford, seems to
have a patrticularly close relationship wiinogs since translators Benjamin Bickley
Rogers and Alfred Davies Cope were both linkedhe tollege and the play was

performed there in 1958.

Alongside this, a growing interest in Aristophares be seen throughout the19
century. Interest in Socrates had a particularceféa the study of Aristophanes, as
Cloudswas seen to be one of the four primary textsHerlife of the philosopher, along
with Plato, Xenophon and Aristotté Despite this, Aristophanes seems to have been the
least read of the major Athenian authors throughbat 19" century, with Richard
Jenkyns saying ‘The Victorians did not greatly wathe comic muse, and in any case
teachers shrank from introducing their pupils tarish a storehouse of obscenit§ It
was in the 19 century however that Aristophanes came to be agam important source
for Athenian political history, in particul#&charniangs WaspsandKnights This is partly
owing to Thomas Mitchell’s editions of the playsibtished in 1839. Mitchell's view of
Aristophanes and of Athens was greatly influencgd\iliam Mitford’s History of the
Greeks (1784-1810) which emphasised the shortcomings tfeian demagogic
politicians following the death of Pericles. For tbhell, the criticisms found in

Aristophanes supported Mitford’s reactionary aeferm views'®

15 Clare 1959: 164.
6 Though in the translation of Dudley Fitts, rather than Rogers’ or Cope’s.
7 Turner 1981: 264.
18 Jenkyns 1980: 79.
¥ Turner 1981: 209.
15



Aristophanes was apparently studied in schoolsedls While James Gow (c.1853-1923)
was Headmaster of Westminster School, he publishedA Companion to School
Classicsbased on his own teaching at Westminster. He elaimat it includes ‘the
information which a commentator is...compelled $suane even in a young studefit'.
The third edition (published 1891) dedicates fettem 30 of its 333 pages to Greek
drama, with only a single segment around a page tedicated to comedy, and that
specifically to the parabasis. Further referenaesAtistophanic comedy abound,
however, and the plays mentioned may give someation of what was studied at
Westminster at least. Throughout the text therefiseementions ofAcharnians four
each folWaspsandBirds, three forKnights two each foEcclesiazusaandClouds and

a single mention each f&Wealthand Thesmophoriazusa&rogs comes in first place,
with six mentions. AgairLysistratais omitted, though it is perhaps surprising that

Ecclesiazusabas the same number of reference€lasids®!

At the time of Gow'’s third edition in 1891, the ‘Maillan’s Classical Series for Colleges
and Schools’ printed in the back of the book comdino Aristophanes plays, but that
was soon to change. W.J.M. Starkid/aspsvas added to the Macmillan series in 1897,
andFrogsfollowed in 1906, edited by T.G. Tucker. His irduwtion tellingly states that
although the text ‘may be found to contribute te &xegesis and criticism of the play in
a sufficient measure to deserve some attention fsgholars, its aim is primarily
educational?? There had in fact been earlier versions of thé¢ a@xed at students, for
example H.P. Cookesley’s 1837 edition has the ptfasthe use of students’ on its title
page and Mitchell’'s 1839 edition mentioned above‘adapted to the use of schools and

universities’, though at nearly 600 pages it wagramtical for use in schools, and it was

20 Gow 1891: v.
21 Gow 1981: 353-4.
22 Tucker 1906: iii.
16



W.W. Merry’'s 1884 edition, a third of the lengthhieh became the standard school
edition. Merry’sFrogs was the first Aristophanes play to be publishedQbgrendon

Press, who would go on to publish several more efrivls editions.

In addition to editions of the Greek text, a numbkthe earliest translations Bfogs
were ‘cribs’, literal translations designed to hetpdents studying the play in Gregdk.
The first English translation dfrogs Charles Dunster$ was reprinted as part of an
1812 collected edition of four Aristophanic playsath Frogs alongsideClouds Wealth
andBirds. The foreword claims that these are the only Apktnic plays to have been
translated into English, and in the cas&fgs andBirds these are the only translations.
The foreword also states that ‘the study of Arisiames is now becoming prevalent in

our universities2® explicitly underlining the pedagogical interest.

There is a similar picture of the study of Aristapkes in the USA. The study of Greek
theatre, including Aristophanes, became populahén1820s following the publication

of a series of German editions of the Greek t&ktowever, as in Britain, the obscenity
was a cause for concern. The prolific lecturer podt Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803-
1882), Transcendentalist and acquaintance of Abmahencoln, effectively branded

Aristophanes the final symptom of classical Athegsgadual descent into obscenity.
Despite being more liberal than many of his fellGtwistians in America at the time, in
1823 he wrote, ‘The progress of debased mannsudfisiently marked by the successive
character of the comedy from its primal innocerndésanstitution to the grossness which

disgraces the dramas of Aristophartés’.

2 These are discussed in detail in Chapter Two.
24 See Chapter Two, pp.103-7.
25 Unknown 1812: viii.
26 Richard 2009: 14.
27 Quoted in Richard 2009: 166.
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Yet in the US at least, Aristophanes seems to baea studied not as a body of theatre,
but as a historical document. Emphasis is placetheroriginal political and dramatic
context (and ifrrogs case the literary), rather than as a piece dttieawith a continuing
performance history and receptiBhiNevertheless, the plays of Aristophanes are there
taught outside classics, in diverse subject areels as history, drama, political science
and international studi€8.In many ways this mirrors the overall receptionFobgs,
which, as we will see in Chapter Twodisappears early from performance tradition to
be received more as evidence for other aspectshendan life and culture. Already in
antiquity the play became functionally repurpossdaadocumentary text about past
cultural history, rather than as a performanceegie@ direction of travel reversed only
with the belated twentieth-century return of Fregshe performance repertoire, which
has entailed a sometimes uneasy change of owneestdpa degree of thematic
reflexiveness between the play's pedagogic history its own status as a resurrected

classic.

As mentioned, the majority of productions occutireschool or university settings. There
are perhaps theatrical reasons for this; many ef gadagogical productions were
performed in Greek, and the spectacle of the fiogrus, the costume-swapping and
beating scenes would have been easy to convewse thot familiar with the language.
Yet productions took this further, for example hgarporating pedagogical charactérs

or featuring actual academics in the ¢&dst/e might also infer that students and scholars

2 Given and Rosen 2016: 88.
29 Based on an ‘unscientific survey’ conducted by Given and Rosen. See Given and Rosen 2016: 88n1 for
details.
30 particularly pp.78-88.
31 Such as the ‘Pedantic Lecturer’ at Otago in 1993 (Chapter Seven, p.324) and Professor Dionysus in the
2009 Malawian production (Chapter Seven, p.326).
32 Robin Bond appeared as Aeschylus in Canterbury in 1995. See Chapter Seven, pp.323-4.
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felt thatFrogswas an appropriate vehicle for both representmy@ovoking debate —

just as Aristophanes’ audience possibly did.

The play’s engagement with pedagogy can be se@voiways. First there is the surface-
level reading: the play is about tragedy and trosileh have been a major component of
educational syllabuses at the time of those fiestgpmances. Just &ogs may have
been valued as a source for Euripides in partiasaar back as the Byzantine peribd,
SO too it served as a source text on tragedy fodemo students. Further to this,
productions ofFrogs were able to reflect on contemporary views abbet talue of
tragedy. Euripides was seen as dangerously avante-gn late 19th century Oxford,
favoured by controversial Oxford students such ssa®@Wilde and Walter Pater, which
might have informed his negative, effeminate pgdtan the 1892 Oxford University
productiori® as well as the parodying of Wilde in tReogs adaptationAristophanes at

Oxford: OW?®

But there is a second, deeper dimensiokrtimgs engagement with issues of classical
pedagogy in the modern world. This is seen in etémsuch as:

- Canon: Frogs is unique amongst extant Greek plays in discussimgt
constitutes a ‘classic’ and what is part of thgitacanon. Aeschylus says ‘my
poetry hasn’t died with me, while [Euripides’] is dead as he is’ (868-9). Ralph
Rosen has speculated that Euripides became pm éfthenian canon partially
because of his portrayal in comedies suclFrags?®’ In the modern world we

have a canon of ancient plays created by a limr@asmission of material, but

33 For more on this see Chapter One, passim.
34 See Chapter Two, pp.84-5.
35 See Chapter Four, pp.186-90.
36 See Chapter Three, pp.168-70.
37 Rosen 2006.
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also an artificial one created by the plays we skdo study and perform. Some
are neglected, whilst others (likerogs are studied and researched more
regularly.

- Elite culture: the idea of culture being the preserve of theeab raised by
Euripides’ claim inFrogs to have democratised tragedy (937-67). Modern
performances of most Greek plays (and especkalbgs) were originally only
seen and studied only in private schools or unitresssuch as Oxford, whilst the
twentieth century has seen a democratisation ofldssics.

- The educative power of literature and drama in paricular: in a wide-ranging
exploration of the question of what tragedy is gémd the two tragedians agree
in Frogsthat a poet is primarily a teacher, while disagrgeellingly over how
this is, or should be, achieved. The discussioheasefore about what role the arts
and humanities play in education, and by extensieir claim for wider value.
Frogsraises and simultaneously problematizes this @eloaie which continues
to the present day.

- The link between theatre and citizenshipif the poet is a teacher, their natural
aim would be to make audience members better peapteby extension better
citizens. Dionysus’ initial motivation is to briregpoet back from Hades to inspire
the Athenians® He therefore believes that attending the theate make
someone a better citizen. As with the role of thetas a teacher, Aeschylus and
Euripides also agree that they ‘make people betembers of their communities’

(1008-9).

38 The cultic interpretation of Frogs suggests that Dionysus’ underworld journey is an analogy for his
initiation as a better citizen. See Chapter One, pp.62-3.
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Reception Studies and Performance Reception

I will begin this discussion by outlining some elemis of classical reception studies and
specifically of performance reception as a typeclassical reception in order to
contextualise my research against the backgroutttecdicademic discipline and field in
which it belongs. Whilst the research does relatend make use of previous theoretical
frameworks, it nevertheless exists in an under+iked area: performance reception and
particularly performance of comedy.As a result,vipes theoretical approaches to

reception and performance do not necessarilydifdrticular challenge é¢frogs

Although a small minority of classical scholars lsHed studies of what they called the
‘classical tradition’ or the ‘legacy’ of Greece aRdme earlier in the Zlcentury® — and
two books on the Victorians and ancient Greeceiglubdl in the early 1980s certainly
stimulated the emergence of a distinct new fieldeskarch into what the Germans call
the Nachleber(‘afterlife’) of ancient culture since antiquffy— the concept and label of
classical reception studies is a more recent phenom often regarded as having been
inaugurated, in specifically literary studies, bya@les Martindale’s 199RBedeeming the
Text Whilst it was ostensibly concerned with Latin pgein it Martindale also argued
for reception studies to be accepted within mag@astr classics, an argument which was
at that time contentious. Whil&edeeming the Teid a seminal work in the history of
reception studies, Martindale’s German hermeneut®ggired vision for reception has
not formed the basis of the modern discipline amglnot without its critics. As indicated
by its title, Martindale’s work primarily concerntself with textual receptions of the
classicé! and he himself has taken a somewhat elitist stagamst the direction in which

reception has gone. In Martindale 2006: 11, heestatlready a classics student is far

39 For example De Burgh 1912 and Highet 1951.
40 Jenkyns 1980 and Turner 1981.
41 Elsner 2013: 212-3.
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more likely to spend time analysii@adiator than theCommediaof Dante. | find this
trend worrying’ and ‘in general material of highguality is better company for our
intellects and hearts than the banal or the quatidiHe has continued this line of
argument more recently in 2013: ‘What...is the llatgual justification for the
proliferation of courses on Classics and filfd?Because of his very specific method of
conducting reception studies Martindale’s workng/@f minimal help with performance
reception, and in certain fundamential ways is vatyi opposed to the study of

performance, therefore | do not make direct usé of

The more than twenty years sirfiRedeeming the TelRave seen a rapid increase in what
we now call reception studies, though in realityp@an of it had been a part of classical
scholarship since its beginnings; after all schatigr is, in itself, an act of reception.
Whilst reception into more modern media had beaylented by classicists, there has
long been scholarly research and comment on olwlensf of reception, especially in
studies of the previous models and sources useshtignt authorsuellenforschung
Virgil's Aeneid for example, is in some senses a ‘reception’ ofmiric epic, and
Seneca’s plays are a reception of Greek tragedwyeMer, it was in the 1990s and early
2000s that analysing material from outside thesota$ world became more prevalent,
particularly analysing contemporary elements thateshappening at that time. Some of
these — especially the boom in research into tbepten of ancient drama, which can
seen as having been inaugurated by the establislohte Archive of Performances of
Greek & Roman Drama at Oxford University by EditallHand Oliver Taplin in 1996 —
were also informed by scholars workiogtsideclassics, especially on Renaissance and

Early Modern responses to ancient plays. A crustiady here, by a Professor of English

42 Martindale 2013: 176.
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Literature and Theatre, was Bruce Smith’s 1888ient Scripts and Modern Experience

on the English Stage 1500-1700

In their Companion to Classical Receptioi®008), currently the most substantial
published collection on reception and the mostiigant contribution to theheorising
of the subject, Lorna Hardwick and Christopher yulascribe a number of different
possible approaches to reception studies, higltightthe various different
methodological approaches that may be apgfidthey are:

(1) using examples to seek trends or patterns,

(2) emphasising the historical context of particegamples of reception,

(3) emphasising the relationship between the exesnpll reception and their

classical predecessor,

4) tracking the history of a particular piece otent source material, e.g.

text, myth, or something more abstract such aslea, i

(5) emphasising the use of receptions to montterstanding of ancient source

material.

Hardwick and Stray present these methodologiesgalda criticisms of each approach
and conclude that they are an over-simplificatibat tcan create ‘false polariti€$’.

Therefore, while all these approaches are usedrte glegree throughout the thesis in
order to answer different questions as they aiiseanany cases the methodologies

necessarily overlap with one another.

Some examples of each of these approaches frommutith thesis are that:

43 Hardwick & Stray 2011: 2-3.
4 Hardwick & Stray 2011: 3.
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(1) the thesis picks out trends and themes thglhthmot otherwise have been
obvious. This highlights hoWwrogsis received by different groups and how they
use the play to convey their own message. For ebarmpthe most prominent
African versiongFrogsis primarily a political plaj? whereas in Britain the more
successful productions emphasise the comedy oyesaahof didactic messagde.

In the United State$rogs has attracted great interest from minority ethnic
groups?’ whilst at the same time attracting unusual stagivitich is also seen
prominently in New Zealant?.

(2) many productions ofFrogs react to contemporary events, just as
Aristophanes’ original did. This helps imbue progimes with contemporary
relevance and can highlightogs message of the power of poetry and theatre to
stimulate debate.

(3) interacting with the previous approach, thatiehship between ancient
and modern can be seen most prominently in théigadlcontent of adaptations.
Some attempt to recreate what they perceive tbdomessage of the original (and
can end up subverting it for their own moral) whdthers add their own political
element without claiming any similarity to Aristagaines. Others still will abandon
any political comment whatsoever.

4) tracking of a particular source is plain, sitigis thesis tracks the history
of Frogs What this shows us is how our understandingrofishas evolved over
time, and how the various disciplines in which paes occur: historical,

literary, translational, theatrical, interact tarfoa meaning for the pldy.

4 See Chapter Seven, pp.329-31.

46 Such as the 2012 Cambridge Greek Play (Chapter Four, pp.228-32) and Double Edge Drama’s version
(Chapter Four, pp.214-6).

47 See Chapter Five, pp.271-3.

48 See Chapter Seven, pp.332-4.

4 |n particular Chapter Two, passim.
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(5) by studying adaptations Bfogswe can see how difficult it is to recreate
the complex interaction between politics, literatand, as | argue, pedagogy from
the original play. In turn this allows us to undergl more about how contingent
Aristophanes’ own play was. In particular, the dioesof how and what a piece

of theatre can ‘teach’ a modern audience is cenfita better-received modern
productions will provoke debate rather than suggestfinitive course of action,

just as | will argue Aristophanes’ original play sveatended to do — and as the

Euripides ofFrogsargues his plays were intended to do.

‘Performance reception’ is only one sub-sectionhef wider sub-discipline of classical
reception studies, but its focus is radically défg from Martindale’s because it puts the
spectator or audience member at the centre of sinagther than the individual reader.
Whilst plays can be read and not all translatidndassical texts are meant for the stage,
performance reception by definition is more conedrwith the live performance.
Reading may also form part of the reception — aenoddapter for example, might read
previous adaptations of an ancient play — but e performance is always the end
goal®® However, as Edith Hall has put it, ‘No two schelavill practise Performance
Reception in the same wa3f.| must state that | obviously could not witnesgpéarson
every performance referenced in my research amdysapproach is often mediated by
other people’s reception of the performances, whaoke themselves been constituted by

the writer's and director’s individual and persoredeptions of AristophaneBrogs

In her chapter inrheorising PerformangeHall outlines a number of factors which in

combination constitute the unique and distinctigpraach of performance receptith.

50 Hall 2010: 12.
51 Hall 2010: 13.
52 See Hall 2010: 14-26 for further details.
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Hall's chapter is titled ‘Towards a Theory of Pen@ance Reception’ and, as indicated
by this, she does not go as far as to advocateoaytior model for performance reception.
Her factors are mixed in their relevancd-togs, and indeed to Aristophanes as a whole;
there are only two references to comedy in the temapurthermore it is notable that a
volume calledTheorising Performanceloes not actually suggest any fully-realised
theoretical models; instead it raises theoretieasstjons and discusses how previous
theoretical approaches can be applied to perforeyawuch as ideas from Nietzsche or
Kant. The neglect of Aristophanes continues througthe book, with only 12 references

to the comic poet throughout.

Despite these issues, the approaches specifiafarpance reception that Hall outlines
do have some relevance to this research. Theythendusefulness or lack thereof for
Frogs are:

- Translation: performance and translation have necessarily y@wheen
intertwined. A translation written for a specifienformance might have unique
features written into the script, for example catiin of characters with
contemporary figures or with specific staging imohi This is one of the more
relevant elements fdfrogs since a number of productions contemporise their
script through the inclusion of modern referen€@sparticular note here is the
2013 University of Cambridge productidhyhich, whilst it was performed in
Greek, used a number of modern references in t@ngzanying surtitles, even
going so far as to translate modern songs intceah&reek in order to perform

them.

53 See Chapter Four, pp.228-32.
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- Body: theatre is voyeuristic by its very nature, witestators watching real
people performing sometimes private acts. Greelattheis full of physical
demonstrations of extreme feelings such as anguidhfear, as well as physical
pain itself, and therefore gives us an insight imav the Greeks felt about these
most ubiquitous elements of the human experience.Hrogs the physical
comedy of the beating scene and of the frog chitreimiselves is relevant here,
and are often elements that are picked out for cemiibelow. For the numerous
performances in Greek this is especially relevsinte to audience members with
no knowledge of the language physicality is themmaedium through which they

can understand the performance.

- Mimesis: theatre universally remains a medium of subsbituand
identification, incorporating the ‘substitution ofie “person” by another (i.e. by
an actor) and identification of one person (i.ee gpectator) with another
(represented by the actorf.Performance reception can therefore be used to
analyse which representations are most effectiveafy given audience. This
element is less relevant in comedy than tragedyeravlempathy with tragic
characters plays a crucial role in the audiengefseciation of the performance.
Nevertheless part of the comic effect may rely mpathy, or lack of it in the case

of the beating scene for example.

- Memory: theatre often remains with the spectator longrdfie performance in a
manner more profound than after simply readingélke Many great works were
informed not by the text of a play, but the menmirgerformance, such as Freud’s

response to Mounet-Sully’s performance as Oedipsswill be explained in

>4 Hall 2010: 17.
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Chapter One, Aristophane&rogs could have been intended to inspire the
audience to think and to question. A modern peréorce might have the same
goal, in which case the memory of that performasméd inspire a spectator to
think further. In practice this is a difficult elemt to judge without an explicit link
in the manner of the Oedipus Complex, but it magtgeied for example that the
African-American civil rights group ‘The Frogs’ wasspired by the memory of

the play®®

- Psyche: Freud was also convinced of the link between thfecenscious and
drama, supposing that dreamers play out their $&#dan a subconscious stage.
Theatre was the original medium through which faie& might be portrayed in
reality. This element is perhaps the least relei@hbwFrogshas been received,
with no academic interpretation taking this apploa¥et given thatFrogs
underworld journey could be interpreted as a dasoéma dreamlike world and
the return to reality, it is perhaps surprisingtttias has been neglected. Few
productions have taken this approach, althoughMieelicine Show Theater
Ensemble did usErogs as an inspiration for the semi-improvised producin
1975% The production was envisaged as a memaiabasis where the

participants would journey into their own psyche.

- Contingency: the real world is contingent, meaning it is unjctable.
Traditional theatre generally strives to be uncaygnt, with rehearsed actors
performing the same script in the same way each.tiviet the nature of live

performance is that no two are ever the same angag of the ‘real’ world,

35 See Chapter Five, pp.271-2.
%6 See Chapter Five, pp.255-6.
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audience reactions are always contingent. Avardegand other experimental
types of theatre also attempt to recreate a cognitrend randomised performance.
In general this is a difficult approach to linkFEoogs since on the whole we are
looking at scripted performance. It is very diffiicto examine without witnessing
a series of performances and analysing the chaege®en them. And y&rogs
has been used as a starting point for avant-gaete$ most notably the semi-
improvised production by the Medicine Show Thedsemble mentioned

above.

Temporal Orientation: theatre often transports the audience into wfft time
and Greek theatre takes us to the ancient pastaBtlie same time we are
watching events happeningwand wondering how they will affect events in the
future Since the performance is unfolding as the audiematches, there is a
sense that the conclusion might not be fixed aatttie outcome can be avoided.
On stage this temporal aspect is represented bysthek tragic chorus, who
foresee tragic events but are always powerlessd@eept them. Theatre may
therefore serve as a metaphor for real life anghtiveer of the collective to change
things for the better. Again, this is less releviantFrogs, since the chorus here
are not foreseeing events that might be avoidedeftleeless certain productions
do play with the idea of time, such as in the opgiine of Sondheim’s production

‘The time is the present. The place...is anciereGe.’

Political Potency: theatre can inspire political change, which is whyakes so
many turn to it as a means of expression during@gif great troubles. It also
breaks down social and political boundaries: riclpoor the spectator watches

the same performance. With regards to Greek thdategerformance allows the
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ordinary theatre goer to experience the classieaething that until recently was
the privilege of those with a classical educationkeeping with Aristophanes’
original play, this is relevant across the wholecdpm ofFrogs performances,
but one very important example is the production Ngnzikambe Arts in
Malawi,®>” where the politics of the production were so imratsthat it upset the

Malawian authorities.

This research is undertaken against the backgrotiadjrowing academic interest in the
performance of ancient theatre. One piece of egieldor this is that the volumes in the
new, influential and growing seri@&uckworth Companions to Greek & Roman Tragedy
all contain chapters detailing reception of theyplalthough this has never been the case
before with equivalent seri€&This is a sure sign that reception, and indeefbpaance
reception, has now been accepted as more thamandge to traditional classics but as
a core constituent of it. Nevertheless, the themkmodels described do not always fit
well with performance of comedy. Performance idiclift to theorise in all disciplines,
not just classical reception, and Chapter Teatures a discussion on the difficulty of

judging ‘performability’ as an aspect of translatio

It is perhaps because of the under-theorisingeoféheption of comedy that Aristophanes
is relatively neglected by reception studies whemgared to tragedy. Tragedy has seen

volumes on the performance reception dedicated moiraber of plays; for example

57 See Chapter Seven, pp.330-1.
%8 Although Griffith’s book on Frogs (the only play featured in the Oxford Approaches to Classical
Literature series) does include a chapter on reception.
9 Pp.94-5.
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Medeg®® Agamemnoji! Trojan Womeft? Heracles®® Oedipus Tyranny® Iphigenia in
Tauris® Hippolytu$® andBacchaé’’ Other, more general works have focused on the
reception of tragedy, such @eek Drama on the American St&j®ionysus Since 69
and Greek Tragedy and the British Theatre, 1660-1®1Zhere have been some
publications on the reception of ancient comedy;Anstophanes the most notable are
Martin Holtermann'’s study of German™¥-8entury literary and philosophical responses
(2004Y* and Edith Hall and Amanda Wrigley's (eds.) 2@0%&tophanes in Performance
421 BC to AD 200.7This covers the reception Beace Birds andFrogs, with chapters
dedicated to certain productions or time periodsoAlirectly dealing with the reception
of Aristophanes are Gonda Van Steen’s 20@8om in Verse: Aristophanes in Modern
Greece and Philip Walsh’'s (ed.) 201@ril’'s Companion to the Reception of
Aristophanes Even more general is S. Douglas Olson’s editetd 2lumeAncient
Comedy and Receptio®ther than these, and with one notable exceptesgarch into
Aristophanic performance is usually confined to celeneous articles or chapters

covering one or more individual productions.

Paradoxically, despite the lack of work on the ptiom of Aristophanic playd,ysistrata
is probably the Greek play whose performance has besearched the most. A lot of the

research has been in the form of postgraduate ,shudlyt covers varying aspects of the

80 Hall, Taplin & Macintosh (eds.) 2000.
61 Macintosh, Michelakis, Hall & Taplin (eds.) 2005.
62 Willis 2005 (unpublished thesis).
63 Riley 2008.
64 Macintosh 20009.
65 Hall 2013.
8 Looney 2014 (unpublished thesis).
7 Bullen 2017 (unpublished thesis).
68 Hartigan 1995.
89 Hall, Macintosh & Wrigley (eds.) 2004.
70 Hall, Macintosh 2005.
"1 Holtermann 2004. For those without German, the contents are described in detail in Hall 2004 [online,
accessed 17 February 2018].
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play, from individual performancé$;to Early Moder?® and modern receptions of the
play;’* to African-American productionS: to the parallels between the play and the
Liberian ‘sex strike’ of 2011° Most notably, there is one recently published wamkhe
performance history ofysistratain the United StatesSex and War on the American
Stage: Lysistrata in Performance, 1930-2@82Emily B. Klein!” Like Aristophanes in
Performance Klein chooses to focus on specific productiorgher than construct an
overall archival survey as | have done. Our diffgrapproaches are necessitated by the
very different performance reception of the twoyplaAs discussed aboveysistratds
theatrical history is much more compact: the fpstduction Klein discusses is from
1930. The same approach could have been takenFnotls, picking out perhaps ten
notable productions for discussion. However, thosild not have picked up on the diffuse
history of the play and the trends that can be s@@ughout. In particular this applies to
the pedagogical engagement, which | have suggestide@ most important element of
Frogs reception. Productions such as those at Dulwioheg@e might not be considered

landmarks in their own right, but serve to dematstthis trend.

Authenticity

A recurrent issue in this thesis is the conceptuienticity and the question of what this
means in the performance of Aristophanic comedyth@uticity in the performance is
frequently discussed in the theatre as a wHoleften in reference to performing

Shakespeare. The Globe Theatre mounts ‘originatipes’ productions, which feature

72 Crouch 2010 (unpublished thesis) and Frohling 2010 (unpublished thesis). Both of these works relate
to different aspects of the same production of Lysistrata.
3 Kotzamani 1997 (unpublished thesis).
74 Charbila 2004 (unpublished thesis); Hardwick 2010; Kotzamani 2014.
7> Wetmore 2014.
76 Morales 2013.
7 Klein 2014.
78 A general synopsis of the issues of authenticity in general can be found in Dutton 2003. For a recent
outline of the history of authenticity in theatre, see Schulze 2017: 1-66.
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all-male casts and no modern theatrical equipnserh as electric lights. The question
of authenticity at the Globe was brought to magewstn attention in 2016 by the departure
of artistic director Emma Rice, reportedly owingthe modern sound and lighting she

attempted to bring to the theaffe.

The fundamental problem with performance authemtisi that it is not something that
can be achieved fully. As stated above, performaeaception gives strong emphasis to
the audience, an element which can never be aitherthe original. The modern world
is not the world of Aristophanes or Shakespeare atehding the theatre is a very
different experience today from what it was in ffaest. As one actor said in response to
Rice’s departure from the Globe, ‘The Globe magétting rid of “light and sound”, but
thank GOD they're keeping the authentic and histtly accurate Shakespeare gift
shop’8° Similarly, whilst we know that the actors wererakile and wore masks, we have
no idea how lines were delivered in Athenian theaBome reject the notion of
authenticity altogether, suggesting that ‘perforo®ars always a copy of that for which
no original can ever be fourfd’and that ‘we are too ignorant to lay any seridasrcto

authenticity, however honourable our intentio¥fs’.

Instead authenticity is a label for a set of proideand aspirations that are part of
performing historical theatre. It is assumed thet aidapter/director wants to bring
something ‘authentic’ to the modern production,suse without this there is no reason
to be creating an adaptation as opposed to songatien. As David Wiles puts it, ‘Most

directors who engage with Greek drama feel (a) tivay have touched on something

7% Cavendish 2016 [online, accessed 17t February 2018]; Mooney 2016 [online, accessed 17 February
2018].
8 Quoted in Cavendish 2016 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
81 Savran 2001: 92.
82 Barish 1994: 28.
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authenticallyGreek which is worth bringing to the present, @rdhat there is something
in the present which they would like to bring t@ thncient text’, yet at the same time,
‘What seems authentic to one generation seemsdstili-researched and irrelevant to the

next' 83

The demands of authenticity often find themselwesompetition with what ‘works’ for
an audience. Some have argued that ‘the construofia performance script permits,
even demands, modification of the textual “original order to render that original
theatrically communicative in the prese¥ftThe idea of a production being ‘successful’
Is not something that can be readily theorised,asufar as possible | will attempt to
document and analyse such clashes between asp&rdticfidelity and the pragmatic
concerns of engagement with contemporary audienggigg my own reaction to
performances | have witnessed and the testimomgwéwers and audience members

where available.

In classics, authenticity is generally discussely anreference to specific productions
and even then comedy is neglectedlary-Kay Gamée®® hastheorised authenticity by

dividing into six categories, but this encompasses just authenticity to the ancient
performance itself, but also authenticity to thegasss which went in to the creation of
the original play. For her, authenticity is nottjadout reflecting the ancient play, but
reflecting the people, time and place of the modaoduction in the same way that

Athenian drama did. Her categories are:

8 Wiles 2000: 179.
8 Hartley 2001: 173.
8 The most recent volume that discusses adaptations and their authenticity (Rodosthenous 2017)
contains no reference to comedy.
8 Gamel 2013.
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Nominal or historical authenticity, which seeks to replicate the conditions of
the original performance.

Expressive authenticity where practitioners emphasise their own meamirtiga
performance, regardless of whether this has bereiged in the original text.
Whilst this is not authentic to the original perfance itself, it can be authentic
to the process which went into the creation of trdginal performance. For
example, just as Aristophanic plays may have sotml#ay something about
Aristophanes’ Athens, so might a modern adaptakienauthentic by saying
something about its own time and place.

Processual authenticityis similar to expressive authenticity, but speaifiy
concerned with the staging of the performance gratian meaning.

Structural authenticity , where the production reflects the community inokh
it is created. A professional production will b&elient from community theatre,
which is different from a university or school.

Inductive authenticity, which seeks to engage an audience in a mannédarsim
to ancient Athens, for example by raising politisakocial questions.

Critical authenticity, where scholars analysing the performance andlyse
entire process (including goals) of a productioather than just the end

performance.

This thesis primarily concerns itself with autheityi to the ancient performance and

therefore deals with nominal, expressive and indaeauthenticity. With regards to the

examples ofrogs cited in this thesis, nominal authenticity hasrbpeactised in three

ways. Firstly through language (performance in emiciGreek is common, although

peculiar to the English-speaking world), secondiyotigh translation (Chapter Two
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discusses literal translations versus more fresimes) and thirdly through staging

(theatres laid out in the circular Greek stylettwough costume or musit).

Encompassing both Gamel's expressive and induciiwihenticity is what | call
authenticity of spirit. Since, as argued aboveylly fauthentic production is impossible
to mount today, instead an adapter seeks to findl@ment that is Wiles’ ‘something
authenticallyGreek’. In the case d¥rogs this might be a political message, a view of
literary criticism, or perhaps something as singgenaking it comedic. It should be noted
that Gamel's categories do not necessarily reqaineplication of an Aristophanic
element. The inductive element might be a politnaksage, but not necessarily one that
has been perceived in the original play. Some pi@oers involved inFrogs have
claimed to replicate an Aristophanic message (at\lrey see it as being), whilst others

have claimed authenticity through giving a messagmy sort.

The idea of what auithenticity means was tackleadhen by the Cambridge version of
Frogsin 20132 Director Helen Eastman has openly stated, ‘I dbelieve it's an act of
reverence to stage the play how the playwright @dwdve staged it — it's an act of
reverence to make it bloody godd'She clarified this with regards to Aristophanes,
saying that for her, reverence to the poet was mggkfunny®® Other classicist-adapters,
however, have differing views. Michael Ewans, whtraaslation aimed at performance
is discussed in Chapter TWbpelieves that Aristophanes should only be perfarme

‘straight’, faithful to the meaning of the anciesatipt, with no adaptation at all. He states

8 Gilbert Murray once suggested that the director of a 1908 Royal Court production of the Bacchae
should look at vases in the British Museum for ideas about Greek dress (Sampatakakis 2017: 189). At
least one production of Frogs has used a reference to vases in order to stress its own authenticity. See
Chapter Five, pp.249-90.
8 See Chapter Four, pp.228-32.
8 pelling 2013.
% Cambridge Greek Play Symposium [20 October 2013].
%1pp.159-61.
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thatFrogsis full of names that mean nothing to a modernienak and ‘cannot simply
be glossed over or replaced’ and ‘accordingly fjose[s] “modernized” script®’.By
contrast, Tony Keen, whose planned performancevsred in Chapter Fod?,states,
‘Unlike the Greek tragedians, who warrant translafor the modern stage, Aristophanes
Is a writer who needs adaptation’ and ‘One shoakkdo honour the spirit of what he
wrote, rather than his precise te¥tGamel agrees, saying ‘Substituting allusions 6s¢h

a modern audience can understand...is the onlyteveseate inductive authenticit$.
A sub-question of this thesis is therefore ‘Whakeslat mean to be authentic to
AristophanesFrogs?’ Where adapters have addressed the subject taigk this, but |

will also discuss it in reference to adaptationgmehauthenticity is not a stated aim.

Sources, Evidence, Bibliography

While this thesis aims to provide as much reledstail as possible, geographical and
chronological barriers prevent me undertaking aalyens of equivalent scale into all
productions cited. | do however aim to mention anynproductions as possible in order
to give a complete impression of the performanstohy of the play, and while some will
only be named in passing, when it comes to thehagsally or socially significant
productions, as many as possible will be fleshdd@a greater degree. Regarding the
different kinds of evidence, the most importantrsewvill always be my responses when

I have witnessed a performance of a production Hysbave been lucky enough to
witness a number of live productionsfebgsdiscussed here, as well as several recorded

ones of various quality.

%2 Ewans 2010: 29.
%3 Pp.213-4.
% Keen 2006: 7.
% Gamel 2010: 160.
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With regards to secondary sources, the startingtgor much of the research in this
thesis will be the database of productions providgdhe Archive of Performances of
Greek and Roman Drama at the University of Oxfdrde database is invaluable in
providing an overall picture of the history of pmrhance, as well as furnishing leads for
further research. This initial list has been exmahthrough a number of sources, and it

is estimated that around a third of the productiiissovered are not in the archive.

Academic text® have generally focused on individual productions éese will be
drawn on where relevant. There are several artittheses and other academic resources
that cover individual productions or offer a gemhesarvey without specific detail. In
general, much of the existing research has focuwsed small number of influential
productions, for example various Oxbridge perforoem) Universiteit Stellenbosch’s
Paradox in South Africa and the Sondheim/Shevelove versibiorth American
productions are covered by several well-resear¢tiezigh not necessarily accurate)
theses and articles, although, again, these oftersist of little more than lists of
performances. South African performance is simjlavell-documented, as part of a
sustained interest in post-colonial and apartheildienced theatre. | have found no
dedicated research into performance of Ancient Ksdeama in Australia, New Zealand

or the rest of Africa.

For further research materials | have contactedsited archives of theatres, universities
and schools. Resources are often scarce, butdreresually programmes and articles in
student publications available. In general, thes¢emals are similar to those that have

informed the previous academic research mentiobedes in some cases they actually

% Such as those mentioned above.
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contradict published works and this is noted witlmp research. Indeed, in some case |
have found fairly detailed accounts of productidos which the venue or company

attributed has no record whatsoeveér!

There has been some debate as to the usefulnemshial resources in analysing
performanceé? it is often stressed that live performance is epdral and disappears the
moment the curtain goes down. To a certain extattis true; throughout the thesis |
will be able to react in far more detail to prodons | have seen as opposed to those | am
attempting to reconstruct from other sources otlence. However, for many of the
productions cited in this research, use of archremlources is the only means of
reconstructing them. Archive study has been essdntdeveloping my understanding of
the trends in performance and how these mightrtie wider social and political

phenomena.

In many ways the ‘holy grail' sought by the praotier of this kind of research is
physically obtaining a copy of the adapted scrggtthe play. | am indebted to many
individuals and companies who have allowed me actedheir unpublished scripts.
Whilst it will never be an adequate substitutedeeing the live performance, the script
allows the researcher to understand the level apttion in a production; it will often
include notes on staging and may also go some swagrtls suggesting the themes and
messages that were implied by the production. Tément of live performance that the
script can never reproduce, of course, is the awgdigeaction (the ‘contingency’
mentioned in Hall's breakdown above). For this we @ften reliant on critical reviews,

which are themselves only the opinion of one paldiccritic, whose experience is likely

%7 Most notably in the case of a production at the Experimental College of the University of Wisconsin-
Madison, which a source claims was performed there. See Chapter Five, p.252.
%8 For further details on archives and their usefulness or lack of see Stoian 2002 and Michelakis 2010.
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far removed from that of the average audience memidberever possible | will try to

use a number of reviews in order to offer as biagectrum of reactions as possible.

The unfortunate downside of the vast geographioal ehronological scope of this
research is that many interesting productions cabp@@xplored fully. Archival research
of this nature can raise unexpected barriers: kamgple the archives of Wellington
University were housed in an earthquake damagddibgiand therefore inaccessible.
Some of the older material has been digitised witline access, but a lot has not. For
these productions | have been reliant on help fiibrarians, archivists, academics and
theatre practitioners, who in many cases have g@uonheof their way to assist in my
researc? It is hoped that in future either myself or anottdl be able to undertake

more focused research on those productions that &P

Structure

The thesis is broken down into two main sectioris Tirst section comprises the first
and second chapters, and details the receptioRsogt outside performance. Chapter
One details modern academic receptions of the pbayssing particularly on the two
most prevalent, politics and literary criticism. &pter Two, ‘Transformation,
Transmission and Translation’ bridges the large gmprogs performance history.
Following the original Aristophanic productioftogsdisappears from performance, not
reappearing in any theatrical form until the 16#ntaryl®® The first section of this
chapter therefore details how the play did sunamd speculates as to why it may have

done when so much of classical theatre is losstdtwalso briefly recreates the assumed

% A list of acknowledgements is included at the start of the thesis.
100 |n particular the Malawian version of Frogs, since this is the only recorded classical play in the
country and had some political consequences of its own. See Chapter Seven, pp.330-31.
101 And even then, it wasn’t in a full-length version of Frogs. See Chapter Three.
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journey of the text from Athens to our earliestvdting manuscripts. The chapter next
moves on to translation, beginning by discussing tifficulties with translating
Aristophanic comedy. Finally the chapter surveysrgwranslation oFrogsinto English,
as well as discussing contemporary events in dalksscholarship, translation and theatre

which may have impacted on them.

The second section details the performance recepfiérogsin the English-speaking
world. Chapter Three covers ‘Reflections’, whichtli® term | am using to describe
theatre productions that have possibly been infladnby Frogs either explicitly or
otherwise. The remaining four chapters cover thedtadaptations oFrogs, divided
geographically. Chapter Four focuses on Britain @hapter Five on North America.
Chapter Six will focus solely on the most signifit@roduction ofFrogs that of Burt
Shevelove and Stephen Sondheim, tracing its 60jpeaney from a Yale swimming
pool toFrogs’ sole Broadway appearance. Chapter Seven wilMgtlerformance across
Africa and Australasia. This overall picture of ferformance history of the play serves
to demonstrate how it has appealed to multiple engdis and how they respond
differently to it. Owing to the nature and amouhewvidence available, Chapter Four is

organised chronologically whilst Chapters Five &sden are organised thematically.

A Note on Style

In general | will use the English names for anciemairks, for exampld~rogs and
Prometheus BoundBut my practice is necessarily eclectic and basetthe principle that

| do not want to estrange or distract my reademfray arguments by using unfamiliar
titles. Thus | prefeOedipus Tyrannu® Tyrannosor Rex In some cases | will use the
Greek name for the sake of brevity, for examfilesmophoriazusaather thanNVomen

Celebrating the Thesmophoribwill also use the established English spellmgproper

41



names, for example Aeschylus and not Aiskhylos. M/iHbBe names have appeared
differently in quotation | will retain the spellingsed by the writer | am quoting; some
quotations will also contain American English fbistreason. All translations from Latin

and Greek will be from the most recent Loeb edgiofthe texts, except where otherwise
stated. Translations from any other language velhty own. References from primary
sources — mainly published and unpublished playptscrbut also other media such as
novels — will be included in the text in parentteesBor most modern texts these
references will consist of page numbers; for artdiexts, usually quoted in translation,

they will be line numbers, which are sometimes agarly approximate to one or two

lines since | am usually pointing my reader attthaslation. Other references are given

in footnotes.

Having set the stage by defining my research quesind the scope of the investigation,
identifying previous scholarly contributions to theld, and detailing my sources and
methodology, it is now time to enter the dramatayfand go back to the production
which began the whole history in which | am intéedsthe premiere d¢irogsin Athens

in 405 BC.
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Chapter One

Aristophanes’ Frogs: Modern Academic Interpretations of the Ancient Phy

In this chapter, | return to the original text bétplay. Reviewing modern scholarship on
the subject will make it possible to place the perfance history of the play in a wider
interpretive framework. This chapter serves thepse of setting up the two major (and
broad) strands in academic interpretation that hiafheenced modern performances of
the play: the political and the literary. That thesterpretations ofrogs are the most
discussetf? should come as no surprise, since Aristophanesaeg used contemporary
politics and tragedy as inspiration and subjectenit® For the purposes of this chapter
an exploration of the ways in whi¢hrogs has been interpreted within the time-span of
the most prolific period of performance historyg. itwentieth-century and lat¥ is
required, rather than a traditional historicalrkteire review. Likewise there is no attempt
at a close analysis or commentary on the textrofjs as such an undertaking would

require a thesis of its own.

Pierre Judet de la Combe once saidAghmemnon‘lf a performance succeeds in
convincing the audience, or at least part of iifof/alue, this is not due to the existence
of some shared ideas about what a Greek tragedialbctis, or about what the
Agamemnomeans. There is no agreement on these questidnsoasuch shared ideas:
directors feel no less bewildered about theseatliltfitexts than classicists themselv€s.’
The point stands for comedy as well, as does tHeclithé: that there are as many

opinions abouErogsas there are people to hold them. Whilst Steprainv¢ll’s opinion

102 The religious background to the play, as detailed in Lada-Richards (1999), could constitute a third
significant interpretation. It does, however, cross over with the political aspect, as detailed below,
pp.62-3.
103 yan Steen 2007b: 110.
104 A summary of earlier political interpretations of Aristophanes can be found in Walsh 2009.
105 Judet de la Combe 2005: 273.
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on the play is somewhat anti-interpretati¥&he is not incorrect when he says of the play,
‘to try to ‘mind read’ Aristophanes by extractingsangle message from his work...is
surely to fall into a critical trap as deep as tivb which Dionysus stumble&”
Nevertheless, the first step must be a survey e$e¢hmodern academic discussions,
highlighting opposing views and the various methodical problems with them. That
there is no consensus amongst the academic conyrawat how we should interpret
Frogs is one of the reasons the play lends itself tchsmavide variety of theatrical

adaptations with differing motivations.

Politics

The question of how to read Aristophanes ‘politicak one that has been debated at
length in scholarshif® The discussion has traditionally revolved arounuumber of
guestions: How far did the Aristophanic plays refleontemporary politics? Was
Aristophanes seeking to provide answers or merlgrovoke debate? Is the key to
interpreting the politics of his plays to be foundhe parabasis, where the actors step out
of character to speak directly to the audience?Adistophanes actually have a tangible
impact on Athenian politics? And finally, do anylifoal messages gleaned from the
plays represent the views of the poet himself?tWMe$e questions may not be the right
ones to ask from a performance reception persgedderhaps what is more important is

what can the play bmadeto say, both in the ancient world and today.

The question of what a play ‘means’ is interpretifterently by an academic and a

modern theatrical audience. In the 20th- or 21stweg theatre, the question of what the

106 See below under both Politics and Literary Criticism.
107 Halliwell 2009: 144.
108 The necessarily reductive discussion here omits specific discussion of the significant contributions of,
inter alios, Gomme 1938 and Ruffell 2011.
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original Athenian audience took from the play, dnatvthe play (or author himself)
intended to convey, can be irrelevant. Whetherpllhg can be used to convey what a
modern adapter/director wants it to and what theieance might take from it are more
pressing concerns. That is not to say certain atlaps will not claim to recreate what
they believe to be the message/politics of theimalghowever they have understood it,
perhaps in an attempt to add to the legitimacyeirtmessage. Often this can lead to an
interpretation of the Athenian context that is testo suit the modern production, rather
than the other way rount@® Of course a modern production need not attemsiaio
anything at all, entertainment for the entertaintisesake is not such an alien concept,
and many productions have had success without mgddi contain an explicit (or

sometimes even implicit) message.

There is no doubt that Aristophanic comedy haslaiqed element. This was apparent
even in the first generation of Aristophanes’ antieception: the.ife of Aristophanes
(fr. 42-5 KA) tells us that when the Syracusan nymionysus | wanted to know more
about Athenian politics, Plato sent him a copy oistdphanes’ plays. For the ancient
commentators comedy was seen as a vital part diffgppublic figures to accouht?
Aristophanes himself claims in several of his playbe giving good advice to the city
and the poet was also apparently prosecuted byiticiam on at least one occasibi.
Frogs promises ‘much that's amusing | And much that'soss’ (389-90) whilst

Acharniansstates ‘For even comedy knows about what's rig#a0).

109 For a notable example of this, see the 2013 Theatro Technis version in Chapter Three, pp.220-28.
10 Halliwell 1993: 323.
111 Heath 1997: 239; Robson 2009: 162.
112 By a regular opponent in his early career, Cleon. See below pp.63-4.
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Two influential debating positions about Aristoh@apolitics were developed by Malcolm
Heath and Jeffrey Henderson in the 1980s and SfisHEath, Aristophanic comedy
referenced and used political subject matter, diat hot and was not intended to have
a[n]...effect on political reality’ and ‘did not pise to be a political force'® By contrast
Henderson believes comedy did ‘seek to influend#ipthinking about matters of major
importance™* Whilst Heath and Henderson offer extreme polesafmplex debate that
does not reduce to a simple binary and indeed ftes sought to escape from'tf,| want

to argue that the play responds to an idea ofipality that we would see as closer to
Henderson’s view — one in which Aristophanic comedy not seek to provide all the
answers, although it did offer some explicit piectadvice on occasion. More often the
comedies draw attention to something and provokatge In this sense the plays can be
read as at least in part trying to provoke politdd@ange, while not necessarily giving a

complete picture of what that change should be.

Part of the reason for the persistence of the delsathat we rarely have anything
approaching direct testimony to how the politicahtent of the plays was received by
Aristophanes' audiences. Ancient scholars madeatsbeemptions that historical figures
featured in the plays were guilty of everything sdophanes accused them of, or why
would the Athenians have allowed such defamataiestents in so public a spatié?
Yet the evidence dfnightsindicates otherwise: Cleon’s career does not appeaave
been impacted at all following Aristophanes’ jidésLikewise Heath and Halliwell

suggest that the politician Cleonymus would havenbkarred from public office or

113 Heath 1987: 42.
114 Henderson 1989: 271.
115 And indeed were fundamentally flawed from the outset. See Silk 2000: 308-10.
116 Robson 2009: 164.
117 Robson 2009: 170.
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disenfranchised if he was guilty of throwing hisedth away in battle, as Aristophanes

repeatedly suggested he di8.

Frogs itself, however, is unique in ancient drama, beeawedo have an explicit
statement about how the play was received by iggnal audience, which claims that its
success was due to its political content. The Hg®s toFrogstells us that ‘The play
was so much admired because of the parabasis cedtai it that it was actually restaged,
as Dikaiarchos says.Hfp. 1.39-40)'!° Furthermore, according to the anonymaifs

of Aristophanes, the poet ‘won praise and a crofxsaored olive, which was considered
in worth equal to a golden crown, when he spok#h@trogs about the men who had
been deprived of their right$§?° These two sourcé®d seemingly refer to a specific
passage in the parabasis, which references the batie of Arginusae. The Athenian
navy had been bolstered by the presence of slavésf@lowing their victory the
assembly had awarded citizenship to those who paok InFrogs the chorus praise the
decision to reward the slaves, but also recommieadd-enfranchisement of those who
had lost their citizenship following the failed gdirchic coup which happened previously
in 411. They suggest that, if slaves are being dedcitizenship for their role in a sea
battle, that therefore ‘it’s fitting, in the caskpeople who have fought many a sea battle

at your side, as have their fathers...that yougrattis one misadventure’ (695-700).

For this reason the section on Arginusae and temf@anchisement is generally taken at

face value; even Heath calls this section of thalpssis ‘the one exception to this general

118 Heath 1987: 18; Halliwell 1984: 13. The Aristophanic references to Cleonymus and his shield can be
found at: Clouds 353-4; Wasps 15-27; Peace 670-8 and 1295-304; Birds 288-90 and 1470-81.
119 Translation from Sommerstein 1993: 461.
120 Translation from Lefkowitz 1981: 171.
21 Sommerstein believes the information in the Life also came from the fourth- and third-century
scholar Dicaearchus, since he is quoted as the source of information in the Hypothesis. See Sommerstein
1996: 21, 1993: 462.
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tendency’ of Aristophanic comedy not concerninglitsiith Athenian politics-?? As far
as we are aware a second performance of a comesig waique distinction at this time,
123 and indeed the re-enfranchisement was carriethdate 405, through the Decree of

Patrocleides (Andoc. 1.77-7%

Despite Heath’s assertion that the parabasis igriagliable basis for generalisation about
the advisor’s role in his work? it is difficult to envisage an Aristophanes whmilied
the sum total of his political advice to a seriéires in a single play?® There are other
instances of explicit pieces of advice both witRimgs and other Aristophanic plalfé
but with no corroborating evidence it is diffictdt say whether they were intended to be

taken seriously.

There are some dissenting voices to question tiiemree of the hypothesis. Wehrli
agreed that Dicaearchus is the common source,uggested that the latter may have
known only that there was a second performancehadtmerely speculated as to the
reason why28 Halliwell suggests that a repeat performancedheving year might have
been unlikely owing to Athens’ recent defeat anel tlumber of topical allusions that
even one year later would have made no senseathte second performance may have

been much later and not owing to the advice irptirabasis?®

122 Heath 1987: 19.
123 For further details on the date of the second performance see Chapter Two, p.78n252.
124 Though of course the reliability of Andocides’ On the Mysteries is still being questioned, principally by
Canevaro and Harris 2012. Different parts of Andocides are defended in Sommerstein 2014 and Hansen
2015 (the latter asserts the reliability of Andocides’ account of Patrocleiedes’ decree). Canevaro and
Harris 2017 is a response to Hansen.
125 Heath 1987: 20.
126 Robson 2009: 177.
27 Such as where Acharnians advises keeping hold of the island of Aegina.
128 \Wehrli 1944: 68-9. This view has also been supported by Goldhill 1991: 203; Russo 1994: 335; and
Halliwell 2015: 169-70.
129 Halliwell 2015: 169-70.
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As well as questioning whether tli#ypothesisand Life can be taken at face value,
Goldhill goes on to raise further issues with tlaeabasis and whether the advice was
meant to be followed. Goldhill's issues arise witeils examined in the context of the
whole play, rather than as an independentdhBilk too suggests that the advice in the
parabasis is ‘isolated’ from the rest of the pi#lyYet if we are to take into account the
whole of the play Arginusae is referenced elsewhgyeXanthias at 33-4 and Charon at
190-1, while the Athenian navy is referenced ingaedos, condemning those who harm
the Athenian navy or help the opposing navy (35%-&dd in the naval advice during the
contest (1463-5%*2 Sommersteit?® has also argued (principally against Wehrli) that
Dicaearchus was not speculating about the detHildVehrli is correct, reasons
Sommerstein, why was the parabasis singled outdgylarly worthy of praise? And
why does it describe a ‘crown of sacred olive’, witlee usual reward was one of gold?
Sommerstein goes on to suggest that Dicaearchustesmnight have been an honorific

decree, owing to the presence of the \éemlpvébn appearing in theife — a word that was

common in decrees.

The parabasis also criticises contemporary popylgliticians, comparing them
unfavourably to more aristocratic leaders of thsetpAnd so in the parabasis we find a
metaphor using coinage (718-37) to represent thig hreed of bad politicians, as
exemplified by Cleophon. The chorus leader stdtssdften struck us that the city deals
with its fine upstanding citizens just as well aghwhe old coinage and the new gold’
(718-9). Owing to a monetary crisis and shortaggleér the traditional solid silver coins

of Athens had been diluted with silver-plated bgpins. Whereas the old silver coins

130 Goldhill 1991: 203.
131 5jlk 2000: 317-8.
132 Also see below, p.58.
133 Sommerstein 1993: 462-3.
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had been trusted all over the Greek world, forengmchants would not take the new ones.
To solve this problem the Athenians stripped thiel fmm the temples and melted this
down to make solid gold coins, worth too much feg ordinary citizen to use but reliable
enough for foreigners to accept. The chorus leader continues ‘the finest of cans..
make no use of them; instead we use these crumppecs, struck just yesterday or the
day before with a stamp of the lowest quality’ (¥21 So the chorus urge the audience
to return to trusting ‘outstanding men, men broughin wrestling schools, choruses, and
the arts’ (729) and rejecting ‘the coppers, theralj the redheads, bad people with bad
ancestors’ (730%%° Just as Athens makes more use of the baser niestéad of the
traditional silver and gold, so it makes use of tlegver breed of politicians instead of

those who are well-educated and experienced.

Goldhill also dismisses the other advice offeredha parabasis, although there are
counter-arguments to each of his dismissals. Theushclaim that ‘It's right and proper
for the sacred chorus to help give good adviceiasiduction to the city’ (686-7). Yet,
Goldhill tells ust*® the whole point of Dionysus’ journey Frogsis to bring back a poet

to give good advice. Goldhill does miss somethiagehwhich is that Dionysus’ initial
intentions have nothing to do with the city; heaiding purely for selfish reasoh¥.
Regarding the chorus’ advice to make use of thasestanding men’, Goldhill recognises
the re-use of the termevvadac, meaning noble. This term is used to describe both
Xanthias (179, 640) and to make fun of Dionysus3{48). The Dionysus reference is
the lines immediately following the parabasis, amdGoldhill this creates a paradox

where Dionysus is immediately made fun of for beimbat the chorus have just

134 Dover 1993: 281; Griffith 2013: 46-7.
135 Dover 1993: 69.
136 Goldhill 1991: 204-5.
137 See below, pp.56-7.
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praised:*® Again Goldhill leaves out that the tegavvadag is not used by the chorus in
the parabasis. Instead they usgevrc (well-born) andodepwv (of sound mind). The

termypnotoc (good) is used for both Xanthias (much earliethie play at 179) and to

describe the preferred leaders in the parabasist ista much more generic tef.

Regarding Goldhill's comments on the advice to ma&e of other people’s talent, we
should bear in mind that one of the recurring theofethe play is the bringing back and
making use of past talent. After all, bringing bas&schylus, as opposed to the more
modern Euripides, is the conclusion of the contdshce also the mention of the general
Alcibiades inFrogs Alcibiades is an example of an easy target whsurprisingly not
criticised in comic poetry*° Aristophanes made fun of his lisfyésps44), but he did not
criticise his character. The general was from astaratic family and therefore is
representative of those ‘outstanding men’. Durimg tcontest sequence the two
contestants are asked their opinion on Alcibiad&sth agree he is dangerous but
Aeschylus advocates that the city still uses hibgiawith caution. He states,

It's best to rear no lion in the city*

If you do raise one to maturity then cater to itsyss (1431-2)
The fact that both poets advise that Alcibiadesikhbe used with caution underlines the
force of this advice. In reality Alcibiades was netalled and, according to Plutarch, was
killed in 404 BC by Persians at the behest of thartan general Lysandehl€ibiades

39).

138 Goldhill 1991: 203-4.
139 For example it is used for the chorus’ ‘good advice’ at 686.
140 Sommerstein 1996b: 334-5; Robson 2007: 179. Although there is some suggestion he had an ongoing
rivalry with Eupolis and was criticised in the comedian’s play Bathers (415BC), see Gribble 1999: 32.
141 An apparent authorial variant states ‘It’s not good to rear a lion cub in the city.’
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Goldhill's argument is therefore not convincingdaadvocates of a political reading of
Frogsalternatively claim these passages as suppotigigdrgument. Sommerstein sees
this element as part of an ongoing advocacy of what calls an ‘alternative
democracy*? This includes four major elements: abolition ofym&nt for civic
functions!*® repression of sycophancy, promotion of ‘well-band well-educated’
leaders, and peace with Sparta. As well as makeg niistake of trying to read
Aristophanes’ own thoughts from his playéthis theory also assumes that the poet had
a consistent political stance throughout his cak®drhe principal plays that demonstrate
this for Sommerstein includ&charniand*® andWealth two plays nearly 40 years apart
and at the opposite ends of Aristophanes’ extarpgusd*’ Yet for Sommerstein it is no
coincidence that these were some of the policiasted during both the oligarchic coup
of 411 (those thdrogs argues should be forgiven) and by the Thirty Tisamho were

put in power by Sparta following Athens’ defeatipy 148

Whilst | would argue that the politics of the playr® not as specific or consistent in this
area as Sommerstein claims throughout Aristophasesger, the idea of bringing back
past talentwas representative of a wider theme, present in a eumb Aristophanic

comedies? a hazy nostalgia for the days of Athens’ heighyni§ied by the victories

142 See Sommerstein 2005: 196-201.
143 |n particular for jury service, cf. Frogs 1466.
144 Robson 2009: 163.
145 To say nothing of the danger of making any overall assumption given we have only a quarter of
Aristophanes’ plays available to us (Van Steen 2007b: 108).
146 Acharnians suggests another problem with the consistency of Sommerstein’s theory, since the play
features and makes fun of the general Lamachus as a symbol of continuing war, yet Frogs (1039-42)
names him as one of the heroic warriors inspired by Aeschylus (Silk 2000 346).
147 Although of course the extant Wealth was the second version, with the original having been
performed 20 years earlier. See Sommerstein 2001: 28-33.
148 sommerstein 2005: 201-2.
149 And in other comedians’ works as well: Eupolis’ Demes brought back Solon, Miltiades, Aristides and
Pericles from the dead.
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over Persia at Marathon and Salamis half a cenpefgre. InPeacethe principal
character of Trygaeus says at his wedding thatshewld:

...move all our equipment back to the countrytrigbw,

dancing and pouring libations and driving Hyperlsaduvay,

and making prayers to the gods

that they grant prosperity to the Greeks

and help us produce lots of barley,

all of us alike, and lots of wine,

and figs to nibble,

and that our wives bear us children,

and together we recover all that we lost

just as it was to begin with,

and have done with the shining blade. (1318-29)
It is perhaps safe to assume that not many audieecebers would have disagreed with

this wish list!>°

Frogs takes this nostalgic longing for the good old dayd recreates it throughout the
play, and, as mentioned, uses it as an excusditiser both the politicians and the poets
of its time. This seems to be the motivation fa thsult of the contest sequence, where
Aeschylus, who fought at Marathon, defeats Euripideeschylus accuses Euripides of
turning the ‘men with an aura of spears, lancedsteadrested helmets, green berets,
greaves, and seven-ply oxhide hearts’ (1015-7)‘amec shirkers, vulgarians, imps, and

criminals’ (1014-5). For Kenneth Dover this is aart-cut political message: ‘The heroic

150 Robson 2007: 172.
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ideals of Aeschylean tragedy will preserve the,ditg unsettling realism of Euripidean

tragedy will subvert itt>?

I would argue the intent is not as firm as thig] #me main inspiration for the contest is
the literary angle, as discussed below. There nistever, be a winner, and picking
Aeschylus fits neatly with this Aristophanic sengimtality for an older, more
conservative Athens. Halliwell agrees, stating tihas ‘hard to interpret [Aeschylus’
victory] as anything more than an exercise in cathjchazy nostalgia'>? Alternatively,
Aeschylus wins because his emotive poetry is muspiiational to the Athenians than
Euripides’ analytical styl&>3 Either way, Aeschylus wins because of what heasgnts,

not because he is the better poet.

Hence Aeschylus is identified with the heroes ofimguch as Achilles, when the chorus
address the tragic poet as Achilles (992), itsetjuate from Aeschylus’ own play
Myrmidons(fr.131)* Another line from the Aeschylean play (fr.132)aiso used by
Euripides to make fun of Aeschylus, when he rephateses the line ‘Aiee the strike! —
draw you not near to the rescue?’ (1264ff) to @eatcomedic version of Aeschylus’
lyrics. This is part of an ongoing intertextuakitith Myrmidons starting with Aeschylus’
first entrance at 838> For around ten lines Aeschylus remains silenth iitonysus
asking ‘Why so quiet, Aeschylus?’ (832) To whichripides responds ‘He’ll be
haughtily aloof at first, just the way he triednystify us in his tragedies.’ (833-4) This
criticism of Aeschylus’ own silence foreshadowsatet criticism (see below), where

Euripides accuses Aeschylus of opening his plays wicharacter on stage in silence.

51 Dover 1993: 69.
152 Halliwell 2015: 157.
153 Nelson 2016: 278ff.
154 Sommerstein 1996: 19-20.
155 Taplin 1972: 60.
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One of the characters he names is Achilles andstinilantiquity there was some debate
over whether the Achilles in question was frédgrmidonsor Phrygians(the first and
third plays of theAchilleis trilogy), modern scholars have concluded that pley
referenced wablyrmidons!®® It has also been suggested that the Aeschylushéslink

is reinforced by the weighing scene, which parogiegyhing scenes in Aeschylus’ lost
plays,Psychostasidwhere Zeus weighs the soul of Achilles againsiivien’s), and the
afore-mentionedPhrygians (in which Hector's body is ransomed for his weig

gold) 1%’

Many contemporary politicians are criticised thrbagt the play, bufFrogs is less
concerned with a sustained political criticism tismme of Aristophanes’ earlier plays,
where he reproduces the language of political kftfcOld Comedy was frequently
critical of prominent politicians, with Carey hypessising that this was their way of
dealing with the paradox of these much-needed gtpofiticians being at odds with the
democratic process? Yet not all politicians were treated equally: Aoishanes and his
fellow poets seem never to have attacked publioéig from landed, aristocratic families.
Instead their attacks are reserved for the popuakshagogic supporters of radical
democracy®® As well as by the comic poets, this bias is aispldyed by other writers
such as Thucydides and Aristotfé. Therefore how far these attacks were a
demonstration of Aristophanes’ personal bias, oretgean example of the popular

discourse at the time, will remain a source of teb3

156 See Taplin 1972: 62-9.
157 Revermann 2013: 121-2.
158 Knights is the principal example. See Heath 1997: 232-3 for a breakdown of the similarities between
this play and political language of the time.
159 Carey 1994: 75.
160 Sommerstein 1996b: 334; Robson 2009: 179.
161 Carey 1994: 78-9.
162 | owe 2007: 58-9.
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In Frogs the demagogue Cleophon, well-known as havingtegepeace talks with the
Spartans several timé® was the principal target of Aristophanes’ mockere is
mentioned by name in the parabasis, together Wwehramours that he was not of pure
Athenian blood, allegedly having a Thracian motlz.is also mentioned at the end of
the play, with the chorus saying as the closingdithat, if Cleophon wishes to continue
fighting, he can do it on ‘his own native soil’ @%. Prior to this Pluto has handed some
items to Aeschylus saying ‘And take this and giveiCleophon’ (1504). These items
are believed to be a knife or other method of sieieéind, therefore, the line foreshadows
Cleophon’s execution the following year. Sommerstauggests that a second
performance ofrogs in 404 may have been supported as an attemptriopiublic
opinion further against Cleophon. We can only sfaewver how much Aristophanes
may have been complicit in this actitht;however Aristophanes was by no means the
only comic poet to criticise Cleophon. CompetingiagtFrogs at the Lenaea that year,
and finishing third overall, wa€leophonby Plato PCG. vii.57-64), which included

another attack on the politiciafr.

There are other specific pieces of political adwcthe play, but they have created more
debate than the Arginusae reference. At the timinefperformance dfrogs Athens
was less than a year away from final defeat to t8pao the play has often been
interpreted with this in mind: any advice offeredishbe working towards the goal of
winning the war. Yet the idea of Dionysus’ jourri®sing to save Athens — the play is not
clear on what Athens is to be saved from — is amipduced explicitly at the very end

of the play. Dionysus’ initial motivation to brinigack Euripides is entirely selfisf

163 Roberts 2005: 159.
164 Sommerstein 1996: 22-3; Sommerstein 1993: 466-7, Robson 2009: 178.
165 The second place play was The Muses by Phrynichus, which featured a tribute and obituary to
Sophocles. See Sommerstein 1996: 1.
166 Heath 1987: 45; Sommerstein 1996: 12; Nelson 2016: 272-3.
56



Heath has suggested that Athens’ desperate stateasic invention: yes, they were
losing the war, but if things were that bad Arigtapes would not have been able to write
such funny comedi€’$! They were funny, says Heath, precisely becausaudénce
recognised them as being untt§&For Heath this is evidence that the play was resmh

to be political and the later mentions of saving tity were inserted when convenient

merely as a comedic trop®.

Any other specific pieces of political advice amitarly debatable. As the final question
of the contest, Dionysus asks each poet for ‘oneenuea you have about the city’s
salvation’ (1435-6). The text of their replies H@come jumbled in transmission, but
there are three pieces of advice. Most scholaraytegree that of the three, only two
would have been included in each of the performsirtbe third replacing one of the other
two for the second performance. Euripides givesatigird suggestion of flying over the
opposing navy and spraying vinegar in their eyés. §econd, disputed® piece of advice
IS more serious in nature, suggesting that otheplpeshould be in command, saying ‘If
we’re faring poorly with the current bunch, how \dnit we find salvation if we did the
opposite?’ (1449-50) This is similar to the advakered by the parabasis, to stop
following Cleophon and the other popular demagoguesreturn to trusting the ‘well-
born’ (728). It is also echoed in the opening taridethenesFirst Philippic, when he

says of the ‘regular speakers’: ‘if in the pasirtlaglvice had been sound, there would be

167 A slightly strange assertion; humour was known to have been a coping mechanism for those suffering
under the Nazi regime for example. Philosopher and Auschwitz survivor Emil Fackenheim said “We kept
our morale through humor” (Fackenheim 1978: 60). See also Lipman 1991 and Herzog 2007.
168 Heath 1987: 23.
169 Heath 1987: 45-6.
170 Scholars have disagreed on the division, order and authenticity of the various lines. MacDowell 1959,
sums up the various options and settles on all three pieces of advice being given. Sommerstein and
Dover both believe that only two out of the three pieces of advice would have been given at once,
although they assign the disputed advice to different speakers. Sommerstein gives the lines as an
alternative to Euripides’ absurd advice. Dover assigns the lines to Aeschylus, since the poet’s original
advice regarding the fleet would have made no sense following its destruction at Aegospotami. See
Sommerstein 1996: 286-8 and Dover 1993: 373-6.
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no need for deliberation to-dayDém4.1) It seems likely that both Aristophanes and
Demosthenes were tapping into a rhetorical tropeAlthens was faring poorly under the

current set of leaders and that a change was eetftiir

Aeschylus’ advice is that the city will be victousr ‘When they think of the enemy’s
country as their own, and their own as the enenayid;the fleet as their wealth; and their
wealth as despair.” (1463-5) This advice is cleafatlthough Heath calls it
‘nonsensicalt’?; Aeschylus is advocating that the Athenians doattmpt to face the
Spartans on land and in fact should abandon Atacthe invading force. Instead the
Athenians should put their trust in their shipsisiit recognisable as being both the policy
pursued by Pericles at the start of hostilitieshwdparta, and earlier the strategy that
defeated the Persians at the Battle of Salamistenheschylus himself is presumed to
have fought® Pericles himself was the target of a number difcisims by Aristophanes
(such asAcharnians524-31 andPeace603-11) and therefore the association cannot be
pushed too far. At any rate Aristophanes did niatcitPericles with the same venom as
he did Cleon and Cleophon, in the same mannerTtmatydides praises Pericles while

attacking the later populist demagogues.

Following the questions on Alcibiades and Athengnysus is still at a loss as to who
should win the contest. After being forced by Plid@nysus chooses the poet ‘that my
soul wishes to choose’ (1467-8f.Many scholars have stated that it is the politchlice
that prompts the decisidr® in contrast others have suggested that this snéafly an

arbitrary choice, and that there is actually najrimseparate the two poét§ But whilst

171 Heath 1997: 232.
172 Heath 1987: 20.
173 Griffith 2013: 78.
174 Grube 1965: 72; Habash 2002: 14.
175 Halliwell 2009 gives an overview of them at 146n90 then alternate opinions at 146n91.
176 Sjlk 2000: 366-7; Halliwell 2009: 145. Also see below under Literary Criticism.
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dramatically the scene could be played either watyy Dionysus immediately judging
after Aeschylus’ advice or delaying further, inligaAeschylus must come out on top to
fit the overarching theme of the play. Even if Dyeus as judge cannot see it, Aeschylus
has been getting the better of Euripides throughiét contest. Aeschylus, as
representative of the old way of doing things, e aristocratic Alcibiades, must win
rather than Euripides, who might represent the d@aia politicians like Cleophon and
Theramenes. Because of this, the contest echodiseimes seen earlier in the parabasis:
the debasement of the coinage, the decline of therdan people and politicians and the

forgiveness of those involved in the oligarchic gou

One of the most important political aspectg-obgs that is often left out of scholarly
debate is the portrayal of slavery. The involven@nglaves in the battle at Arginusae
and the mention of their enfranchisement in thalpasis might have brought this issue
to the forefront of the minds of Athenian audienddso in the play we have the character
of Xanthias, the earliest example in extant Old €dynof a slave who laughs at and
sometimes gets the better of his master. Previalales had only been used to explain
things to the audience or provide comedy by bemglised!’® Here for the first tim&®

is a slave who, for much of the play, shares amldgjlling with his master and can speak
with his master on virtually the same terms. Indeeldile he shows some elements of
cowardice and weakness, on many occasions hevsipto be the quicker witted of the
two protagonists. Only much later in the revisesin of\Wealth(388 BC) will another
slave be featured in such a prominent role, wheto@&s allowed to speak to one citizen
as if to an equal and to strip another. Xanthiagire influence on theatre is strong, with

Alexis Solomos tracing his descendants filenogs, by way of Carion itWealth through

177 Heath 1987: 20-1.
178 Dover 1993: 43.
179 Although Walin 2009 argues that the unnamed slave of Trygaeus in Peace is an earlier example.
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Middle, New and Roman comedy all the way up to nmooglern examples such as the
Spanish Sancho Panza or the English ‘intellectoal.£8° While there might not be
something of Xanthias in all these examples, hakigion does mark an apparent turning

point and possibly, as Solomos puts it, ‘the tvitigf masters and the dawn of slavés’.

It could be argued this role for Xanthias reflextshanging attitude towards some of the
slaves in Athens, particularly those that had esty been freed for taking part in the
Athenian victory at Arginusae. As mentioned pregiguthis event is referenced
throughout, by Xanthias (33-4), Charon (190-2) amthe parabasis (693-%7 As this
had only happened the previous year, there mayhag# been ex-slaves watching a play
for the first time and indeed the passages aboukld@mve been deliberately written to
attract their applause. Suddenly it was not just skave who was being beaten for
comedy, but the master as well, something that dvoat have been lost on ex-slaves in
the audience who may have experienced this theeséRl The rowing scene, where
Arginusae is referenced, may also be part of késDover puts it ‘the implications of a
contrast between a foolish master who cannot ravealold slave who could have won

his freedom by rowing cannot have escaped Aristophar his audiencé®

Similarly Aristophanes may be on dangerous grouil that same audience when, as
previously mentioned, the parabasis advised rearafising those who had been
involved with the Four Hundred during their oligaiccoup. The chorus do not disagree
with the rewarding of the slaves — in a complicgpedsage the chorus leader seems to

say ‘| applaud it as being your only intelligentian’ (696) — but it is a precedent that

180 Splomos 1974: 211-2.
181 Solomos 1974: 212.
182 Dover 1993: 49.
183 Hall 2006: 200 and Hunt 2001: passim.
184 Dover 1993: 49-50.
60



should be extended to those on the side of thedootigarchs if they are also fighting

for Athens.

The idea of the hypocrisy of granting concessianslaves and not citizens mirrors the
action of the play somewhat. During the first ladithe play Dionysus and Xanthias swap
statuses, just as the citizens and slaves of Atbleaisged statuses. When they are both
beaten by Aeacus, Dionysus, the god, finds hinmela level with Xanthias, the slave.
The baser population of the underworld supportingdes and causing trouble there
echoes the situation in Athens, with the groupaaf bulers whom Euripides’ tragedy has
encouraged. Just before the parabasis, things tstdgll into their proper place as
Dionysus is finally recognised and invited intot®ls house, where at the end of the play
he will be entertained by Pluto himself. After tharabasis Xanthias and the slave of
Pluto confirm their mutual statuses by shaking Isaarttl exchanging kisses (754). With
the natural order restored, Dionysus has put thilge in Hades, just as he hopes to do

with Aeschylus back in Athert§>

Of course, as soon as Xanthias’ conversation Wwelstave of Pluto has set up the contest,
he leaves the stage, never to return. In pradtcals this is necessary so that the actor is
freed up to play another role, probably either Agtcs or Euripides. However, in terms
of the plot he is cast aside as soon as he isngetamportant. For a prominent character
to completely disappear from the stage was commadsreek theatre, the most obvious
example being Electra inibation Bearers® Despite this, the figure of Xanthias will

become an important part of the performance remeptf the play?’ and as a

185 Segal 1961: 52-3.

186 Griffith 2013: 209. Griffith also notes the suggestion from some that the eponymous heroine of

Lysistrata possibly exits the stage during the closing scene. At the very least she is silent whilst the

Athenian and Spartan soldiers deliberate.

187 Most notably see Chapter Five, pp.271-3 for the interest in the play from ethnic minorities in the US.
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consequence he is never absent from the secondohafhodern adaptatiort&®
Aristophanes’ extant text does not give any indicatvhether he joins the exodos and
returns to Athens with his master. So, whilst Xaghs a more crucial character than the
slaves who were previously seen in comic thea&eldes not quite have the same agency

that his comic descendants will have.

A further facet of the politicial element &fogsis found within the religious and cultic
interpretation of the play. This interpretationdscussed at length in Lada-Richards
1999, but it crosses over into politics via LadatRirds’ suggestion th&trogs is a
metaphor for Dionysus’ cultic initiation into beirggbetter citizen of Athens. She uses
Arnold van Gennep’s theol§? on the three stages of initiation: ‘separatiorfiene the
prospective initiate symbolically leaves behindithHermer self; ‘limen’, where they
exists between the two states; and ‘aggregatioheres they re-enter society as an
initiate 1°° Dionysus’ ‘separation’ occurs in the opening lingfsthe play, when he
expresses detachment from the Athenian audienbe &sunable to laugh at the jokes
they would laugh at. This prompts his journey, ascénnot be content with the current
group of tragic poet¥! Dionysus’ ‘limen’ occurs when he is unable to guise himself
(i.e. his former identity) in the songs of eithlee frogs (213) or the Initiates (215-6) and
his not acknowledging references to his own samietsiand cultic rite$?> Furthermore
he undergoes certain trials as part of his indigti either threatened or actual:

‘apparitions’; ‘dismemberment’; ‘flagellation’; andtual nudity’.®® The ‘aggregation’

188 Excepting of course straight translations of the play, although usually he remains onstage as a silent
character. The modern adaptation that brings us closest to his Aristophanic absence is the 1996 National
Theatre production, where the actor playing Xanthias also doubles as Euripides. Following Euripides’
defeat Xanthias returns for the exodos. See Chapter Four, p.208-12.
189 Found in van Gennep 1960.
190 | ada-Richards 1999: 46-7.
191 | ada-Richards 1999: 55-6.
192 | ada-Richards 1999: 59-60.
193 Lada-Richards 1999: 71-8.
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then, occurs when Dionysus realises that his naedshe city’'s needs are the same. He
is no longer disconnected from the Athenian audieatd is reborn as one of thét.
Just as poetry and theatre are meant to creater lmtizens, so to does Dionysus’

initiation make him a better member of the polis.

In the absence of significant corroborating evigenas difficult to say what difference
Aristophanes, and comedy as whole, may have mattie faolitical life of Athens. There
IS some a suggestion that comic poets would useplags to further their own political
aims, the poet Hermippus possibly both criticisedidfes (fr. 47) and prosecuted his
lover Aspasia (PlutPericles32), but this evidence is far from compelling, ®evkit is
reliable!®® It is true that Aristophanes’ advice in the pasabafFrogswas enacted, but
itis possible he was merely giving voice to sonmghhat was strongly supported already
in the city. The same could be said of the unfatearcoincidence that two of his targets,
Socrates and Cleophon, were put to death followitacks inCloudsandFrogs and a
third, Hyperbolus, was ostracised and later mudi&feIn Plato’s Apology (18d),
Socrates states that the most serious accusagaistahim came from a comic poet. Yet
scholars have disagreed on whether he is therédgneg the blame for his trial on

Aristophanes, or is stating that there are no ssraharges against hitt.

As mentioned, Aristophanes’ most vehement attaelesnsto have had no impact on
Cleon’s career, yet the politician appeared tokhiney had some effect on Athens itself
since he brought charges against the poet fordmsients about the city Babylonians

albeit unsuccessfull§f® For Halliwell Babyloniands proof that comedy did not have that

194 Lada-Richards 1999: 109.
195 Carey 1994: 81.
1% Hyperbolus was still being mentioned by name in Frogs (570) 6 or 7 years after his death. He was also
the subject of plays by Plato and Eupolis. See Baldwin 1971: 151 and Sommerstein 1996b: 333.
197 Halliwell 1993: 336; Robson 2009: 184.
198 Goldhill 1991: 191; Robson 2009: 185.
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great an influence, since there would be evidehceooe prosecutions than this one if it
was!% One final piece of evidence in favour of thinkithgt comedy did, or at least was
perceived to, have a tangible effect is that wevkfimm the scholia that in 440BC a
decree was briefly enacted that restricted comedickery. Whilst the political climate
may have been very different at that time comp#wetD5 and we do not know what or
who this was mockery of, at the very least it iraplithat there was a real sense that

comedy was having some sort of real-world imp&tt.

Literary Criticism

The second broad strand of interpretation isfnajsis not just a comedy but a piece of
literary criticism. The term literary criticism itself is perhaps misleading, since we are
not referring just to written literature here. Thlerase has been used to encompass how
Frogs incorporates, parodies and critiques the performpedtry of Aeschylus and
Euripides. Tragic authors and their works were aggaly referenced and parodied in
Aristophanes’ plays=rogs has been seen as one of the prime examples dfabison,
since it devotes over half of its length to theteshbetween Aeschylus and Euripides.
This section has been given a far larger shardtention than the rest of the ptay
(excepting possibly the parabasis) and in the saareer as politics, there is some debate
over how serious this sequence is meant to be. Sost@mn boldly calls the contest ‘the

earliest sustained piece of literary criticism $ving in the Western traditiorf%?

But, like the politics, the contest does not havde taken at face value. It is not really a

simple question of who is the better poet: as meetl Aeschylus wins because of what

199 Halliwell 1993: 338-9.
200 Sommerstein 1996b: 332; Robson 2009: 185.
201 somewhat ironically it is the part of the play that causes the most difficulty for later adaptations,
something that will be made clear throughout the rest of this thesis.
202 sommerstein 1996: 14.
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he represent€? Frogs does not simply examine poetry, but interrogatesrole of the
poets themselves. Again it raises questions anebges debate, this time about what the
role of a poet should be in Athens. It is an ideat haturally has ties to Aristophanes’

own self-presentation and comedy’s role in thetpsliof the city, as discussed above.

The contest is a dramatic device that the audienigdt expect from Aristophanic
comedy, though not quite in this form. In sevefahostophanes’ previous plays the hero
IS victorious in an agon just prior to the parabasnjoying the outcome of his victory in
the latter part of the play. Frogs, however, the contest, including an epirrhemajmna
constitutes most of the latter part of the play,aviuilst Aristophanes may have parodied
Euripides in earlier plays, nowhere else in hisaekplays do we see such an in-depth
analysis of poetic content. A comedic play may lmetas familiar a forum for ‘serious’
literary criticism as we would expect to see today, we are used to the idea of parody

and comedy as a critique of popular culture.

We do not know how familiar the audience might hdeen with Aeschylus’ and
Euripides’ tragedy. Since Euripides’ plays werd being produced we might of course
expect a strong degree of familiarity with thosat Beschylus’ last trilogy, th®resteia
had been mounted in 458BC, so it is highly likddgttmost of the audience had never
seen an original production of one of his playst&iely Aristophanes, born c.450, never
did. Frogs tells us (868-FP* that Aeschylus’ plays survived his death and wsdik

performed, though we have little evidence of whenvbere this happened® Also

203 See above, pp.53-4.
204 As do a number of other sources: Scholia on Acharnians. 10; Quintilian’s Institutes of Oratory 10.1.66;
and Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius. 6.11. The Life of Aeschylus (12-3) tells us that an Athenian decree
stated that anyone who wished to produce an Aeschylean play after the tragedian’s death would be
granted a chorus and that his plays continued to posthumously win competitions.
205 At least in Athens itself. Performance outside the city is well documented, see Taplin 1993; Csapo
2010; Bosher 2012.
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whether these revivals recreated exactly the sgagimd choreography of Aeschylus’
original plays we cannot kno#® There are several references to the staging of
Aeschylean tragedy irFrogs for example Euripides criticising how Aeschylus’
characters would often stand on stage in silendbeaprologue, as well as extensive
guotations. Their inclusion implies the audienceemexpected to be familiar with the
Aeschylean plays, either through collective menadiyeir original performance or from

revivals.

In the same way that he consistently targetedipalifigures, so too did Aristophanes
portray and parody tragic poets. Beginning wittharniansn 425 and ending witRrogs

in 405, Aristophanes composed a series of playsiwhiominently featured tragedy.
Principally these plays featured Euripides as thjeat ofridicule?®® Whilst other comic
poets of the age wrote plays concerning poetryl geares, there seems to be no evidence
for the level of preoccupation with tragedy thaiséaphanes ha#® nor any evidence

that Aristophanes or anyone else used tragedydautisat twenty year pericd®

Written copies of tragic plays were likely to beadable and indeed Aristophanes himself
must have had access to written copies in ordeggmduce them ifrogs?!! Yet, in a
similar manner to the problems of performance, dh&sipts probably did not include
notes on stage directions, costume or anything ¢tia@ dialogué’? What is noticeable
is that Aristophanes shows a familiarity with theeeder workings of Euripidean tragedy;

more so than he does with Aeschylus’ texts. Ofideatifiable references to tragedies

206 Griffith 2013: 116.
207 5jlk 1993: 477.
208 Heath 1987: 45.
209 51k 1993: 477-8.
210 51k 2000: 49.
211 See Chapter Two, p.79 for more on the availability of written plays.
212 For a full discussion of actor’s copies of scripts, with further bibliography, see Hall 2006: 39-48.
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found inFrogs, 20 of Aeschylus are cited, compared to 45 fromgEes?'® This is true
not just ofFrogs but of other plays that parody Euripid€eesmophoriazusg850-928)
contains a lengthy parody of Euripidé&len which would only have been possible with
the written text of the tragedy? And Aristophanes’ utilisation of Euripides’ poetyges
beyond the explicit criticism and parody found withhe contest. The tragic poet is
paraphrased without acknowledgement throughoutt naiably after Euripides reminds
Dionysus (incorrectly as far as the audience has)sihat he swore to bring him back
from the underworld. Dionysus states, ‘It was mwygwee that swore: I'm choosing
Aeschylus’ (1471), a paraphrasatppolytus612, when the eponymous character states
‘My tongue swore, but my mind is not on oath.” Dysas had already misquoted the
same line earlier ifrogsat 101-2 and had paraphrased it befor&dh@esmophoriazusae
when Euripides’ relative makes the tragic poet sw@aelp him if he gets into trouble at
the festival, adding, ‘Well then, remember thatrybeart has sworn, and | didn’t get the

promise only from your tongue!’ (275-6%

Within Frogsthe nature of the contest and literary criticisrayglinto the repeated idea
of the old ways being good and the new being bae. dontest is described agwv

copiang (882), a contest to see which poet has the greatgin. Dover speaks of the
difficulty of translatingcopia andcopdg, saying it is often appropriate to translate it as
‘wisdom’, though this is not a term we generally wghen describing the quality of a
poet. Although the words can be used sarcastidaliyer claimssopog never has the
negative connotations of the English word ‘clevé? During the contest sequence

Aeschylus asks Euripides to sum up what it is t@lg@od poet. Euripides replies with

213 All seven extant Aeschylean plays are quoted, see Lowe 1993: 73.
214 Lowe 1993: 72.
215 Robson 2009: 112.
216 Dover 1993: 12.
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de&10tnc andvovbeaia, ‘skill’ and ‘good counsel’. He states, ‘Skill agdod counsel, and
because we make people better members of their cortigs’ (1009-10). This at least
Aeschylus and Euripides can agree eopia then is the combination ét&iotc and

vovbBeoia, though each asserts his approach is better as faorality is concerned.

We may ask whether this definition of poetry isiavention ofFrogs or was a widely
held belief. The play makes a number of referetaése role of a poet as a teacher (1022,
1026, 1041f) indicating for Dover that there mustvén been some kind of popular
consensus on this rofé” And in Plato’sRepubli¢ poetry (in particular Homer) is to be
banned from the ideal city, since it competes witilosophy as a source of education

(10.606e-607b}8

Yet, paradoxically, inFrogs criticism of Euripides is strongly linked with Satic
philosophy. Euripides claims to have ‘taught thpseple how to talk’ (954) then later
‘encouraged these people to think’ (971). Aeschgtitgcises this, as do the chorus after
the contest has been decided. Socrates is mentyneaime, when the chorus state:

So what'’s stylish is not to sit

beside Socrates and chatter,

casting the arts aside

and ignoring the best

of the tragedian’s cratft.

to hang around killing time

in pretentious conversation

and hairsplitting twaddle

217 Dover 1993: 35-6.
218 Goldhill 1991: 167-8.
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is the mark of a man who'’s lost his mind. (1491-9)

The criticism of Euripides mentions that the tatkprevents young men from exercising

and breeds indiscipline in the city (1069-72). Ehés a clear comparison with the

criticism of Socratic philosophy i€loudsand a clear echo @louds kevag 6¢ tag

noraiotpag (1054) inFrogs 1] Eexévoosv 1dg te modaiotpag (1070)%°

Since the two elements of good poetry we&t&otng andvovbeoia, both form part of
Dionysus’ judgement of poetry. To this Griffith &seto add a third category of
judgement, that of knowledge or truthfulness, whineh argues is shown historically
through Homer calling upon the muses to help hicaliehe names of the Achaean ship
commanders alliad 2.484-93, because as he says of them, ‘you are ted you
know.’?2%In practice, howeveFrogs mainly concerns itself witde£16tnc andvovdeaia,
and Griffith’s truthfulness is included simply aarpof vovbecia. The first part of the
contest is therefore abowutvbesio and what form this must take. The pair discussrgoe
functioning as mimesis, where the poetry imitaifesand in turn life imitates the poetry.
Aeschylus criticises Euripides for telling storggsout cheating wives and other immoral
stories (1043ff); Euripides’ response is that the@eee already established myths. To this
Aeschylus replies that it is the poet's duty toriceal what's wicked’ (1053), but
Euripides’ idea of the truth is that it should nelve compromised and poetry should relay
everything from the best to worst of real life. 8yntrast, Aeschylus feels that elements
should be hidden in the service of good counselatiist must censor parts of real life to

set a better exampfé! Both poets agree that Euripides moved tragedy frernic events

219 Dover 1993: 326.
220 Griffith 2013: 91.
221 Griffith 2013: 106.
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to a more domestic stage; where the two diffenisvbether that is a good or bad thfd8.

A number of methods of how to judgevbescio are suggested, but each time these
methods are subjectedreductio ad absurdurantil they make absolutely no sense. For
example Aeschylus, at 1032-6, argues that poewyldhbe read as instructional in the
manner of a textbook, effectively ending his argotmeith the assertion that thkad

should be valued only as a manual on military taéf®

And yet, when Aeschylus begins to criticise Eurgsdcharacters and plots as being all
about deception and wickedness, he starts to gdtdtier of his rival. Aeschylus states
that Euripides’ female characters caused ‘respictabmen...to take hemlock in their
shame’ (1050-1). The older poet clearly has theeuppnd from 1049, reducing Euripides
merely to asking questions and making no actuaitpagainst his rival. From 1065 to

1099 Euripides is silenced completéf.

Despite this Dionysus is unable to decide on a @in8incevovfecio cannot separate
the poets in his mind, they turn instead¢&uotc, the aesthetic of poetry. It is here that
we see more of a deconstruction of tragedy, andntineduction of two Aristophanic
techniques for critiquing tragedy: parody and pagady. Parody has an extensive body
of theory outside classié$> and Michael Silk has also expanded on Peter Rangbysis

of Aristophanic paratraged¥® defining the two: ‘paratragedy is the cover teondll of

comedy’s intertextual dependence on tragedy...yarisd any kind of distorting

222 Halliwell 2009: 122.
223 Lowe 1993: 75.
224 sommerstein 1996: 16.
225 See for example, Rose 1979; Genette 1997; Dentith 2000; Hutcheon 2000. An extensive bibliography
is given in Hutcheon and Woodland 2012: 1003.
226 5jlk 1993. Whilst he was expanding on Rau 1967’s use of the term, Silk is the only scholar to have
clearly theorised the divergence between parody and paratragedy (Dutta 2007: 77) and the only one to
have appreciated that paratragedy does not necessarily have to be parodic (Dutta 2007: 84). The history
of paratragedy in classical scholarship can be found in Dutta 2007: 15-79.
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representation of an origingf! For Silk paratragedy therefore includes parody,at&o
two additional sub-types of paratragedy: the incdlmof obviously tragic elements that
would not have otherwise been included in a comedylirect appropriation of tragic
quotations’?® Parody constitutes a more sustained appropriatioeh as ifFrogs when
the two poets proceed to recite sections from Hath own and their opponents’ works,
critiquing as they go. It is, however, not clearen paratragic appropriation ends and
sustained parody begif®€. Shomit Dutta suggests a reformation of paratragbéyis
divided into three principal categories: ‘assimiatuses of tragedy; reference to tragedy
and/or tragedians; the presentation of tragediarcharacters?®® All of these elements

are present throughobtogs

At one point the two tragedians criticise each oghgrics, in a section that really shows
how closely Aristophanes is engaging with the tagdays. He is not just quoting them,
but deconstructing and understanding their compoparis. This is one of the clearest
examples of parody featurediknogs. Euripides asserts that all of Aeschylus’ lyrievé

the same rhythm and goes on to quote eight diftggassages from different plays that
all have the same metre (1284-95). Seven of thesteamn lost plays (although thanks to
the scholia we know the names of them) and oneors the parados ohgamemnon
Euripides alternates these lines with the nonseisertofpattoprattobpat. Whilst
Aeschylus did use repeated phrases in composttiey,were never nonsense and never
used so regularl§?! This section of comic nonsense does display a camA@schylean

metre, but again in the extant poetry this metreeiger arranged to alternate with the

227 5jlk 1993: 479.
228 Sjlk deals primarily with examples of paratragedy found within the text, however it is possible that
paratragedy could have been present in other elements of the play, such as staging (Dutta 2007: 50).
229 pytta 2007: 58.
230 pytta 2007: 88.
1 sjlk 1993: 492; Robson 2009: 109.
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existing lines that Euripides quot&$.The reasons why Aristophanes has chosen to
include this phrase are unknown, although thesmimse suggestion they were meant to

replicate the sound of a stringed instrument tbabmpanied the musfé?

When it is Aeschylus’ turn to criticise Euripiddse claims that the latter poet draws
inspiration from everything and anything, creatingonfused jumble of lyrics and ideas.
Euripides’ inspirations are described as ‘whoregsodrinking songs by Meletus, Carian
pipe tunes, dirges, and dances’ (1301-3). Aeschydggns by parodying Euripides, but
the method of parody is very different. Insteadjwdting a mix of lines as Euripides did,
Aeschylus instead distorts features which are charatically Euripidead®* To
accompany the parody Aeschylus calls on the mugauopides, a dancer who plays a
castanet type instrument (literally ‘potsherds’&37)) and is described as not being not
being associated witheopialewv (1308), literally ‘singing Lesbian songs’ or ‘Leah
tradition’. This mention has a double meaning:tlijrsas Lesbos was known as the
birthplace of great lyricists Arion, Terpander &appho and secondly as women from
Lesbos were popularly regarded as being accompliahéellatio?®® Since the muse is
not Lesbian, she is therefore both sexually andicallg unappealing. The two choral
parodies also reflect Aristophanes’ greater intenesEuripides as described above.
Whilst he is perfectly content to parody Aeschytbsough direct quotation, when it
comes to Euripides, Aristophanes cannot resist osimg an entirely new piece of
paratragedy to do the parodying, in fact the lohbgi parody in Aristophanes’ extant

comedy?3®

232 Griffith 2013: 135-6.
233 Dover 1993: 348; Sommerstein 1996: 271.
234 Sjlk 1993: 482; Dutta 2007: 51-2; Griffith 2013: 142-3.
235 Bain 1991: 74; Dover 1993: 351; Henderson 2002: 203n125; Griffith 2013: 143-6. The modern,
homosexual meaning of the word ‘Lesbian’ was not in use at this time.
236 Robson 2009: 109.
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When the aesthetic criticism cannot divide the pagtention turns to a set of scales with
which to literally weigh their poetry (1367-1406)hilst the scene is an exercise in
absurdity, it does pose a question over whethetrpaan be judged quantitatively/
The two poets present chosen passages to the beidlas Aeschylus speaks second he
naturally wins. Yet despite Aeschylus’ clear vigtera the scales, Dionysus still cannot
decide. In the third and final section of the ceht¢he two are asked questions of a
political nature. Questions that might be put ty &thenian, not necessarily poéts.
The political significance of these questions hasrbdiscussed above, but as far as a
tragedy and poetry is concerned they reinforcedéa that poets are teachers and should
be valued for their advice as well as their agtistovOecia is every bit as important as

Oe&10TG.

One alternative to the theory tiabgsis itself literary criticism is the idea that thiay

is instead making fun of criticism. This view haseh particularly put forward by
Halliwell, whose assertion is that ‘If there is@mderlying “message” at all to the contest
in Frogs it is a message not about which of the two playhis is really superior but
about the problem of poetariticism itself.’23® He points to elements such as Dionysus
not being able to choose between the péasmd the weighing sceffé as evidence that
this is not meant to be portrayed as a seriousesbof poetry. Halliwell also points out
the audience could not side with an Aeschylus tiaéis them ‘crooks’ (808¥2 or be

familiar with every reference featured in the pi&y.

237 Lowe 1993: 77; Halliwell 2009: 139-40.
238 Dover 1993: 15.
239 Halliwell 2015: 167.
240 Halliwell 2009: 121.
241 Halliwell 2009: 139-40.
242 Halliwell 2009: 124.
243 Halliwell 2009: 138.
73



Whilst Halliwell’s idea is sound, it fails to takeccount of the fact that Aeschylus has
been getting the better of Euripides throughoutatepetition. It probably would not
have been a surprise to any audience member wgtetiien the eventual winner was
announced; aside from everything else Aeschyluakspeecond in each round and in
Aristophanic agons the second speaker usually #fB8ut, as mentioned above,
Aeschylus wins the contest because of what he gepte rather than through a firm
judgement on the superiority of his poetry. Diorg/suitially stated motivation was, after
all, that he wanted a poet for his own entertaintmeot for the good advice the poets
provide. It is Aeschylus and Euripides that introglthe idea ofovfecia as being integral
to the judgement. Dionysus shows his preferencenaghen Aeschylus is describing
how Persianstaught them to yearn always to defeat the engiy26-7) and Dionysus’
response is ‘I certainly enjoyed it when...the cisorlapped their hands together like this
and cried “aiee!” (1028-9). In the middle of a clssion on the lessons of tragedy
Dionysus is more interested in the action and &itenent,2*® in what is pleasurable
(hedu) rather than what is usefubghelinon, to use the classic ancient distinction
between criteria for assessing @ready apparent in the Home@Gontest of Homer and

Hesiod?*®

Whilst Halliwell's argument has some flaws, his coent about the idea of literary
criticism is sound. Yet the two stances, thadgs is itself literary criticism and the idea
that the play is instead making fun of criticisme aot mutually exclusive. Aristophanes

can engage with both criticism itself and making & the (assumed) growing interest in

244 Griffith 2013: 202.

245 Griffith 2013: 105.

246 On the significance of the distinction between pleasure and social utility and the presence of the
Contest of Homer and Hesiod in Frogs, see the important study of Rosen 2004: passim, but especially
297-314; for its importance to Aristophanes’ Peace of fifteen years previously, see Hall 2006: ch. 11.
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literary criticism. Since he is writing his own plto be judged, then he cannot completely
dismiss poetic competition, although he may segllcbitical of the process. In the revised
Clouds(which, as far as we know, was not performed)ideadmonish the audience for
not awarding the play first prize originally. Tharpbasis states: ‘Then | lost the contest,
defeated by vulgar men, though | didn’'t deserve-tr. that | blame you sophisticated

ones, for whose sake | was doing all that work24(26)

Perhaps in light of this, as well as referringraggedy there is also some implicit criticism
of and discussion over what makes good comedy.h&sopening lines of the play,
Xanthias suggests that he ‘make one of the usaeksr..that the audience always laughs
at’ (1-2). But Dionysus doesn’t want a comic pogeene and Xanthias protests that one
of Aristophanes’ rivals at the Lenaea that yearyRichus (along with other comic poets
Lycis and Ameipsias), have them in all of theirysl&12-5). Even if Dionysus isn’t a fan,
Xanthias states that the audience ‘always laughghese jokes and Aristophanes
acquiesces by giving us the jokes despite Dionystaestations. Later there is another
familiar routine from comedy, a door-knocking scerthis time given without
complaint?*” We might read this as showing the audience thet tfan appreciate both
the low comedy and the dramatic critique of thamedy, as well as the critique of
themselves for enjoying it. Just as with Dionygusigement, it comes down to a matter

of taste?*®

We might also read the contest as being an andimgyhe earlier rivalry between
Aristophanes and the now-deceased Cratinus (51B@R2avho was heavily criticised in

Aristophanes’ earlier works but treated with maspect after his death. Cratinus’ play

247 Ruffell 2011: 372.
248 Griffith 2013: 107-8.
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Plutoi (429BC) was clearly influenced by tBeesteig?*® whilst in a fragment of Cratinus
someone is accused afputidapiotopavilov (PCG. iv.342), literally ‘doing Euripides-

Aristophanes sorts of thing®° The idea thatFrogs is about the rivalry between
Aristophanes and other comic poets has been takibe £xtreme by Keith Sidwell, who

views Aristophanes’ entire corpus as part of almvaith Cratinus and Eupoli®?

To sum up this section, as with the politiEspgsis using its place in the public eye to
raise questions and provoke debate. The outcontieeofontest is largely irrelevant in
literary terms and Aeschylus wins because he reptesthe “Good OIld Days” and
because Aristophanes cannot resist making a jolauapides’ expense. But the play
nevertheless asks us what poets should be sayshgvhat role they play in a city.
Euripides’ idea that poetry should teach people tmwhink seems far more plausible
than Aeschylus’ idea that poetry is only usefuhdasnstructional manual. Meanwhile the
play questions how poetry can be judged adequatet\gpends half a play judging poetry
itself. The paradox is clear and could surely raatehbeen lost on the Athenian audience;
the weighing scene makes it obvious if nothing.dBsetelegraphing the paradéxogs
invites its audience to choose their own positgmmething that allows for a productive
afterlife with later audiences engaging in their nowmistorical iterations of this

fundamental debate about the function of literaturé the canons of literary judgement.

Conclusion
Whilst this chapter has not attempted to be exhaust recording the scholarly reception

of Frogs it has touched on most of the major elementscaflamic interpretation that

249 See Bakola 2013: passim.
250 Griffith 2013: 18-9.
21 sidwell's radical suggestion (2009: 283-99) that Frogs is about the rivalry between Aristophanes and
his by now long-deceased rivals is based on spiralling conjecture; it has not found favour.
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recur in the performance reception. As stateduggsst that there is a single ‘correct’
interpretation of any play is naive in the extrei®et what Aristophanes has done for the
academic readership is exactly what | suggest hghddo do for the Athenian audience:
he has provoked debate. Debate over both the nattyr@itics and poetry and how the
two might be interlinked. As | said, his own view(excepting a few explicit items) is
impossible to determine, and indeed, largely iuahe. Instead he raises questions and
S0, to repedfrogs971, ‘encouraged these people to think’. This satgyone reason why
performance ofFrogsis so popular in pedagogical settings, sincentlmaso readily used
not to teach, but to provoke debate. In contrasheéomore explicitly pedagogy-themed
Clouds which pronounces a fairly unequivocal verdicttba value of higher learning
with which subsequent rhetorical and scientificlitian would find itself at odds;rogs
equips its audiences with a set of critical toolsd amultiple-choice answers to
fundamental questions about the value of literadgment, framed in a dialogue between
classicism and modernity in whiéfrogs itself becomes an object of the very debates it

instigates.
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Chapter Two

Transformation, Transmission and Translation

Just as the academic response&rmgs form an integral part of its reception in the
modern world, so too do its translations. This ¢biawill firstly describe how the original
Greek play rapidly disappeared from performance,cpatinued to thrive outside the
theatre. It will also briefly describe the transsms of the text and speculate as to how
Frogs survived when so much of classical theatlessto us, as well as how it was
received in Britain. The chapter will then turnttanslation, briefly summarising the
issues relating to the translation Bfogs and finally surveying all of the published
English-language translations. An account of thagfations ofFrogsis an integral part
of the performance history, since many theatridalgers and directors discovefaogs

in translation; a number of these translations Wdd used as performance texts. The
play’s academic, translation and performance remeptare naturally intertwined and |

will draw attention to this throughout.

Frogs Journey into English: katabasis and anodos

Whether Aristophanic plays were reperformed in Athés unknown. Certainly the
catalogue of Aristophanic titles (Test. 2a Kasseisth) records multiple plays of the
same name, yet we cannot be sure whether theseeymat performances of the exact
same plays or new versions using the titles. Atedtan the previous chapter, the
Hypothesis toFrogs explicitly mentions that it was awarded a repearfance. The
reperformance however cannot be firmly dated, wghmates varying from its having

been performed again at the same festival, tceitsgoput on many years later

252 Russo 2004:202 suggests it may have occurred at the same Lenaia festival in 405. He argues for
‘technical, economic and administrative reasons alone, that the second performance must have
involved the same actors and choreutai, choregos and didaskalos as the first’ and that, since comedy
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We do not know how widely written copies of playsagedy or comedy, were in
circulation in the Athens of Aristophanes. Frogs Dionysus mentions ‘reading
Andromeddo myself’ (52) and the chorus state of the authahat ‘each one has a book’
(1114), though these verses can hardly be takgmcas that the texts were generally
available. Private individuals probably had coliess of papyrus rolls, and indeed
Aristophanes’ use of tragedy implies he himself hawbllectior?®3 Theatrical families,
therefore, may have kept private collections oirtarcestral texts; Aristophanes himself
had a theatrical family, with two of his own soR&ilippos and Araros, becoming comic
poets. Since Araros did not produce any of his plags until at least ten years after his
father's death, it has even been suggested th#teinntervening period he travelled

Greece producing revivals of Aristophanes’ pl&ys.

Aside from some fragmentary and questionable eweeror fourth-century
reperformancé?® Aristophanes and Old Comedy seemingly disappefanad Athenian
theatre within a generation at most. The developroécomedy throughout the stage
known as ‘Middle Comedy’ and to Menander’s ‘New Gy’ at this time cannot have
helped the popularity of Aristophanes and there masknown attempt in the fourth
century to standardise Aristophanes in the same thre was with the tragedies of
Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripidé&According to theLives of the Ten Orato(841f),
Lycurgus proposed the keeping of official copiestraigedie$®’ although many of

Aeschylus’ plays would have been one hundred dhdyears old by this point. In the

was such a minor part of the Dionysia it would not have occurred there the following year. Dover 1997:
35-6 and Sommerstein 463-5 place it in 404. Halliwell 2015: 169-70 argues it would have occurred much
later.
253 Reynolds and Wilson 2013: 5; see also Lowe 1993.
24 Sommerstein 2010: 404; Slater 2016: 5-6.
25 Slater 2016: 3-4.
256 Sommerstein 2010: 405.
257 Reynolds and Wilson 2013: 5-6.
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Poetics(1448a25-28) Aristotle expected his students tdapaliar with Aristophanes
around half a century after the latter's death. d&a¢performance at this time would be
unlikely; the same problems we have today undedstgnthe topical references in

Aristophanes’ texts would have been a problem énfelurth century as well.

There is, however, some apparent evidence of pedioce outside Athens in the Greek
west. It is possible that vases from southern lkelye demonstrated that Aristophanes
remained popular there, particularly the ‘Wirzbliedephus’, which depicts the scene in
Thesmophoriazusaghen EuripidesTelephusis parodied® There is also one vase
fragment possibly depicting a scene fréimogs the vase now known as the ‘Berlin
Herakles’. Obtained for the Konigliches Museum (ribe Altes Museum) in 1847, and
unfortunately now missing, the vase was immediatiytified as a depiction ¢frogs

From drawings we know that it showed a figure dzdsas Heracles apparently knocking

at a door whilst another figure rides a
donkey and carries baggage,
immediately reminding us of
Dionysus and Xanthias in the opening
scene. Baggage carrying scenes were a

comedic cliché; this is made clear in

this very scene fromFrogs when

Figure 1: The ‘Berlin Herakles’.

Xanthias asks: ‘Then why did | have

to carry all this baggage, if I'm not supposed toay of the stuff Phrynichus always
does? Lycis and Ameipsias too: people carry baggageery one of their comedies’
(12-5). Oliver Taplin points out that we do not knahether donkeys were a staple of

these sorts of scenes, but even if they were,dh@mation of the donkey, the baggage

258 Wiirzburg H5697 (Csapo 2010: 64-5; Slater 2016: 4-5).
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and a Heracles-esque figure cannot have beendirahon?>® There is certainly no other

scene in the extant drama or even wider myth tlzthes it.

There is one major argument given as evidencehisavase does not depietogs. The
Dionysus figure in the painting is depicted nakedh the lion skin over his arm, rather
than his shoulders. In the opening Friogs Dionysus is clothed in a dress and this
difference in appearance is a clear discrepanoydsst the vase and the scene. Taplin
discounts the discrepency by suggesting that tist aray not have been talented enough
to recreate the dress, or that the dress was iotatdiy left out so that ‘the emphasis of
the entertainment (was) on the recollection ofdpening scene, without any allusion to
the following scene with the real Heraklé® Finally Taplin remarks that the positioning
of the lionskin above the arm might indicate thatdes not really belong to the figure.

Sadly the vase was lost during the Second World, Wiasst likely destroyed, and the

surviving images (Figure 1) of it are ng

===

of good quality. However, in Taplind LN = d’

mind, and mine as well, the similaritig ) T
with the scene far outweigh th SECTREER e

differences. In the absence of q | i L

alternative stimulus | think it is Iikely Figure 2: A line drawing of the ‘Berlin Herakles’.

that the scene was inspiredBipgs A secondary issue is whether the vase was irtpire
by an actual performance Bfogs or merely the text itself. Certainly the charastseem
to be in theatrical costume, but comedic costuma® Wkely to have been well-known

even if the vase-painter had not séeogsitself. If it was inspired by performance of the

259 Taplin 1993: 6.
260 Taplin 1993: 47.
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play, the Berlin Herakles marks the end of any sbdocumented performance reception

within antiquity.

Whilst any evidence for the performance receptioifrogsseemingly ends here, it is not
the end of its reception in other fields. Lines 4bdf Frogs, from the end of the Initiates
sequence, were found inscribed on the base ofuestaRhodes®! This text is identical
to the one found in the fecentury manuscript Ravennas 429, the oldest soryiv
complete copy oFrogs?%? Estimates put the date of the inscription somew/between
the third and first centuries BC, coinciding wiltetpopularity in Rhodes of both mystery
cults and theatr&3This is the first piece of evidence tifabgs and indeed Aristophanes

as a whole, was valued not just for its theatmeatits, but for other cultural reasons.

Other than the inscription there is no recordrabgs for the first one hundred years
following its performancé® At some point copies of Aristophanic texts did mafkeir
way to the library in Alexandria, and some of tlagliest scholars there made reference
to the plays. Here we see a further alternativepan for Aristophanes, since these early
scholars — such as Callimachus, Lycophron and Eifs#oes — were interested in

Aristophanes as a source for language and histotytheatres®®

The first critical edition was created by the satoentury-BC scholar Aristophanes of
Byzantium?®® There is a large amount of scholia on Aristophaocesiedies stemming

from this period, perhaps demonstrating how popsiadies of the plays were, if not

261 Sommerstein 1996: 30; Henderson 2002: 9.
262 Carratelli 1940: 119.
263 Carratelli 1940: 120-1.
264 Stanford 1958: 1.
265 Slater 2016: 9.
266 Stanford 1958: I; Sommerstein 2010: 407-8.
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performance&®’ All of these scholars only survive as citationaiter manuscripts. Aside
from the inscription in Rhodes, our earliest fragtseof Frogs appear in various papyri
from the first four centuries ABP® It is worth noting that from 300 AD the papyri
fragments of comedy are almost exclusively Ariseph, perhaps implying that it was
at this time that the other writers of Old Comelgtthad previously been preserved in
papyri (namely Eupolis and Cratinus) began to gisapr®® As the medium changed
from papyri to codex, Aristophanes, and in particulis eleven extant plays, begins to
dominate entirely/® The question of why this might be has never bedegaately
answered, although it may have something to do thighfact that the other comic poets
seemingly do not interact with tragedy in the wagttAristophanes doé$: Perhaps the

popularity of Aristophanes is tied to the populaot tragedy.

Again Aristophanes’ reception outside performarae loe seen through a large number
of possible quotations frorRrogs identified in non-dramatic works from the ancient
world. Generally these references do not cite thg pr the author, but are single words
or phrases cited primarily for linguistic purpo$é&sDover claims that there are around
one thousand recognised quotations in Roman orawaldiexts, though it should not be
assumed that in every case the author knew whatbejuoting and, in many cases, the
quotations attributed could come from another Apstanes play or a different writer
altogether. Over a quarter of the references odnuthe Suda, the Byzantine

encyclopaedid’® The play has also been used for historical readonsexample the

267 Reynolds and Wilson 2013: 16.
268 Stanford 1958: Ii.
269 Sommerstein 2010: 410-1.
270 Slater 2016: 11.
271 Although it has been argued that in fact they do, see Bakola 2009, Chapter Three.
272 pover 2003: 102.
273 Dover 2003: 102-3.
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descriptions of Alcibiades (1425, 1432-3) can henfbin Plutarch’d.ife of Alcibiades

(16.3)274

Aristophanes must have been known throughout tbenskecentury AD Roman empire,
with both Galen and Aulus Gellius making expligtarence to hird”® Perhaps the most
sustained and dramatic engagement with Aristophagoh@gs occurs in the writings of
Lucian of Samosata (c.125 AD-after 180 AD). A rineian and satirist, his works are
filled with Aristophanic settings, plots, charast@nd style/® Aspects ofFrogs appear
a number of times in his dialogu&seus the Tragic Actdieatures ammgonbetween two
philosophers judged by the gods, echdfinggs contest?’’ The dialogueSailing Down
or The Tyranfeatures a journey to the underworld, in whictharacter complains ‘they
take no account of me’, just as Xanthias difings?’® Another dialoguelMenippus or
Consultation of the Deabr alternativelyTrip to Hade$, features a character travelling
to Hades dressed in a lionsKii Apuleius’ The Golden Assay also include a reference
to Frogs, with a speaking tower advising Psyche that thngwierself from the tower is

the quickest way to Hades, a possible echo of Hes'asdvice to Dionysus &rogs 130-

5 280

When it comes to the Byzantine periétlpgs, along withCloudsandWealth seemed to
hold a privileged position, with the bulk of the mscripts featuring one or other of these

three plays. The three are known together as ‘Thealtine Triad?%! As with

274 For a full list of quotations, see Bowie 2007: 43-9.
275 Slater 2016: 13-4.
276 A full breakdown of Aristophanic presences in Lucian can be found in Bowie 2007 and Slater 2016:
15-8.
277 Bowie 2007: 36.
278 Bowie 2007: 37-8.
279 Bowie 2007: 38; Slater 2016: 16-7.
280 Slater 2016: 14-5.
81 Sommerstein 2010: 413.
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Aristophanes’ popularity over the other comic pp#tsre is no clear explanation for why
these three plays were singled out, but Halliwa$ buggested that it was becaksmys
andCloudscould be considered primary sources for Euripides$ocrates respectively,
and because of the ‘clear-cut morality’ \&kealth?®2 With regard taFrogs specifically,
we have the remains of two manuscripts on papyaisg from the fifth and sixth
centuries AD. Whilst the entire play cannot be restnucted from them, they do serve as
documents to test the accuracy of the earliest ewaticopies of the play, which, on the

whole, appear to be fairly accuraté.

The text ofFrogs arrived in Europe with the tenth-century manuscRpvennas 429,
which contains all eleven extant plays. The manpbatas discovered in 1794 in a former
monastic library in Ravenna and, whilst its provese is uncertain, it has been
hypothesised that it was created in a Byzantineasiny in the last century of the
Macedonian Dynasty (867-1056). From there it mayeharived in Italy via the library
of the Duke of Urbino. Successive dukes in the &5ith 16th centuries are known to have
to have made a considerable effort to collect @assnanuscripts from across Europe.
After that it may have transferred to Florencapaskings on the manuscript imply it was
used in the printing of the second printed editadnAristophanic plays, the Juntine
edition, in 151584 How it came to be in Ravenna is unknown, as ageotigins of the

library it was found irf2°

The manuscript contains an abundance of mistaleta@many corrections, but despite

this it contributes more to our own versions of sdsphanes than any other single

282 Halliwell 2015: Ixvii.
283 Dover 1997: 2.
284 See below for more on the printed editions.
285 For a more detailed explanation of this history of Ravenna 429, see Clark 1871: 153-160.
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manuscript®® It does contain fragments of scholia from the etglitic and Roman
periods, which were copied from separate columttstire margins of the ancient copies
and from there to Ravennas 429 and Venetus Margidind, the next oldest manuscript
dating from the late eleventh or early twelfth cepf®’ Despite the mistakes throughout
the texts ofFrogs in these two manuscripts, they generally agreé tie papyri and
Rhodian inscription, implying thatrogs at least has been reproduced without too many
errors. A number of other manuscripts have conteithio the modern text, but in fact
over 95% of it matches Ravennas 429 and Venetusiddars 4748 The task of
comparing the manuscripts féirogs is helped by the survival of one of Demetrios

Triklinios from the early fourteenth

century. In his manuscript Triklinios made

extensive notes of variations in the text and
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The first ever printed version of any

Aristophanic plays, includindgrrogs, was

produced in Venice in 1498 by Aldus

Figure 3: A page from the Aldine Aristophanes.

Manutius, the Aristophanous komodiali

enneaor Aristophanis comoediae novewrso known as the ‘Aldine Aristophanes’. It

285 Sommerstein 2010: 414.
287 Dover 2007: 2-3.
288 Stanford 1958: lii.
289 Dover 1993: 81.
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contained nine of the eleven plays and used seBgmintine editions as its sourcé.
The two missing playd,ysistrataand Thesmophoriazusaevere first added in a 1525
2nd edition (the ‘Juntine’ editiorff* Multiple further editions were printed in the

sixteenth and early seventeenth centifiés.

The first ever ‘modern’ translation of Aristophanesa Florentine version dlVealth
translated into Latin dating from around 1440. dstbeen suggested that at this time
Aristophanes was assessed according to late médtexary criteria primarily as a moral
poet, and the lack of obscenity \Wealthwould have attracted an audience of that era.
This is evidenced by several early performancéd/eélthin Greek and the fact it was
the first Aristophanes to be translated into Fref@h560), Spanish (1577) and English
(1651). All eleven Aristophanic plays were transthinto Italian in 1545 and printed as
Le comedigsic] del facetissimo Aristophane: tradutte di Grecolilmgua commune
d’ltalia. This translation possibly came about due tonigortance of Aristotelian canon
to the Italian Renaissance humanists, and Arissotlaming of Aristophanes as the

premier example of comedy?

The earliest translation dfrogs into Latin was in 1561, by Lamburtus Hortensius in
Utrecht?%4 It was not until 1783 that another translatiofrafgsinto a modern language
appeared, a German version by Johann Georg Sch{bssther-in-law to German writer
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe). This was closely vadld by a French version by Louis
Poinsinet de Sivry in 17842 and the earliest English translation by Charlesdder in

1785, though a detailed synopsis had been printedjside translations and summaries

2%0 Giannopoulou 2007: 310.
291 stanford 1958: liii.
292 Sommerstein 2010: 421.
293 Giannopoulou 2007: 309-10.
2%4 Giannopoulou 2007: 315.
2% Giannopoulou 2007: 318.
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of other Aristophanes plays in 17590ver the next 150 yeaFsogswould be published

in Danish?®” Hungariar?®® Russiart®® Czech®® Polisi#! and Demotic Greek?

While it is clear that AristophaneBrogsessentially ‘arrived’ in the public consciousness
with those first modern-language translations enlgtte 18th century, unfortunately, since
I am confining this thesis to a performance rec@péinalysis oFrogs, there is no space
here to examine the important early translatiorfaiitner depth, but | would like to stress
that there is huge potential for further reseaodbet conducted into the whole area of pre-

twentieth-century Aristophanic reception, in aldmages.

Translation Theory and the Challenges ofFrogs

Following Frogs arrival in Britain, its reception expanded fronphilological one to a
textual and cultural one. And as its dramatic &feerfell into what we now call
performance reception, its textual afterlife fitga the field that is now known as
translation studies. Therefore, before attemptmgurvey English translations of the
play, it is useful to reflect on the areas of tiatisn study that impact updfrogs and
indeed Aristophanes as a whole. To attempt a sugnafdranslation theory as a whole
would take up a thesis of its own and, in any cdéisat is not the purpose of this
researci®® Instead | limit the theory to a very brief ovemief the history of translation

studies, before focusing on the issues that impacslation of Aristophanes directly.

2% The summary itself was translated from French: see below, pp.102-3.
297 1825, by Johan Krag [Giannopoulou 2007: 320].
298 1875, by Igndac Veress [Giannopoulou 2007: 326].
299 1887, by K. Neylisov [Giannopoulou 2007: 329].
300 1897, by Augustin Krejci [Giannopoulou 2007: 332].
301 1906, by Edmund Zegota Cieglewicz [Giannopoulou 2007: 336].
302 1910, by Polyvios T. Dimitrakopoulos [Giannopoulou 2007: 337].
303 And besides, this has been done more thoroughly elsewhere by translation studies scholars, see for
example Bassnett 2014 and Munday 2001.
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The history of Translation Studies is similar tattbf Classical Reception, in that it is a
practice that goes back to the ancient world bst dvady recently been defined as an
academic discipline. The key issue of translatias articulated at a very early stage with
Cicero being one of the first translators to spaadut his translation practice, specifically
in reference to oratory. Many translation schofdmmisattribute to Cicero the passage ‘If
| render word for word, the result will sound unttguand if compelled by necessity |
alter anything in the order or the working, | slsgeém to have departed from the function
of a translator®®® What Cicero does say iDe Optimo Genere Oratorurl4) isnec
converti ut interpres, sed ut orator, sententideis et earum formis tamquam figuris,
verbis ad nostram consuetudinem agtisdid not hold it necessary to render word for
word, but | preserved the general style and fofdhe language’). The earliest English
translations of the Bibf&® also attracted similar discussion: since the aas t@ open up
the text to the common person, emphasis was oslatanrg the sense of the words rather
than the exact texXf’ Prolific translator Ezra Pound famously advisddlw translator
‘Don't bother about the WORDS, translate the MEAIHR® whilst at the other end of
the spectrum, Vladimir Nabokov stated that a traosishould ‘reproduce with absolute
exactitude the whole text the whole text, and mgjtiut the text®%°® Translation, then,
encompasses not just translating words, but measngell, a process Susan Bassnett

calls decoding and recodird’

304 For example Bassnett 2014: 54,
305 Actually from letter 57.5 of St Jerome, who was quoting his own (now lost) translation of Eusebius.
The error probably derives from Nida 1964: 13, which misattributes several of Jerome’s letters to Cicero,
although not to any particular work.
306 Sych as John Wycliffe’s in the 1380s.
307 Bassnett 2014: 57.
308 Quoted in Robson 2012: 216.
309 Quoted in Underwood 1998: 3.
310 Bassnett 2014: 26-32.
89



Much of translation theory has focused on categuayithe different types of translation,
from Dryden’s metaphrase, paraphrase, and imit#fiolo Jakobson’s intralingual,
interlingual, and intersemiotic translati$?. More recent developments in the late
twentieth century have led to the ‘cultural tum’translation studie€? an emphasis on
the cultural and societal background of a tranmhatin addition to the text itself. This has
allowed translation studies to speak to the wiadercerns of classical reception in ways

which they have not done so before.

Translating theatre has its own set of problemsesdhat are important to address in the
context of performance reception. As dramatist taanslator, James Planché (himself a
translator of Aristophanes, having translatdds for performance in 1846), stated
‘There is much more art required to make a playlaet than a book readabfé
Translation of a theatrical text is perceived d#fly from that ofother works, since it is
just one step of the overall transferral of thgimal text to the stage. A book is complete
once it is translated, but a play will go througlke ttranslation’ of a translator, director
and actor before it is received by its audiefté@here is as much meaning in how a line
iIs conveyed as there is in what the line actuadlyss linking performance to the

intersemiotic translation proposed by Jakob¥6n.

This, of course, assumes that every translatianpéy is meant for performance. When
it comes to the translation &fogs many were made with the intention of them being

read, either as a study aid or to accompany a ipeaface in the original language, and

311 Dryden 1962: 268; see also Hardwick 2000: 17, Silk 2007: 288-9 and Robson 2012: 215-6.
312 Jakobson 1959; see also Bassnett 2014: 25.
313 Espoused initially by Bassnett and Lefevre 1990. See also Munday 2001: 126-143 for how the theory
has evolved.
314 planché 1872: 246-7.
315 Bassnett 2014: 128-9; Hardwick 2000: 19-20.
316 Intersemiotic translation ‘is an interpretation of verbal signs by means of signs of nonverbal sign
systems’ (Jakobson 1959: 233).
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were never intended to be performed. As Simeon kmted puts it: ‘the approach to
translation should be relative to the purpose fbrcw it is intended...[or] relative to the
audience for whom it is intende??’ Nevertheless, there can be a tension between the
classicist and the dramatist. J. Michael Waltorarp it as ‘a gulf between those whose
classical training demands a respect for the pathe page, in the context of the society
of ancient Greece, and those for whom text is gtete® more than a map from which

they wish to create a landscape of their own imatgn’ 318

Aristophanic comedy raises further problems thattsgpart from tragedy and the more
domestic, farcical comedies of later comedy in Geegnd Rome. As we have seen in the
previous chapter, Aristophanes was filled with focdil and social commentary that was
specific to its time and place. Whilst broad themesy remain relevant to a modern
audience, a lot of the detail does AiStScholars have talked freely about how difficult it
is to translate Aristophanes, with his plays conmgnssues that arise from the translation
of theatre, poetry and humour. Dover has saidatlisience of tragedy tolerates a certain
degree of obscurity and mystification, but an andée that has been told that
Aristophanes is funny and therefore expects to roasad is less tolerant? whilst

Sommerstein has stated ‘There will never be a petfanslation of Aristophane3?!

There are broadly speaking, four important andriimdeed considerations affecting the
translation of Aristophanes, and it is around tlthaemy survey ofrogstranslation will

revolve. First, the translator must decide howdpraach the poetry of the original. Here

317 Underwood 1998: 4.

318 Walton 2006: 15.

319 Walton 2006: 145.

320 Dover 1972: 230.

321 Sommerstein 1973: 140.
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again, scholars have attempted to categorise fiferidg types of poetic translation.
James Holmes theorised four approachiés:

1. Mimetic, which attempts to replicate the rhythntlod original.

2. Analogical, where the translator attempts to finceguivalent metre in the target

language.

3. Content-derivative or organic, where the translatarts with the semantic

material, but allows it to take its own shape a&stthnslation develops.

4. Deviant, where metres or forms that have nothirgdptavith the original are used.
Mimetic translation of Aristophanes is raré,since an English-speaker would not
recognise and could not distinguish between thenskte range of metres and styles used
by Aristophane®¥* and as Holmes says, ‘a verse form cannot existideufits own]
language®?° However most translations tend to cross the baigslaf these categories,
combining various approaches throughout. The categalso do not take into account
lyric meant for singing?® something which many translations of Aristophadesnot
take account of either, in contrast to its perfanoeareceptiod?’ It is noticeable that most
of the verse translations Bfogsuse blank verse, at least until the mid-twentosthtury.
This is perhaps not surprising, as the bulk ofifltipoetry has been written in blank verse
since Chaucer adopted it from Italian. A numbeth# translators also used rhyming
verse for the lyrical sections, and on occasiortections as welf® There are also

translations into prose and some translators nglestiepending on the speaker.

322 Holmes 1994.
323 Though not unheard of, see Rogers’ translation below, pp.120-4.
324 Halliwell 2000: 78; Robson 2012: 226-7.
325 Holmes 1994: 25.
326 Robson 2012: 235.
327 Music is important throughout the reception, see Chapters Four and Six, passim and Chapter Five,
pp.274-6.
328 Halliwell 2000: 78.
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The question of ‘localisation’ is the second coesation. Sommerstein has commented
that ‘Comedy...is perhaps the only branch of andigerature which has to be separately
translated for British and for American read€f8’Yet, some translators would question
whether their work should be localised in this mamat all. Lawrence Venuti theorised
the difference between ‘foreignization’ and ‘doniestion’ 3° The former retains aspects
of the original text (e.g. word order or historicalerences) so that readers are aware they
are reading a translation. ‘Domestication’ seekéirtd equivalences for the original’s
anachronisms, making it more comprehensible torte audiencé®' For Venuti,
foreignization was the best approach, since theskasor himself should be visible in the
translation — essentially, the reader should knbey tare reading a translation — by
highlighting the differences between cultures. Gfirse, whichever course a translator
might attempt, the majority of translations wilflext the time, place and agenda of the
translator, whether consciously or unconsciod$lgnd as Venuti puts it: ‘Translations
are always intelligible to, if not intentionally @ for, specific cultural constituencies at

specific historical moment$®

The next consideration must be humour. For Arisémgs this encompasses the general
comedy (such as references or parody), and alsashef puns. Puns are notoriously
difficult to translate, since they rely on a woraving multiple meaning&* There may

be no word in English that can recreate the muatipleanings of a Greek pun. As

329 Sommerstein 1973: 140-1.
330 An explicitly ancient Greek version has been theorised as ‘Hellenizers’ and ‘Modernizers’. See Walton
2006: 62.
31 venuti 1995: 20.
332 yenuti gives the examples of John Jones’ 1962 study on Aristotle’s Poetics, which asserted that by
making simple and innocuous alterations (such as singular nouns where there were plurals in the
original) translators were affirming the hero-centric view of tragedy that had long been the dominant
reading. See Venuti 1998: 69-71.
333 Venuti 1998: 93.
334 Robson 2007: 169-71.
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Halliwell has said, in the case of puns ‘one ithatmercy of luck®3® James Robsd#f
draws attention to Cicero’s distinctithbetween referentiain( re) and verbaliq verbig
humour. Whilst the verbal humour of puns can béadilt to translate, referential is
usually easier. It is not, however, without probéersince this category might include
topical jokes relating to people or events in amciathens®3® The humour aspect
therefore crosses over into the previous considerathe translator must decide whether
to keep topical references as they are or to nfad ffit the target language audience,
Venuti's foreignization and domestication respedliv Included in humour is the
scatalogical and obscene humour for which Aristoplais notable and, as will be
demonstrated, this is very much guided by the Iaéms and their audience’s
expectationsFrogs is by no means one of Aristophanes’ most obscéaes pand yet
there are moments of scatological humour that kaused concern for some of the more

conservative of translators.

The fourth consideration is ‘performability’: howagly a given script can be performed.
It has been discussed under a number of titlekjdimg ‘actability’, ‘speakability’ and,
where music is concerned, ‘singability’. There @ firm consensus or theory on what
performability means as, for a long time, translatstudies scholars treated theatrical
texts as a piece of literature, without factorimgperformancé® In 1998 Bassnett
rejected the use of the term performability, simfigcause it is so resistant to
definition 34° Others have rejected the terms since they seedbédeass to do with theatre
and more to do with the business of theatre, pdaily in Britain; Clare Finburgh has

said ‘In a system such as the UK’s... “performabilitpltimately means

335 Halliwell 2015: lix.
336 Robson 2007.
337 De Oratore 2.62 and 2.64.
338 Robson 2007: 172-4.
339 Spell-Hornby 2007: 106.
340 Bassnett 1998: 94-5.
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“marketability”.34! Despite this, some translation scholars have atiegirto theorise the
concept furthe??? yet without managing to categorise performabilitthe same manner
that Venuti and Holmes above have categorised etkarents of translation. Translators
of Frogs particularly in the latter half of the twentietBntury and onwards, often brand
performability as an important concept, yet in picacthey understand it in different

ways343

In the midst of the concept of performability conmees argument over how faithful a
translator must remain to the original text. Fos&wett, performability is often used as
an excuse to diverge further from the source efting an ‘adaptation’ or a ‘version’
instead of a translation. Phyllis Zatlin arguest ti@ achieve speakable dialogue,
theatrical translators can and d@dapt (my emphasisf* yet ‘successful theatrical
adaptations tend to belong to the middle grotfithetween fidelity to the source and full
adaptation. Zatlin’s argument has been criticisedeanforcing the old perception that
something is always lost in translation, and thatdriginal is inherently superior to the
new versiort*® Meanwhile Sirkku Aaltonen has pointed out the rf@rological
confusion®*” arising from the various discussions, with wordshsas ‘performability’,
‘speakability’, ‘playability’, ‘literal’, ‘literary’, ‘scholarly’, ‘academic’, ‘free’, ‘faithful’,

‘adaptation’ and ‘version’ all meaning differentris to different people.

Kevin Windle articulates this argument through twidfering (but not mutually

exclusive) approaches to theatrical translatiomt tf the ‘linguist-translator’, who

341 Finburgh 2011: 232.
342 See for example, Aaltonen 2000; Zatlin 2005; Snell-Hornby 2007; Windle 2011.
343 Kenneth MclLeish (pp.141-4), Alfred Corn (pp.150-2) and Michael Ewans (pp.159-61) are all
translators who claim their translation is a “performance” one.
344 7atlin 2005: 1.
345 7atlin 2005: 81-2.
346 Johnston 2011: 11-2.
347 paltonen 2000: 43.
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translates from the source text directly, not neaely for performance, and the
‘dramatist’, who may have no knowledge of the sedemguage, but works in tandem
with actors and directors, perhaps using existiagdiations as a starting poifif.
Personalities from both approaches are represemtéte translation history dfrogs
Indeed some translations have been branded bydeutsviewers as ‘adaptations’,

implying that this significantly lowers their valie some way*°

Classicists have also contributed to this field,those that concentrate on Greek theatre
tend to privilege tragedi?® Walton is one of the few to have written specificabout
Aristophanes, and his best advice is, ‘translatba theatre piece may happen in the
study but the proper place for the translator is r@hearsal®®! In line with
foreignization/domestication and humour, the timd place of a performance matters,
and so just because one translation was adequaeiigrmable at one place and time
does not mean it will be the same in anofi&A number ofFrogstranslations stem from
workshops or performances, with the translator dpedirectly involved in those

productions>3

Jeffrey Henderson, who has translafgdgs himself3®* has written about translating

Aristophanes for performance. In his opinion, ‘Tinenslator’s job is to find English

348 Windle 2011: 157-8.
349 1t was said of the Penn Greek Drama Series, ‘Tragedies form the stronger part of the series — when
properly faithful to the text. Some should certainly be termed adaptations or versions’ (Shone 2003:
209).
350 The most recent volume on translation for performance, Brodie & Cole 2017, has five chapters
dedicated to ‘Adapting classical drama at the turn of the twenty-first century’, but only three references
to Aristophanes. Tragedy is also similarly privileged in Walton 2006; Goldhill 2007; Walton 2007; Walton
2008; Walton 2008b.
351 Walton 2016: 526. This is discussed in a more general way in Snell-Hornby 2007: 115-6.
352 Spell-Hornby 2007: 112-3.
353 Michael Ewans, for example, specifically talks about how his translation was workshopped for
performance. See below, pp.159-61.
354 See below pp.152-3.
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equivalents for the Greek words that stay clogaederms of the original where they are
theatrically viable for a modern audience, but #ia@ndon the original when its terms
are theatrically unviable€’®® Many of the translators have claimed that theinstation is

a performance standard one, but few actually definat this means to them.

For my purposes, performability is defined in tways>® again both are entirely
subjective. Firstly it concerns the performers teelves: how easy are the lines to speak
out loud and do they allow for the conveying of @rmeotion behind the lines. Secondly
performability concerns the audience: how easy ferithem to understand the words
spoken? This does not just encompass understartimgwords themselves, but
understanding the content. Here performabilityses over into the other considerations
above, for example how to translate jokes and eefsgs that an audience might not
understand. A performance piece cannot be footn@edtext plays a role as well: a
script for performance in an academic setting migatvery different for one in a

commercial setting.

As a final note | should emphasise that perforniighg not a judgement of quality, since
not every translation is meant to be performed.eMmnslations are undertaken for study
than for performance; that does not make themiortehs Walton states, ‘there do need
to be some translations around that do actuallgr ctffaithful rendition of the received

texts’' 3%/

35 Henderson 1993: 83.
356 There is potentially a third concern, which relates to national and cultural differences in performance
tradition and acting style (Bassnett-McGuire 1985: 91-2). However, given that this thesis is concerned
with English translations only, | have omitted this factor — save for some mentions of American and
English language.
%57 Walton 2006: 151.

97



J. Michael Walton takes all of this into accountanthe tentatively divides translation of
Greek theatre into seven categof®s:
1. Literals (cribs): most of the earlier translatidream the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries.
2. Those with literary fidelity and the translator'sasp, but with no claims as
performance texts.
3. Those faithful to the original but actable.
4. Those intended for, or deriving from, productionthaccasional licence.
5. Those adapted from, or based on, the original bwn fplaywrights/writers
without a direct knowledge of Greek.
6. Original plays inspired by specific classical trdigs.

7. Translocations to another culture.

The remainder of this chapter generally deals wité first to fourth of Walton’s
categories, as well as one or two examples of iftte dategory. The fifth, sixth and
seventh categories usually consist of translatemsociated with specific productions,
such as the Burt Shevelove/Stephen Sondheim sthese translations will be discussed

in tandem with their respective performances iarlahapters.

Walton’s categories are not perfect, which he freelmits, and there is some overlap
between them. Translations may crossover betwesethitd, fourth and fifth categories,

for example, since just because a translator doelsave knowledge of Greek it does not
mean his translation in necessarily inaccurate.il&im play may be both a new play
inspired by tragedy (sixth category) and transked¢ato another culture (seventh

category). | also add an additional category ofyplaat are discussed in the next chapter,

38 Walton 2006: 182-3.
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which | term ‘reflections’. These are plays whiale aot direct translations, but share a
thematic or structural similarity térogs Where the line is drawn between these
reflections and Walton’s sixth and seventh categors not clear-cut, and there is an
argument that some of the reflections | discusaulshbe have been included in the
performance chapters, and conversely productidissuss later in the thesis should have

been included as reflections instead.

English Translations of Frogs

I have discovered 40 different translations thatehlaeen published since the earliest in
1785 and will mention all of them here. For sonamsitations | will go into more detail,
generally those that have been used frequentlypésformance, or have significant
secondary material written about them, or simpbsththat include notable or unusual
features. Generally translations fall into thretegaries, broadly lining up with Walton’s
first, second and a combination of the third andrtto categories above: literal
translations or cribs; translations for study ugestholars or students; and translations

aiming at performance.

This list expands on earlier catalogues compiletMajtorr>® and Giannopoulogf?

Year | Translator Edition Original Publication 36?
1785 | Charles Dunster | Frogs, a Comedy Oxford: J. and J. Fletcher
The Plutus and the Frogs of | Oxford: Bartlett and
1822 | Unknown . ;
Aristophanes Hinton.

1837 | C.A. Wheelwright | The Comedies of AristophangsOxford: D.A. Talboys.

359 Walton 2006: 253-6 & 260-2. Walton’s list contains a number of errors. Two translations — the 1912
of unknown authorship and Webb’s 1962 version — are misattributed (see below, p.125n437 and
p.138n467). Furthermore he lists two versions which are not translations, William Lucas Collins in 1972
and William C. Green in 1979: they are a summary (with extracts from Frere) and an edition of the
original Greek respectively.
360 Giannopoulou 2007: 318-40. Giannopoulou similarly lists Collins’ and Green’s versions as translations.
He also mistakenly lists a further Greek edition as a translation, that of Francis Giffard Plaistowe in 1896.
361 Unless otherwise stated, all page and line numbers in this chapter are from the earliest editions of
the texts.
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1839 John Hookham The Frogs and Three Other | London: J.M. Dent & Son$
Frere Plays of Aristophanes Ltd.
Charles Cavendish , Oxford: John Henry
1848 Clifford The Frogs of Aristophanes Parker.
1853 V\{llllgm James The Comedies of A”StOphanesl’_ondon: Henry G. Bohn.
Hickie Vol.2
1867 Leonard-Hampson | Eight Comedies of London: Longmans, Gree
Rudd Aristophanes and Co.
A F_|rst ClassrT)an at A Literal Translation of Oxford: A. Thomas
1883 | Balliol College Aristophanes: The Frogs Shrimpton and Son
(Thomas NasH$? P ' 9 P '
1896 | J.A. Prout Aristophanes’ Ranae, Frogs ;%?gon: James Cornish &
Rev. Anthony Weston-Super-Mare: The
1897 Lawrence Kynaston The Frogs Mendip Press.
1900 | E.W. Huntingford | The Frogs of Aristophanes London: Methuen & Co.
1900 | Lionel James Frogs 8z)(ford: James Parker and
1902 | Gilbert Murray The Frogs of Aristophanes b?]r\:agn: George Allen and
1902 Benjamin Bickley The Frogs London: George Bell &
Rogers Sons.
1911 | Alfred Davies Copeg The Frogs of Aristophanes Oxford: Blackwell.
1912 | Unknown Arlstophanes: The Eleven New York: Liveright.
Comedies
1925 | Alexander Harvey | The Frogs Sﬂﬁf KS: Haldeman-
1927 John Marshal The Birds and the Frogs London: Edward Arnold &
MacGregor Co.
1934 | Arthur S. Way Aristophanes in English Verse London: MacMillan.
D.W. Lucas & : Cambridge: Cambridge
1936 F.J.A. Cruso The Frogs of Aristophanes University Press.
1952 | John G. Hawthorng Classics in Translation Madl_son, le University
of Wisconsin Press.
1955 | Dudley Fitts The Frogs t;)dndon: Faber and Faber
1961 | Peter D. Arnott Three Greek Plays for the BIo_ommgton, IN: Indiana
Theatre University Press.
Richmond Ann Arbor, MI: University
1962 Lattimore The Frogs of Michigan Press.
Robert Henning Complete Plays of i
1962 Webb Aristophanes London: Bantam.
David Barrett
1964 | (Revised by Shomit| Frogs and Other Plays London: Penguin.
Dutta in 2007)
1970 | Kenneth McLeish 'Fl;lh:ylszrogs and Other Greek London: Longman.
1970 | Patric Dickinson | Aristophanes Plays 2 Sr)gg;d: Oxford University

362 See below, p.113-4.
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Washington, D.C.:

1S4

James H. , : >
1983 Mantinband Four Plays of Aristophanes Umvgrsﬂy Press of
America.
1993 | Francis Blessingtor The Bacc.hae - Euripides. The Lincoln, NE: iUniverse
Frogs. Aristophanes
1993 | Kenneth McLeish | Aristophanes. Plays: Two London: Methuen.
1996 Alan H. Froas Warminster: Aris &
Sommerstein 9 Phillips Ltd.
Philadelphia, PA:
1999 | Alfred Corn Aristophanes, 2 University of Pennsylvani:
Press.
Aristophanes Volume |V: Boston: Harvard
2002 | Jeffrey Henderson | Frogs, Assemblywomen, o
University Press.
Wealth
2004 | Paul Roche Four Plays by Aristophanes New York: Signet
Classics.
2008 | lan Johnston Frogs Self-published.
2008 | George Theodoridis Frogs Self-published.
, Lysistrata, The Women'’s Norman, OK: University
2011 | Michael Ewans Festival and Frogs of Oklahoma Press.
Judith Affleck and . ] Cambridge: Cambridge
2014 Clive Letchford Aristophanes: Frogs University Press.
2015 | Stephen Halliwell Aristophanes: Clouds, Women Oxford: Oxford University

at the Thesmophoria, Frogs

Press.

There are seemingly three distinct turning pointthe translation history ¢frogs, these

moments begin new trends within the translationsiclv have lasting effects. Each of

these can be placed in the context of contempotenewents in the classical and

theatrical world, both directly and tangentiallyateng toFrogs The first is the earliest

translation ofFrogs Charles Dunster’s of 1785, which begins a speoraderest in the

translation of the play throughout the 1800s. Téeoad turning point is around 1900,

and encompasses a dramatic increase in the nurhbranslations by some of the best

known classicists of the time. The third turningnpmccurs in the middle of the 20th

century; it is at this time that we see the firsinslations undertaken specifically for

performance.
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Prior to Dunster’s translation, the first appeaes€ Frogs in English occurs inrhe
Greek Theatre of Father Brumog 1759 text itself translated from the Frenclgioal.
TheFrogspresent in that publication is not a full translat but | include it here as it is
a very detailed synopsis and commentary on the3?dg contrast to some of the other
plays in the volume, there is very little transdatiof Frogs contained here, aside from a
number of lines of dialogue that appear in the pgi® The original French text was
written by Pierre Brumoy, a member of the Socidtyesus. Hid.e Théatre des Gregcs
containing a translation or synopsis of every ex@meek play, was originally published
in 1730. The main text of the book was translatgdabteam of writers under the
supervision of the British novelist Charlotte Leryié* whilst the section offrogs was

translated by Gregory Sharpe, a clergyrifan.

Lennox was not uncritical of Brumoy’s own writingdconclusions, saying ‘Brumoy is
a good critic, and an excellent translator, buisheebad and a tedious writer’ and that ‘It
is to be wished he had been less critical, and rhisterical’3°® In his introduction to

Frogs Brumoy leaves us in little doubt about what reutlht the subject of the play was.
He states, ‘Without entering here into discussitmst are merely conjectural, and
incapable of affording satisfaction to a sensilglader, it is certain that [Aristophanes]

hated Euripides®®’ According to Brumoy, when Dionysus makes his finhbice he

363 |t has been misidentified as a full translation, for example in Hall 2008b: 320.
364 See Gray 1985 and Walton 39-40.
365 C.A. Wheelwright would later use Brumoy’s French to compile introductions for his own 1837
translation of Frogs (see below, pp.109-10). This has led to confusion at Walton 2006: 40 and 275n43,
where he has Brumoy and Wheelwright the wrong way around, describing an 1889 ‘translation of
Aristophanes by Brumoy, with notes by C.A. Wheelwright'. | believe Walton has misidentified a reprint
of Wheelwright’s 1837 translation - Wheelwright himself died in 1858.
366 Brumoy 1759: vol.1, p.v.
367 Brumoy 1759: vol.3, p.365.

102



chooses the poet ‘who best pleases RfffiHe does however comment that Aristophanes

‘does not treat (Aeschylus)...with less severigntihe does Euripide®®®

In other places Brumoy makes further judgement$mys similar to those made by
many later scholars, for example interpreting #fenence to Arginusae in the first scene
as follows: ‘The readiness of the Athenians to ghaeefreedom of their city to slaves did
not please Aristophane¥® Brumoy does not mention either this or the futuee

enfranchisement when summarising the parabasis.

Brumoy also has some interesting ideas on the dhmgus, saying ‘They were actors
dressed like frogs, with masks made to resemblsetipowets Aristophanes intended to
ridicule, if these actors appeared, for one schbkays they did not”! It is interesting

that Brumoy shows an awareness of the scholianyreiduces an otherwise unheard-of
element: that the frogs had masks that identifiesit as rival poets. In the footnotes he
says ‘Tis this farcical scene...that hath given nlaene to the whole piece: whence |
conclude, there was much sport and shew, to mak@dbple laugh at the expense of

some of the Athenian poets, or philosophéf%’.

The first stage of the translation receptiofradgsbegins with the earliest full translation,
that of Charles Dunster, in 1785. Before this dfhkyalthandCloudshad been translated
into English, in part as a result of the lack osadnity in the former and the link to
Socrates in the latter. To understand Winggs was translated next we need to consider

it within the wider framework of classical transtet. Dunster’'sFrogs comes just after

368 Brumoy 1759: vol.3, p.382.
369 Brumoy 1759: vol.3, p.383.
370 Brumoy 1759: vol.3, p.366.
371 Brumoy 1759: vol.3, p368.
372 Brumoy 1759: vol.3, p368n+.
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Robert Potter's 1777 publication of the plays of&teylus, the first time all of Aeschylus’
extant plays had been available in English. It besn suggested that, prior to Potter’s
work, Aeschylus’ choruses had been too difficultutederstand and too lengthy for
translation’”® and were not popular in performance eitfémDunster had finished his
classical education two years before the Aeschybéeys were published, yet as Potter’s
translation was such a literary sensation, itkislyi Dunster would have become aware of
it at some point. Prior to Dunstergogs, Potter also translated the complete plays of
Euripides across two volumes in 1781 and 1783, idshis Aeschylus they were the first
complete set of the Euripidean plays in Engfi$tiThis new interest in Aeschylus and
Euripides, combined with the academic viewFobgs as literary criticism of the tragic
poets, might have precipitated a general interestanslating=rogs — and it is in this

climate that Dunster undertakes his translation.

Dunster was the son of a clergyman and after stgdgit Oxford joined the clergy
himself. He was a prolific writer, publishing stadion various religious subjects. In his
preface toFrogs he bemoans the lack of English translations oktaphane¥® but,
despite thisFrogs was his only published foray into the classicss Blarly works did
include a number of other non-religious works: ditien of the poentCider by John
Phillips, and several books on John Milton. He segro have no interest in politics
outside the Church, but was not afraid to takerdrowersial stance on Christian matters.
He was, for example, at the forefront of the delmatevhether there was an order of
priority amongst the gospels based on when theye waitten, as opposed to the

established view that all of the Bible was equaflyhe highest authority/.”

373 Hall and Macintosh 2005: 209.
374 Hall and Macintosh 2005: 111.
375 Walton 2006: 40-1. The prolific Potter also published the complete plays of Sophocles in 1788.
376 Dunster 1785: iii.
377 Aston 2004: ODNB [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
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Dunster’s status as a member of the clergy probafilyenced his reading é¢frogs as

he states that ‘the design of Aristophanes in lisngs was chiefly a moral one’ and that
‘they hold forth vice and folly to ridicule’’® He also states that the two existing English-
language Aristophanes plays do not give an acca@eunt of Aristophanes’ skill and
wit. Clouds says Dunster, is so focussed on ridiculing Sesr#tat it loses the ‘rich
variety of satire’ found in other plays. Aidutusis more of a Middle Comedy than Old
Comedy, since it was written after ‘the governmead interfered to restrain the freedom
of the stage®’® His comments came just 50 years after the Licensict 1737, which
required plays to obtain a licence before they wedormed®® We might infer from
this, as well as from Dunster’s religious writinglsat he was essentially liberal in his

general political outlook.

Despite Dunster’s proclamation of Aristophanes ameal writer, he does make mention
of the obscenity contained withirogs This he excuses by suggesting that the obscenity
is not due to the preferences of Aristophanes @dudience, nor due to a lack of skill
on Aristophanes’ part, but instead ‘that the gressrof those passages, for which he has
been censured, was purposely adopted, to coveme gegree his satirical intention, and
to mask the battery he was preparing to open, $o give it greater effecf®! It is not

an entirely convincing argument and, despite itnfer states ‘The offensive parts are
either omitted, or qualified®®?Nevertheless, Dunster at least acknowledges theenobs

parts of Aristophanes far more than some laterengjtsince he has Dionysus saying to

378 Dunster 1785: iv.
379 Dunster 1785: v.
380 playwright Henry Fielding — often credited with being one of the writers whose plays precipitated the
creation of the Act — used Frogs as inspiration for two of his own plays. See below, pp.167-8.
381 Dunster 1785: iv-v.
382 Dunster 1785 vi.
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Xanthias in the opening scene ‘Il would not have ttadk so filthily’ and then ‘I pray thee

hold;- | do not want to vomit’ (p.278¥%2

Dunster’s translation uses a great range of metmesighout. For example, he most
commonly uses cataletic trochaic tetrameters:
Such the interested plan,
Of the sly desiring man; (p.319)
In the parabasis, however, the strophes are detiiariambic tetrameter:
Muse! while to chant the choral strain
| ask they tuneful harmony (p.330)
Before switching to pentameter, with some 11 -§yddines, for the epirrhema:
The sacred chorus it behoves to counsel,
And recommend to th’ practice of the state
An Argive who in Argos was not born,
But ‘mongst its native denizens by force
Obtain’d a seat; in tumult he relied,
And an unletter'd confidence, nor wanted
The talent of persuasion to involve them
In any mischief. (p.333-4)

Then using the same pattern for the antistropheaatepirrhema.

In other places the choral sections are more odeavferse with no consistent metre:
Hush’d be each lawless tongue, and ye profane,
Ye uninitiated, from our mysteries

Far off retire! — Whoe’er a bosom boasts not

383 page numbers are from the 1812 reprint in The Comedies of Aristophanes.
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Pure and unsullied, nor has ever learn’d

To worship at the uses’ hallow’d shrine. (p.307-8)

Whilst Dunster’s version was the turning point ti&gan full-length translations of
Frogs it was not until 1822 that another translationulgobe published. A number of
translations were published in the nineteenth egrdoinciding with a dramatic increase
in the translation of ancient Greek into Englismlikk Latin, knowledge of Greek was
not prevalent in nineteenth-century England, anthisancrease implies a greater interest

in reading Greek literature in translatit.

The 1822 translation ¢frogswas by an unknown author and combined in a volwitte
Wealth The anonymity of the author is not unusual fég ttme period?® the edition has
full commentary throughout, including referenceotber classical authors, the scholia
and later academic interpretations; this all suggas academic origin for the author
himself. The title page of the volume states it vikrinted for D.A. Talboys’, referring
to publisher and translator David Alphonso Talbgy4790-1840). He published the
Oxford English Classics series, but there is nongethat he translated any ancient texts
himself. His own translations seem to have beem fBermart® It is likely the translator
was a recent Oxford graduate and intended to hesler students with the text, since
Oxford University Press refused to publish transtat at the timé®’ This then, is the
first of our ‘cribs’ of Frogs Walton'’s first category of translations, of whiate will see

a number throughout the 1800s.

384 Hardwick 2000: 25.
385 Walton 2006: 7.
386 \/aisey 2004: ODNB [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
387 personal communication from Christopher Stray on 16th March 2015. The Examination Statutes of
Oxford do not go back this time, but Frogs was included when records began in 1872.
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The author adds a (mistaken) assertion aboogs that | have not read elsewhere. He
states thaFrogs was written by Aristophanes as an act of reveng&uripides for the
latter writing Palamedesa play in which the eponymous character, theeskest Greek
to take part in the Trojan Watr, is unjustly exeduby the Greeks due to the jealousy of
Odysseus and Diomedes. Only fragment$aflamedessurvive, but a passage in the
hypothesis to Isocrate8usiris (24-30)%8 records that when the line ‘You have killed,
you have killed the best of the Greeks’ was spokenaudience knew that it referred to
Socrates and wept. For our anonymous author, tpelaaty of Palamedesbrought
Aristophanes...into great odium with the peopleirayto Cloudsand its assumed role in
Socrates’ death (p.111 note.a). Our anonymous adibes not refer to the testimonia
directly, but in any case his assertion is incdyrsimice Socrates did not die until 399,
after Frogs had been performe®alamedestself was first performed in 415, so if the
testimonia is correct it must be referring to as@performance after Socrates’ delth.
There is a textual link iffrogs as the hero Palamedmssreferred to by name when
Dionysus is praising Euripides’ advice (1451) agldewhere in the Aristophanic corpus,

the play itself was parodied Tthesmophoriazusg&69-71).

This anonymous translation itself is entirely iog&, even the choral sections:
Chorus: Muse, assay the sacred choral strains, tmta&e pleasure in my song,
to see the vast multitude of people, where wisdom thousand forms is seated,
forms more emulous that Cleophon, on whose chagielips the Thracian

swallow horribly screams, seated on a foreign lgaf60-1)

388 Test.iic, in Collard & Cropp 2008: 51.
389 Collard, Cropp, & Gibert 2004: 97; Collard & Cropp 2008: 49.
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Just as with Dunster’s translation, all obscerstyeimoved. This translation sees the first
instance of Dionysus telling Xanthias not to sggke until he wants ‘an emetic’ (p.112)
instead of saying he will want to vomit (which eM@anster found acceptable). This trend

will continue throughout some of the more moraliyservative translations.

It was 15 years before another translation appedtasl time by Charles Apthorp
Wheelwright. Wheelwright's two volumes containiny @leven plays of Aristophanes
were published in 1837. The publisher was again. &#boys, indicating an ongoing
relationship between the Oxford-based publisherfAtophanes. Like Dunster before
him, Wheelwright followed his father into the clgrgHe also translated Pindar and

Seneca?®

The translation is described as being in blankejeyst Wheelwright uses a mixture of
pentameter and tetrameter. Pentameter is useddalalogue:
Dionysus: These are small vine shoots, chattemsse museums
Of swallows, such as have corrupted art,
Who disappear if they but gain a chorus,
Wafting with prosperous gale to tragedy. (104-7)
Tetrameter is used for the chorus with rhyming detsp
Muse of the sacred choirs advance,
Delighting in our song and dance,;
Survey the peopled crowds where sit

Innumerable tribes of wit. (695-8)

3% plymmer 2010: 360. By coincidence, Wheelwright’s Poems, Original and Translated; Including
Versions of the Medea and Octavia of Seneca was published in 1810 by A.J. Valpy, who re-published
Dunster’s Frogs in 1812.
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Wheelwright does attempt to use rhyme to diffeedatibetween styles. For example,
where the chorus introduced the contest at 814ffe&livright renders this ‘in imitation
of Aeschylus’ by using enclosed rhyme, alongsiddggmeter and an irregular fourth line:

Tremendous rage will soon possess the soul

Of the high-sounding bard; whene’er his eye

The sharp-tongu’d rival's whetted teeth shall spy,

With madness will it roll. (854-7)

Naturally for a translation of this time period Véharight keeps the obscenity subtle,
although he does go further than other contempdranglations: ‘Nor that, | beg, unless
when I'm to vomit’ (14) and:

Xanthias: Ho there, what hast thou done?

Dionysus: Reliev’d myself. (488-9)
In his introduction Wheelwright claims that Aristames did not want to include the
obscenities and that the blame for them lay wighahidience. He states ‘it can be proved
that Aristophanes himself laments the hard taslosegd upon him of gratifying the public

at the expense of decendyl.He does not offer any proof himself.

The next translation to appear in English is onefmost influential. Published in 1839,
the translation by John Hookham Frere (1769-18d6ljke Dunster’s version, was an
attempt to create a performance-standard scrig. firbt known fully staged English-
language performance of the complete texFaigs Henry Fleeming Jenkin’s 1873
production, used Frere’s translatidflt was also performed in 1913 at Kenyon College

in the US and provided the basis for the accompangranslation of the 1892 Oxford

391 Wheelwright 1837: ix.
392 See Chapter Four, pp.182-3.
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production. Frere was a prolific translator of Asighanes and his translations were still
being published as late as 1¥4%5His translations attempted to put Aristophanes int
contemporary, accessible spoken language, somethimgh most translations have
attempted to do sinc&? Frere stated in his introduction Birds that he always wanted
the readers not to realise they were reading alaaon, something he calls the ‘illusion

of originality’.3%

Frere goes one step further than Dunster by hirgdirige obscenity occurring in the play
right from the start, when Xanthias asks if he say ‘That I'm ready to befoul myself’

(p.3). However, when it comes to the act actuatiyuoring on stage later, Dionysus only
falls to the ground and says ‘I've had an accidgni26). When Dionysus is meant to

sponge himself down, the stage directions merejy ‘¢tere a few lines are omitted’

(p.26).

Frere was perhaps the first translatorFobgs to attempt a mimetic translation of
Aristophanes’ metre€® A mixture of metres are therefore used throughalamngside
sporadic use of rhyming couplets. To a modern angegié-rere’s translation would sound
dated, but despite this it still has a rhythm doavfto it that Dunster’s and many later
translations do not. For example, his version efdhorus at 814-822 uses archaic words,
yet the rhyme does not sound as childish as in mo@ern translations:

The full-mouth’d master of the tragic quire,

We shall behold him foam with rage and ire;

- Confronting in the list

393 Hall 2007b: 77.
394 Hall 2007b: 78.
3% Frere 1820: 481.
3% \Walsh 2009: 223.
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His eager, shrewd, sharp-tooth’d antagonist.

Then will his visual orbs be wildly whirl'd

And huge invectives will be hurl’d

Superb and supercilious,

Atrocious, atrabilious,

With furious gesture and with lips of foam,

And lion crest unconscious of the comb; (p.46)
Even in places where the poetry could (or showddpd wrong, such as when Aeschylus
is making fun of Euripides’ lyrics, there are soat&active lines:

Ye spider, spiders ever spinning

Never ending, still beginning. (p.65)

There were a number of other translations througti@i1800s, presumably designed as
‘cribs’ for all the classics students for whom Aoigshanes was on the curriculum. They
included Charles Cavendish Clifford’s in 1848, \dith James Hickie’'s in 1853 and
Leonard-Hampson Rudd’s in 1867. In general, Cldfand Rudd’s verse translations are
products of their time, archaic in their languagel atilted in structure. In Clifford’s
version of Aeacus’ description of Euripides theseeis full of archaic language:
...these giving careful ear unto

His fetches, reasonings, and arguments,

Became enamour’d, and went raving mad.

They hal’d him wisest: quick elate at this,

He seiz’'d upon the chair where Aeschylus

Was wont to sit. (p.25)
In contrast, Hickie’s version of this line is tréaied into prose and uses more modern
language:
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...and they, hearing his objections, and twistiragg] turnings, went stark mad,
and thought him the cleverest. And elated he ldghcto the throne where

Aeschylus was sitting. (p.569)

Rudd’sFrogs comes in a volume with seven other Aristophanaglthe three plays
prominently featuring women being notable by tladisence. His translation in particular
is a difficult read, entirely in rhyming coupletglf-consciously archaising, and features
lines such as these:

Tut! Have not pride and luxury too much of it?

When |, the son of Barrel, Bacchus, thus submit

To trudge a-foot, and set this rogue on donkeypac

Lest he should be fatigued by carrying the pauid49)

None of the three has ever been used for perforemancmy knowledge. In his

introduction, Clifford seems to want to distancenself from the play and is oddly
uninterested in his own translation, stating ‘lingh much diffidence that | venture to
publish a translation of this singular play’ (heedmnot elaborate on what is ‘singular’
about it), ‘'Some of the jests are certainly notned’ and ‘I fear much of the wit has

evaporated®®’

A further crib was published in 1883. Its authogigen as ‘A First Classman of Balliol
College’ and it is taken from the Greek text oféyabut other than these details there is
nothing to indicate the identity of the authoisllikely to have been the prolific translator

Thomas Nash; it was common in this period for i@oss to hide their identities to avoid

397 Clifford 1848: Preface.
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ridicule 38 Nash (under the guise of the First Classman) wsgansible for two other

translations published that year as wélhudsandAcharnians®®®

As is common with cribs the text is translated rehfiinto prose; even the frog-chorus
reads as spoken dialogue instead of giving anygatidin of verse:
Brekekekex! koax! koax! Brekekekex! koax! koax! Mhr children of the
fountains, let us utter a strain of hymns to théeesmf the pipe, my melodious
song, Koax! koax! which we are wont to sing at Laarnin honour of Dionysus
(the child) of Zeus from Nysa, when the host of gledipsily revelling at the

(feast of the) sacred Pitchers comes to my enaofinekekekex! Koax! koax!

(p.11)

It also includes a small number of stage directenms bits of commentary within the text
itself, making it difficult to follow the text itdkin places. It does however include the
earliest example of Dionysus actually soiling hithee stage that | can find in an English
translation ofFrogs, as Dionysus exclaims the understated ‘I have etesg/self; call a
god’ (p.17) on meeting Aeacustogswas one of six Aristophanes plays that were on the
Oxford University curriculum at this tinf@% and so it is indeed likely that the publishing

of this translation was aimed at students struggiincomprehend the Greek.

It is around this time that the second turning paeocurs. Similarly to how Potter’s
translations of Aeschylus and Euripides may haeeipitated Dunster'§rogs, it was

around this period that there was a further heiggdanterest in Euripides, alongside a

3% Walton 2006: 7.
399 Giannopoulou 2007: 309-10.
400 The others were Acharnians, Birds, Knights, Clouds and Wasps. See the Oxford University
Examination Statutes for 1883: 32.
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general increase in popularity of tragedy as whti€riedrich Nietzsche'3he Birth of
Tragedyhad been published in 1876 and reissued in 1886phasised the ritual origins
of Greek drama, which would fit with the katabaditd Eleusinian elements Bfogs
Nietzsche was also an influence on George Bernd&awvSand his friend Gilbert
Murray,**2 who would write one of the most important trarisias of Frogsin this time
period. Euripides himself was also influencing otplaywrights, such as Henrik Ibsen,

as well as Sha#®

With regards td-rogsitself, 1877 saw F.A. Paley publish an editediedibf the Greek
text, an edition on which several of the transtaim this period would be based. There
was also a heightened interest in Greek theatrerglyin this time period, with the first
Greek plays being performed at Oxford and Cambridge880 and 1882 respectively.
This would include those by Aristophanes, as Cadga’'s second Greek play, in 1883,
was Birds and in 1892 Oxford University’s notable performanof Frogs was
mounted'® It is against this background that the period fr@896 would see six
translations ofrogsin six years. These would include those of Muaagl of Benjamin
Bickley Rogers which, alongside Frere’s, rank ansbiige most influential translations

of the play’s entire history.

The first two translations of this phase were legs®wn ones, appearing in 1896 and
1899. The 1896 translation was undertaken by JrdutPand was published as part of
‘Kelly’s Keys to the Classics’, a series of cribghfished in the mid-1800s to mid-1900s.

Prout was a prolific translator of a diverse satecof classical works in both Greek and

401 Hall and Macintosh 2005: 433.
402 Shaw 2007: 149.
403 See Chapter Three, pp.170-72 and Hall and Macintosh 2005: 490.
404 See Chapter Four, 186-190.
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Latin*% The other translation was a bilingual edition maodeaccompany the 1897
production at Downside School in Bath (then naniéee‘College of Saint Gregory the
Great at Downside’). It was by Rev. A.L. Kynastavho was also responsible for a
published translation dAlcestisfor the school. The school was founded by Benewict

Monks (and remains today associated with Downsidlee4), and so unsurprisingly the

obscenity is removed.

Both translations are rendered in archaic prosesvagenced by their versions of the
parados. First Prout’s:
Arouse thee, for he is here waving flaming torchredis hands, O lacchus,
lacchus! thou morning-star of nocturnal orgieslLg).
And Kynaston’s:
Rouse thee, for he cometh, brandishing in his hdr&ilaming torches — lacchus!

O lacchus! — he who is the star shining on our hiprg the night. (p35)

1902 saw the first ever performanceFobgsin Canada, at Trinity College, Tororft®.
The performance was in Greek, but a companion lados was provided by E.W.
Huntingford, then a Professor of Classics at Tyinithe translation itself had been
published by Methuen in 1900. The text is translagmtirely into rhyming verse,
portrayed in a simplistic manner so as to sounastrike a children’s poem:
Dionysus: Why, here’s a corpse just being caryed
Hullo! It's you | mean, you dead man, hi!
My traps for Hades! Will you take the job?

Corpse: How much?

405 Examples include such diverse authors as Herodotus, Plato, Cicero, Virgil, and Ovid.
406 See Chapter Five, pp.246-7.
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Dionysus: (Pointing to bundle) This only.
Corpse: If you'll pay two bob. (170-3)
As is usual with translations around this time perithe obscenity is removed. This seems

to be Huntingford’s only published translation.

In 1900 another translation was published as aompaniment to a school production
in Greek. The performance was at St. Peter's Cell&adley’’ in Abingdon, and the
translation was by Lionel James, master of Clasaicthe school. His translation is
published with the Greek text facing it. In theraduction to the translation he laments
the necessary cuts he has made the original. Thelsele several sections of the contest
which he says are ‘amusing to read [but] not weillesl to acting on a modern stad®.
James admits that some sections were taken frome'&rganslation, but since Frere
‘amplifies and paraphrase®® he believes that a more accurate translationasettto
accompany the Greek text. As is to be expectedlikeenity has been removed from the
script. James does take the unusual step of patti@hslating the frog-chorus’s croaking
sound, rendering it as ‘Brekekekex croak croak6(230). In terms of the metre, James
has attempted to reproduce the Greek metre whetedras it possible, into hexameters,

for example, but in other cases has used a diffenetre entirely.

A far more important and influential translationtisat of Gilbert Murray in 1902°
Murray’s translation does not include an introdocfiso we cannot tell from this what
his thoughts and motivation were for it. It was,wewer, his only translation of

Aristophanes up until 1950, and at this time indaseer Murray had little interest in the

407 Now Radley College.
408 James 1900: iii.
409 James 1900: iii.
410 page references come from the 1908 edition.
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comic poet. He would later change his mind, saynt933 that it was, ‘only late in life
that | have learnt to care for Aristophanes amdpe, understand hirfit Murray’sFrogs
was more likely undertaken due to his far more datvinterest in Euripide8? For
Murray, Frogs does not mock Euripides personally, but he instesebs Aristophanes’
parodying of the tragedian as a complinféAtMurray saw Euripides as a predecessor to
his great friend George Bernard Shaw. In Murr&ygs his Euripides was clearly based
on Bernard Shaw, predating their link in the ShevelSondheim version dfrogs by

nearly 70 year&*

Whilst Murray was politically liberat!® he exhibited a Victorian attitude towards
obscenity. He therefore removed all of the obsgeriitAristophanes and produced the
most prudish translation available; thus, in theyvapening scene, when Dionysus tells
Xanthias not to do the bit ‘where you shift youghage and say you need a shit’ (8), the
line becomes

Don’t shift your luggage pole

Across, and say, ‘I want to blow my nose.’ (p. 4)
Most translations allow Dionysus or Xanthias to makpun about ‘easing’ oneself at the
very least. In other places Muray keeps the bdditgtions, but avoids the use of coarser
language; for example continuing the trend beguthbyanonymous translation of 1822
by having Dionysus say ‘Keep it till | need emetigs4), where most translations use a

variation on vomiting foFrogs11.

41 Murray 1933b: vii.
412 | ippman 2016: 287.
413 | ippman 2016: 300.
414 Griffith 2013: 240; see also Chapter Six, passim.
415 He was one of the more radical supporters of the Liberal party at the time, for example on women’s
rights, anti-imperialism and education (Ceadel 2007: 233; Walsh 2009: 66).
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Murray has attempted to preserve the poetry oftépisanes in the dialogue by rendering
it in blank verse. The chorus lines are all writtemhyming verse, including the lines of
the chorus Leader in the parabasis, an interestiogce given that Aristophanes wrote
these lines in tetrameters to distinguish it fréma thoral sections. The final scene after
the contest is also written in rhyming verse; witihgs might be to reflect the fact that in
the original Greek this scene is not written ingtendard metre of Aristophanic dialogue,
one can't help but feel Murray has created a pralde himself with this decision, as it
leads to some fairly ponderous lines such as tliesePluto:

Then farewell, Aeschylus! Go your ways,

And save your town for happier days

By counsel wise; and a school prepare

For all the fools — there are plenty there!

And take me some parcels, | pray; this sword

Is for Cleophon; these pretty ropes for the Board

Of Providers. But ask them one halter to spare

For Nicomachus; one, too, is Myrmex’s share. (p)106
Like many translations Murray’s doesn’'t read wellt doud and was clearly not
undertaken with an appreciation of what it wouldibe to perform the script. In addition
to the rhyming couplets, he uses archaic languabah Walton suggests he uses ‘as
though they award authority to the translationrobkld play by virtue of sounding nothing
other than old*!®In general, history has not been kind to Murrdsasslations. T.S. Eliot
said of them, ‘it is because Professor Murray hascreative instinct that he leaves
Euripides quite dead’ Walton is particularly scathing, stating &fogs that, in

Murray’s version, the contest ‘would have beentlher privilege of remaining dead rather

416 \Walton 2006: 49.
417 Quoted in Walton 2006: 187.
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than having to return to see their works so mandféd\evertheless, the fact that no
study of the translation of Greek drama can ommt Bhows how influential his works
were. In truth his translations are no worse or anold-fashioned than any other

contemporary one, it is just that Murray remaingsmminent and easy a target.

It is perhaps more Murray’s prominence and othéviéies — his appointment to the
Regius Chair of Greek at Oxford, having his tratsfes of tragedy performed by the
famous professional company of Harley Granvillei®ay his heavy involvement with
BBC productions of Greek theatt® and becoming a major figure on the international
stage with the League of Nations after World War father than the quality of his
translation, that has led to Higsogsbeing performed on several occasions. Notable were
those by two Oxford Colleges: the all-female SoritlerCollege in 1911 and 1948 and
several productions by the Balliol Playéfs.There was also one of the few non-

pedagogical productions, at the People’s TheatMewucastle in 1952.

In the same year as Murray’s, a further translatvas published, this time by Benjamin
Bickley Rogers. Rogers was a barrister by tradesamamateur classical schotdfwho
was lauded for his public-speaking whilst at OxftftHe started translating whilst still
an undergraduat®? and from 1902 to 1916 he published the first cateplset of
Aristophanes in Englistf> Later Rogers’ translations were re-published as giathe

Loeb Classical Library's series, which were printedh the Greek text facing the

418 Walton 2006: 49.
419 His translation of Frogs was likely the first Aristophanes to be performed on the radio in its entirety.
See Wrigley 2014: 853-8 and Wrigley 2015: 137-41.
420 Murray’s translation of Acharnians was performed at Somerville in 1914.
421 See Chapter Four, pp.191-3.
422 Sommerstein 2004: 833; Walsh 2016: 223.
423 Warren, rev. Smail 2004: ODNB [online, accessed 17t" February 2018].
424 Sommerstein 2004: 832.
425 Robson 2009: 190.
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translation. Rogers was not originally chosen fog toeb translations. The original
translator was to be emeritus professor of Gre¢kaatard and scholar of Aristophanes,
John Williams White. However, White died in 191&aVing none of the plays completed.
Rather than commission a new translator, Rogendieeaersions were chosen, with

explanatory footnotes addétf.

This translation is formally quite similar to Muyra, in that it renders the dialogue of
Aristophanes into verse and has the chorus simgyime. Rogers’ translations of verse
are notable for their attempt to replicate the mhytof Aristophanes where possibté,
making him one of the few translators to attemplnk&s’ mimetic approach to poetfs?
A clear metrical contrast can be seen in the sa#eee Aeschylus and Euripides criticise
each other’s choruses, (1285-1323) first in Eugpidnockery of Aeschylus:

How the twin-throned powers of Achaea, the lordthefmighty Hellenes.

O phlattothrattophlattothrat!

Sendeth the Sphinx, the unchancy, the chieftainplessihound.

O phlattothrattophlattothrat!

Launcheth fierce with brand and hand the avendpersetrible eagle.

O phlattothrattophlattothrat!

So for the swift-winged hounds of the air he predd booty.

O phlattothrattophlattothrat!

The throng down-bearing on Aias.

O phlattothrattophlattothrat! (pp.195-7)
and then in Aeschylus’ mockery of Euripides:

Halcyons, who by the ever-rippling

426 Sommerstein 2004: 833; 2006: 130-1.
427 Robson 2009: 208; Robson 2012: 225; Walsh 2016: 223.
428 See above p.92.
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Waves of the sea are babbling,

Dewing your plumes with the drops that fall
From wings in the sale spray dabbling.
Spiders, ever with twir-r-r-r-r-rling fingers
Weaving the warp and the woof,

Little, brittle, network, fretwork,

Under the coigns of the roof. (pp.199-201)

Rogers does make some other odd choices withrnigedae, such as changing ‘Dionysus
son of flagon’ (22) to ‘son of — Pipkin’ (p.5) pgpkin being a medieval cooking pot. He
goes a little further with the obscenity than Muyrralthough the bulk of it is still
absent?® The opening scene, for example, contains the line:
Xanthias: May | not say I'm overburdened so
That if none ease me, | must ease myself?

Dionysus: For mercy’s sake, not till 'm goingwomit. (p.5)

It is still fairly reserved, but does take a stepther than Murray’s version. Rogers’
translations were known for their refusal to engagk obscenity, and this is particularly
noticeable in his versions bysistrataandThesmophoriazusdé® That they were chosen
for the Loeb editions (and remained so until 20@@pably says a lot about the editors

and audience of the series and their opinions emhbiscenity3!

429 Griffith 2013: 241.

430 Warren, rev. Smail 2004: ODNB [online, accessed 17t" February 2018].

431 Although the editors of the series did reinstate the missing sections of Lysistrata and

Thermophoriazusae. Changes to the obscenity in other plays were sometimes footnoted, other times

they are left without comment. See Sommerstein 2006: 130n6; Robson 2009: 190; Robson 2016: 45-6.
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Some of the language used by Rogers is fairly asthibned, as seen in this small section
between Dionysus and Heracles (131-134):
Heracles: Observe the torch-race started, and athen
The multitude is shoutiniget them go
Let yourself go.
Dionysus: Go! Whither?
Heracles: To the ground.
Dionysus: And lose, forsooth, two envelopes ofrbra
I'll not try that. (p309)
Other words such as ‘thither’, ‘whoso’, ‘sirrah’dbeshrew’ make the translation sound
much older than it is. In fact the regular useh#se words and some of the sentence
structure make it seem like Rogers intended theskasion to sound archaic. Some of the
lines might almost pass as Shakespearean, suchhas trouch we down, and mark
what’'s going on’ (p.49), whereas other sectiongam@niscent of W.S. Gilbert:
Farewell then, Aeschylus, great and wise,
Go, save our state by the maxims rare
Of thy noble thought; and the fools chastise,
For many a fool dwells there.
And thisto Cleophon give, my friend,
And thisto the revenue-raising crew,
Nicomachus, Myrmex, next | send,
And thisto Archenomus too.
And bid them all that without delay,
To my realm of the dead they hasten away. (pp.327-9
This use of the archaic language throughout makdsficult to distinguish between

different styles within the text: the contrast beém Aeschylus’ elevated lyric and
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Euripides’ bawdy ones for exampf&.Rogers was not overly concerned with too much
accuracy to Aristophanes, or as Sommerstein putsad little concern for pedantic
precision’*®®* As Rogers openly wrote in his introduction Thvesmophoriazousae
sometimes his translation ‘goes clean contranh&rheaning of the Greef? | have
found only one instance of Rogers’ translation ggoerformed, at the University of

Sydney in 1940.

The Edwardian translations of Murray and Rogers #gmsdsecond turning point and
translations of the play now become more sporaflier six different translations of
Frogsin as many years from 1896-1902, the next sixstedions were spread over a 50-
year period. The first and fourth are those of édfiDavies Cope in 1911 and of John
Marshall MacGregor in 1927 (published together vBihds). Cope’s translation uses
rhyming verse for the choruses, whilst MacGregdnignes throughout. Neither has ever
been used for performance, as far as | have bdemcahscertain, although a much earlier
and ‘greatly abridged’ version of Cope’s was uswdafperformance at St John’s School,
Leatherhead, in 1895. He described that versidoyaso mean free of archaisms’. | have
grouped the two translations together since theytlae only ones that translate all of
‘Brekekekex coax’ into something else, going orepdturther than Lionel James did in
his 1900 translation. Cope renders it as ‘Croakjaky croak, croak’ (p.25) and
MacGregor as the similar ‘Cr-rr-rr-oak, Cr-oak, @ak’. (p.79) Cope quaintly justifies
this in his introduction by stating English frogske a croaking sound and saying ‘To
reproduce the Greek sound is not to give the faintepression of the croaking of our

own frogs.*3® MacGregor offers no explanation. These are thg b versions | have

432 Halliwell 2000: 78.
433 Sommerstein 2004: 233.
434 Quoted in Sommerstein 2004: 233.
435 Cope 1911: 8.
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seen that attempt to ‘domesticate’ the frogs etllyicand translate the frog-chorus’

famous song in this way.

The two scripts distinguish themselves from eattemin their treatment of obscenity,
however. Despite Cope’s claim with regards to obsgethat he has ‘ventured to
reproduce it all...toning it down as little as dbks,*3° he still avoids explicit mentions
and keeps it ambiguous, as in the following example

Xanthias: What have you done?

Dionysus: Done...something. Let us pray. (p.35)

By contrast, MacGregor, in the same section, leava®om for ambiguity by stating in

the stage directions ‘Dionysus...is seized withrrli@ea and sinks upon the ground’
(p.87). The two authors were both classicists, @ttpe being attached to Wadham
College, Oxford (as B.B. Rogers had been), and Meg® at Bedford College. Neither

seems to have published any other translations.

Between these two translations came two othersfildteappeared in the second of two
volumes containing all eleven of Aristophanes’ glgyublished in 1912 for the Athenian
Society. The translator’s identity was anonym&iisThe translation is entirely in prose
but, compared to the archaising language of Muaray Rogers, this version uses more
modern speech: ‘We are curious to see upon whangrthese clever tilters are going to
measure each other. Thy tongue is keen, theiswéady, their heart is full of audacity.’

(p.236)

436 Cope 1911: 7.
437 Walton 2006: 255 mistakenly ascribes the translation to Horace Liveright (1883-1933). Liveright’s
publishing house did publish the plays as one volume in 1943, but a publisher’s note at the start says of
the original ‘The name of the translator was not stated’. Liveright was a theatre producer and publisher,
but was not known as a writer or translator himself.
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The first ever American translationefogswas published in 1925, by Alexander Harvey
as part of Haldeman-Julius’ Little Blue Books seri€he Little Blue Books were a series
of pocket-sized, staple-bound books published fi®19-1978. Sold predominantly via
mail order, they were extremely popular in the B&ling 100 million copies in just nine
years?*® Those books that did not sell sufficient numbegsearremoved from circulation.
The series covered virtually every subject, froassics to candy making. The series even
took the highly controversial step of publishingoks discussing atheism and
homosexuality3® Frogswas the 758th book to be published in the se@kssical drama
was not popular and very few titles remained atlaAs of 1928rogswas the seventh
most popular Greek play and the only one of Arietopes not to have been withdraff.
Alexander Harvey himself contributed a number @nslations to the series, from
Euripides and Sophocles as well as Aristophanes.bAckground is unknown, but he
seems to have also written about Percy Bysshe &yhatid William Dean Howells, as

well as short stories.

Brief sections of commentary are included in the teself, most of which seems to be
abbreviated from William Walter Merry’s 1905 ediiof Frogsin Greek. For example
when he says of Euripides’ absurd final piece @i@(1440-3) ‘This is the rendering of
the learned Doctor Merry and it is as faithful agtaing suggested by the German Doctor
Kock or the Dutch Van Leeuwen.’ (p.90) The lineeitds Merry’s translation found in

the notes (p.72).

438 Haldemann-Julius 1928: 223.
439 A full database of the books can be found at http://haldeman-julius.org/.
440 Haldemann-Julius 1928: 64. Clouds, Birds and Knights were the others available at the time.
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Harvey's translation itself is entirely in proseciuding the chorus parts. These is no
attempt to differentiate between spoken and surggliDespite the commentary assuring
us the frog chorus ‘was accompanied by song andcaiisrains’ (p.20), there seems to
be no allowance for this in their words: ‘The Musdésweet song and horney-hoofed
Pan, he the reed-voiced reveller, were infatuatétd me. Apollo with his lute was
enraptured too for the sake of the reed as welthhio go with the lyre, | nourish in

watery wastes’ (p.21).

In some ways the translation is ahead of its tomeng to its treatment of the performance
aspect of the play. It includes a copious numberstafge directions; the opening
description alone fills almost the entire first pagiarvey clearly has given thought to
how the production could be staged in a contemgomaanner, as evidenced by his
description of the ending: ‘Grand march on andaggompanied by dins of flutes, tipsy
choruses, yells of Yo-ho-ho! in the accents of Basc rattling of bones, Aeschylus
holding his seat with difficulty on the shouldeffstioe four youths. Loud braying of the

donkey of Xanthias heard off the stage’ (p.95).

The verse translation of Arthur S. Way was posthushoreleased in 1934. Way was in
the midst of translating the plays of Aristophamg¢®n he died in 1930. Two volumes
covering four plays each were published in 1927188# respectively. He taught classics
at schools in England and Australia, but was alpooéific translator of Homer, Horace,
Lucretius, Pindar, Sappho, Virgil and the Greekedians. His translations drew mixed
reviews. A list of quotations in his 1934 volumeotps the magazin€he Bookmaras
saying of Way’s Aristophanes ‘He has a real pogific..and far closer to its spirit than,

for instance, Dr. Gilbert Murray’. By contrast WayHomer was described as ‘neither
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flowing, gliding, rushing, nor leaping, but mereunaing’**! The combination of verse
form and rhyming couplets makes the translatioriegsiilted, particularly where lines
are split between two characters, for example:
Aeacus: Quick, bind this dog-thief! Haul the rogveay
For punishment!
Bacchus: Who's in a tight place, eh?
Xanthias: Go to the devil! Don’t you dare draw nea
Aeacus: What? — show fight? Ditylus, StrebylugdBlus, here!
At him — fight! — give the rogue a proper drulydin
Bacchus: Oh shocking! shocking! — here’s a feledwbbing
The very folks he’s robbed!
Aeacus: It's worst — it's awful!

Bacchus: Quite so, sir — truly appalling — modawful! (606-612)

In 1936Frogswas performed at Cambridge University in the orddiGreek. The script
used was then published, alongside a translatioD.ly. Lucas and F.J.A. Cruso. An
introductory note by the producer states that tlhey ontained an ‘appeal for
forgetfulness of grudges and united effort forebenmon good**? Despite the treatment
of Cleophon and others in Aristophanes’ play, Lumag Cruso are no doubt referring to
the forgiveness of the oligarchs urged in the pasay*? It is conceivable this was an
attempt to tie the performance into the social poidtical events at this time in Britain.
The country was recovering from recession andrtbeeasing power of the Nazi party in

Germany had led to the British government followangolicy of aggressive rearmament.

441 Quoted in Gellie 1976 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
442 | ucas and Cruso 1936: v.
443 See Chapter One, p.47.
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The rise in popularity of the British Union of F&ss and their violent clashes with anti-

fascist protesters had resulted in the governmasgipg the Public Order Act 1936.

Like Kynaston’s 1897 script, this edition is metmaid understanding of performance in
its original language, as opposed to a translatieant for study or performance its¥ff.
Its purpose did evolve however, as it was re-rel@as 1946 specifically as a ‘schools
edition’**® The dialogue is translated almost entirely in presgth no attempt made to
replicate any sort of verse rhythm:

Aeacus: By Zeus the saviour, your master is agealleman!

Xanthias: How shouldnt he be a gentleman, seeingniderstands nothing but

drinking and wenching?

Aeacus: To think of his not beating you when youeveompletely shown up,

pretending to be the master when you were the ls{pv@2)

The choruses are in loosened iambic verse incatipgrenyme, but often switches the
rhyme scheme part way through a verse, for example:

Here in thy home we await thy tread,

O come lacchus of high renown.

Dance o’er this meadow, shake on thy head

The berries that cluster, thy myrtle crown.

And lead with the bear of thy tireless feet

The holy bands in the mystic rite,

The dance of wantoness and delight,

Where the Graces find their chiefest pleasure,

444 Frere’s text was also used for this purpose, but was not specifically translated with this in mind.
445 Walton 2006: 261.
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Thy hallowed worshippers’ sacred measure. (p.30-2)
The chorus leader sections of the parabasis arglatad in prose. In the contest rhyming
verse is used for when Aeschylus and Euripidesegeath other, and it is used again for

most of the post-contest final scene.

The third turning point in translations begins ardul950 and continues to inform
translation into the 1970s. The background to piiase is not as clear as the previous
two, but there are a number of details that ardlwooting. One initial detail is that it is
in this time period that we see an increase instedions published in America and by
Americans, with translations from American schaldehn G. Hawthorne, Dudley Fitts,
Richmond Lattimore and Robert Henning Webb, ingpace of ten years. Additionally,
although Peter Arnott was originally British, hedhmoved to lecture at the University of
lowa in 1958 His 1961 translation was published in America farstl performed there.
This increase in American translations is perhasgoxical, since it occurs during a

period in which North American performancesFobgs had become far rarét’

Another aspect dfrogstranslation in the 50s, 60s and 70s is that perdmice becomes
an important consideration. Far more translatiamenf this time period have been
performed, a sharp contrast with the time prior this when English-language
performances were almost exclusively based onrtreslations of Frere and Murray.
Translations, therefore, were undertaken with nodre consideration for performance;
for example, more stage directions are includedhm texts. Four of the first six

translations in this time period have all been @aned, not only in Britain but in Africa

46 Sauer et al. 2000 [online, accessed 17t February 2018].
447 From 1950 to 1970 there were only seven recorded performances of Frogs in North America, five of
which occurred in two universities. Following this, there were only three productions in the 1970s and
two in the 1980s. See Chapter Five, passim for further details.
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and Australasia as well. Also relevant in Britaiasathe the 1968 Theatres Act, which
put an end to the censorship of the Lord Chambertaeaning that the obscenity of
Aristophanes became more acceptdffi@lank verse becomes less popular around this
time as well, with translations becoming more comnio prose or free versé? We
might continue this trend, and by extension thiagehof translations, all the way up to
the present day, as in the 1990s and 21st centergtavt to see translations published
specifically for performance and often by dramatistther than classicist®’ Returning

to Walton’s categories of translation, we move fithi first and second categories to the
third and fourth: ‘Faithful to the original but atle’ and ‘Intended for, or deriving from,

production, with occasional licenc®*

Continuing the performance theme, there are a nuafli@portant theatrical productions
within this time period that could have some refeea 1958 saw the performance (and
publication of the script) for Douglas Young's SEtanguage translation Bfogs. It had

a distinctly nationalist motivation and brought thlay to new audiences in Scotland,
who, as far as can be ascertained, had not sesydagtion of the play since 193%
Towards the end of the time period, at the heighthe ‘hippie’ and Civil Rights
movements in the USA, we have Richard Schechibéosysus in 64actually performed
first in 1968), the director's ground-breaking N&ark adaptation of th®acchae Just
like Nietzsche before him, Schechner’s play broughtewed interest in Euripides’ play
and the character of Dionysus. In 1974 we thenttsedirst version of Burt Shevelove
and Stephen Sondheimfsogs performed in the swimming pool at Yale University

Despite being a university production, the involesin of Sondheim meant this

448 Robson 2016: 47. See also Chapter Four, pp.197-9 and 202-3, for productions that were censored by
the Lord Chamberlain.
449 Halliwell 2000: 78.
430 Alfred Corn’s 1999 translation for example, see below, pp.150-2.
451 Walton 2006: 182; see also above p.98.
452 Young’s production and translation are discussed in Chapter Three pp.193-9.
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adaptation drew national attention. Whilst these pwoductions come late in the time
period we are looking at, and therefore cannotrbdited with precipitating the rush of
translations at this time, they are nonethelegveagit as examples of the climate in which

a renewed interest frogsoccurs.

1952 saw the first US translation Bfogs from an academic publisher. The University
of Wisconsin Press released two volumes of traiegisit under the series title Gfassics

in Translation Volume One contained Greek literature and Volum® Roman. The
two volumes included examples of almost every $igamt classical author, with the
Greek volume including abridged versions of Honred theHomeric Hymn to Hermes
and selection from lyric poets, philosophers, asthistorians, scientists and satirists.
Drama was represented by a single play from eachhefthree tragedians and
Aristophanes. Despite the academic publisher, tbiape makes it clear that the texts are

translated into modern speech intended for the ngna@uate and the lay person.

Frogsis the sole representative of the Aristophanipasthere, and is translated by John
G Hawthorne. The bulk of translation is renderedhyming couplets, with different
numbers of metrical feet. There doesn’t seem @nlygattern in the way how the number
of feet was decided on:

Charon: Stop, stop. Lay off the oars. Get out aydthe fare.

Dionysus: Two obols here you are. Where’s Xanthi@aa where

Is Xanthias? My Xan!

Xanthias: Hullo!

Dionysus: Come here at once.

Xanthias: Well met, my master!

Dionysus: Sst! What's that? Look there you aur{p.199)
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Xanthias: First, go and fetch those chorus gsuggest
That Heracles in person is their guest.
My boy will fetch the bags and bring them here.
Dionysus: No, wait. You can’t believe | was sireer
Because | dressed you up like that in fun?
None of your nonsense Xanthias just run

And take this bags again confound your game!0@).2

In other places the metre and rhyme seems to switdtscene for no apparent reason:
Heracles: But | can’t smear the smile off my fadeew | see
My lion-skin laid on yellow silk gown.
What's the plan? How do buskin and my club agree?
And where in the world have you come from you cl@wn
Dionysus: | embarked on Clisthenes’ [sic] -
Heracles: And fought a battle on the seas?
Dionysus: Sank the enemies’ ships, no less

Than twelve of thirteen, at a guess. (p.195)

The second translation of this period, the trarstadf Dudley Fitts (1903-68), is one that
has been performed in a number of disparate pl@regnally published in 195%;rogs
was later used for a production at Wadham Coll€y#ord in 1958 and a production in
Otago, New Zealand in 1965. Fitts himself was amoftrolific translator, not just of
classical texts but of Spanish ones as well. Heskertied by translating Greek tragedy in
the 1930s and 40s, jointly translating Sophocles Buaripides with Robert Fitzgerald

(himself a prolific translator of tragedy and epi€itts also translated poetry, and it was
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in the 1950s that he translated a series of foigtdphanic plays, includingrogs After

this his only new translations were the poems oftidlain 19674°3

Fitts began his career translating poetry, sonbisurprise that he elected to distinguish
between verse and dialogue sections by using ritysong for the former and prose for
the latter. No attempt is made to write in methe teason being, as Fitts says in his
introduction, ‘There are no corresponding Englisktnes. There are not even equivalent
metres’ (p.74¥>* The chorus sections, therefore, end up being reddeithout any
rhythm, and would be difficult to put to music:

Descend, O Muse: strike with divine fire

Our mystic choir.

Grant us the grace of song, that

Harmoniously

May charm this audience,

Ten thousand men of sense

Whose hearts are angry when they see

Kleophon on his Thracian tree — (p.114)

Whilst it follows Aristophanes’ lines closely, Ftttranslation is fairly loose and
somewhat inconsistent in its adaptation of classiesails. The names of Athenians
referred to in the text are kept the same; by eshthe moment where Dionysus asks his
own priest in the audience to protect him from Emepusa (297) is replaced with a line
asking ‘Is there a doctor in the house?’ (p.9a}tsFicknowledges the original line in the

notes (p.151-2). By this time it is deemed accdptldy Dionysus to say ‘Il seem to have

453 Brown [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
454 page numbers are from the 1958 edition, Aristophanes. Four Comedies.
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soiled myself’ (p.104), and most of the scatolofgieamour is not euphemised while not
being made too offensive. Fitts also writes thatchesidered substituting lines from
Shakespeare and Dryden for those of Aeschylus amgbiftes, but that ‘this quickly

turned out to be impractical’.

The 1960s gave us three more translations, allha¢lwwere used for performance. The
first was Peter D. Arnott’s version, published a@side Medeaand Cyclopsin 1961.
Arnott’s translation had been performed previousiyiowa State University and the
University of Michigan in 1960 and he records thmgtny changes were made to the text
as a result of public performant®.In his introduction tdFrogs Arnott speaks openly
about the difficulty of translating Aristophanesptcal humour to suit the modern day in
a script designed for performance. He mentions pnablems with replacing these
references with modern topical allusions and progenes: firstly libel laws (interesting
in itself, because it shows that the ancient Atlierplaywright in practice enjoyed far
greater freedom of speech than modern Americand)sacondly the problem that what
is topical in one place may not be topical somewldse: ‘we live in a larger world [than
Aristophanes]®® is how Arnott puts it. Instead Arnott has electedreproduce the
content rather than the letter of the joke and gdize where Aristophanes

particularizes*®’

The translation is done into verse, though rhymsgaved for the chorus songs. As a
result of Arnott’s attempt to contemporise the planany of the names of the Greeks are
left out. The conversation between Heracles anaydios about surviving tragic poets is

excised completely, save for a reference to the Gd&ophocles’ (p.138). Cleophon and

455 Arnott 1961: 131.
436 Arnott 1961: 131.
457 Arnott 1961: 131.
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Cleigenes retain their places in the parabasisateuteplaced in the final scene by some
generalised lines:

There are plenty who need instruction! (giving lapy

Take this to the democrats for me (giving a club)

And this to the Internal Revenue Commissionersifigia set of chains) (p.211)

1962 saw the prolific and brilliant translator bétClassics, Richmond Lattimore, publish
his version ofrogs Lattimore is best known for his Homeric translas, with hidliad

in particular being one of the most popular versiof the twentieth centufy?® Frogs
was also widely celebrated, winning the Bollingerefy Translation Prize, awarded by
Yale University. Despite its high-profile naturettranslation has to my knowledge only
been used for performance twice, by the East WiageR in Los Angeles in 1978 and
the University of Otago in New Zealand in 199%3His translation was part of an effort
by the University of Michigan Press to publish t@mplete plays of Aristophanes,
spearheaded by William Arrowsmith and involvingtirabre and Douglas Parkéi: The
series was discontinued with seven plays published,Frogs was Lattimore’s only

contribution?62

The Michigan series was premised on showing a cgndeary American audience what
the play would have been like in performance. S@igections are therefore included
throughout. The series also incorporated the ideélaec’intruded gloss’: the play should
be understandable to a modern audience and tslabuld produce, in the audience, the

entirely erroneous, and in fact impossible, impmsthatthey understand what is going

458 Hardwick 2000: 15.
439 See Chapter Five, p.272-3.
460 Although it was only used as the basis for the script. See Chapter Seven, p.324.
461 parker 1992: 251.
462 The other were Clouds and Birds from Arrowsmith and Acharnians, Congresswomen, Lysistrata and
Wasps from Parker. See Parker 1992: 255.
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on’.#53 As they were not allowed to cut anything, in picethis meant inserting into the
text subtle explanations for the topical referen&asiilarly American English was used,
as well as substituting alternative jokes that \wdobhve made more sense for the
American audience. Finally, in order to satisfy therals of 50s America, obscenity was

toned dowrf%*

Lattimore’s reading of Aristophanes’ contest isttihas a pure attack on Euripides, and
this informs the characterisation of Aeschylus.thiErefore explains that Aristophanes’
version of Aeschylus cannot be taken seriouslynascaurate reflection of the historical
figure, since he must be in every way the oppaditeuripides. As Lattimore puts it, ‘So,
if Euripides is pacific and unmilitary, Aeschylusust be martial. If Euripides is
fascinated by the women and writes of their prolsiémmm their point of view, Aeschylus

must despise sef®>

The translation generally reads well both on thgepand out loud. However, in places
there is an odd mix of rhyming and non-rhyming eemnsed. Despite Lattimore’s claim
in the introduction that ‘Certain metres...seemre@&mglish to come out rather lame and
laboured without rhyme?*®® he has used rhyme sparingly. During the frog-chigop.23-

5) it is Dionysus who rhymes whilst the frogs dad,nmerhaps an intentional way of
representing the frogs interrupting Dionysus’ rmgfhLattimore has already stated in his
introduction that he has not used rhyming versehfeparabasis, yet he hasn’t used it for

the Initiates either and only a few of the chorsisort interjections are rhymed. Where

463 parker 1992: 253.
464 parker 1992: 252-3.
465 | attimore 1962: 4.
466 | attimore 1962: 4.
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there is rhyme it seems to lack consistency, adeeged by this verse passage of
Euripides’:

So that’'s what my plays are about,

and these are my contributions,

and | turn everything inside out,

looking for new solutions

to the problems of today,

always critical, giving

suggestions for gracious living

and they come away from seeing a play

in a questioning mood, with ‘where are we at?,’

and ‘who’s got my this?,” and ‘who took my tha{f:62)

A further translation was released in 1962, thisetiby Robert Henning Webb. It was
included in a collection of the eleven plays byi@as authors, including four of Rogers’
translation$®’ Webb’s translation is entirely in verse, with ti®rus sections rhyming.
The chorus leader’s lines use both internal rhymeeend rhyme:
Be silent. Attend. Let no one be offend by his pre® our ritual dances,
Whose taste is impure, nor knows the lure of thediVilne art that entrances;
Nor shared the delights of the elegant rites oMise, the Mistress of Glamour;
Nor deeply the wine has imbibed of Cratinus, thendass Bull of the Drama.
(p330)
Against this, the chorus songs use end rhyme afferidg numbers of lines:

March onward, all ye blesséd,

467 Walton 2006: 256 attributes this translation to Moses Hadas. Hadas did provide some of the
translations and edited the whole collection, but Frogs was by Webb.
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By pasture bloom caressed,
Your step firm and lithesome,
‘Mid quip and jest
And mocking banter blithesome —
Though lunch was none too good, at best! (p.381)
Webb also uses a large number of exclamation mtr&se are 17 on the first two pages

alone.

The Penguin Classics versionkrogs was published in 1964 in an edition witflasps
and Thesmophoriazusaeall translated by David Barrett. Barrett's cargath was an
unusual one: he studied Classics at Cambridgespmirit the majority of his career as a
librarian, working at the Bodleian from 1965 to 19®rior to this he had lectured in
English at the universities of Helsinki and Beirdie had also worked for the Foreign
Office and been a Captain in the British army. Tiggority of his publications were of
Finnish and Georgian literature, but in additiofrtogs WaspsandThesmophoriazusae

he also translateBirds andAssemblywomeior Penguirf:

In his introduction Barrett states that his intentis for the translation to be ‘both readable
and actable’ and he has therefore converted tHegdia to ‘ordinary spoken English’.
Sommerstein, who contributed a number of otherglaythe Penguin series, later called
his own and Barrett’s translations ‘utterly unshié for students of classics, since there
was no indication of what material came from Andtanes and what from the

translatorg<°

468 Roberts 1998 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
469 Sommerstein 2013: 2 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
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For the sung lyrics, Barrett has opted to tranglegen into ‘simple ballad metres’. He has
also added stage directions and scene breaks,ttbadatter ‘merely indicate places
where a break in the performance would be possit@inally he states that he has not
‘tried to turn (the characters) into Englishment bather...persuade the audience to
imagine themselves as Athenians’, an example @idaization of the kind that Venuti
would apprové/! He also aims to ‘make the parodies sound like giasoof Aeschylus

or Euripides, and not of Keats or Shakespedre’.

No doubt owing to its easy availability in a higreple publication format with an
international marketing office, Barrett’'s transtati has been performed on many
occasions and is very popular across the worldirétisperformance was in 1966 at Duthy
Hall in London?"3and has been performed a number of times as fay asvSouth Africa

in 1977 and 1994, Australia in 1994 and 266/33nd the United States in 1993.

The translation was revised in 2007 by Shomit Dtfi®utta studied classics at King’s
College and Oxford, and whilst at King’s was hegawuivolved in their Greek play. He
also more recently wrofEhe Changing of the Guardn original play based on the story
of Odysseus sneaking into Troy disguised as a beggdormed at Oxford University in
2016. Dutta, amongst other things, attempted t@tgosibome of the topical references and
altered certain line numbers to fit with the moséablished attributiof’” Other than the
occasional word, Dutta preserves Barrett's choresdéisely. He makes more changes to

the dialogue, though on occasion he does spoil sirBarrett’'s jokes by attempting to

470 Barrett 1964: 30.
471 See above p.93.
472 Barrett 1964: 31.
473 See Chapter Four, p.202 for further details.
474 See Chapter Seven, p.325.
475 At Harvard University.
476 Sommerstein also revised his own translations in the Penguin series.
477 Following Sommerstein’s 1996 edition, see below, pp.148-50.
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make them more understandable. For example, tleesteyoda: karer Oedv (479),
where Dionysus soils himself, contains a play batlon. Barrettretains this with: ‘Dear
me, an involuntary libation! Invoke the god’ (p.)7Bespite explaining the Greek joke
in the notes to the passage, Dutta instead electse the much more mundane ‘Oh no,
my bowel is empty! Call on the god!" (479) Duttaersion highlights Dionysus’
accident, which is made clear in the following d@le anyway, but loses the double
meaning and any subtlety of the line, as well assicgg ‘Call on the god’ to make no

sense.

1970 saw the publication of two further translasiofhe first was by Kenneth McLeish.
It was published alongsidBirds, Prometheus Boundnd Medea In 1993 McLeish
published a second version as part of the Methuernd/\Classics series, as volume two
of three volumes of McLeish’s translations of Gremkmedy (including Menander).
McLeish is therefore the only person to have traeslFrogstwice, though not the only
one to have translated the same Aristophanes ptag than oncé’® McLeish studied
Classics and Music at Oxford, but made his carseamaauthor and translator. He has
translated all of the extant Greek theatre, as a®lplays from other languages from
writers such as Plautus, Moliere, Ibsen and StengloHe had a gift for languages, only
translating works from those that he spoke fluefiflyHe is highly regarded by those
classicists who appreciate the translation of Apkanes for performance, for example
Walton:®° as well as theatre performers and revie&rglowever, he has also been
criticised for the loose nature of his translatiokschael Ewans, for example, praises

McLeish’s performability, whilst criticising the aearacy: ‘there has not been an actable

478 Sommerstein and Henderson have both done multiple versions of Aristophanic plays. See below
pp.148-50 and pp.152-3 for their versions of Frogs.
479 Unwin 1997 [online, accessed 17t February 2018].
480 Walton was also editor on the 1993-4 Aristophanes volumes.
481 Walton 2006: 24 and 123-4.
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English verse translation of these three playsesine series by Kenneth McLeish. In my
view his versions were often too free and leftmotre of the sense of the original than is

acceptable®®?

McLeish’s 1970 translation uses prose for the diadoand verse for the choruses, whilst
the 1993 versions is rendered entirely in versaoime places the two versions have the
same choruses, translated into rhyming verse witiragular rhyme scheme:

Brekekekex, koax, koax,

Brekekekex, koax, koax.

Children of the limpid lake,

Sing with us, till echoes break

Along the reedbeds by the shore,

Koax, koax.

Sing as you never sang before,

For Dionysus, lord of the Vine,

Who leads singing, leads laughter,

Leads revels in the shrine -

Leads fuzzy heads, the morning after.

Brekekekex, koax, koax. (1993, 209-20)

Elsewhere McLeish has rewritten the choruses caedglechanging the metre and
rhyming scheme. The 1970 version rendered the parast

lacchos, O lacchos!

Lord of these holy places, lead the dance

As the Blessed Ones across the fields advance;

482Ewans 2011: ix. For Ewans’ own translation of Frogs, see below pp.159-61.
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Come down and crown our feast, O lord, we pray;

Come down and honour us on this holy day. (p.164)
The 1993 version contained a much looser translatidAristophanes’ original lines:

lacchos,

Here in this holy place,

lacchos, O lacchos,

Dance with us,

Sing with us.

Toss your head,

Flower-crowned,

In the holy dance.

Dance with us,

Sing with us,

Your worshippers,

Your holy ones,

Come, and share our feast we pray,

Come, crown this holy day. (322-37)

Both versions modernise and domesticate the tekbwi being concerned with accuracy.
For example, Aeacus, described in the stage dawests being ‘a sergeant-major type’
in the 1970 version, has his lines written as thvéin accent:
We've been waiting for you. Thithrasian gorgon&e you, sharpish, AND |
wouldn’t like to be you when they've finished wibu. You'll be on tortures so
long, you won’t remember what it was like not telfthe pincers... WHAT WAS
THAT? You got anything to say, my lad, you keepequbout it, or I'll have

you...I'll ‘ave you as far as Tartaros and back..17)
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The 1970 version keeps the accent, but is clostetstructure of Aristophanes’ lines, if
not the words:

We’'ve been waiting for you:

The Big Black Ole of Ell.

The Gaping Gulf. Y-enas, mate.

The Grasping Gorgon oo’ll grab your guts,

The Undred-eaded Unger-snake o0’ll ug your eart,

The Pitiless Piranha oo’ll pluck your pubes -

Oh, we’ve been waiting, mate. Don’t go away. (469-7
The 1993 version also reinserts all of the perspaales that the 1970 translation left out,
such as the mention of Cleophon and Cleigeneseipénabasis. It also reinstates some
cuts made in the contest sequence, such as sonme @horus interjections and the
question of Alcibiades at 1418ff. Neverthelessaesl remain a very loose translation,
such as when Euripides explains his political agltecDionysus:

Group A, Group B. A in, B out, big trouble.

So change. B in, A out. Could work. (1449-50)

The second 1970 translation was by Patric Dickinasrpart of two volumes containing
all eleven Aristophanic plays. Dickinson was predantly known as a poet, and
translated Virgil as well as Aristophanes. In ti82ds he worked for the BBC, and a
number of his translations of Aristophanes (but Roigs) were performed on the
radio®® His translation of.ysistratawas also adapted to film by the BBC in 1964. His

Aristophanic translations received a particularbathing review from Douglas M.

483 Wrigley 2014: 864-70.
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MacDowell, who said, ‘the publishers claim that‘has produced faithfully both the

sense and the tang of the Greek”. Unfortunatelyltbid claim is quite unjustified®*

As is to be expected from a poet, the translasamtirely in verse, although MacDowell
states ‘it is quite indistinguishable from pro$&MacDowell does have a point that there
is no rhythm in much of the verse, so that wherkepmut loud it would sound similar
to prose. For example there is this line from Edep:

I’'m quite ready

To stand my ground. | don’t mind

Who bites first, I'll bark back.

I’'m ready to defend the verse

And construction of my plays;

Aeolus Peleus Meleagar Telephos

| don’t care which you start with. (p.213)

In contrast the choruses seem more rhythmic, amtranslated with an irregular rhyme
scheme:

Muse of the sacred chorus,

Inspire us!

For there before us sit

Thousands of citizens,

All men of wit and wisdom,

And each of them more fit

For our praise than Cleophon -

484 MacDowell 1972b: 406.

485 MacDowell 1972b: 406.
145



That ever-twittering twit

Of a Thracian swallow
Perching upon a barbarian tree
And spluttering out hollow

Imitations of nightingale-odes. (p.207)

Another American translation was published in 198RngsideClouds Birds and
Lysistrata The translator was James H. Mantinband, ProfessGfassics at Brooklyn
College, City University of New York. In additioro tAristophanes, Mantinband has
published translations of Virgil, Plautus and Lurg, as well as thBictionary of Latin
LiteratureandConcise Dictionary of Greek Literatur&€he translation is mostly rendered
in free verse, although rhyme is used for the chseactions:

Now again you’ll be quite glad

wearing clothes that first you had,

with the club and lion’s skin,

again to play the hero in! (590-4)
Rhyming verse is also used for the epirrhema, aihdhe lines are lengthened:

The sacred chorus is supposed, with counsel widgust

to come to the assistance of the city, as it must.

Now all Athenians must stand equal, that is oaly, f

even if some, following Phrynichus have lost tistare. (686-9)
Generally the ancient names and references are lixgfpthere was one seemingly odd

choice to use ‘Lucifer, the Morning Star’ (344) farxtépov TeheTr|g @OOPOPOG AGTIP

during the initiates’ chorus. Whilst Lucifer doesam light-bringer, in the twentieth-

century it would have had far different connotasion
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In 1985 the Burt Shevelove and Stephen Sondheiipt$or Frogs was published in a
volume withA Funny Thing Happened on the Way to the FonNuthether it qualifies as
a translation or an adaptation is debatable, hawértheless analyse the script alongside

productions of the musical in Chapter Five.

Continuing the tradition of translations from trkers who were not classicist§,the
translation of Francis Blessington was published 3. Blessington is Professor of
English at Northeastern Universifrogsis the only Aristophanes play he has translated,
though he has undertaken several Euripidean play$igBacchaewas included in the
volume withFrogs | have found one example of Hisogs having been performed, at
Athens State University in 20F87 Blessington writes his own poetry, so it is

unsurprising that his translations are entirelyense.

He translates the chorus songs into rhyming cosiplétat and the short lines make them
sound childish (as we have seen with rhyme before):

From a man of wits

Come such clever bits;

Having sailed ‘round much,

He rolls when he’s in Dutch

To the ship’s safe side;

Rather than abide,

Like some heroic stone

That keeps one shape alone;

But turns toward softer down,

48 Although Blessington does have a Masters in Classics.
487 They had also performed his Trojan Women in 2013 and Bacchae in 2014 (northeastern.edu [online,
accessed 17% February 2018]).
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The way cleverness,
Theramenes’ success. (533-42)
In general the non-rhyming verse sounds old-fagdodisjointed and unnatural, such as
in the dialogue between Xanthias and Aeacus (hetsaamed Servant):
Xanthias: Tell me,
By Zeus, who is our fellow-rogue,
what's that uproar and shout

in there and railing?

Servant: Aeschylus and Euripides.
Xanthias: Ah!
Servant: Big, big case underway,

among the dead, and great faction. (755-60)

Alan H. Sommerstein’s translation and commentary published in 1996, as part of the
complete series of editions by Sommerstein of Apkanes for the series Aris &
Phillips #88 Sommerstein occupies a virtually unique placéatistory of Aristophanic
translation, since he is one of the few petii§® have translated and published the same
plays twice throughout his career. He has onlysiegadFrogs once, but translated a
number of plays for the Penguin Classics seéfitand all eleven plays for the A&P series.
He has actually translated a number of them a thnrd, having begun to do so for Loeb
in the 1970s, but budget cuts meant that his t#insls were cancelled before
publication®®* Sommerstein is also a scholar of Aristophanesniyawritten extensively

on the history and politics of the plays. As dis®e in the previous chaptéf,

488 Henceforth A&P.
489 Kenneth McLeish and Jeffrey Henderson are others.
4% The same series from which Barrett’s 1962 Frogs comes from.
491 Sommerstein 2006: 133. The Loeb series would eventually publish new translations, this time by
Jeffrey Henderson, see below pp.152-3.
492 Most notably at pp.52-3.
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Sommerstein’s view on Aristophanes is that the playe highly political. For
Sommerstein, Aristophanes is advocating radicalgesain the way Athenian democracy

iS run.

Sommerstein has written at length about his traéiosi@ractice throughout his career. As
mentioned above in relation to Barrett's Penguinom8erstein has more recently
disavowed his original translations and translasiphe *° The first A&P editions sprang
from the aborted Loeb translatidffsand, like that series, the A&P versions are biliaig
with the translation printed opposite the Greegioal. However, whereas Loebs include
minimal commentary and brief footnotes, the A&P siens include extensive
introductions, rigorous commentaries and substafd@notes!®® The length of these

commentaries increased dramatically as the sevigincied?®®

For his Penguin translations, one of Sommerstenmdst important considerations was
‘faithfulness’, by which he means neither a literahslation, nor ‘a free paraphragg’.
When approaching the A&P versions the new consiigravas to create ‘as reliable a
picture of what the text would convey to a persearing or reading it in the origindf®
He has elected to translate the play into prost thie chorus songs laid out as verse to
reflect Aristophanes’ text. Despite the omissioraoferse metre, the chorus songs still
flow naturally when spoken:

Great is the issue, intense is the quarrel,

stern is the war that progresses!

493 He wrote about the process for the Penguin translations in Sommerstein 1973 — which he similarly
disavowed in Sommerstein 2013: 1-2. He was able to revise his Penguin translations in the 2000s, as
Dutta did with Barrett’s, see above pp.140-1.
4% Sommerstein 2006: 134.
495 Sommerstein 2013: 3.
4% Sommerstein 2006: 134-5.
497 Sommerstein 1973: 143.
498 Sommerstein 2013: 4.
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And it's a difficult job to decide between them,

when one of them strives with great force

while the other is well able to wheel round

and make a sharp counter-thrust. (1099-1103)
There is however, no consideration over what theyld/be like to sing — in contrast to
Sommerstein’s practice in the earlier Penguins,revihe attempts to match the lyric to

existing tunes, generally traditional songs and@&il and Sullivart®®

In some places the dialogue can come across dfleaduaint, particularly when a
character is exclaiming something, such as XantHias, ‘Dash it all, why wasn't | in
that naval battleThenl could really and truly tell you to go the blazgg.39). The end
result is a volume that is indispensable for soredoaking for background and analysis
of the text ofFrogs but this translation has not ever been perforrasdar as | know,
and | cannot imagine it ever will be, though thare many much less performable

translations available.

The Penn Greek Drama Series, published in the 1988 a series of new translations
of Greek plays published by the University of Pgtwemnia. In 1999 they published a
volume of Aristophanes’ plays that includBdogs This translation was by American
poet and lecturer in Creative Writing, Alfred Coilrhe Penn series has a reputation for
an uneven standard. Contemporary reviews say ‘tleeformability is well founded, but
some of the experiments are much more hapha23atid ‘responses from practicing
classicists [have] been less enthusiastitUnfortunately, no review addresses Corn’s

translation directly.

4% Sommerstein 1973: 148-9.
500 Shone 2003: 209.
501 Grote 2000 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
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He reports in his introduction that the editorshef series asked for the translations to be
‘performance standard’; to this end Corn has abaedanetre and written in prose for
the first half of the play, with the exception bktchorus’ songs. These are rendered in
free verse:

Come Muse of enchantment, Oh strike up a song!

Our multitudes wait for you, row upon row.

Strong in our wits, ah, stronger than Kleophon,

that mongrel foreigner, whose Thracian babble

mimicked the swallow’s nonsensical wheedling -

hear how she pleads for her countryman, who,

despite a hung jury, did not escape hanging. §91-

By contrast, the contest is entirely written in reetblank verse for Dionysus and
Euripides, dactylic tetrameter...for Aeschyle’®.When reading the translation, the
rhythm of the pentameter comes across more cldaatythe dactylic tetrameter:
Euripides: I'm ready any time to face him down.
If he wants first blood, fine! If not , I'll go
for the lyric jugular of tragedy,
with Pyleas Aeolus Meleager
all my best plays, antielephosas well.
Dionysus: How do you answer, Aeschylus? Speak up.
Aeschylus: I'd not have chosen to hold our debatgrd

here, where | suffer a disadvantage. (741-8)

92 Corn 1999: 181.
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The translation is loose one, with literal translatof the lines rare, but it follows the
structure of the Aristophanic script if not thealetAll of the original names are kept in,
though modern words and phrases such as, ‘Nobedg gihot damn whateel.” (p.192)
and, ‘That prick! He can just go to hell.” (p.19%9)ound throughout. By 1999, obscenity
is no longer shied away from and so the openingesbas Xanthias asking, “lI can’t say,

“I'm so overloaded that if somebody doesn't hellbhlave a diarrhea storm”?’ (p.184).

In 2002 Rogers’ version was replaced in the Loeads€ital Library with a new translation
by Jeffrey Henderson. Henderson is Professor oklGiteanguage and Literature at
Boston University, and has translated all the Apbanes plays for the Loeb Classical
Library as well as being General Editor of the eeriln 1993 Henderson wrote that
translations for performance should be in versea (mzessarily in the same metre as
Aristophanes) and that choruses should be in &minyhat can be easily set to mudt.
Despite this, his Loeb translation has the dialoguiéten in prose, with the chorus’
sections written in non-rhyming verse. Whilst tHere it is seemingly not translated with
an eye towards performance, as a bilingual edititollows Aristophanes closely and is

one of the best translations for use in study.

His choruses are rendered in free verse, withguheh Again, this demonstrates how the
translation is not aimed at performance, sincevitvels would be difficult to put to music:
Embark, muse, on the sacred dance,
and come to inspire joy in my song,
beholding the great multitude of people,
where thousands of wits are in session

more high-reaching that Cleophon,

503 Henderson 1993: 83-4.
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on whose bilingual lips

some Thracian swallow

roars terribly,

perched on an alien petal,

and bellows the nightingale’s weepy
song, and he’s done for,

even if the jury’s hung. (p.119)

In some places, presumably to aid modern underistgrahd help the translation seem
contemporary?*Henderson makes use of modern phrases and lanigugetranslation
with phrases such as ‘Humpus of Wankton’ (p.83er€hare also some more American
phrases, such as the use of baseball parlanceony$is during the contest: ‘That’s strike
three, Aeschylus’ (p.199). Henderson does not shgyafrom the obscenity of
Aristophanes?® for example there is this exchange in the opesaeme:

Dionysus: Go right ahead, only make sure it'sthetone where-

Xanthias: You mean-

Dionysus: Where you shift your baggage and sayngmd to shit.

Xanthias: Can't | even say that I've got such aloa me, if someone doesn’t

relieve me my rump will erupt?

Dionysus: Please don't! Wait till | need to pukep(15-7)

In other places, however, he has shown restramards potential profanity, such as

Xanthias’ ‘Blast my luck, why wasn't | in the seattle?’ (p.19)

504 As Aristophanes’ play would have seemed contemporary to his audience. Robson 2009: 195; Robson
2012: 217.
%05 This is unsurprising given that he wrote the book on Aristophanic obscenity, The Maculate Muse
(1975).
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Acclaimed translator Paul Roche published a tréiosian 2004, as part of a volume
including Lysistratg Assemblywomeand Wealth The following year they were re-
released alongside all eleven Aristophanic plays Atistophanic translations came very
late in his career — he died in 2007 at the adg¥Lef but he had published translations of
tragedy as early as the 1950s. Over the fifty yeatss translation career, he published
all three tragedians, as well as Sappho, AesofPéattus. His most famous translation
is perhaps oDedipus the Kingwhich was used as the basis for the screenplidnetb968
film, starring Christopher Plummer and Orson Welléghilst his translations were
popular, they did attract some mixed reviews frolessicists. His 1975 volume of
Alcestis MedeaandBacchaewnas described as, ‘so much that is very good [aadthuch
that is repellent®® and another review claimed that Roche ‘frequertiy, not always,
does miss the markR®’ Roche was a poet in his own right, however, sbistry was
consistently praised whilst his use of English watcised. The first reviewer above
stated that Roche’s translations, ‘sound well aget.only to non-English-speaking

audiences®®®

Unsurprisingly then, RocheBrogsis entirely in verse. The metre is varied, andoc
claims to attempt mimetic translation by ‘reflentj] the meter as far as | caf®. He
avoids rhyme, since he says it is ‘not nearly subtiough’® to reflect Aristophanes,
instead opting for what he calls ‘sonic intercopitg This method links the final
syllables of lines — the lines might be adjacelt¢raate or further apart — not necessarily
rhyming, but instead ‘coped’. The syllables arenisally linked’, so they might rhyme,

or they might merely have a vocal similarity, thgbuassonance, consonance or

506 Hathorn 1975: 76.
%07 Hornsby 1975: 87.
508 Hathorn 1975: 76.
509 Roche 2004: xv.
510 Roche 2004: xv.
511 Roche 2004: xvi-xx.
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alliteration. For Roche, this gives the ‘effectsvefse without actually using versé?
For example here is Roche’s version of Aeschylusgang Euripides aFrogs 1331-
1339:

O glistening black and somber Night,

What horrible dreams do you send?

Is it from hell these nightmares come?

Things alive that have no life

Yet black as the night they spawn a brat,

A terribly disconcerting sight,

Swaddled in necrophilic black

And glaring murder with a murderous gleam,

Baring enormous claws to attack. (p.155)
These lines feature rhyme (night/sight, black/&tacassonance (night/life/sight,

brat/black), alliteration (send/sight, brat/blaek)d consonances (night/brat).

Whilst Roche’s earlier translations were criticied their English idiom, the language
of Frogsis generally modern and natural, although thezesactions that come across as
old-fashioned and stilted:
Xanthias: Bloody cheek, the creep!
Good riddance! I'll do it.
Dionysus: Good of you — real nice!

Let’s proceed to the skiff. (p.94)

512 Roche 2004: xvi.
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Like McLeish before him, Roche has elected to ddite® the servant who converses
with Xanthias before the contest (here a sepatatmcter from the Aeacus who appears
earlier), writing his lines in accent:

Yeah, it gives me a real kick

to bad-mouth the guv’nor be’ind ‘is back. (124)

Charon is the only other character that is notifedbmesticated in this way.

In 2008 there were two self-published translati@sased, the first by another American,
lan Johnston. Johnston is a professor emeritusngligh and Classics at Vancouver
Island University. He is another prolific translatwith all of his translations being self-
published on his websifé® As well as a number of Aristophanes’ plays, Jobmstas
translated a wide swathe of classical authors getand Latin, including tragedy, epic,
poetry and history. He has also translated norsidalktexts, predominantly philosophy
from writers such as Kant, Nietzsche and Roussaaiiproduced some edited versions

of English authors, for example Charles Darwin aoln Stuart Mill.

Again, this translation has not been used for perémce as far as | am aware. The
translation remains faithful to Aristophanes, bsgsimodern language in general:

| can’t help myself — he’s so ridiculous.

Seeing that lion skin above that yellow dress.

What's going on? Do people with large clubs

now walk around with leather booties on?

Where on earth do you think you’re going? (56-60)

513 Found at https://records.viu.ca/~johnstoi/.
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It is entirely in free verse. The choruses haveirsegular rhyming scheme, mixing
rhyming and non-rhyming lines. There does not seebe a pattern as to when they do
or do not rhyme and in some places rhyme is inttedunid-verse:

lacchus, living here

in your highly honoured shrines —

lacchus, O lacchus

in this meadow come to dance

with partners in your mystery.

Shake the garland round your head,

the fruit filled myrtle, come and tread

our playful rite’s unbridled step

where the Graces join in, too -

our pure and sacred dance and song,

the chant of your initiate throng. (364-74)

The second self-published translation was by Ghagdtralian George Theodoridis. Like
Johnston he publishes translations on his web¥itejth a range of Greek writers
represented, including the tragedians, MenanderPdai. He has translated all eleven

of the Aristophanic plays.

His Frogs translation renders the dialogue in prose ancery loose. For example his
translation of Charon’s entrance follows the linbst definitely not the words, of
Aristophanes text:

Charon: Hurry, hurry, hurry! Who's for the “CoagtNo Cares and Concerns?”

“The Plain of Eternal Sleep?” The “Ropes of Ocnasyone? “Cerberos’

514 Found at https://bacchicstage.wordpress.com/.
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Palace?” “The Crows of Taenaron?”

Dionysus: Me! Me! Me!

Charon: Come on, then! Hurry aboard! Come on!
Dionysus: Errrr, hold on! Where are you off toPetdition?”
Charon: “Perdition” it is!

Dionysus: Really?

Charon: Yeah, sure. Just for you. Come on, d€iBbff)

His choruses are in free verse, with no rhyme:
Oh, lacchus, lacchus, most blessed lacchus!
You who lives in our valleys,
lacchus! lacchus come to us!
Come play and dance with us in this valley.
Dance with your devout lovers.
lacchus, lacchus, around your head
you carry a virile garland of fully grown myrtle,

a head you throw and toss about with youthful ui¢325)

Theodoridis is notable for including an excess ofdern expletives in his translations,
even where no equivalent existed in the origthaFrogsis no exception, with four-letter
words appearing throughout. He also emphasise®nibgthat is not in the text through
the stage directions, such as when Dionysus ikspewith Heracles:

Anyway, there | was, lying flat on my back, readimdovely play, you know,

“Andromeda” when suddenly... suddenly (getting exctiteshown by the erection

515 Robson 2016: 48.
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of his phallus) | got this huuuuge, painful yeamirSlammed itself deep into my
heart! (Erection slapping his chest) Wow! Was thaard slam! (54ff)
The translation incorporates a lot of these stagectibns, showing a consideration
towards performance. During the contest Theodoptiises Sophocles on stage as well.
As in Aristophanes he has no lines, but the stageettbns says that he ‘may make
gestures of approval whenever Aeschylus speakdar’ass | can ascertain tHisogshas

never been performed, but Theodoridigdeahas been produced in Alexandta.

Michael Ewans, Conjoint Professor in Humanitiestts University of Newcastle,
Australia, published his translation dfrogs in 2011, alongsidelLysistrata and
Thesmophoriazusa&wans has lectured in both Classics and Dramahaagublished
numerous translations of Greek plays. With thiskgamund one would expect a
translation fit for performance and this is what gr@mises in his introduction. He
describes how his translation Bfogs has been workshopped for performance, though
not fully staged, and provides a ‘theatrical comtagy discussing staging the play.
Ewans goes to great length to state how he ‘opppsapdernized’ scripts’l’ and that
place and personal names should be retained islatan for performance. He does,
nevertheless, include some ‘recommended cuts éomihdern theatre’, which iarogs

includes the parts of the parabasis that mentieof@ion and Cleigenes.

For his translation, Ewans has prioritised tramshatn verse, which, he says, like the
Aristophanes, should be unrhymed, but also it shts in a verse that reflect[s] for
actors the formidable range of Aristophanes’ owrsee® He makes it clear, however,

that he will not be sacrificing the detail of Angihanes in order to fit the verse or to make

516 The poster for this appears on the front page of his website [accessed 9th November 2017].
517 Ewans 2011: 28.
518 Ewans 2011: 41.
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the translation more performable, as he believekdidtr’s versions did!® Despite this,
Ewans did have his own disagreements with classioiger his translations of Aeschylus,
played out through th8ryn Mawr Classical ReviewC.W. Marshall and I.C. Storey
described Ewandresteiaas, ‘good and clear, but not great...Too ofters¢hi@mmiliar
with the Greek will be left with a sense of let-downd disappointment?® Ewans'’
response in BMCR was to emphasise the theatrichivamkshopped background to the
translation, saying ‘when dealing with the resuatsvorkshopping and performing...it
simply will not do for the reviewer to sit in his ber study and assert from the comfort
of a chair that (e.g.) “at times it is not cleas Buggestions would function on the ancient
stage™>?! The debate was reminiscent of Windle’s descriptibifie tension between the

linguist-translator and dramatist described abBve.

Ewans also accuses all previous translations of fally capturing Aristophanes’
obscenity, and, therefore, takes the opening sterbe extreme, and perhaps well
beyond Aristophanes’ level of obscenity, by remalgit as:

Dionysus: That when you shift your load you neeuiag.

Xanthias: | can’t say | am carrying so great aghei

that if no one relieves me, | will fart out allyrshit. (p.163)

Overall the translation is a strong one and cdstaieads very fluidly using natural,
modern language:
Slave: By Zeus our Saviour, he’s a gentleman,

your master.

519 See above, pp.141-2.
520 Marshall & Storey 1996 [online, accessed 17 February 2018].
521 Ewans 1997 [online, accessed 17 February 2018].
522 pp 95.6,
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Xanthias: How could he not be?
He can only do two things, drinking and fucking.
Slave: He didn’t beat you after you'd been caught,
when you, the slave, said that you were the master.
Xanthias: He’'d have suffered if he had.
Slave: There you are —
first-class slave behaviour up front, just the $dike. (738-744)
| would not be surprised to see future productimirthe script as a Greek play at a school
or university, or another setting where the edoceat content was of equal importance
to the accessibility of the performance. | questidy the translatiolmasto be in verse
for the bulk of the dialogue, as | find when readinout loud that the line division and
metre are largely ignored anyway. | also find thatans misses some of the wordplay
that comes across naturally in other versions.example ‘drinking and fucking’ in the
line above doesn’t have the poetry of Fitts’ ‘guzgland nuzzling’, Barrett’s ‘soaking

and poking’ or Henderson'’s ‘boozing and ballifgp.

A further translation, published in 2014, comesrfrthe Cambridge Translations from
Greek Drama series. The translation was undertdkedudith Affleck and Clive
Letchford and includes a basic commentary anddioicton to Greek theatre. The series
itself is aimed at A-Level students of ClassicPaama, with the brief of being ‘faithful
to the original in content and tone, and which barspoken with all the immediacy of
modern English®?* Frogs is Letchford’s only translation, but Affleck hadsa
contributedOedipus TyrannysPhiloctetesand Cloudsto the Cambridge series. Both

come from a teaching, rather than academic, baokgravith Affleck being Head of

523 Or if the expletive is an imperative, ‘feasting and fucking’.
524 Affleck and Letchford 2014: iv.
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Classics at King Edward VI School in Stratford-upfwon and Letchford a Teaching
Fellow at Warwick. The translation was originallsed as a performance text at the Joint

Association of Classical Teachers’ Summer Scho@pib3>%°

Despite the aim that the translation can be ‘spokih all the immediacy of modern
English’ a number of passages are stilted when ogadoud. One example is Aeacus’
line ‘By Demeter, | can’t find out yet which of yasithe god. Just go inside. The master
himself will identify you — and Persephone, sinieeytare both gods themselves.’ (669-
71). Itis an accurate translation that gets adtessense of the line, but difficult to recite
in a naturalistic manner. The aim of this transkatihowever, is not performance. The
writers state in their introduction ‘If this serieacourages students to attempt a staged

production, so much the better. But the primary @imnderstanding and enjoymerr’

Even though this translation is aimed at studehtspbscenity is not shied away from,
with the writers even going so far as to have Dgusyadmit ‘I've made a craprifice’

(490). In other places, rude jokes are added, asi¢turipides’ line ‘And how appropriate
Is it anyway, to mention a cock in a tragedy?’ (835The word translated as cock is

kaAektpvova in the Greek, which does not include the doublemrey that occurs in

English.

The translation uses prose for the dialogue angl vexse for the chorus songs. Like
Johnson'’s translation above, these songs haveegular rhyming scheme:
Come, Muse, attend our sacred dancing,

Come, take pleasure in our song.

525 See Chapter Four, p.216-7.
526 Affleck and Letchford 2014: iv.
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You'll see here a mass of people,

A clever audience, thousands strong,
And keener to win that Cleophon.

In his babbling, two-tongued mouth
Perched upon a foreign leaf

There sits a Thracian swallow;
Twittering like thunder,

Warbling its mournful song,

The nightingale’s lament:

‘Il die, if it's a tie.” (675-85)

The most recent translation was published in 2015tephen Halliwell, in an edition
with Clouds and Thesmophoriazusadde had previously (in 1997) publish&irds,
Lysistrata Assemblywomeand Wealthfor the same series. In the introduction to the
plays?’ he states that the temptation when translatingedynis to modernise the text,
but he feels it is more important to bring a greaense of the originals to the modern
reader. His aim was to create an accessible ttaorslabut with the proviso that
‘accessibility must involve accessomething that is not our own, rather than a moder
substitute for it°?® He therefore avoids the ‘intruded gloss’ of Arromith and the
‘domestication’ of Venut??® Again, these are not translations meant for perémce, but
instead meant to be read. He aims for his translatio be ‘pleasurably readable...while
retaining the historical accuracy necessary foséhovho wish to gain a reasonably

authentic feel®3°

27 The introduction to the second volume is a slightly updated repeat of the first.
528 Halliwell 1997: xlviii; Halliwell 2015: Iv.
529 Both explained above at pp.136-7 and p.93 respectively.
530 Halliwell 1997: v.
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Halliwell has a very conscientious approach to #pbanes’ lyrics, altering his own
metre to reflect the changes in the original. Whetstophanes used iambic trimeters for
dialogue, Halliwell has used blank verse. Thisvaidor verse to be retained, but for
variations in phrasing?! For the recitative sections, which have a mix ygfes and
rhythms in Greek, he mainly uses heptameter, aldageome scattered use of trochees
and anapaests to match the Gr&8RWhere possible, Halliwell opts to recreate the
rhythm of the original language for the lyrics aaohploy English stress patterns in a few
contexts where they can provide an intelligible chdbr the original®®® In this way he

is perhaps the only translator to fit into Holmesialogical category above, although
elsewhere he fits into other categori#sHe avoids rhyme, since he states it ‘tends to

make Aristophanic lyrics too uniformly jaunty?®

Despite these claims, at times the chorus secBeesn to lack a consistent rhythm,
making it difficult to speak (or sing) out loud. &ader the first strophe of the Initiates’
chorus:

lakchos, venerable lord who dwells in this place,

lakchos, hail lakchos!

Come join our dance in this meadow,

Come among the pious followers of your cult,

Toss wildly a head that’s crowned

With a wreath luxuriant in fruit

Of myrtle berries, and stamp your foot

531 Halliwell 1997: xlix; Halliwell 2015: Ivi.
532 Halliwell 1997: xlix-I; Halliwell 2015: Ivii-lviii.
533 Halliwell 1997: [; Halliwell 2015: Iviii-lix.
534 Robson 2012: 227-8.
535 Halliwell 2000: 78.
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In rhythms bold for this unbridled
Dance-loving act of worship,
An occasion full of Graces,

A sacred dance for pious initiates. (323-334)

As can be expected the scatological humour isnedkiif a little childish compared to
some of the more graphic modern versions; for exampnysus exclaims ‘I've shitted
myself’ (479). Halliwell certainly embraces the us®bscenity, and is the only translator
to include such lines as:

And Kallias, it's rumoured,

The son of one Horse-fucker,

Fought naval battles with cunts while dressedoin-skin. (428-30)

Unsurprisingly such a recent translation has yse®any performances.

Conclusion

This chapter has charted the journeyadgsfrom the Athens of Aristophanes to Britain
and its history in the English language. From therdl translations and cribs of the
eighteenth and nineteenth century, to the looperformable’ texts of the second half of
the twentieth century, the range of translatiorstn&ing. A number of these translations
will reappear throughout the performance historyt Inore common are those
productions that follow Walton’s advice above arahslate/adapt/devise a production-
specific version. The key elements of translatigalisation, lyric, humour and
performability, are things that will continue togage directors and adapters throughout
the play’s performance reception. The next chaptkreturn to performance reception

and demonstrate that whilfrogs as a play was absent from theatres for over two
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thousand years, it nevertheless had an influencthemritish stage several centuries

before its first recorded performance.
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Chapter Three

Theatrical Reflections of Frogs

The previous chapter has demonstrated koags performance history appeared to
come to an abrupt end shortly after the repeabpmdnce. After that it did not reappear
on stage in its entirety until 1873. However, while play as a whole was absent, it was
not without influence on the British stage. Thisapter will explore the influence that
Frogshas had on theatre in the English-speaking weitter explicitly or otherwise. It
begins a century and a half before Dunster’s tediogl — though, as mentioned in Chapter
One>*®we might see in Xanthias the origins of the ‘cleslave’ of Plautus, Shakespeare

and others — and continues right up to the pregant

In these early pieces of reception it is elemeramfthe contest scene, specifically the
criticism of drama found there, that have mostrofteen reproduced. In 1599 the Lord
Chamberlain’s Men performed Ben Jonsdiisery Man Out of His Humouf his play
features two writers who argue over which type oétpy is superior, in the process
defending ‘comicall satyre’ from both critical afedjislative attack®’ The Rehearsah
1671 play by George Villiers, Duke of Buckinghanses parody itself to criticise
contemporary drama in the manneFabgs®3 The link withThe Rehearsas mentioned

in the earliest publication of the Greek texFobgswith commentary in English, that of

the Rev. Henry Parker Cookesley in 1837.

In the 18" century, Henry Fielding, who had studied GreeEtin, used-rogs as an

inspiration for a number of his plays. His 1730yplBhe Author’s Farceis about a tragic

536 Chapter One, pp.59-62.
537 Griffith 2013: 238.
538 Hall 2007b: 70.
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poet named Mr Luckless, who, as the name suggedtling at his vocation. During
Act Il Scene 1 of the play (pp.23-5) his works amalysed in the manner Bfogs Also
within The Author’s Farcehere is a play-within-a-play naméte Pleasures of the
Town.This is supposedly a puppet show, but with the ptgplayed by live actor¥he
Pleasures of the Towncludes a journey across the Styx and the mdiaraof the play-
within-a-play is a dramatic contest between diffeistyles, personified by Don Tragedio,
Sir Farcical Comic, Dr Orator, Signior Opera, M@wi Pantomime and Mrs Novel. As
in Frogsthe contest is judged by a deity, in this caseGbddess Nonsense. One song
(pp.54-5) may also have drawn inspiration fr8inds, featuring the hooting of an owl
and the croaking of a ravéf®. While the script ofThe Pleasures of the Tovseems to
bear little resemblance to the dialogue of Aristomds, there are a number of small
thematic echoes. Signior Opera, for example, sabgsit the ‘foolish philosopher’ (p.50)
and Luckless says the line ‘Most poets of this Agk have their Works buried with

them.” (p.43)

Fielding’s familiarity with Aristophanes is well4eblished and he would later
collaboratively publish a translation Wealth His 1737 playeurydice Hiss’dmay also
have taken its theme of katabasis frBnegs®*®° He would also name Aristophanes, as
well as Lucian, Cervantes, Rabelais, Moliére, Shp&are, Swift and Marivaux, as being

inspired by Genius ifom Jone§1749)%4

A century and a half later, a more sustained amdecoporary engagement was possible
through the 1894 plagristophanes in Oxford: O.WL.he text is perhaps the earliest to

incorporate the pedagogic themes described imtineduction, something which would

539 Hall 2007b: 73.
540 Hall 2007b: 74.
>41 Griffith 2013: 239.
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continue to define its theatrical reception frors thoint forward. Originally published
anonymously (although the authors are now beli¢godthve been three undergraduates
led by Leopold Ameryf? and as far as we know never performed, the play iattack
on Oscar Wilde and his works. The preface mentianshonest dislike for “Dorian
Gray,” “Salome,” “Yellow Book,” and the whole of ¢herotic, lack-a-daisical, opium-
cigarette literature of the day’. The authors aldaim no originality, but humbly
apologise to all from Aristophanes downward, frorhom we have consciously or
unconsciously plagiarised.’ In a reverse of théoacof Frogs, Aristophanes at Oxford:
OWfeatures Socrates, Aristotle and Thucydides esgdpom the underworld in a boat.
They arrive at Oxford and resolve to stay theredavert’ the students back to traditional
philosophical study. Two members of ‘Maudlin Colégesolve to fight off the ancients

physically, but not until Oscar Wilde arrives tdghe

This reversal ofrogsis shown in the thematic conflict as well, wittettwo Maudlin
College members praising the loss of the old wagsthis case ‘Musty classic
philosophy’. They say:

Herodotus, Thucydides,

Aristotle, Plato, Bacon,

Maine, Mill, Hobbes and all besides,

Lie neglected and forsaken. (p.5)

The play itself bemoans the loss of this study lalathes the influence of Oscar Wilde
for it. This is made clear in the parabasis oflag, in which ‘the poet’ says:
And we beg you to remember that our aim is noetes

Hearts from Oxford and her old grey walls: butasds in us lies

>42 Hall 2007b: 81.
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To revive her ancient strength of name. Now faintigakly sighs
In the garden of self-ease that burst through tysortals,

Sweeping up the steep of glory, heaven’s own lgggifeom mortals. (pp.43-4)

The interaction withFrogsis therefore two-fold: the surface criticism ofilpsophy, but

also the blaming of a more contemporary authotHeross of important traditions.

Further small references kmogscreep through as the play progresses. When ayriom
the second time by boat, Socrates shouts in Géeal(p.25) in the same way as Charon
announced his arrival iffrogs (180). The play’s Oscar Wilde has clear echoes of
Dionysus in his character, as he suggests runmiy aather than fighting the ancients
and complains vociferously when he must engageanual labour. At the end of the
play the two Maudlin College members are convettephilosophy and, when Charon
arrives to take the ancients back to Hades, they lym Oscar Wilde instead. The play,
therefore, completely reverses the katabasis atdnref Frogs Instead of Dionysus
descending and returning with Aeschylus, the atgieame from the underworld and

send Oscar Wilde back.

At the dawn of the twentieth centurogs theatrical reflections grew more ambitious
and visible. George Bernard Shaw’s 1905 pldgjor Barbarais often quoted as an
adaptation of théBacchae However, it has been postulated that, whilst Blaechae
serves as inspiration for the first two acts, thedtact is based more éirogs. The first
two acts feature the moral Cusins, a professorretk;y being seduced Pentheus-like by
the rich munitions factory owner, Andrew Undershaftwhom Cusins says “Dionysus
Undershaft had descended” (pp.109-10). HoweveAdnThree Undershaft begins to

refer to Cusins as Euripides. Cusins now speakittershaft as an equal and his agon
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(pp.134-47) is not with Aeschylus but with Underf§lsaDionysus, who increasingly
embodies less the Dionysus of B&cchaeand more that of therogs. Cusins continues
to gain the upper hand in the argument, until Usloait can no longer offer any serious
debate, much as the Aristophanic Dionysus hasmausanput into the contest 6fogs
There is also a structural link between this tlaod andFrogs Perivale St Andrews,
Undershaft’'s munitions factory and the setting floe second half of Act Three, is
portrayed as a hell on earth. This makes the paéiparto go there in the first half of Act

Three echo the katabatic elemenFobgs®*®

The other link between Shaw afdogs is the playwright's close links with Gilbert
Murray. The two were close friends and worked tbgetat the Court Theatre in London.
Bernard Shaw himself wrote ‘My play stands indelite&ilbert Murray in more ways
than the way from Athens** It is no coincidence that in 1902 Gilbert Murraybfished

a selection of play translations that included bittt Bacchaeand Frogs alongside
Hippolytus®#*® The Euripidean passages withiajor Barbaracome from this volumg:®
Indeed the characters in the play themselves aiteast partially, based on Murray and
his family, just as Murray had based Euripides isFrogs on Shaw’*’ The wife of
Undershaft is based on Murray’s mother-in-law angjdvi Barbara on his wife. Murray
himself is the basis for Cusins, with specific detkom the play drawn from Murray’s
own life >* The ending tdlajor Barbarawas even modified at the behest of the Murrays,

since they disliked how easily Cusins initially gan to Undershaft’s persuasigti.All

543 Macintosh 2005: 506-7.
5% Quoted in Albert 1968: 123.
%45 Macintosh 2005: 499.
546 Macintosh 2005: 492.
547 See above, p.118.
548 Macintosh 2005: 504.
549 Macintosh 2005: 503.
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of these links led to speculation in some quartieas Murray himself had written the

play, or at least was heavily involved.

SHAKES versus SHAY

Shaw would return té-rogs at the end of
his life, just one year before his death in
1950, with the short playhakes versus
Shav In it two puppets representing Shaw
and Shakespeare argue over the quality of
their work, a pairing that features heavily in
the theatrical reception ofFrogs®?

Although the character of Shaw begins by
A PUPPET PLAY BY . . ,
BERNARD SHAW 2 asserting the superiority of other writers to

Shakespeare (comparing, for example,
Figure 4: Shakes versus Shav.

Macbethwith Rob Roy, the play leads to

the writers defending elements of their own worlaisimilar manner t&rogs>°2

Another play from this era inspired by the contagtrogsis Crisis in HeavenWritten

by Eric Linklater, it was first performed in 1944the King’s Head Theatre in London.
The opening scene occurs outside the Assembly RaoiBkysium, in which a chaired
discussion between Robert Burns and Alexander Pushiue to take place. The link to
Frogs occurs in the subject matter of the planned debdtke Poet and His
Responsibility’, and the fact that the discussisria be chaired by Aristophanes. The
discussion never takes place as Burns and Pusbkiotdattend. Unlike iffrogs where

Aeschylus and Euripides agree that a poet has al memponsibility, the discussion here

550 Albert 1968: 125.
351 Most notably the Sondheim version (Chapter Six).
52 Gamel 2007: 213.
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revolves around whether a poet ‘is a person ofiapegdts, and therefore of special
privilege, and must be allowed to behave exactlyeakkes’ or he ‘is a man like the rest
of us, with the obligations and duties common taralny civilised community’ (p.6).
Linklater is best known for writing the Carnegie d4¢ winnerThe Wind on the Moon
(1944), but does not appear to have written angtlither tharCrisis in Heaverthat
might be related to the classical world; neverts®ldis choice of two national poets
partly anticipates his colleague Douglas Young'gagement with the play fourteen
years later. Both were Scottish Nationalists andleyed at Aberdeen University, though

not at the same tinm&3

By this time the influence of the contestirogscan be seen in North American theatre
as well. The Ostrichesa ‘political fantasy aftefThe Frogsof Aristophanes’, was
published in 1926 by Gordon Congdon King. This fgdagins with a discussion between
George Washington, Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Jefierand Alexander Hamilton. It
takes places in the ‘Mount Vernon Political Club’ Hades, a club for deceased and
distinguished American politicians, although ic@mmented that they ‘haven’t taken in
a soul since Lincoln’ (p.16). Most of the play isliacussion of the contemporary USA,
with Franklin in particular criticising Americans &aving ‘congenital dishonesty’ (p.20)
and Hamilton assuring the others than the Repuidiegould lose the next electiorf.
Two delegates to the Republican convention andradaeat observer join them on stage.
In our first link toFrogs, they have mistakenly been allowed to enter Hadlespite still
being alive. The two Republican delegates staroriBionysus, and having survived the

food poisoning that has killed 28 other delegatiesy resolve to take advantage of the

553 Linklater unsuccessfully stood for the National Party of Scotland in 1933. He was rector of Aberdeen
University four years after Douglas Young was a lecturer there. Young translated Frogs into Scots in
1958. See Chapter Four, pp.193-9 for more on Young’s translation and Scottish Nationalism.
54 He was wrong, as the Republicans retained the presidency under Herbert Hoover in 1929. Hamilton
was correct, however, when he predicted that Hoover would get the nomination.
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situation by making their way to Hades with thedlead bringing back Roosevelt to
stand as the Republican nomination. The Republiaeam to ‘find a man who can save
the country from misgovernment’ (p.45). Roosevdikoaappears and after some
discussion they decide he might not be the right;médnat follows is a discussion about
the merits of all the men present. Further critice contemporary America abounds, as
Washington is rejected for having ‘a reputation dommon honesty’ (p.47). Hamilton
and Franklin both refuse the offer of resurrecton since Jefferson was a member of

the predecessor to the Democrat Party, the Rejaunsliare not in favour of him either.

Nevertheless, what follows is a contest of sortsvben Jefferson and Roosevelt, with
each of the two explaining how they would solvegheblems of contemporary America.
It is a very in-depth political discussion, omigjiany of the comedy of Aristophanes’
contest. Roosevelt favours a strong central govemywhile Jefferson is in favour of
limited state interference and a small governmétdwever, it becomes clear that
Jefferson is the more astute politician, espoufiegewriting of the constitution in order
to make it a better fit to modern times. Whilst there conservative of the Republicans
is still against Jefferson, the two change themadsj rejecting their original choice in his

favour.

King was born in 1893 and graduated from Harvar#i9h7 with a Bachelor of Science
degree. He published an eclectic mix of textslusiag a translation of Herodotus, a
history of Rome, a novel based on Shakespeare'sacties, Horatio, and a study of
Buddhist cave temples. He died of pneumonia aladively young age in 1930. It seems
that he did not achieve much recognition for hiskspunlike his wife, Carol Weiss King,

who was a prominent left-wing activist and lawy@he was also staunchly in sympathy
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with some aspects of Communism and was investigateskveral occasions by the US

governmenp>®

There is no indication as to why the play is callé@ Ostrichesalthough it presumably
implies how US politics has buried its head inghad over the country’s problems. The
play is very short and as far as | can ascertaua# never actually performed. Given the
complicated nature of the discussion between 3effeand Roosevelt, this is perhaps not
surprising. LikeFrogsit is a play of two halves, and based on the seédwif alone |
would have surmised that the format was used tegmtadeas in the manner of Plato’s
dialogues without serious consideration for perfange. The first half reads more like a
piece of theatre. Given the left-wing activism & Wife it is not surprising to find King’s
own liberal opinion on the constitution containethim The Ostrichesthe play, however
little impact it made, is very important in thiseorespect: that it shows hdwogs can

be adapted to make really radical political pointeense political circumstances.

In the postwar era the contest may also have mdgicenes in a rather unusual American
play from 1971 The Tooth of Crimewritten by Sam Shepard, the American playwright
and actoP>® Shepard holds the distinction of winning both Ehditzer Prize for Drama
for his playBuried Child(1979) and an Academy Award nomination for Begiffuting
Actor for the filmThe Right Stuff1983). He seemingly had no formal classics trejnt

he studied agriculture for a brief time after Higbhool before dropping out to pursue
theatre — and so it is not known whether he wasewtB-rogs and classical drama. He

did, however, write a play based on the Oedipuss)y2013'sA Particle of Dread The

355 Most notably she was involved as a lawyer in the 1935 Norris v. Alabama Supreme Court decision
that established that excluding African Americans from juries was unlawful. See Silber 2000: American
National Biography [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
556 Shepard substantially rewrote the play in 1996, renaming it Tooth of Crime: Second Dance. The
references in this thesis refer to the original version as published in 1981.
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play was commissioned by the Irish theatre compaelg Day, who have a background
in performing versions of classical plays. Shepalsb worked closely with Wim
Wenders on two movies which engaged with anotheieah Greek text, th©dyssey

extensivelyParis, Texag1984) andon’t Come Knocking2005).

The Tooth of Crimes set in a dystopian future where ‘Markers’ talket in the ‘Game’:

a contest, regulated by ‘Keepers’, that mixes poetrd rock music. At the start of the

play the top Marker is Hoss, who
represents the old style of
composition and always operates
within the rules of the Game.

However, Hoss is plagued with

doubts over his relevance, partly

Figure 5: Hoss and Crow from a 2006 production of The Tooth of OWing to the rise of ‘GypSieS’: a
Crime.

new wave of Markers who refuse
to operate within the rules. The second act opthg takes the form of a contest between
Hoss and one of the Gypsies, Crow, initially unttes guidance of a confused and
haphazard referee. The referee is soon sideffHehd the contest continues outside the
rules and becomes a fight to the death. Despitergathe upper hand, Hoss’ insecurities

are preyed upon by his opponent and the older Mankentually stabs himself.

Although there is no explicit indication that Shepaas aware of or influenced by the
contest irFrogs, there are some notable similarities in the nangand composition. The

contest is one of old ways versus the new, and Hikripides, Crow refuses to follow the

57 |n the original version the referee was killed. In the revised version the referee walks out, claiming to
be unable to control the contestants.
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rules or accept authority. Just like Aeschylus, +Hosmes from an older time and claims
‘we were warriors once’ (p.217). Like mentions ofchilles in Frogs the real
personalities that Hoss invokes are paragons ofutiagy and physical prowess such as
Lee Marvin (p.210), John Wayne (p.226) and Joei€rgp.235). Initially he intends to
challenge Crow to a knife-fight to show he can sbimpete physically. The inability of
the referee to control proceedings is reminiscémionysus and, whilst the outcome of
the ‘old versus the new’ conflict is the oppositeedromFrogs the stakes are similar in
that one gets to live and one gets to die. The @sitipn is similar to a Greek play:
punctuated by songs and mainly written in unusarggliage which forms its own sort of
poetry. Like many versions &fogs the two contestants use different styles andlagg

to accentuate the differences between the old and Hoss uses semi-mythic personas
from the past such as a ‘Cowboy-Western’ chara@e232) or a ‘1920s gangster’
(p-233); meanwhile, Crow has a more contemporang sthat of a 70s rock-star and
explicitly inspired by Keith Richards (p.229). Likkgistophanes’ poets, Crow imitates
Hoss in order to make fun of him. Our final linkRoogsis that of the chair that serves
as the only piece of set dressing on an othervase stage. (p.205) Hoss begins the play
in the chair and when Crow enters he sits in @ragsult to Hoss. At the end of the play
Crow is left alone on stage with the chair. Ityswolic of the shift in power between the

two men and can perhaps be seen as analogousttodhe of tragedy ikrogs

Though the above plays have found the contest tis excerptable element on which to
base new works, it is not the only elementFobgs that has been reflected. In 1983,
King’s College, London used a scene frémogs as the basis for a segment of their
touring production oHeracles This play takes elements from Aristophanes, Solgiso

and Euripides to recreate the entire myth of Hesach dramatic form. It features
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Dionysus as a prominent character and Heraclesuoapf Cerberus is inspired by his

conversation with Dionysus and the latter’'s owncéesto the underworld iRrogs®>®

Another feature that often, and unsurprisinglynsfars to other pieces of performance is
the frog-chorus. Their most famous appearance vadmply when Gilbert and Sullivan’s
Modern Major-General boasts that he ‘knows the larmpchorus fromThe Frogsof
Aristophanes’ inPirates of Penzancgl1879). Previously in 1835 Hans Christian
Andersen had made the toad’s son say only ‘koaax kbrekke-ke-kex’ inTommelise
(Thumbelinan English)>>° In 1898 the frog-chorus’ refrain reappeared inligjet opera
The Greek Slavé® Whilst the Roman domestic setting has more in comwith Plautus
than Aristophanes, the titular character does aisgng entitled ‘A Frog He Lived in a
Pond’. The song tells the story of a frog who silgrekekekex Koax! Koax!, and the
line is repeated throughout. Other less explicditistophanic versions of frog-choruses
have appeared in theatre, particularly in musigahf They appear for example in Andre
Bloch’s 1935 oper&roceliandeand inHonk!, the 1993 musical version of Anderson’s
The Ugly Ducklingoy George Stiles and Anthony Drewe. The choruthefformer are
perhaps the more Aristophanic, with rhythmic crogksimilar to the original chor§!
We might also mention the 1985 animated filkmpert and the Frog Song which the
frogs again use croaking noises as rhythmic badkirige Paul McCartney-written ‘We

All Stand Together’.

558 Heracles Programme.
559 Hall 2007: 29 n71.
360 Music by Sidney Jones, lyrics by Harry Greenbank and Adrian Ross, libretto by Owen Hall.
561 Hall 2007: 24.
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Conclusion

This chapter and the previous one have demonsttiag¢aven thougkrogs as a play
seemed to disappear from performance history shalftir its original performance, its
constituent elements and themes remained firmtiienconsciousness of both academic
and theatrical audiences. The following chapterp mh@ return ofFrogs itself to the

stage, first in Britain and then in the rest of Ereglish-speaking world.
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Chapter Four

Frogsin Britain and Ireland

In my research | have discovered just over 100 ywtdns across the five nations that
make up Britain and Irelartd2 Whilst | cannot possibly cover all of these irstbhapter,

| do intend to address any that do something digt@ with Frogs or which were
landmark productions in their own right. | will b@oking at issues writers and directors
sought to explore in thekrogs and how they have approached this. In some chses t
original play has been cut down to select scena$aa analysis of which scenes have
been chosen may go some way to revealing whicls pdRrogs most appeal to British
audiences and adapters. Where possible | will lootocument artistic intentions and
audience reactions, in order to ascertain whetteeperformers achieved their aims with

their productions.

Throughout the reception éfrogs there seem to be three very clear strands thaecom
through. Firstly, as noted in the introduction, rthas a pedagogical strand. The
overwhelming majority of productions have happeimea school or university setting. |
speculated there that this was owing to what thg gan tell us about the role of teaching
in theatre and poetry. There may also be practimasiderations in the choice. Many of
the schools were all-male, so the fact that theeevary few female roles in the play
would have been ideal. Additionally, for performaric Greek the visual spectacle of the
frog chorus and sections such as the costume smgppd beating would have appealed

to an audience member who could not understandigihegue.

%62 |t should be noted that | have found no instances of performance in Northern Ireland (other than the
1996-7 National Theatre tour, see below) and only three productions in the Republic of Ireland: one
performed between 1960 and 1969 at Dublin High School; one performed in Callen in 2012, with the
title (The Making of) The Frogs after Aristophanes; and one at Trinity College Dublin in 2017. In all three
cases | have not been able to access enough material to include a larger mention in this chapter.
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The second strand is that of a political and, iaces, nationalistic retelling. The
nationalistic side can be seen in the Scots anddDersreek translations of Douglas
Young and Karolos Ko respectively. These two productions are not diydirtked

in any way, yet they are connected in that theytlsemselves apart from all other
versions, both linguistically and culturally. Inhet cases productions have attempted to
bring in a political element, but generally theg auccessful only when they touch lightly
on it. The more heavy-handed political productieersd not to have the impact they
desire Frogsis so attractive to adapters precisely becauigegberceived politics of the
original play, and it is perhaps this that is, ag@/puts it, ‘somethinguthenticallyGreek

which is worth bringing to the presenf*

The third strand is the musical history. We knownifiPirates of Penzancinat the frog
chorus at least was well-known to more modern auo@i®, and this is supported by its
appearance ifommeliseandBroceliande®®® Music is prevalent throughout the history
of performance ofrogs and the reception of the music usually reflebiat tof the
production as a whole. Nowhere have | seen a ptmtupraised for its music alone. In
many ways ancient comedy is the precursor to maaeisical theatre and, whilst Plautus
has had more of an influence in mainstream musi2laristophanes lends itself to
musical accompaniment as wéltogsis perhaps the most appropriate, since it issléta
for a variety of styles. As the only Aristophanésypwvith two separate choruses, contrasts
can be drawn between the frenetic frogs and the mewerential Initiates. Likewise the

songs featured in the contest encourage a musttalgs with many productions using

%63 Whilst Koun is a Greek director, his production of Frogs toured to London. Although unusual for
Britain, political engagement is normal for performances taking place in Greece. See below p.204.
564 Wiles 2000: 179.
565 See Chapter Two, p.178.
566 See Chapter Six, pp.279-81 for more on the ancient world and musical theatre.
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music to highlight the differences between AeschyAnd Euripides, which aids
understanding for an audience unfamiliar with tloetp. It is very easy to portray
Aeschylus as old-fashioned and bombastic and El@spas modern and avant-garde

through musical choices.

The pedagogical reception occurs in the earliegisBrperformance recorded of any part
of Frogs in 1836 at St. Paul's School in London. Futurgddx Professor Benjamin
Jowett appeared as Bacchus and the scene, perfori@egek, depicted Xanthias scaring
his master with the description of the Empusa. Aditg toThe Time&he comic distress
of (Jowett) excited much laughter, even amongstgbgion of the audience customarily

presumed to be ignorant of the learned langua§és’.

The earliest English language performancérofgs and, as far as we know, the earliest
English language performance of any Aristophanay [ believed to have been in a
private theatre in the house of Henry Fleeming ire(k833-85), in central Edinburgh
(Great Stuart Street). A professor of engineeringdainburgh University, he refused to
limit his interests to his subject and was alsokmas a linguist, economist and dramatist.
Together with a group of friends he put on produdiin his house, Robert Louis
Stevenson recording that ‘Augier, Racine, Shakespearistophanes in Hookham
Frere’s translation, Sophocles and Aeschylus inikeé®ampbell’s, such were some of
the authors he introduced to his pub®® Fleeming Jenkin’s production of ‘the principal
scenes from thErogs is recorded by Lewis Campbell as having occuimetB73%¢° and
we can only assume that the performance was oftaee translation referred to by

Stevenson above. As to the reason why Fleemingrdshkuld pick Aristophanes to go

67 Anonymous 1836: 3.
568 Stevenson 1925: 141.
569 Campbell 1891: 320.
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alongside the others, Stevenson quotes him asgsaiire Greeks made the best plays
and the best statues, and were the best architdateurse, they were the best tailors
t00’.>’® Though it was a private performance, we might udel it in the play’s

pedagogical reception owing to the involvementesfesal academics.

In 1876 scenes fromarogs were performed at Dulwich College as the Greelesipdor
their annual speech day. TReogs seemed to become a popular choice for these speech
days, perhaps for the same reasons as the pedalgatgcest mentioned above. Between
1876 and 1963 it was performed at least fifteeresimt Dulwich, and every production
was reviewed, with varying levels of detail, in tBellwich College newspapefhe
Alleynian The 1876 version receives only a small writeegmsisting of a cast list and
the brief review, ‘This speech was a great suceessall engaged in it deserve praigé’.
Whilst this review tells us little, the survivingrfgument of the Speeches’ from that year
indicates that the chosen scenes were from theesiprapecifically the discussion of
prologues and the literal weighing sequence. Istergly the Argument tells us that it is
directly as a result of the weighing that Aeschytushosen as the winner in the contest.
If the audience could not understand the Greek tiesimplest way to show Aeschylus’

dominance in the competition would be through tiseal cue of the weighing scene.

In the following years the performance receivedirailar short review, but we can
ascertain from the cast lists featured e Alleyniarwhich scenes were chosen. In 1883
it was the Innkeeper and Aeacus sceiés 1888 just the Aeacus scéhtand in 1891

it was again the contest scenes perfori&dl895 marks the first time the frog chorus

570 Stevenson 1925: 141.
571 Alleynian Vol.lV, No.23: 81.
572 Alleynian Vol.XI, No.73: 150.
573 Alleynian Vol.XVI, No.109: 166.
574 Alleynian Vol . XIX, No.132: 134.
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themselves appeared in the production, includedhisit appears to be the whole play up
to the Aeacus flogging sceA€.1895 was also the first time that costume was ,used

perhaps indicating why the frogs were now includéee production in 1898 appeared to

feature the same scenes, but
the production was
remarkable in that a young
P.G. Wodehouse (see Figure
6) played a member of the

chorus that year. 1898 also

incorporated the use of music

Figure 6: Frogs at Dulwich in 1898. P.G. Wodehouse is seated on the .
far right. composed for the production

by E.D. Rendal?’® who also composed music fécharnians Birds and Clouds The
compositions were very popular afdogs in particular garnered much praise. The
biography of the Dulwich Headmaster at the timetH.AGilkes, recalls of Rendall,
‘Especially beautiful was his solemn march in “Hregs” for the Eleusinian worshippers
—indeed, all his music for the dancing, croaking apluttering of the frogs on the banks
of Acheron was most spirited and delightfti Later productiorg® performed the same

scenes, from the opening of the play to the bediingeacus.

The productions were generally well-received, thotige pitfalls of performing in Greek
drew some mixed responses throughout the years.réuewer in 1898 stated, ‘The
danger...is that of over-acting...It is very eaferefore, to run into the mistake of

exaggerating the gesturg€'while another in 1927 took the opposite view iicsing

575 Alleynian Vol XXIII, No.164: 148-50.
576 Alleynian Vol .XXVI, No.188: 186.
577 Leake 1938: 127.
578 In 1904, 1908, 1913, 1919, 1927, 1931 and 1963.
579 Alleynian Vol.XXVI, No0.188:186-7.
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the performance, stating, ‘the players quite fatedealise how essential it is in such a
play to throw oneself into one’s part completelyl @ven to over-act it — especially the

gesture — if the action is to be at all intelligittb the audienc&®

More than any other case study, Dulwich College alestrates the enduring popularity
of Frogsfor schools. It was far from the only classicaypthat was put on in this period,;
Plautus and other Aristophanes plays were popslaredl, butFrogs seemed to gain far
more attention than any other one play. We may feeeexample, that during the time
period 1864 to 1934, when the majority of thesdquerances took place, there were
thirteen productions oFrogs compared to ten o€louds and eight ofAcharnians
Knights Birds andWaspsaccount for twelve productions between them aadits for
five. In 1885 we see a solitary tragedy, &jax of Sophocles, possibly as a response to
the successful Cambridge production that occumekBB2. It is tempting to assume that
once costume was included, the ever-present frogushwas what attracted Dulwich to
Frogs The sight of the students bouncing about on stagestume croaking the familiar
‘Brekekekex’ must have entertained those in theema#® whose Greek was not up to the
standard of comprehension. However, an examinatidhe reviews shows that in, at
least, 1908, 1919 and 1923 the frogs did not dgtwagdpear on stage, with the 1923
reviewer commenting ‘we think that as they givetitie to the play, we might have been
allowed to see a little more of theRfL Alongside the popular costume-swapping and
beating scenes, the productions would have madmfmtant visual and audio spectacle.
If this was the aim, it is perhaps not surprisingttAeschylus and Euripides are absent
from productions after 1891. This indicates thaDalwich the element of what theatre

teaches was not as important as the spectacle qidly.

580 Alleynian Vol.LV, No.401: 232.
581 Alleynian Vol.Ll, No.377: 142.
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Frogs was immensely popular with other public schootsatiested by productions at
King’s College School (1874), Harrow (1892), Etd8%94, 1899), St John’s (1895),
Radley College (1900, 1906), St Edward’s School3@9and Charterhouse School
(1947). Whilst these schools are all in South-Easgland, the play did reach Wales,
evidenced by a production at Monmouth School in919%he appeal was also seen in
universities and it was chosen as Oxford Univesiiyst ever Aristophanes play in 1892,

performed in Greek by the Oxford University Drarnaociety (OUDS}%2

This production included what is perhaps the fi=ire to be written fofrogs that of
Jerusalemcomposer Charles Hubert Hastings Parry (1848-1948)had previously
written the score for a production Birds at Cambridge in 1883. Both the music and an
emphasis on comic ‘business’ around the lines: iphi/, facial expressions etc.,
allowed the audience to connect with the play despie Greek languag&® although
one reviewer did say ‘cockney humour and cocknesiibess” are quite out of place in
a drama where the lines are spoken in Gré&krhat is not to say that audience members
did not have problems understanding the play, atmdreslation of the acting script was
available for purchase at the price of two shillingrior to the performan&& The
translation was based on that of John Hookham Freitt new translations of the
choruses, by the future archaeologist D. G. Hoganth the classicist and humourist A.
D. Godley, to fit Parry’'s score. Any modernising tbk script, however, was strictly

forbidden by Hogarth and other senior members efGineek play committe¥® The

582 N.B. This section owes a great debt to the work of Amanda Wrigley in her 2007 chapter in
Aristophanes in Performance. The chapter was reprinted as part of her 2011 monograph from which the
page references in this chapter come.
583 Wrigley 2011: 62.
84 Anonymous 1892.
585 Wrigley 2011: 67.
586 Mackinnon 1910: 175-6.
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script did have to be heavily cut down to removes®f the more obscene moments, as

well as most of the female characters (women wanaéd from performing with OUDS

and undergraduates were banned fr

performing female roles}’

Instead of altering the script, the producti
used more modern elements in

composition. It did not aim for authenticit
by attempting to reproduce the ancig
setting. Instead ‘an attempt was made
give a realistic presentment of ancie
Greek life by means of modern stag
pictures, rather than to illustrate the come
the

following approximately

by

conventions under which it is writterf®

The rowing scene, for example, mirrorq |

one that might be seen at a univers

Figure 7: The programme to OUDS’ Frogs.

coaching session of the most popular sport at @x&irthe time. This was described

somewhat disparagingly by one reviewer: ‘The anfitsCharon’s boat doubtless

appealed to an audience which understands the 4xthiing”,°®° but ended up being

one of the most popular scenes in the revig#/Bionysus was played in an effeminate

manner perhaps reminiscent of transvestite burkegsprformance, drawing criticism

87 Wrigley 2011: 65.

588 Mackinnon 1910: 177.

589 Anonymous 1892.

5% Carpenter 1985: 47; Wrigley 2011: 68-9.
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from a reviewer who said ‘On what authority the B/@od was represented as slim and

grossly effeminate we know nof!

The music was a mix of recognisable styles, fromrapgo Beethoven to music hall and

was used to distinguish between

Aeschylus and Euripides in
particular. Throughout the contest
musical phrases from Beethoven

and Meyerbeer were used to

underscore Aeschylus and

Euripides respective3?? Euripides

also parodied Aeschylus’ choruses

Chorees of O Initialid
THE “FROGS® OF AKISTOPHANES AT OXFORD,

set to grand music in the style of

Figure 8: Various scenes from Frogs at Oxford.

Gluck, while Aeschylus returned

the favour by setting Euripides’ lines to musicltaadd other lighter musit®® Costume
as well separated the two poets, with pink andrgfee Euripides and grey and brown

for Aeschylus®*

The production contains little political contenhotigh there is one subtle element
contained in the music. As the words of the chdresome more political, the music
changes from a polka to the ‘Boulanger’ March ohHeDuprato:®® Boulanger was a

nineteenth century French general and Minister @frWho was a republican and

nationalist. He also enacted a number of militafpmms aimed at improving conditions

%1 Anonymous 1892.
92 Shedlock 1895: 98; Mackinnon 1910: 181.
593 Wrigley 2011: 71.
%4 Anonymous 1892b: 381.
595 Mackinnon 1910: 176; Wrigley 2011: 74.
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for lower ranked soldiers and allowing more citigelo become soldiers. When the
government fell and was replaced with a more camasime one, he was removed from
political position but continued as a serving ddfie®® Given the carefully constructed

nature of the musical score férogs it is surely not a coincidence that this musicswa
chosen to underscore the political rhetoric withirtt also foreshadowed the more overt
political elements of OUDS’ 191Acharnians coming as it did in a year of momentous

international event®’

The production as a whole drew critical acclainouigh there was criticism of what was
perceived as the more modern elements of the ptiodu©ne reviewer questioned, ‘If
the members of the OUDS want to show their powetsurlesque, why experiment on
the unfortunate Aristophane8® Another argued that the actors did not show enough
appreciation for the original author: ‘Aristophars®uld not be treated in the spirit of
farcical comedy...many episodesTine Frogswvere unpardonablé&®® On the other hand,

a later commenter remarked ‘To those who couldiagie thoughts of archaeology it was

even valuable towards the understanding of Arisaophhumour®®

Parry’s score drew virtually universal praise, wotle reviewer saying it was ‘not within
the province of the present writer...to unravel thgenious web of motives from
Beethoven’s symphonies and popular waltzes whifdrd@dd the pleasure of recognition
to all classes among the audienc€® while another taciturnly stated that the music

‘illustrates its latent satire by an appropriatedduction of modern musi€% A music-

5% Schultze 2007: 365-7.
97 Wrigley 2011: 74-5.
%8 Quoted in Wrigley 2011: 72.
9% Anonymous 1892.
600 Mackinnon 1910: 179.
601 Quoted in Wollenberg 2001: 5.
802 Anonymous 1892b: 381.
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focused article imMhe Academglaimed, ‘there are no moments...in which oneditiche

to criticise’ 803

However, the influence of this play, and furtherstsphanic productions by OUDS,
showed the academic audience that AristophanesreéelkCcould be entertaining and
popular®®* In contrast to the majority of OUDS productionghas time,Frogswas very
well attended® Amanda Wrigley credits this production with ingpg the full-length
productions at Dulwich College in 1895 and 18%8yet the evidence dfhe Alleynian
suggests that the contest was not part of thegerpemces$?’ 1895 was the first time
costume was used, and this perhaps was a restdtsafccessful use in Oxford. Parry’s
music was used for a production at St John’s Sdhdaatherhead in 1895 and was even
considered for a production at Cambridge Universit§936°°8 The OUDS production
was certainly a landmark one, and was still beefgrenced for its success as late as

19145%°

Since that 1892 productidfrogs has been performed a further sixteen times by @xfo
University groups, most recently in 1993. OUDS perfedFrogs again in 1909, once

again using Parry’s music. This production wasasowell-received, however, with the
undergraduate magaziigs saying ‘the novelty of hearing Greek spoken weérafter

ten minutes®!® Gilbert Murray was by this time part of the Gre@y committee and

603 Shedlock 1895: 98.
604 Wrigley 2011: 64.
605 Carpenter 1985: 47.
606 Wrigley 2011: 201n60, 209n56.
807 Aeschylus and Euripides are not included in the character list for either year. The 1895 write-up
explicitly states ‘the selection ended with a capital scene with Aeacus’. See Alleynian Vol.XXIll,
No0.164:148-50 and Vol.XXVI, N0.188:186.
608 Marshall 2015: 181-2; see below, pp.228-32 for more on the Cambridge production.
609 Wrigley 2011: 210n66.
610 Quoted in Carpenter 1985: 67.
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his translatiof'! was available for sale alongside the original 188&e scripf? The
all-female Somerville College performed Murray’artslation in 1911. Murray was a
great friend of the Classics dons at Somervillpeermlly Isobel Henderson, and spent
much of his time in Oxford there rather than ati§€thChurch; it was at Somerville that
his translation oAcharnianswas performed by a pan-university cast in 191#al$ not
until 1993 that a pan-Oxford group would perforra Enogs again, this time in English,
with a translation by Rupert Warren, and in a deutall with Women of Trachig Greek.
This production was directed by Alex Walker, whal macently graduated from Oxford

and would go on to dire@rogsagain in 2013 as Head of Classics at Bedales $&hoo

In 1931 Frogs was chosen by another Oxford group, the BalliglyBts, as their first
Aristophanes play. This time it was performed anslation, again Gilbert Murray’s, and
it toured to several venues in the south of Englamanarily to audiences of school
groups. Music was composed for it by the play’sdpicer, Lewis Masefield, son of John
Masefield, the Poet Lauredt¥.Just as the OUDS’ performance had been previotingy,
production was a great success, attracting thege$a ever audience at Corfe Castle,
despite the presence of some wet and windy we&th€he production differed from the
company’s very traditional tragic stagings by agdmodern elements into costume and
language: the presence of an eye-glass and the‘@&rdfor example. The success of
the production was such that the following yeardbmpany performeBirds, instead of

returning to tragedy as some members had wahted.

611 See Chapter Two, pp.117-20.
612 Frogs programme (1909).
613 See below pp.217-20.
614 Wrigley 2011: 153.
615 Wrigley 2011: 154.
616 Wrigley 2011: 155.
191



Murray’s translation oFrogswas performed by the Balliol Players on tour agaibh937,
before performances dfcharniansandBirds in 1938 and 1939" The outbreak of the
Second World War ended the company’s tours fonéx seven years and many of those
who had been in those productions were lost. pegt Monk Gibbon witnessed the 1937

productions ofrogsand composed these poignant lines:

Heavy the scene of the Dorset Hay,

The Balliol Players in ‘36;

Which of them guessed as he croaked ‘The Frogs’
How near he stood to the river Styx?

While out laughter yielded to youth’s attacks —

Brek-e-kek kek! Ko-ax! Ko-a¥t8

Somerville College performed Murray’s translatigae after the war in 1946 and it was
not much later, in 1948, that the Balliol Playarsoarked on another tour Bfogs Again
this was in Murray’s translation, though even mtmgical changes to the script were
creeping in. For example ‘mislaid his oil-flask’dazene ‘the Liberal Candidate lost his
deposit’®'® Music for this production was composed by an QxfBrofessor of Music,
Jack Westrup, who as an undergraduate in Classidscomposed the music for the

Balliol Player’s productions of th@resteiain 1923 andHippolytusin 1926°%2°

Frogs remained popular with the Balliol Players, withrther tours in 1953 (again

Murray’s translation) and 1957 (an unknown versidm)L964 an original adaptation was

617 Wrigley 2011: 165.
618 Quoted in Wrigley 2011: 170.
619 Quoted in Wrigley 2011: 174.
620 Wrigley 2011: 174.
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used — it was written by a number of students sholg the now Chairman of the BBC
Trust and Chancellor of Oxford University, Chrigtea%2! This version used the popular
pairing of William Shakespeare and George BerndrawSin place of Aeschylus and
Euripides®?? It was set in France and included an abundanceudg humour. This upset
the teachers in the audience with elements sualsang set to the tune of ‘The Lambeth
Walk’, which included the lines:

This is Paris at her best:

You will see when we’ve undressed

What we reveal,

Doing the G-string peéf®

The Balliol Players’ final tour ofFfrogscame in 1972, featuring a Dionysus modelled on
the then Prime Minister and former Balliol PlayEdward Heath. His motivation for
travelling to Hades is the lack of quality Conséimaleaders in Britain and he ultimately
competes in the contest himself, defeating Sir WdmsAeschylus and Mr Harold
MacEuripides. The choice of this subject matteespecially notable given that the
production began its tour with a performance at qblees, with Heath himself in
attendancé?* Dionysus actor Richard Salter stated that Heaths‘wery polite, but

suffered something of a sense of humour failéfe’.

The first political production with a nationaliststant is that of Scottish academic and
politician Douglas Young (1913-73). He translatgdgs andBirds into Scots, haming

themThe PuddockandThe BurdiesThe two were performed at the Edinburgh Fringe

621 Wrigley 2011: 184.
622 See Chapter Six for the most high-profile example of this change.
623 Quoted in Wrigley 2011: 184.
624 Wrigley 2011: 188-90.
625 Quoted in Wrigley 2011: 190.
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Festival in 1958 and 1959 respectively, withe Burdieggoing on to be staged by the
Royal Lyceum Theatre Company in Edinburgh in 196fing had studied at St Andrews
and Oxford, leaving Oxford in 1938. He was an istdn political figure and served as
Chairman of the Scottish National Party from 1942945, while still in his twenties.
During the war he refused to be conscripted, peafigsin court that the Act of Union did
not give the British Parliament the right to comgc6cottish citizens. This led to him
serving two terms in jail. In 1944 he won a by-élac in Kirkcaldy, and following the
war he held a string of academic posts in Scotl@ahada and the US until his death in

1973626

Young translated a number of languages into Sastaell as translating works of Robert
Burns into Greek. His translation Bfogs was at the request of students at St Andrews
University®?’ The request from St Andrews follows the involvetnain_ewis Campbell

in Fleeming Jenkins’ production while he was a @ssbr at St Andrews, though there
seems to be no other link between the universitytha play until Kenneth Doverhe
Puddockswas self-published in 1957, before being perforiogdhe Reid Gouns (Red
Gowns) at St Andrews in February 1958. The Fringggomance by the Sporranslitters
(Cutpurses) occurred in August and September @t gnd, at the same time, the play
was republished. It was subtitled ‘A verse play Scots frae the auld Greek o
Aristophanes®?8 The performance at the Fringe took place in adaartvenue where a
stream ran between the audience and stage, allothendrogs actually to be in the
water®?® Unfortunately the fickle nature of Scottish weatheven in the summer,

disrupted some performances. The scale was largeeds with the St Andrews’

626 Marshall 2010: 539; Findlay 2005: 177-8; Baker 2016 309-10.
627 Young 1958: ix.
628 Marshall 2010: 240.
629 Young & Murison 1977: 22.
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production running for 130 minutes and the Fring&lpction listing 33 chorus members

in the casf3°

Given Young'’s political and nationalistic backgraluit is not a surprise to find that the
translation is something of a political statemernitself. In the foreword to the play, when
discussing the different Scots accents that appeidwe text, he pointedly mentions the
‘unhappily United Kingdom®3! The foreword begins, in the spirit of the parababy
comparing the current state of the Scots languadéited Scotch whisky. Young seems
to be implying that the Scottish people shouldbetvatching theatre just in English, but
in their own colloquial tongue. Despite this, whgpeaking about other companies
producing the work, he states ‘I should allow Eslglilrish, or American words and
phrases, or less unfamiliar Scots terms, to be usswad of those which | have
printed’ 32 He justifies his use of colloquialisms and contemapy references by
mentioning ‘Aristophanes’ Greek usages, localisstas)g, preciosities and archaisrfs’.
Despite the emphasis on the ‘Scottishness’ of thduztion, he rejects advice to replace
Aeschylus and Euripides with ‘Sir Walter Scott &dbert Burns, or Burns and Hugh
MacDiarmid, or Diana Dors and Marilyn Munrd&‘ The mention of Robert Burns
follows his inclusion in thé&rogsinspiredCrisis in Heavenby Young’s fellow Scottish
Nationalist, Eric Linklatef® He does, however, mention his previous doubtsoas t
whether this scene would work for a modern audiermeat states that the two productions

have proved these fears to be unfounded.

830 Marshall 2010: 241.
831 Young 1958: xi.
632 Young 1958: v.
633 Young 1958: v.
634 Young 1958: ix.
835 See Chapter Three, pp.172-3.
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Young had previously expressed his belief in thpartance of Scots, which he aligned
himself with MacDiarmid and others in calling ‘Lafls’, as part of the Scottish
Renaissance. He had written that the ‘nationalstat Lallans must be emphasised, if
only because so many superficial readers or propmhsfahacks have dubbed it a mere
dialect of English, a provincial variant of the k§ia English’5% It seems that his use of
Scots was something he felt hampered the origiesflopmance, as he says in his
foreword to the second edition, ‘the Scots vocalyulsed by me was not all such as to
be readily recognised at first hearing even by ti@abispeakers of Scots, much less by
Americans and other English-speakers in a randatieace’®3’ Despite this, he does not
change the script in any major way, but reiteratgte second foreword that things could
be changed as required. He does include a glossala list of topical references that
arose during the first performance. He again cifestophanes’ referencing of
contemporary matters, saying, ‘Aristophanes madehnuse of topical allusions, which

must be represented by modern locally topical &lhss.®3®

He also makes mention in the foreword of other layScots, David Lindsay’Ane
Pleastant Satyre of the Thrie Estaifesm 1552 and Robert MacLellanThe Flouers o
Edinburgh from 1948, both of which had been performed at me&in Edinburgh
Festival®®® It has been suggested that, by connecting hisuptimoh to these prestigious
productions, he was attempting to emphasise theralikignificance of his own play and

link it to the higher profile Edinburgh FestiviiP

636 Quoted in Findlay 2005: 181.
837 Young 1958: ix.
638 Young 1958: ix-x.
639 Young 1958: ix.
840 Marshall 2010: 540.
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The cultural significance is something that conmesiplay again in the 1958 edition, in
which Young has included quotations from academdatlderary figures or publications
aboutThe Puddock&! It begins with the president of the British acagle®ir Maurice
Bowra, and then follows with T.S. Eliot, implyinge cultural significance of his script
through a marriage between the academic and grarj®*? The quotations also serve to
highlight the superiority of Aristophanes in theo&clanguage over English. Prime
examples include: ‘it catches the neatness anghsbss of the Greek as our new Chicago
or Minneapolis versions completely fail to #8%‘Somehow the Scots translation seems
to give a much clearer impression of the sense tirdmary English%** ‘English
translations tend towards the tepid. Young’s...duws5%° and ‘a tour de force, in verve,
vigour, vitality and virility far surpassing anynsilar English versior?*®. Despite their
presentation as reviews, the quotation from MauBicera, at least, comes from a letter

to Young®*’

The political element and his ongoing feud with Brgish government are also brought
up in the foreword when he mentions changes endlasoehim by the Lord Chamberlain
for the Edinburgh Fringe performance. After expiregsis bemusement at the changes
requested, he states, ‘I mention in passing thaidl not time to investigate the precise
legal rights, if any, of the Lord Chamberlain igaed to Scotland and Scots plays; and
sent him his two guineas simply to obviate any hande to the Byre production by the
students®8 Young did, however, privately suggest that weerghever a professional

performance he might pursue a legal challengeHerpublicity it would give to the

641 Young 1958: 50-2.
642 Marshall 2010: 541.
643 Quoted from Sir Maurice Bowra.
644 Quoted from G.T.W. Hooker, editor of Greece and Rome.
64> Quoted from Time (Atlantic).
646 Quoted from F.R. MacKenzie, in Scotland.
647 Baker 2016: 322.
648 Young 1958: x.
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Scottish national cau$é® Given Young's political predilections, one mightve

expected these cuts to be of lines that have di@eslinature; the cuts, however, are
actually owing to obscenity. The first is the seativhere Dionysus soils himself (479
and 486-91) and the second is where Dionysus %atylsn my dearest member, at sicht
o his ploy’ (545-6) which translates as ‘(l) tickleny member at the subtlety of his

practical joke’.

Unfortunately we do not know whether the play wasuaccessful as the quotations make
it out to be. Certainly it did well enough for tReid Gouns to ask Young for another
Aristophanes translatioithe BurdiesHowever, neither their production nor the 1965/66
production by the Royal Lyceum Theatre Company weeb received and indeed the
latter caused a very public argument to break otregst some of the fiercest supporters
of Scots. Amongst the chief detractors of Youngspt was the Scots poet and driving

force behind the first university Department of Sist Literature, Alexander Scof?

Without a greater command of Scots it is diffidolt me to analyse the script itself; but
Lecturer in English at the University of AberdeenD&rrick McClure has written an
analysis of the adaptation of bothe PuddockandThe Burdieswhich concludes that
Douglas Young's ‘extensive scholarship, his abildyempathise with Aristophanes and
his world, his mastery of the many registers oft§cthe verbal ingenuity that enabled
him to compose in iambic pentameter, iambic heptamdactylic tetrameter, anapaestic
heptameter, trochaic tetrameter or free verse, abale all his exuberant sense of
humour, enabled him to produce a pair of brilligsticcessful translation®! What can

be ascertained is that, whilst the script is sonawdose in its translation of the words,

649 Baker 2016: 324-5.
650 At Glasgow. Marshall 2010: 542; McClure 2004: 216.
851 McClure 2004: 230.
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its structure sticks very rigidly to Aristophan#se line numbers, for example, are exactly

the same.

This production is nevertheless an interesting fooi the point of view ofrogs as a

political play. In contrast to many of the othellifical versions, the politics here come
not from the script but from the existence of theduction itself. A reading of the script,
albeit by someone not fluent in Scots, reveals lté a fairly straight translation, rather
than incorporating any extra political comment. Toenment is the play itself, and its
implication that the Scottish people do not haveetp on an English translation for their

entertainment, but can instead enjoy it in theindanguage.

The mid-60s saw a succession of performancésarfsthat, likeThe Puddockdell foul

of the Lord Chamberlain’s censorship. One of thesealed a production that occurred
in 1965 at the Arts Theatre, Glasgow Universitgnsiated by Hubert Chalk. Chalk was
a Lecturer in Greek at the University from 1950-84d the ‘Chalk Prize’, for excellence
in Level 1 Classical Civilisation, is named aftemhThe translation itself is unpublished
and the manuscript that appears in the Lord Chdaib&r collection was printed from a
typewriter, with a number of handwritten alteragsofhe script describes itself as ‘A
translation with some adaptation’ so, whilst thecure of the play and the number and
distribution of the lines follows Aristophanes vegsely, the language within the lines
themselves is adapted more freely. Whereas the traeklation’s line from Xanthias
goes ‘Of course he’s a gentleman; all he knowazimg and balling’ (739-40), Chalk
adapts it as ‘He’s sporting all right — he’s thedGd Wine, Women and Song’ (p.37).
This self-censorship allows the play to avoid motkthe Lord Chamberlain’s scrutiny,
with only the word ‘Shit’ (p.9) crossed through.€ernly structural change is splitting

the play into two acts and combining the Initisdes parabasis into one choral sequence.
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The interval therefore occurs between Dionysus remgePluto’'s palace and the

conversation between Xanthias and Aeacus, wherneaiabasis was originally situated.

The parabasis section (p.24) is very short, ocauypigss than a page. This segment is
described as ‘A suggested adaptation’ in the matgibregins with the chorus suggesting
out loud that they could ‘have a crack or two aheone on the Senate or the Court like
they used to in Greek Comedy’, but then they s&goarse they are financing this show,
and they've lent us this theatre and it might soarwk ungrateful’. They do mention the
‘appalling personal habits of the Professor of Btomy’, but do not make it clear

whether this is perhaps a nickname for a real perso

Aeschylus and Euripides are retained for the coree@sl much of it stays true to
Aristophanes. However, the script strays towardsatbsurd when Aeschylus makes fun
of Euripides (1309-22). The passage is meant tddsehylus showing how Euripides
‘makes up his material from anywhere — pop song®thel-ditties — News of the World’,
but in reality brings the absurdity of the passigehe forefront:

0O-0-0 Halcyons! Who by everlasting ocean wave

Burble

Bedewing dewy wing-tips with the drips of dew-drdppping Southerlies

And o ye-e-e!

Who up in a corner under the roof

(And the little old spinning wheel tralalas its nuelay)

Spin your woof,

YE

Nimble-fingered flimsy-whimsy

ltsy-bitsy I-love-himsy
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SPIDERS!

Where the dolphin loves to sport
On the starboard (I mean port)
Words of ten sea knots import
And the twining vining glory wining
Grapey cluster soft reclining,
Sa-a-ay, what about a spot

O’ necking babe? (p.63)

Most of this text is in Aristophanes, though nottgun that form. In contrast to this
somewhat loose adaptation, the end of the comtesilaites almost exactly the pieces of
advice on Alcibiades and the city. One unusual@h that Chalk opts to use the version
of Euripides’ advice with the wings and the vinegather than the alternative ‘serious’

political advice.

Some names and references are modernised, for &xa&mgchylus being given a knife
for Cleophon is replaced with him being given a s®dor Alec Douglas-Honf&?
Heracles’ list of those that Dionysus will find Hades now includes, ‘anyone such as
has done violence to children to cheat them of mooeassaulted his mother or socked
his dad in the jaw — anyone who ever foresworeshlesmnly contracted oath, or who
ever wrote “She loves you yea, yea, yea™ to wHiebnysus adds, ‘and anyone who sets
Bernard Shaw to music, too’ (pp.9-10), referenaeshe Beatles any Fair Lady

Elsewhere references to Theramenes and Phryniasusgll as the other tragic poets

652 Douglas-Home served as a Conservative Prime Minister from 1963-64 after the resignation of Harold
Macmillan on health grounds. Douglas-Home resigned as Leader of the Conservatives himself in 1964
after defeat in the General Election.
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mentioned by Heracles, are retained. Some metaittaday is also included, with Charon

telling Xanthias to wait for Dionysus ‘Over therg the wings’. (p.12)

1966 saw two straightforward versionsFabgs sent to the Lord Chamberlain. In March
Dudley Fitts’ translation was approved for perfonoa at Oriel College, Oxford and in
September it was David Barrett’'s Penguin trangtédigoerformance at Duthy Hall,
London. Once again it was obscenity that was tlggetaf the infamous blue pencil, with
the Lord Chamberlain making several changes, degpe two translations being
comparatively tame. The section eliminated from Xga version where Dionysus soils
himself (479) was censored again, both with respedtitts’ ‘I seem to have soiled
myself’ (p.50) and Barrett's ‘Dear me, an involuytébation! Invoke the god’ (p.174).
The Lord Chamberlain seemed to disapprove of allpdunctions, further eliminating
references to breaking wind from the servant: ‘excmaybe, a good strong emission’
(Fitts p.68); and from Xanthias: ‘I'll let a farhd blow it off my back’ (Barrett p.156).
The ‘boozing and balling’ (740) line was censome8arrett’s translation but not in Fitts’;
‘guzzling and nuzzling’ (Fitts p.67) was deemed rappiate for an audience whereas
‘soaking and poking’ (Barrett p.184) was not. lestingly, Fitts’ translation is the only
one of the four in the Lord Chamberlain’s collentim have had a part of the contest
censored, with the description of Euripides’ Musebaing nude and Aeschylus saying

‘I'm coming’, while making fun of Euripides, beimgcked out. (p.99)

It is somewhat strange that of all the productittias occurred in the UK during the period
of censorship by the Lord Chamberlain, only fourige are contained within his
collection. The Lord Chamberlain’s power to licerssgy new play ‘for hire, gain, or

reward®>3under the Stage Licensing Act of 1737 (reiterabed not significantly altered,

653 Quoted in Stephens 1980: 6.
202



by the 1843 Theatre A®f) did not usually extend to university and schaalductions.
This explains why the majority of productions wemet submitted to the Lord
Chamberlain, though there does not seem to be plareation as to why the Glasgow
University and Oxford University productions wetdmitted. The bulk of the remaining
productions prior to the ending of censorship i88%ould not have needed a licence.
One exception might have been two productionsatthople’s Theatre, Newcastle, in
1937 and again in 1952, but no record of thesd exibe Lord Chamberlain’s recoréfs.

It should be noted, however, that censorship wiisuli to enforce outside London and
many plays were performed without licence in thet of the country; since the right to
censor the plays did not extend to opera, manyipc@l productions escaped the Lord

Chamberlain’s eye by adding a few songs and pretgnbt to be spoken drarfz}.

So farFrogs had been performed in Britain in its original laage and translated into
English and Scots. But in 1967 British audiencesevexposed to a radically different
experience of the play from a rich but unfamiliaception tradition, with a translation
into Demotic Greek. Behind this production was $lolGreek theatre director Karolos
Koun (1908-87). Koun, raised in Istanbul, was &ltea of English at an American school
in Greece; while there he staged student prodwtidBirds, Frogs and Wealth®’ In

1942 he founded Theatro Technis, an independenpaoynbased in Ather?s®

654 Stephens 1980: 11.
855 The 1952 production used Murray’s translation, the script for the 1937 one is not recorded.
656 Stephens 1980: 15.
857 Van Steen 2007: 158.
858 van Steen 2007: 159.
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Performance of Aristophanes in twentieth-centurggge, where he is the most popular
of ancient dramatists for adaptation, is often eoned with contemporary Greek
politics 8°° Whilst they have their own academic traditiorhds been argued that only in
Greece has the primary reception of Aristophanes lzeperformance o€’ Modern
Greek adapters are generally unconcerned with wateeaning can be drawn from the

original play. Gonda Van Steen tells us ‘the sedoctthe playwright’s “own” political

intentions becomes
less important than
the modern goal of
rendering one or
more perceived

political or

ideological

Figure 9: The frog chorus of Koun’s 1966 production.

messages

intelligible to the presenf®!

Koun’s productions were no exception to this treiHtk Demotic production oBirds
(1959) caused religious offence and was bannedeée@@®®? but later performed in Paris
(1962) and London (19638% It would not see a state-sponsored revival ineGeeuntil
19755%41n 1966 Koun produceBrogsin Athens. The parabasis and its call for amnesty
resonated with Greeks on both the left and rigimgwof politics, since they both saw it

as referring to the treatment of people on theie & This production oFrogswas first

859 van Steen 2000: xi.
660 yan Steen 2000: 5.
661 \an Steen 2007b: 109.
662 See Van Steen 2007 for details.
663 \an Steen 2007: 168.
664 \Van Steen 2007: 169.
665 yan Steen 2000: 179-80.
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performed in Athens in 1966 and toured Greece rbefmving to Switzerland and finally
coming to London in 1967, alternating wlBirds andPersiansat the Aldwych Theatre
in London. By this time the parabasis had takea fannther resonance not found in British
productions, since the military had taken controldreece and suspended many civil
liberties such as freedom of speech. Greeks wereb®ing imprisoned and exiled for

their political views2%®

The staging of this production emphasised the alatare of the underworld. The music,
for example, was given an eastern inspiration. mlasks of the Initiates were inspired
by ritual iconography and Koun was criticised foaking them so similar to the tragic
chorus of hisPersians which clashed with the comical behaviour of thengpal
characters. The frog chorus were not representadratiatically but their oversized
masks were again inspired by ritualistic practft‘éSome reviewers in London found the

chorus of Initiates reminiscent of a Zulu war damhgthmically moving to drum beat®

The London production used ‘simultaneous tranghatioto English, using ‘wands’
through which the English versions of the lineslddoe heard. While this may have
helped some to understand the production, onewevieommented ‘Greek punchlines
on the stage consistently drowned out the trans$addtempt to time a gag® whilst
another evidently preferred the original Greek, irsgy ‘Aristophanes...so woefully

tedious in translation, becomes in modern Grealagsas we are told he was®

666 Shulman 1967.
667 Varakis 2007: 187-8.
668 Hobson 1967.
669 Shulman 1967.
670 Spurling 1968: 21.
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Most praise for the production seems to have besgrved for the chorus’ segments. One
reviewer said, ‘It is in the handling of the charubat Karolos Koun’s production makes
its unique impact®’* Another stated, ‘It is to the chorus...that belafighe dignity and
honour and sad, prophetic gri€f2 Once again the problem of the contest reappeared,
with one reviewer saying, ‘it is only Mr. Koun’sdalty for keeping his characters in

motion that holds one’s attentiofi®

This version ofrogsis very different from any other one discusseeinshing as it does
from a Greek theatre director and not a British.oKarolos Koun was, possibly
unintentionally, a very political figure in Greekaana after his production &irds. Yet
the political resonance for the Greek audience nayhave been the same for a British
one. However, for Greeks who saw the London pradoct was still impactful. A
contemporary review records that when the chorasec®rward for the parabasis they
removed their masks and spoke Aristophanes’ paliadvice; during this there was ‘a
noticeable stiffening, with appreciative murmuisnfrthe Greek part of the audienég’.

It is a small comment, but a significant point Ire tsearch foFrogs modern political
relevance. Maybe for the Greek audience of the B@sy of whom were in exile from
Greece and effectively disenfranchised themsemestophanes’ politics were not as far

away as they can seem to & Zlentury British one.

671 Shulman 1967.
672 Hobson 1967.
673 Darlington 1967.
674 Spurling 1967: 19.
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In 1988, King’s College London performdétogs, in a version which subsequently

toured to the US. It did not attempt to
KING'S COLLEGE LONDON

DEPARTMENT OF CHLASSICS recreate a Greek staging of the
PRESENT S
ADRISTOPHANES production, but instead used art deco

- NHE FROLS
L it |

I

as its inspiration for everything from
the set to the postéf® This stylistic
choice continued through the music

of the production, arranged by

Professor Michael Silk, which used
existing songs from 20s and 30s
¥ 1 . America®’® Although performed in

USA COAST TO COAST WOUR 1933 .. .
the original Greek, the lines were

Figure 10: The programme to King’s College’s US tour of sometimes altered or rearranged to fit
Frogs.

with the musié’’ This production

again shows the significance of music within theeption ofFrogs and also is the first

to show that adaptation does not necessarily reqranslation.

The physicality of certain scenes wittitnogs can make it attractive to different sorts of
performance art. One such less traditional prodactias performed in 1991 in Cardiff.
Theatr Taliesin Wales produced a number of Gresgiad plays in the 1990s, beginning
with Frogs It was performed in association with Waberi, an@b dance troupe based in
Cardiff. Gamelan instruments were used to providesimto which Balinese Topeng

dancers danced while performing as multiple charactLocal school-children formed

675 Sjlk 2007: 293.
676 Sjlk 2007: 295.
677 Silk 2007: 297; this method would be used, in a much more extreme fashion, for the 2015 Cambridge
Greek play, see below, pp.229-30.
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the frog chorus and the production was well-reakf/& Unfortunately very little else

about such an interesting production can be asceda

Perhaps the highest profile production Frbgs to have occurred in Britain is one
produced by the Royal National Theatre, which tduhe UK in 1996. Theatre director
Fiona Laird was the driving artistic force behinue tproduction, having adapted,
composed, directed and musically directed the ool It was not Fiona Laird’s first
exposure td-rogs In 1991 she had adapted and directed a versiardouble bill with
Electrafor The London Small Theatre Company. ClassictePMeineck was producer.
There were only five in the cast and all singingwane a cappella. The structure follows
Aristophanes very closely, as does most of thestagion; original Greek names are never
changed, though a small number are omitted. Thebpars used the coinage analogy and
Cleophon is mentioned by name. The advice frompbets regarding the city and
Alcibiades is unchanged and Pluto mentions Cleog@gain in the closing speech. The
major change in the contest is that Dionysus decdlde outcome on a coin toss, rather
than as a result of the poet’s advice. The progranmn this production included a
detailed summary of the play, as well as a compraikie historical background. It also
featured a list of personalities mentioned in tkay pnaming everyone from Ameipsias
to Morsimus to Pythangelus. Evidently this productrequired audiences to read the

programme thoroughly to understand the production.

Costume was colourful and reminiscent of clownpamtomime. The pantomime theme
ran throughout, as much of the acting would noehasen out of place on a pantomime
stage. The frog chorus, perhaps inspired by argtsmemr whether they appeared in the

original production, were onstage but unlit. Thé&y ot undertake any of the bouncing

678 Morgan 1991: 184.
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around that is normally associated with the frogsibdern performances. Instead they
used their song in order to distract Dionysus, wis singing his own rowing song. The
production was praised for its use of modern mfgsithe chorus€$® and the audience

reaction to the jokes and songs on the VHS is pesjtive, though the laughter becomes

notably scarcer during the contest scene.

The 1996 National Theatre production was put opaas of their ‘Mobile Productions’
programme. These are plays intended to appealung@r audiences, so chosen to be
both educational and entertainitfy.The production was largely indistinguishable from
the 1991 version, with only a few noticeable chand@ona Laird claimed this version
was more faithful to Aristophanes than the 199kieer®®! The cast was the same size
and they were again singing a cappella. There s@ree extra songs added, incorporating
new styles into the score. The programme againagcted a detailed historical
background and a list of names, though this timétéid to characters who appear in the
play and a description of Cleophon, TheramenesAdaoithiades as ‘Politicians’. The

disembodied voice of Pluto was performed by Judidbe

This production is available on VHS at the Natiohlaéatre Archive. Few audible laughs
can be heard and most come from the over-the-tiopga@ther than the script. In fact, a
lot of the dialogue is lost in the silliness. Itrpaps betrays a lack of confidence in the

script to stand on its own.

There was a huge dispatrity in the reaction of @weewers to the production. The reviews

in the national press were almost universally rnegatvhile those of regional critics were

679 Macauley 1991: 15.
680 Frogs Programme (1996).
681 Cook 1996: 44.
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far more positive. Whether this implies a highansiard on the part of the national
reviewers or a more forgiving nature on the parthaf local ones we cannot say. One
particularly unkind reviewer described it as a fgally self-conscious irritating
knockabout’, accusing the National Theatre of hgvoonfused accessibility with the
lowest common denominatd®? Another reviewer stated it was ‘frenzied and
desperately unfunny® while a third wrote that the production was ‘s@ké¢o make an
ancient classic seem FUN! that a sense of desperagts in%* In particular, the
decision to translate Aristophanes’ play literallgs criticised, one reviewer stating ‘To
get the most out of Aristophand¥’ogs it isn’t vital to have been an Athenian citizein o
405 BC, but it would, you feel, certainly hef§® Another review said the ‘once-topical
allusions are losf® and yet another reported ‘Without a contemporarghar, this
bastardised version amounts to little more thaar&s of tangential comic riff$8’ As
always, the contest proved particularly problemtdrcthe audience, with one reviewer
saying, ‘The action...comes to a dead stop atrtifser boring battlé®® while another
remarked that, although Dionysus was modernisdug fillaywrights, however, remain

very much who they always were, which...is goingtstify all but the precious fev®®

The regional reviews had much better things to €aye reviewer in Castle Cary
mentioned the ‘rapturous response from packed aoég belying the savaging that the
show has got in some national newspapers’, andtthais ‘obviously a huge success in

terms of making classics accessible to those whimmger read them in schoofS9 A

682 Donald 1996: 25.
683 Morley 1996.
684 Spencer 1996.
685 Taylor 1996.
686 Bassett 1996.
687 Stratton 1996: 135.
688 Curtis 1996: 43.
689 Tinker 1996: 54.
6% GP-W 1996: 35.
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reviewer in Sevenoaks stated, ‘a play written ne2)400 years ago brought bang up to
date’ %9t while another in Belfast wrot&togsis without doubt the brightest, bestest][
musical in town®%2 In particular there were positive things said aliba performances,
with Dionysus described as ‘wonderfully canif?.Charon was especially popular, as
was the versatility of the actor playing him — gjomith playing Heracles, Aeacus and

Aeschylus?94

The music received mixed reviews — again with aonat/regional divide — with one
reviewer describing, ‘resoundingly unfunny a cafgalumbers that range, we are told,
“from do-wop to hip-hop” but, to my ear, simply g from bad to worsé®® Another
thought that the songs were ‘skilful and funny’ bevertheless found that ‘all this camp
window-dressing has nothing whatsoever to do withdriginal play®°® The music was
used to differentiate between the lyrics of Aesabyand Euripides, with Aeschylus’
being set to a grand aria melody, while Euripidggoed his lyrics. While this was both
negatively and positively received, it was at leadistinctive part of the production as a

whole.

This is the only production | have found to take tloute of a literal translation and
include a large number of notes in the programm&ufport it. The mixed outcomes of
the reviews make it difficult to ascertain whetligis approach was successful or not.
There is no guarantee every audience member wilbBlgprogramme and, to get the full
appreciation of what is going on, they would havbave it open during the performance,

or at least have managed to read several pagesxioptior to the start. Whilst this

91 Farley 1996.
692 Fitzgerald 1996.
693 Unknown 1996: 2.
694 Curtis 1996: 43; Farley 1996.
69 Taylor 1996.
6% Curtis 1996: 43.
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production and the accompanying literature mayhgeople more about Aristophanes’
Athens, it does little to infuse the productiontwé sense of relevance. If anything, it
reinforces the notion that the play can only becvatl as a sort of historical artefact,

rather than entertainment in its own right.

In the year 2000 Graham Ley, Professor of DrantaeatJniversity of Exeter, wrote an

adaptation entitledrilthy Frogswhich was performed as a rehearsed reading. Hia is

adaptation deeply rooted in dramatic history anchynaf the characters represents
notable figures from Western theatre. The contedietween Berthold Brecht in the
Euripides role and Antonin Artaud as Aeschylus. Trog chorus becomes a chorus of
‘Ar-Toadians’. They are opposed to political theatr just as their namesake Artaud
avoided political involvement during his lifetime and speak entirely in French or
Franglais chanting ‘El-lo, el-lo, matelots’ instead of ‘Bxekekex’. The Initiates appear

as theatre critics. Heracles, Charon and Aeacuallareplaced with Irvine Welsh, Jerzy
Grotowski and Constantin Stanislavski respectivefanthias becomes the female
‘Xanthia’, with a differing taste in theatre fromidhysus and a dim view of the male-
dominated nature of twentieth-century drama. Steeldegen a fan of the work of Sarah

Kane, who committed suicide just the year befdfe.

Extracts from the script show it to be full of twieth-century and more modern
references. Diverse figures such as Joseph Goelatdyn Monroe, Martin Luther
King, Augusto Pinochet, John Gielgud and Mr Bloldre seen, heard or referenced
throughout. At the end of the play, Brecht and Adiare both revealed to be unsuitable
and so Dionysus instead goes in search of SamuddeBe Xanthia, meanwhile, has an

encounter with a spirit she believes to be SarameK#&he production was performed by

697 Ley 2014: 883.
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and to members of the drama department and so thémences were playing to an
informed audience, and it is unlikely that this ptdéion would have been understood by
the average theatre audience uneducated in tlieatygy. In fairness to Graham Ley, he
makes no claim that it was suitable for public parfance. It does, however, address
Gamel’s inductive authentici§?® by addressing a deeply theatre-literate audiehtieeo
kind that the original production targeted. Such aamience is hard to create in a
contemporary, commercial setting, except in a gfeed and elite academic context.
Alongside this it is also an example of structuaakhenticity, since it reflects the

community in which it is created.

One planned production, which unfortunately as wiimg has not been performed, might
have raised some very interesting ideas. Classicaly Keen wrote in 2006 about a
planned adaptation &frogs which is unique in that it was intended for peniance at a
Science Fiction convention. He intended to replaeschylus and Euripides with SF
authors, although would not reveal which ones uthié performance actually
happened® He also planned to use the idea the¢rycharacter should represent an
existing person, whether real or fictioddl. Behind his adaptation is the idea that
‘Aristophanes is a writer whioeedsadaptation’ andOne should seek to honour the spirit
of what he wrote, rather than his precise té¥'What he means by the ‘spirit’ of
Aristophanes is explained as satirical/contempadnangour and profanities. He criticises
translations that try to tone down the ruder paftaristophanes’ play$®? Keen'’s play
was originally aiming for a 2008 performance, bufamtunately by the time of the

completion of this thesis it had still not beenfpemned. It is a great shame as such a

6% See Introduction, pp.34-5.
699 Keen 2006: 7.
700 Keen 2006: 8.
701 Keen 2006: 6.
702 Keen 2006: 8.
213



different adaptation ofrogs performing to such a distinctive audience mighveha

brought about some interesting results.

In 2012,Frogs made another appearance at the Edinburgh Fringfev&lein a version
entitledAlmost Nothing to do with Frogby Dan Byam Shaw and Guy Clark. Again the
production has its origins in education, as it waisten and performed by students from
Eton College. As the title suggests, it is a veegfadaptation of Aristophanes, the loosest
| have seen that still keeps the same basic steyate. the underworld journey to bring
back a writer. The programme tells us that ‘Theiltie with performingFrogs in the
original is that, like an issue &frivate Eye the majority of the jokes are referential and
highly topical’, and ‘we have tried to keep theldamatirical spirit of the original alive in

our retelling of the play, which otherwise has astnoothing to do withrrogs.

Dionysus and Xanthias are not included, but areeats replaced by a pair of failing
television writers. Looking for a way to revive theareers, they resolve to travel to the
underworld to seek inspiration from William Shakeape. Only one character is retained
from Aristophanes, which is that of Heracles (alifjo the more familiar Hercules is
used). Far from the mythical hero though, he ismagined as a Greek waiter, not an
insulting portrayal, but featuring a stereotypieakcent. Passage to the underworld is
secured by means of an airline for the dead, mgahmheroes themselves must pretend
to be dead to blend in, a cliché seemingly inspixgethe many films that involve a similar
dynamic, such ashe Mummy(1999),Sean of the Dea(2004) andZombieland2009).
The corpse that is featured in this scene couldsden as a modern counterpart to
Aristophanes’ corpse, but in this version is litlgra corpse and therefore unmoving and

unspeaking.
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Even the frog chorus are not actually frogs, byrcaip of muses who have formed a band
named ‘The Frogs’. One anthropomorphic frog dogseap with a frog’s head mask on

an actor in shirt and trousers, greeting the awdieas they enter. The shouting match
between Dionysus and the frogs becomes insteaatide’lof the bands’ between the two

writers and ‘The Frogs’, the latter of whom arengd in defeat by the anthropomorphic
frog. The frog does not take this defeat well, sgyirhis isn’'t over. I'm going to fuck

you up.’

Once in the underworld, the two writers have aglsament and go separate ways. One
comes across a man in a ruff that he thinks is &ymdare, only to find that it is in fact
Christopher Marlowe pretending to be his fellowzBbethan poet for the attention.
Shakespeare is later found in disguise, as he ddsshough of that same attention.

Nevertheless, he agrees to return to the landeoliting with the writer.

Meanwhile the other writer finds Harold Pinter atetides to take him back to the land
of the living. Once the two writers reunite theggtas set for a contest. With Dionysus
absent and the two stand-ins supporting differeetg Alan Sugar is brought forward to
judge between the two in a@pprenticestyle hiring. The contest goes through several
stages of varying absurdity, including a danceaoff a rap battle. Despite the seemingly
frivolous nature of the contest, there are someaiigenattempts at literary criticism, for
example when Shakespeare echoes Euripides and poinPinter’'s penchant for pauses
and silences (known as the ‘Pinter Pause’ and Fietér Silence’). As in so many
adaptations where Shakespeare is involved, hetiwansontest and is about to return to
the living world when the frog makes good on higrpise from earlier and returns with
a gun. The play ends with the frog holding Shakaspat gunpoint while the rest of the

cast flee the stage.
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It is a strange end to this adaptation, which (disby now be apparent) bears very little
resemblance to Aristophanes other than the basictste. Politics are entirely removed
and whilst there is some criticism of the two plaghts, it is nothing compared to what
we find in the original. The contest scene can@aotlbeen longer than ten minutes within
the hour-long play. Nevertheless, this producti@s & genuinely funny and well-written

piece. The audience, myself included, were congtéighing.

Again, music played an integral part in the producgtwith original choral songs written
by Guy Clark. Just as in ancient theatre, thesgswere used to separate scenes, though

often they would have very little to do with theian.

This adaptation, more than any other productiooutised so far, highlights questions
about the nature of adaptation. As indicated byjties AlImost Nothing to do with Frogs
is so far removed from Aristophanes as really addeFrogsanymore. It is, for example,
the only production which removes Dionysus as aadtar. It is in this regard not so
different fromThe Ostricheg®® which | included in the previous chapter as déetfon’

of Frogsrather than a straightforward adaptation.

Given its pedagogical background, it is not surpgshatFrogs remains popular with
school groups. The Joint Association of Classiedchers mounted productions of it at
both their 2012 Greek and 2013 Classical Civilmatand Ancient History Summer
Schools. The 2013 production used Affleck and Lietchs Cambridge translatiofd;

with well-known music to underscore some of theri#gn songs. The frog chorus, for

703 See Chapter Three, pp.173-5.
704 See Chapter Two, pp.161-3.
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example, sang to the tune of ‘Fever’, while theidteés sang to ‘All Things Bright and
Beautiful'. Again we see work being put into the siwal side of the production, with

songs adapted where the script has not been.

2013 brought another school production, one thptcted a straight translation of
Aristophanes in favour of a fresh adaptation. Ttoglpction took place at Bedales School
in Hampshire. When asked to mount a productioméndpen-air theatre at the school,
the Head of Classics, Alex Walker, was inspiredthmsy presence of a nearby pond to
perform theFrogs.’®® According to the programme, the script was ‘reagel by Katy
Walker’ and, as she states in her programme nbofbg is not at all a conventional

translation, as you will see, but it is, | hopel)ytrin the spirit of Aristophanes’.

The play starts with the frogs singing a short e@fsbrekekekex koax’, before Dionysus
and Xanthias enter and introduce themselves. Theyexast as a politician and his
secretary, in a relationship similar to that of thence Regent and Blackadder in
Blackadder the Third1987). The political situation of Athens is irdieced via a series
of reporters and an imagined Cabinet meeting. Tdirdbese the audience are informed
that the war with Sparta is going badly and Athdmgincial situation is so dire that the
Cabinet have been forced to melt down treasures thee temples. In addition to this,
there are accusations from the philosophers thia¢ms is bankrupt morally as well as
financially. Modern politics are brought into plag the Cabinet’'s response to the crisis
is to cut funding to the arts, but Dionysus — dhea Xanthias — is able to persuade the
Chairman that other action is needed. InsteadCtterman decides that a poet is needed
to inspire the Athenians in their current pligh: Moral Compass, that’'s what we need,

isn't it? That's what they're all saying, the pespthe media’. Like Aristophanes’

705 personal communication from Alex Walker on 28 August 2013.
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Dionysus, the Chairman dismisses modern poetspgayiey’re all rubbish — style over
substance’ instead wanting ‘Those great writers taight us how to live’ (p.9). And so

he sends Dionysus to the Underworld to bring bapke.

From there the action continues in the same maasné¢nhe Aristophanes version, with
Dionysus and Xanthias visiting Heracles to ask maccess the Underworld. The corpse
scene is omitted and so the play progresses str@idhe ferry across the Styx and the
introduction of ‘Karen’ the boatperson. Insteaditsfbeing because of his status as a
slave, Xanthias is forced to walk because Dionysas spent his fare on wine.
Interestingly the frog chorus does not occur hA&reumber of frogs pop up, but they do
not sing the ‘brekekekex’. A version of the Inigat appear after this, recast as
stereotypical Frenchmen — perhaps a referenceet®titish nickname for the French
being ‘Frogs’ — singing ‘Le Pique Nique’, at whi€honysus helps himself to plenty of
food and wine. The Aeacus, maid and innkeeper scémam follow, with the innkeeper
and Plathane re-imagined as landladies, Evelyn\&rdnica. In the palace, Pluto is

absent and replaced with Persephone.

In lieu of the scene between Xanthias and the séym®aining the contest, instead
Euripides sits in Aeschylus’ seat at dinner. Thetest that follows is greatly reduced in
size from the Aristophanes version. Specific rafees to plays are removed, leaving
much more generalised criticisms. Aeschylus stdtegripides’) plays are all utterly

pointless — they're all style over substance,ygdtimas about ‘real’ people talking about
their feelings’ (p.50). To this Euripides replié&nd that's criticism, is it? Real people
talking about their feelings?’ (p.51). He goes onctiticise Aeschylus’ characters as
‘Polite, sensible and worthy’ (p.51). When Persegh®uggests a formal contest,

Xanthias cuts it short by stating, ‘I'm not surevibuld help matters. | have no doubt that
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both...would be able to wow us with their brilli@ne that they are both experts in their
field is not in question’ (p.52). She sums it updaying ‘what is more useful — thought
or feeling?’ (p.53) Dionysus chooses, althoughdghemore than a hint that the decision
is made by Persephone, and picks Aeschylus. Thisioieds given an unusual anti-
democratic spin, as the only explanation Dionysussfor not picking Euripides is ‘well,

listening to the people? Sounds pretty dangerousefdp.54).

What is significant about this script is that itm@ves both the parabasis and the vast
majority of the contest, the sections where thek lafl the political material in the
Aristophanes is to be found. Despite this, refegsrto financial cuts places it firmly in
the realm of contemporary politics. However, it sid@k the production to its ancient
Greek roots, where productions were forced by firarconstraints to have more than
onechoregodo fund them. Adapter Katy Walker points this muber programme notes:
‘so Culture Secretary Maria Miller's call this mbrfor artists to advertise and promote

British businesses abroad is not, in fact, anythiegy.’

A reference to thechoregoi is included in the play itself and helps captune t
metatheatricality of Greek comedy. When Xanthidsyisg to justify why the arts should
not be cut he mentions, ‘Why, the poet Aristophaised believe, having to accept
sponsorship from several different sources’ (dtayanspires that the play he is seeking
this funding for is in factFrogs into which Dionysus and Xanthias step. Repeated
instances of characters walking across stage betweenes with signs for various
sponsors reinforces this point. Metatheatricalipntmues throughout with frequent
references to the audience. When Dionysus compldinsate frogs. Nobody said

anything about frogs’, Karen replies, ‘To be faithink the clue was in the title’ (p.26).
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This play lightly introduced a contemporary pobiienessage, albeit one that does not
really reflect the politics of the original play. \atever funding problems Aristophanes
may have had, these issues do not seem to be naieslplay itself, other perhaps than
through references to performers dressed in ragisaBlay that is essentially all about
the arts lends itself very well to addressing tlewthat at this time the arts sector is
increasingly suffering from cuts and bias agaihsthile this theme is introduced early
on in this script, it is not really taken up andread through. After the emphasis given to
it in the programme, one might have expected teenthon this to be pursued. In fact,
there does not seem to be a political slant aétloeof the play at all and very little reason
is given for the choice of Aeschylus. If the tratgln wanted to make a more firm
statement about this, perhaps it could have foontesway to tie Dionysus’ decision to

the political message.

Schools and universities are not the only placeklitey Aristophanes. Theatro
Technis!% located in North London, was founded by Cypriotriigrants and they
regularly performed Greek theatre since their patidn of Antigonein 1969. In October
2013 they mounted a productionkrogs, having previously performed it in 1983. This
2013 production reused the script from the 1983iwar which consisted of a translation
by George Savvides, adapted by Ted Creig and Gedageides with lyrics by David

Dearlove. As well as their Greek theatrical heetathey have a strong interest in

706 Unaffiliated to the Theatro Technis of Karolos Koun: the term means ‘Art Theatre’ in Greek.
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performing left-wing political theatr€’ This production oFrogswas no exception: their
programme promised it would be placed in ‘the aur@ntext of political, social and
economic crisis that the world is going throughispired perhaps by the Occupy
movement, the aim of the production was to shoe fteeds for change to create a world
for the good of the whole society and not justgheocratic elite’. The notes of director,

George Eugeniou, in the programme take this one fstgher into the contemporary,

stating ‘The rise and fall of
Athens...is characteristic of
all empires, including US &
EU today, which bear a great
resemblance of Athens of the

5N century in this aspect.

The script had been altered

Figure 11: Frogs at Theatro Technis in 2013.

from the 1983 one to

incorporate contemporary references, but it isesrdhow much of the message has been

changed.

The political aspect is introduced straight awaighwan empty set other than one wall to
the side covered in pictures of past and presditigemns. As the audience enter, the cast
are standing onstage in front of this wall, wearwv@yious disparate masks. The
production opens with the song ‘Don’t Expect a Gdgwn which the cast rather self-
deprecatingly proclaim:

Don’t expect a crowd

It is not a West End show,

707 They have since performed an original piece that proposes a conspiracy within the US Government
that was responsible for John F. Kennedy’s assassination.
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So don’t expect a crowd. (p.3)
Later in the song it is made clear that the castagtually talking about the size of the
chorus, rather than the audience. This introducegblitical theme, since they cannot
afford a large chorus in the current era of austefihroughout the song, the politics of
the piece are pressed home:

Don’t expect a crowd

Not when there’s a crisis on

The world’s in a state

The leaders are morons

People are impoverished,

And no-one’s feeling proud

Boom and bust is on the horizon,

So — don’t expect a crowd. (p.4)
And:

CHORUS THREE: Where every leading politician

Is lying for position
CHORUS SEVEN: Money and power is what they all kckes for

ALL: No — intellectual revolution isn’t what thiga passes for! (p.4)

Opening the production in such a way makes it wégr that politics is going to be an
integral part of the production. Despite this venshaving a Greek-Cypriot (as opposed
to mainland Greek) origin, it is evidently follovgrihe Greek tradition of political content

described above in relation to Koun’s production.

After this opening song, the script follows thausture of the Aristophanes fairly closely.

Unlike a lot of adaptations this production doestnpto steer clear of the more obscene
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parts of Aristophanes, but almost revels in thenhé very first scene when Xanthias is
asking whether he should tell a joke, he asks ‘Véihatut the one when | strain so hard
that | shit my trousers? Or the one when | try aalinot to strain that | fart?’ (p.5) Later
Xanthias tells Aeaca (sic) that Dionysus, ‘onlyh#s of three things: feasting, farting and

fucking’ (p.36).

The script also does not back away from criticismgh-profile figures within the
theatrical industry either. During the Dionysus &fetacles (named Hercules) scene, the
latter suggests to Dionysus that he bring back Stra®hakespeare. Dionysus replies,
‘Someone’s already tried that, and it failed mibgra(p.9). This is a clear reference to
the perceived failure of the Sondheim/Shevelovet Broadway production ¢frogs’°®
Similarly, when David Hare and Marc Ravenhill arentioned and Hercules says they

are not dead, Dionysus’ reply is to say ‘But theirses are’ (p.9)°

Modern references abound throughout, such as Hersulggesting Dionysus jump from
the Shard to get to Hades, and the lake to Hades pmped full of water from
Fukushima (p.11). Some of the references to theemmodiay — a list of playwrights in the
first scene for example — come across as unnandakshoehorned in’ purely for the sake
of updating the production. Only two frogs appeartheir scene to start with, but are
joined by two more during the song. They sing éheattuneless version of the
‘Brekekekex co-ax co-ax’ before asking:
Whatever’s the point of a couple of frogs

In a play about poets of some bygone age

708 See Chapter Five.
709 Both these ‘radical’ playwrights are rather unfairly often laughed at in the theatre industry for not
having produced any hit dramas for rather too many years.
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and ‘But why have a scene on a lake when it's mgtiho do with the actual plot?’ (p.16)
These are pertinent questions within the recemtfdtrogs, but this production makes no

attempt to answer them or justify the inclusion.

The contest scene does nothing to resolve the gmabbf staging it. Aeschylus and
Euripides are retained, though Pluto does not appeastage. The structure of
Aristophanes’ contest is followed fairly closelyJeast to begin with. The one noticeable
change is that the lines of the chorus from Arietoges are replaced. The first is heavily
paraphrased by Xanthias. Take, for example, thioviolg verses translated from
Aristophanes:

‘You behold all this, glorious Achilles!’

But what will you say in reply?

Only take care

that your anger does not seize you

and drive you off the track,

for his accusation are formidable.

Yes, take care, good sir.

that you don’t reply in a rage,

but shorten your sails

and cruise with them furled,

then little by little make headway

and keep watch for the moment

when you get a soft, smooth breeze. (991-1003)
These lines are abbreviated to, ‘How true. Now lweschylus going to reply to that?
He must be careful not to let his wrath get caraady’ (p.45). The next song (1098-

118) is replaced with a song for Dionysus aboutoshtg between the poets. The ‘lost
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his oil bottle’ segment (1198-248) occurs, though words are replaced. In the script it
uses ‘stuck two sharp pencils up his nose’ (pp.p3vhereas in performance the phrase
‘with a pair of dirty underpants’ was used (a red@nof the risks entailed in studying
theatre history from scripts without experienciregfprmances). The chorus’ lines after
this, (1251-60) are replaced with a duet, ‘Wit ameight’, between Euripides and
Aeschylus. Following this, the performance depiids Aristophanes’ and cuts straight
to the scales scene, omitting lines 1261-1364 th®rveighing, a comically small set of

scales clearly being moved by Dionysus was used.

The segment regarding Alcibiades is omitted andeth& only a small attempt to do
anything other than translate the final piecesd¥ig from Euripides and Aeschylus.
Accordingly, the advice that seemingly wins theteshfor Aeschylus is to ‘regard the
enemy’s country as our own, and ours as the eneamgdswhen we realise that people
are our true wealth and all other wealth is poveiys9). After the choice is made,
Aeschylus further elaborates, pledging:

to fulfil Prometheus dream, (sic)

bread, freedom, equity and justice

for every living human being,

born tomorrow, live today, killed yesterday

by austere measures in this century

for the sake of money, power and hegemony,

the cause of the Peloponnesian war

that ruined Athens and Sparta in tifecentury BC

the way Plutocracy and destroyed Democracy

in the capitalist land of Capitol Hill. (p.61)
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The production ends with a reprise of ‘Don’t Expa&rowd’, this time with some added
flattery for the audience:

We didn’t expect a house

To show such eruditeness

And audience with such nous

Such sharpness and such brightness (p.62)
Finally the frogs return to the stage. Althouglsihot in the script, in performance they
once again ask, ‘So what was the point of a coopfeogs in a play about poets of some

bygone age?’ Once again no answer is provided.

Unfortunately this was not a successful productidre attempts to contemporiseogs
largely failed. Many references to modern politresre heavy-handed, such as ‘those
who cribbed a speech by Tony Blair’ (p.12) beingrsm Hades. The rather odd parabasis
exemplified this simplistic treatment of the pdadi In it, Dionysus asked several leading
questions of the audience while the chorus poifaése microphones at unsuspecting
audience members. The questions were along the dihéls the world in crisis?’; ‘Is
US, who had hegemony since World War 2 in decliiseAthens was in thé"xentury
BC?’; and ‘Do we need new leaders in the darkestnd&reece and the world faces
today?’ (p.36) These questions were met with unootable yeses from the clearly
confused audience members that were picked on.yBusnthen asked, ‘If you were in
God Dionysus’ shoes whom will you bring back froradés to lead us today?’ (p.36)
Various answers were elicited from the audiencégrbeDionysus suggested that the
audience ‘Think about that’. Again, it was not cledat message the production was

trying to convey.
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The script comes across as only partially adaf@edie ancient references are changed
whereas others are left in. Xanthias remarks ‘Widy'd | take part in that sea battle — |
would have won my freedom, then | would have shbowm (p.6) and later Charon says
‘| don't take any slaves unless they have fougha sea battle risking their lives’ (p.14).
These references to Arginusae are not explaindgeiprogramme or in the play itself.
Similarly, Euripides’ reference to Phrynichus itareed (p.42, line 910 in Aristophanes).
In contrast, some things are changed to be momgnezable. Whereas Aristophanes’
Euripides says, ‘my tragedies, including, yes, P&yeus my Aeolus my Meleager and
even myTelephu’s(863-4), in this version dfrogsEuripides chooses plays better known
to a modern audience, ‘Let him choose fromMvedea The Trojan WomefMhe Bacchae

or evenHecuba’' (41) Similarly in 405BC Euripides stated Aesalg/l followers were
‘Phormisius and Megaenetus the Stooge’ (965), vdsehes own were ‘Cleitophon and
the sharp Theramenes.” (967) In this version theyraplaced with ‘Sophocles and
Aristophanes’ and ‘Plato and Protagoras’ (44). Tkegm strange choices as those
mentioned in Aristophanes were politicians. Givée focus of this production on
politics, the message might perhaps have beerrBetteed by substituting contemporary

politicians for the ancient ones.

This adaptation is further confused, with some miodeferences seeming natural while
others were jarring. They have clearly attempteketp politics at the forefront, but they
have clearly misunderstood the position of AthenAiistophanes’ time. They used the
play as a criticism of US hegemony, but the whamipof Frogsis that Athens is losing
the hegemony it gained following the Persian Walheatro Technis could have rewritten
the play to suit their aims, but by trying to mapstophanes’ politicd° on to their own

they have created only confusion.

710 As we’ve seen themselves a source of some debate.
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In many ways this production was the antithesif\lofost Nothing to do with Frogs
which got rid of most of Aristophanes’ text and haal political element, but made it
funny. The Theatro Technis production made onlyitéoh changes to Aristophanes’
script, and crucially kept the politics as muchtasuld. Unfortunately, this was done at
the expense of comedy, and the various obsceunitesot address this problem. Whilst
I do not wish to claim that Aristophanes was fualiyf the time, the play should at least
elicit some laughter; while unlik&lmost Nothing to do with FrogaristophanesFrogs

also had some kind of commentary behind the comedy.

The next production to be discussed in this chagutdressed this issue head-on, the 2013
Cambridge Greek Plafrogshad previously been performed at Cambridge in 986
1947, but for the first time ever in 2013 a doubi# was performed, comprising
Prometheus BounandFrogs The 1936 production had been a landmark perfocean

its own right, exceeding many others in scale. &hveere over 40 actors in the cast and
the score was written for 23 instrumenhftsin total, over 4,500 people attended its one-
week run’*? The production included an element of the politiar example Aeacus’
followers gave a salute reminiscent of the Naziypar The music was composed for the
production by prolific composer and Cambridge gedduWalter Leigh. Like Parry in
1892, Leigh used music to underscore the differenneAeschylus’ and Euripides’
poetry, mixing music reminiscent of Arthur Sullivand jazZ!* Frogshad been chosen

for performance again in 1947 as the first Camlari@Ggeek play after the war and the

711 Marshall 2015: 191.
712 Marshall 2015: 194.
713 Marshall 2015:195.
714 Marshall 2015: 185-6.
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same script and score was used. This marked 8idifire Cambridge revived a previous

production since they began performing Greek piays882/%°

The double bill in 2013 allowed the company to gaveaste to the audience of exactly

what would be parodied iffrogs in the form of Prometheus Boundwhich was

performed first. This idea is made clear when dyuHieracles and Dionysus’ discussion

of tragedy, Dionysus states he wants to find ‘Sameesho can write a decent line, like...’

Figure 12: Frogs at Cambridge in 2013.

before a few tragic
lines are called out.
The actor playing
Prometheus reappears
and begins to recite
dialogue from his
play, before being
booed by the chorus,

whereupon he

flounces offstage in an amusing contrast to theggmature of his own play.

The Cambridge plays were performed in Greek witglish surtitles. WhilsPrometheus

Boundwas performed in a straightforward manner, \tbgs the surtitles themselves

were used as part of the comedy. For example,aaptvere used to introduce various

scenes; during the frog chorus the caption ‘DanceaBekekex)’ appeared. Later, a

group of confused actors were ushered onto the $taghe parabasis while the captions

gave them these instructions:

The Parabasis

715 Marshall 2015:178.
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Where the chorus improvise.

In ancient Greek please.

Oh, forget it...

Crack jokes.

Make witty comments on today’s news
Today’s headline:

Energy bills too high?

Put on a jumper, suggests aide to Cameron
Ask the audience to like the play.

...while wearing large appendages.

Job done. On with the story.

When it comes to the dialogue, the use of the Grexlwas very liberal, with a number
of lines — in particular the songs — composed iglish and translated into Greek. Most
of the songs used modern tunes, if not lyrics. &@mple Charon entered singing the
words of ‘Row, Row, Row Your Boat' in Greek to thume of ‘O Sole Mio’. The Initiates’
sequence was turned into a drunken party, withxaahAristophanic and modern lyrics
set to the tunes of ‘I Say a Little Prayer’, ‘Hayd@’, ‘Angels’ and ‘Livin’ On A Prayer’.
A caption at the end of the scene stated:

The Cambridge Greek Play does not

encourage the irresponsible consumption

of alcohol.

Drink responsibly.

Always read the label.

Do not accept drinks from strangers

(even if they sing in Ancient Greek).
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Helen Eastman has stated at length that the probiémadapting the ending ¢frogs
was finding a relevant political question to askhe place of the questions that prompt
Dionysus’ final choice of Aeschylus in Aristophari&sAfter finding that there was no
easy answer, she elected to make a joke of thesaed so just as Dionysus is about to
ask the question the surtitles cut out. On invesibg Dionysus discovers that the onstage
surtitle typist is engaged in an embrace with XeasthWhat follows is an exchange
entirely in surtitles between the two, and a nunddether characters:
Dionysus: You're a disgrace
You've not surtitled the last 20 lines.
Surtitler: Sorry, | got distracted...
Not much was happening
She’s very pretty...
| preferred the bit with the frogs
Dionysus: It was the important bit
The point.
The politics.
The message.
Surtitler: Ah... balls.
Aeschylus: Centuries of Greek play tradition! Ruihe
Euripides: Leave it, Aeschylus.
It's not like people understand your stuff
even when it has been translated.
Aeschylus: You little *£#%

Translate that into Greek

716 Cambridge Greek Play Symposium [20 October 2013].
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and shove it up your %&!*

At this point Dionysus elects to ‘choose the orsedaul desires’ and selects Aeschylus.
The politics are taken out of the choice, but tbmedy of the scene was very effective

to the audience, who howled with laughter.

This production was clearly funny, but it achiewbd by largely rewriting significant
sections of the original Greek. Politics was ordydhed upon lightly, portraying the
Empusa with masks of contemporary politicians. Thatest was also significantly
edited, something which every modern productionfekighe need to do. As mentioned
above, Eastman feels that making the productionyfwmas authentic to Aristophanes.
However, this misses my interpretation of the orddjiplay, that it encouraged people to

think and question.

Another unique adaptation made significant alteratito Aristophanes. The production
was mounted by Hecate Theatre Company, an all-eecmhpany based in Bristol. They
specialise in adapting classical and modern thedtgreats with a feminist twist. Their
adaptation ofFrogs was written in blank verse by Charles Scherehoalgh it was

workshopped considerably by the cast in reheatéahd toured the south-west in 2015.

717 personal communication from Hannah-Marie Chadwick, Artistic Director of Hecate Theatre Company,
on 19th June 2015.
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The production had a cast of only five, and eadhef began the play as part of the frog

chorus. The frogs played a far larger role in fhrisduction than in Aristophanes, since

they were present throughout and the
actors simply stepped out of their roles as
frogs to play principal characters. They
represented this with some simple
additions to their costumes, such as a
jacket and sunglasses for Dionysus and a

leather jerkin for Xanthias. At times the

principal characters were unwillingly

Figure 13: Shakespeare in Hecate Theatre’s Frogs. dragged back into being frogs — Xanthias

for example, during the contest sequence.

There are a number of additional references, batieat and modern, added to the text.
The frogs warn each other not to speak ill of Deurs; remembering ‘What happened to
Pentheus when he blasphemed’ (p.2). When Dionysds<anthias are looking for the
Styx, the god says to his servant:

Thanks to your navigation,

We’'ve managed visits to Lethe,

Acheron and Phlegethon. Two left, and if this &x@us

| shall be feeling yet more punitive. (p.3)
The mix of ancient and modern is seen when Chagstribes Sisyphus rolling his
boulder uphill, and the frogs respond by singingt‘it Go’ in the style of the Disney film

Frozen
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The frog chorus open the play by roaming amongsatidience as they take their seats,
calling out their ‘Brekekekex’. This becomes mareguent and more melodic, until all
the frogs are on stage, croaking in a sort of hagmdhe frogs then set the scene by
explaining that Dionysus is travelling to the underld. Far from the bumbling god of
Aristophanes, Dionysus here is haughty and arroghstill unobservant and naive.
Heracles is omitted as a character and insteadatthe frogs that Dionysus explains part
of his reason for travelling to the underworld. el#rere is no suggestion of saving theatre
or poetry; instead, Dionysus is travelling to timelerworld to settle an argument amongst
the gods. Charon is retained, although there ishouting match with the frogs. The
innkeeper, Plathane and Aeacus are also all omdtetiso the action goes straight from
Charon to Pluto. It is to Pluto that Dionysus exmahe nature of the divine argument, a
disagreement between Apollo and the muses over is/liloe greater writer: William

Shakespeare or Jane Austen.

The contest actually takes up over half the runtimg of the play, the only adaptation |
have come across that matches the proportional @ephof Aristophanes. At the start
Shakespeare and Austen are respectful, even ifiusatwith one another. Austen is
somewhat overawed when she meets the bard andstatdifuses to take part in the
contest, stating that she cannot compare to She&sspHowever, when Dionysus
informs her how admired she is on Olympus, she nsedgo warm to the idea.
Shakespeare’s response lacks some tact when he asks

But is there truly any sense

In pitting my work against that of

A silly lady novelist? (p.24)
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At this all good feeling between the two is lostl dine contest becomes increasingly bitter
and personal. The contest consists only of opestaigments from the two writers. At

no point do the two authors attempt to praise them work, but instead spend their time
criticising the other’s, with the frogs employeddot out various passages. This is not
lost on Dionysus, who states that he ‘came in $eafrbeauty’ but instead got ‘pettiness,
venom, spite’ (p.38). He calls off the contest, attiough he says that it pains him ‘to
grant either an honour’ (p.39), he selects Shalkesp® return with him to Olympus

because his ‘word-craft isn't matched, Even whenljled by Frogs’ (p.39).

Dionysus, Xanthias and Shakespeare depart, le®hutg to deliver the final lines of the
play. What he gives us is a somewhat bitter andntéd comment on the deceased
writers:

There are no gifts. There is always a price.

We've seen the cost of genius in that display.

Who suffers the most? 1.

The maladjusted, like the rest,

Live in my house forever.

If one god praying speaks to another.
Grant me this, Zeus, O caring brother
Immortalise the writers while they breathe

And send no more to wretched hell beneath. (p.40)

Following this, Austen is left on stage and grabupllled back into the frog chorus.
They return to their tuneful ‘Brekekekex’, which,a reversal of the beginning, gradually

rises in volume and becomes less musical until suelgdenly stop.
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It is a strange end to the play and | strugglees®what the message of it is meant to be
from Pluto’s speech. Quite the opposite to thetdpbkanic view of poets having a moral
duty, this version seems to suggest that all vaigge bitter and jealous people to whom
‘art...is nothing but ambition’ (p.38). | am notrsithat this was intended, but | struggle

to find any other reading of it.

The final production to be discussed in this chiaptes a rehearsed reading staged at the
Almeida Theatre in 2015 as part of their ‘Almeidee€ks’ season. As well as full-scale
productions of th®©resteig BacchaeandMedea the season included rehearsed readings
of Frogs WaspsandLysistrata The script folrrogswas adapted by Blanche Mcintyre,

Ben Schiffer and Alex Andreou.

The script retained the scenic structure of Ariktopes, while being liberal in its
adaptation of the material. So whilst Aeschylus Badpides were retained, most other
ancient names were omitted or replaced. The lidivaig playwrights in the scene
between Dionysus and Heracles (76-97) consistedysol Dennis Kelly, Mike Bartlett
and ‘Royal Court this. Edinburgh Fringe that’ (fa}4- Further modern references occur,
such as a mention of th&elegraph newspaper (p.28), ‘Pizza Express’ (p.32) and ‘the

endless pit of cheesed-off tarantulas they're prepfor Katie Hopkins and Paul Dacre’

(p.7).

Like all successful productions, this one was \Venny, through the combination of a
good script and comedic performance. The contesarticular, managed to sustain the
entertainment in a way few productions have managedt memorably, it made use of

the specific performance location, on the stage wees set up for the performance of
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Bacchaelater that night. When Aeschylus makes the claisihe does in Aristophanes,
that his plays have survived after his death wiseEeaipides’ died with himKrogs868-
9), the latter respondss‘that right? Whose set are we standing on bywég? Is Ben
Whishaw just making it up as he goes along evegiti (p.25) Later, Aeschylus gets
his own back by saying he can conclude the conti#éstfive simple words...Five Stars.
West End Transfer’ (p.34), referring to the receptof the Almeida’s production of the
Oresteiaearlier that summeHowever, in staging a successful contest it higitéd the
problems associated with the scene — at leastoimesne familiar with the play. The
comedy of the scene was more down to staging amilcdouffoonery than the parodic
content contained within it. As with the Cambrigiyeduction, this perhaps indicates that
the scene only works as a piece of pure comedyahds the witty criticism that it was

perhaps intended to be.

Most notably, of all the western productions thiaave seen, this one handled the political
element with the most skill. There were variousgen political references, such as the
chorus of Initiates telling ‘David Cameron...AnaHtirightening coven’ and ‘a crowd of
Labour arses’ to ‘Keep away from our rituals’ (p.18ut the real political message was
confined to the parabasis (p.22-3). This was dedig by Alex Andreou, who was one of
the writers as well as a performer in the play andgially, of Greek origin. He began in
an informal joking manner, referring to the surrdung area of Islington, ‘A place in
which a second-hand t-shirt from Primark — origired&il three pounds — costs eight quid
at the Oxfam shop’, and continued about left-wiradpaur leadership candidate, Jeremy
Corbyn, and the governments of Britain and Greleehighlighted the fact that, even in
its bankrupt state, Greece has taken in 160,0Q@eef, whilst Britain has accepted just
187. He then claimed this: ‘Because we have cotludigh the poisonous rhetoric of a

poisonous press, either by support, indifferencglence for so long, that we have made
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it politically toxic to be kind’. He went on to safYVe have bought into the idea that
compassion is a zero-sum game, in which the moré wé show to others — to the
refugee, the migrant, the disabled, the unemplayedalcoholic, the depressed, the poor,
the dispossessed — the less there will be lefiarpot for us’. The juxtaposition between
the joking beginning and the impassioned plea, ttegewith the conviction and
timeliness with which it was delivered, made therghasis a highly effective and
genuinely moving piece of theatre — there was abiletstirring in the audience as it
reached its conclusion. It proved that given tightrtreatment, a political message can

have a strong impact, even if does not necesgaalyy with Aristophanes’ message.

Conclusion

Returning to the three strands picked out at the ef the chapter, the political content
of the plays has proved the most polarising. Prbdns have taken very different views
on how to incorporate this, ranging from makinth# central element of the production
(Theatro Technis), to subtly referencing it (Cardge), to ignoring it completelyA(most
Nothing to do with Frogs Seemingly the most successful approach, anduldvargue
the most true to the original political dialecticas the Almeida production. Whilst it had
a clear agenda it did not offer specific politicalvice. In this way it encouraged the
audience to think about what was said in the glast,as | suggest Aristophanégogs

encouraged people to do.

Whilst this thesis has pointed out overarching tegmvhich span the continents
discussed, there are some peculiarities which apply the UK productions. British
productions are generally traditional in terms taiggng; aside fronThe Puddocksind
the Bedales production, each one took place immdsrd British theatre set-up, with a

proscenium-arched stage. If there is a definingifesofFrogselsewhere in the English-
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speaking world, it is that staging can be adapt®eost as much as the script. Performance
in ancient Greek is also increasingly confined td productions, with no original
language performance in Australia since the 19%@sd USA since the 1980% Whilst
different types of performance have been experiatentith recently, these features
indicate that the performance lefogsin the UK is defined by conservatism, perhaps as

a result of its roots in private school and uniitgrgerformances.

718 See Chapter Seven, p.320.
719 See Chapter Five, pp.253-4.
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Chapter Five

Frogsin North America

Much like the reception dfrogswithin the UK, in North America there has beemsy
pedagogical interest in the play across the ydadgeed, from the date of the earliest
North American performance in 1892 right up to 20dmy 19 documented productions
out of 75 occurred outside a school, college owensity. In addition, of the 75
productions, nine were versions of the ShevelowkSondheinfFrogs’?° The majority
of the known North American productions occurretheUS, with only four taking place
in Canada and none recorded in any other terriféigcing together the full picture of
productions, particularly in the early part of tth@e period, has been a difficult task.
There are numerous references to productions afhwihie universities do not have any
record. These discrepancies will be noted belowsuAsng that all the productions
referenced did occur, there are definite pattemnihe popularity of performingrogs
The first 70 years, from 1892 to 1960, saw 32 petidns. 1960 marked a definite
turning-point as in the 57 years since then thenelbeen 43 further productions, but
crucially the productions in the earlier time periwere all performed at universities,
whereas in this later period the number of univgnsroductions dropped to only 24 —
and five of those were at the same univerSityAll the professional productions

happened in this later time period, the first bem$967.

Aside from discussion of the Shevelove/Sondheinsigar there has been very little
written from an academic perspective about perfocesa ofFrogsin North America.

The earliest productions are touched upon by thé& wbtwo American scholars, Daniel

720 See Chapter Five.
721 Wellesley College, see below, p.266-7.
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Dickey Hains (1873-1937) and Domis Edward Plugdgg#{t1982). Hains published a
series of articles ifhe Classical Journabn modern performances of Greek plays, most
notably ‘Greek Plays in America’ in 1910. Pluggélished his 1938 thesis with the title
History of Greek Play Production in American Colegnd Universities from 1881 to
1936 Whilst these two authors are a good starting{doinresearch, their works usually
only mentionFrogsin passing and both are problematic as authorg&vidence. Hains’
articles contain no footnotes, bibliography or refees. Some of what he says | have
been unable to verify independently and some isiadoly contradicted by other
sources?? Pluggé’s thesis does name some sources (though dfey are private
conversations or correspondence with people ing))Meut his supposedly exhaustive
list of 341 University productions between 1881 4836 omits at least six versions of
Frogsand countless other Greek plays. Whilst that nadlyito question Pluggé’s grasp
of the full picture regarding performance of Grexdéys/?3 it does not in itself call into
guestion the accuracy of what Pluggé has includpdrticularly as he references more
of his work than Hains. It is also neverthelesstivooting that Pluggé references Hains’
articles as a source in his own work, yet omitsnfiais list of plays one production of
Frogs that Hains briefly mention€* Pluggé is also the chief culprit in mentioning
performances that the university in question hasenord of’2° often these mentions will
simply be as an entry on a list, but in at leagt imstance he gives a fairly detailed report

on the play.

722 | refer in particular to a supposed 1896 production of Frogs at the University of the South. See below,
p.243n734.
723 Indeed it seems that the Colleges and Universities themselves were unaware of what other
institutions were doing, as evidenced by the number of productions claiming to be the ‘first’ production
of Frogs in the US.
724 A 1913 production at the University of Cincinnati. See Hains 1914: 255.
725 Sych as a production at the Experimental College of Wisconson-Madison. See below, p.252.
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Academic work on the more modern productions has lienited, but | have been lucky
enough to obtain a copy of a PhD thesis from 2@0iktophanes’ Plays in the United
States: a Production History in the Context of Spolitical Revelationdy Susan Carol
Day.’?® Whilst the thesis only goes into detail on a s@ecof productions, it does have
a list of Aristophanic productions in the US up2@01. This list includes a number of
productions from the 1990s not attested elsewHaue,in many cases does not list

sources.

Despite the lack of information, some themes aedds within the American reception
do emerge clearly enough to be picked out. Accofgirmuch of this chapter will be
arranged thematically rather than chronologicadliifhough some of the themes are

inevitably related to chronological issues.

Frogs in North America Before the First World War

A clear change in the performancersbgs occured in North America around the time
of the First World War. Productions before wereagaily characterised by conservatism
in their staging, and the need to enhance the tsifies’ prestige by performing Greek
drama for the first time or in aping British unisgy performances. This trend probably
occurred due to the general position culturallyclatssical drama in North America.
Whereas British audiences had first seen a Greskiplthe sixteenth century, American
audiences had to wait nearly three hundred yeaes ta see a play by Aeschylus,
Euripides, Sophocles or Aristophanes, with a 1 t8ptation oMMedeain Boston being

the earliest recorded’ Even then, most of the high-profile productiongeveours that

came from Europe; such as the 1845 Mendelssatigonein New York/?® Legouvé’s

726 Sybmitted to the Department of Drama at Tufts University, Massachusetts.
727 According to the APGRD [online, accessed 17 February 2018].
728 See Macintosh 2015: 71-84
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1856Medeain Chicago’?® and Granville Barker's 191fhigenia in Taurisand Trojan
Womenin New York and Ivy League venué&¥.Prior to this, modern melodramas set in
ancient Greece or Rome were far more popiifdBurlesques were also popular, although

many of these came from England themsel¥és.

The first North American productions &frogs | have found were undertaken at the
University of the South in Sewanee, Tennessee. ilory to Hains they performed
Frogsin 1892, six years afté&charniansbecame the first Aristophanes to be performed
in North America’*3 and again in 1896** Hains informs us that the two performances
‘bookended’ a five-year run of Greek plays, witloguctions ofAlcestis Antigoneand

Oedipus Tyrannumounted in the intervening years.

Details are scarce on the 1892 production, buarethings can be pieced together. The
university yearboolCap and Gowrfeatures only a cast list for the 1892 productimur,
from this it can be ascertained that the entiréthe play was presented. Hains states that
the play was read by the professor of Greek wighcidist performing the scenes through
tableaux’® But the cast list if€ap and Gowrgives no indication of this and merely
states that the play was ‘Presented by the Studértse School of Greek, under the

direction of the Professof3® Hains does say that the choral parts were sunigtek

729 See Bosher and Cox 2015: 98-111.
730 Although paradoxically, Granville Barker’s productions may have been instrumental in changing
American attitudes towards classical plays; see below, p.248.
731 Bosher and Cox 2015: 98.
732 Bosher and Cox 2015: 98-9.
33 Acharnians was performed at the University of Pennsylvania in 1886. It was the first Aristophanes
only if Franz Schubert’s German opera Die Verschworenen, loosely based on Lysistrata and
Thesmophoriazusae, is discounted. Die Verschworenen was performed in New York in 1877.
734 Although there are no records within the university archives of the 1896 production happening. Hains
gives little detail about the production and does not name a source, so it seemingly cannot be proven
that this production did actually occur.
735 Haines 1910: 32-3.
738 Cap and Gown 1892: 95.
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article in another university papefhe Sewanee Daily Purplstates that the actors
‘appeared on stage...only in pantomirfi#’seemingly confirming Hains’ assertion. The
plays that followedFrogs were performed in full, andhe Sewanee Daily Purple

confirms they were performed in English.

It is no coincidence that that first productionFebgs occurred in the same year as the
landmark production at Oxford. In the early prodoes we can clearly see that
performing a Greek production was seen as a natfestige, particularly in the north-
eastern states. We might see this as the influehBetish universities on the American
ones, and that it was another source of prestigehi® relatively young American
institutions to follow in the footsteps of their ®©pean counterparts. In 1905 the
University of the South took this influence of Bt universities to the extreme by
recreating the 1892 Oxford production almost ehtirevith Parry’s music used and
scenery explicitly copied from Oxford® The university papeThe Sewanee Purple

claimed that it was the first fully-staged prodoatiof Frogsin America’=°

This prestige claim to be the ‘firsErogs of some sort has been repeated a few times.
Consequentially we have Beloit College, Wiscoréinclaiming in a history of the
college that their 1902 production was ‘perhapditise Greek comedy given in America

in English translation’** Student newspapers from the time of the productieemed

confused themselves: on 5th June 1902 they saily @ce has any Greek comedy been

37 Sewanee Daily Purple Vol .3, No.1: 1.
38 The Sewanee Purple 16: 3.
739 Despite several mentions of the production before it occurred there seems to be nothing written
about it afterwards, aside from a very brief mention (without a date) of the performance in an issue
from 1917 (The Sewanee Purple 307: 2).
740 Beloit had a strong tradition of performing Greek plays with 27 recorded performances between
1885 and 1931.
741 Eaton 1928: 234.
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presented in the United States, and none has eeerdiven before in the West2 and
on 20th June, ‘the first presentation in Americadsreek comedy’ but ‘It is understood
that [it] was once given by students of an Englistiversity.”*3 We also see there this
mention of a British university further legitimigjirthe significance of their production.
As late as 1913, the International Young Men’'s &tfan Association College in
Springfield, Massachusett& were claiming of their production that ‘This coryduas

never been presented before in this county by aligge or university™°

It was also important for the universities to sHow much effort and expense went into
the production. In 1902, Beloit College made reafess to ‘special costumes and unusual
scenery’® and the ‘unusual heavy expens&$.The costumes were to be ‘new,
picturesque and appropriaté® all were ‘made for the express occasion, excetieg
frog suits.”® The Initiates did not appear in the rags of theBI version, but instead

wore ‘mostly white’ robeg>°

Also in 1913, a production at the University of €irmati gained national attention both
with mentions in both thew York Timeand in an editorial frorihe Classical Journal
Whilst the editorial is more preoccupied with aetaent from the University regarding
the teaching of Classics in scho6isthe production is included under ‘Current Events’

in the same issue which quotes a brief mention fftve Cincinnati Times-StdP? The

742 The Round Table 5th June 1902.
743 The Round Table 20th June 1902.
744 Now known as Springfield College.
745 Association Seminar Vol.22, No.2.
748 The Round Table 5th June 1902.
747 The Round Table 20th June 1902.
748 The Round Table 5th June 1902.
742 The Round Table 20th June 1902.
750 The Round Table 20th June 1902.
751 Unknown 1913: 1.
752 Quoted in Unknown 1913b: 367.
245



production was performed in a translation by Psdesloseph Edward Harry, former
President of the university and future Dean of@Gnaduate School. He was also the author
of several books and commentaries on Greek tragguy.script contains perhaps the
earliest example of Arrowsmith’s ‘Intruded Glo$®ten years before Arrowsmith was
born, as th&lew York Timerecords that ‘many of the Athenian characters pntoninent

Cincinnatians, which added greatly to the humahefperformance’™*

Prior to 1914, the
only university that
did something
different with the
staging was the
University of Trinity

College, Toronto, in

190275 The physical

Figure 14: The Greek theatre at Toronto and chorus of Frogs.

realisation of this
production took advantage of the semi-circular spae for performances at Trinity, one
spectator described the audience as sitting oass drank overlooking a lawn where the

action of the play took place. A hedge with doatsaded in it provided a backdrop to the

753 See Chapter Two, pp.136-7.
754 Unknown 1913c: 15.
755 There is no indication of whether Greek plays were a regular occurrence at Trinity. A review of Frogs
does say the Greek play ‘had long since ceased to offer any amusement to those who had to do with it’,
(Trinity University Review: 150) although this is not clear as to whether it is referring to a regular Greek
play or just this one in particular. In A History of the University of Trinity College Toronto 1822-1952
there is no mention of any Greek play other than Frogs (Reed: 1952). There was certainly at least one
other Greek play performed in another college of the University of Toronto in this time period —a
production of Sophocles’ Antigone at University College in 1894, performed in Greek. This production
aimed for ‘authenticity’, even going so far as to have separate stages for principals and chorus. The
production was remounted in 1906, albeit with a single stage and female performers in the cast. See
Various Authors (1906): 115. Moira Day indicates that there was a planned production of Oedipus in
1883 at the University of Toronto, but it was later abandoned. Following this Antigone, a 1900 play
named The Return of Odysseus and Frogs were the only productions in Toronto until 1920 (Day 2015:
188, 192).
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action/*°The prestige element was present here as well, ighOttowa Citizesalling

it ‘the most ambitious dramatic representationylaody of college students in Canada’,
and adding: ‘To say that the really excellent artend costuming were warmly
appreciated by all those who had the privilegetteialing, is putting it mildly, indeed®”

It certainly seemed to have some impact as it, thed1896Antigoneat University
College, Toronto, are the only theatrical produttito have images included in a 1906

history of the University of Toronto and its coléesg®®

Frogs in North America after the First World War

Following the First World War there was a cleardkreiith the ‘traditional’ performances
of Frogsthat were common in the early part of the 20tht@sn This was in contrast to
British university productions, which continued $tageFrogs in traditional theatre
spaces, although perhaps innovating more with¢hipts/®® Again, this fits in with the
general reception of Greek theatre in North Ameridee seeds for this had already been
sown in the nineteenth century, with the Unitede&tancreasingly seeing themselves as
‘heirs’ to the classical tradition. For exampleiaBlMagoon’s 1856Vestward Empire,
or, The Great Drama of Human Progresaces human history through four great ages,
the Age of Pericles, the Age of Augustus, the Afieem X (i.e. Renaissance lItaly) and
finally the Age of Washingtoff° It is perhaps only natural that with this backgrdthat
American theatre practitioners should, at last,twarmove away from their European

counterparts.

756 Quoted in Trinity University Review: 151.
757 Quoted in Trinity University Review: 151.
758 Various Authors (1906): 115 (Antigone), 144 (Frogs).
759 See Chapter Three, passim.
760 Davis 2015: 112.
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It was Trojan Womenthat seemingly changed the landscape across Mortérica.
Whilst it was itself a European production, GraleviBarker's 1915 production of
Euripides’ play showed New York that a Greek traggeduld be relevant to a modern
audience. Many who commented associated the pthgismies with the ongoing First
World War®! and indeed the production was possibly undertakerincrease the
popularity of Britain in the US, who had not yeficially entered the conflict®? By
contrast, the British-born Maurice Browne mountésl dwn US production ofrojan
Womenthat year in the hope of dissuading the counynflbbecoming involved in the
war.”%3 Canada would see their own versiorTodjan Womerperformed in the context
of the post-war period in 1920 at the UniversityTaironto’®* It was following these
productions that a change is seen in the North Aaereception of Greek drama, one
that left behind the melodrama, burlesques andezwassm of the nineteenth century for
newly creative and adventurous forms of recepfldms new direction encompassed such
disparate strands as inspiration for new playbénork of Eugene O’Neill®® the dance
of Isadora Duncan and Eva Palm&feminist responses from Susan GlasfEland an

increasing move towards new ways of performing &mays, including-rogs

That is not to say that the element of prestigaiperformance of Greek plays was not
still present. Often efforts were made to assertpiimacy ofFrogs within the classical
and wider theatrical canon. For a 1938 productidfrogsat the Winona State Teacher’s
College (now Winona State University), articles thre University newspapeiThe

Winona Republican HeraJa@ertainly lauded the Aristophanic text, sayingeducational

761 Slater 2015: 167.
762 Salter 2015: 166 and 178n3.
763 Day 2015: 185.
764 See Day 2015: 184-203.
765 See Lambropoulos 2015: 221-9.
766 See Manning 2015: 233-51.
767 See Hall 2015: 157-63.
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drama it is a landmark® and that ‘it is not only one of the most hilaricdimmas of
Aristophanes, but of the entire age® But in general, following the First World War, the

universities moved away from consciously apingtthditional productions common in

their British counterparts.

Although | have been
arguing that the First
World War was the
turning-point, the change
could initially be seen in a
production just prior to the

start of the War, in 1913,

at the International Young

Figure 15: Frogs at the International Young Men’s Christian Association Men’s Christian
College.

Association College in
Springfield, Massachusetts. Despite the familiaespge claims of being the first
production’’® the programme describes how modEragsis as a play, with Aeschylus
and Euripides being ‘the orthodox religionist ahe urbane rationalist’ respectively.
Pluggé describes the staging as modern, with a@naism arched theatre and scenery
typical of a more recent pldy* Surviving pictures of the production seeminglywtbe
staging to have been relatively simple: a blackasarformed the backdrop, which was
opened in the centre to make way for Pluto’s thrdime costumes were stereotypically

classical-esque, with elements such as tunicsasaad what look like wreaths. The

788 Winona Republican Herald 14th April 1938: 7.
%% Winona Republican Herald 6th April 1938: 8.
770 See above, pp.244-5.

771 pluggé 1938: 71, 79-80.
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production was performed as part of a celebrawonfe opening of a new library at the
College, again mixing the old and the new. Theimasd dance also shows this, since
the programme states that there has been ‘no attempeproduce the music of ancient

Greece, but some of the dances have been copiadafioient vaseg”?

Some universities had made efforts to bring thg fwaan unfamiliar audience. When the
Classical Club at Miami University, Ohio, performEcbgs in 1913, it was more of a
rehearsed reading than a full-scale productionh whie actors reading their lines in
English. The actors were costumed and used bagis dthe Classical Journalas very
much in favour of the production, stating that teading of lines meant that students
would not be put off taking part by ‘laborious lesrg of lines’ and that ‘the costumes
and other accessories is a means of interestingsneek students in the art and literature

of the classical departmerif®

That is not to say that universities did not sttmeards Gamel’s nominal authenticity,
though some did seem confused about what theytweang to achieve. At Winona State
Teachers College in 1938, a large effort seemave been put into the play: the scenery,
costumes and masks took a month to nfdkand there was a large cast of’32The
play was performed in English, but the staginghaf production seems to have been a
mix of ancient and modern. Every character was ewsklthough the masks were
‘modernized’’’” The university newspapers seem to disagree orhehttte performance

was meant to be ancient or modern: whilst earlye#adsing for the play claimed that the

772 Fyrther details on the music for this production can be found below under Music, p.275.
773 Unknown 1913d: 263.
774 Introduction, pp.34-5.
775 Winona Republican Herald 6th April 1938: 8.
776 Winona Republican Herald 14th April 1938: 7.
777 Winona Republican Herald 29th April 1938: 2.
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ancientFrogshad been ‘faithfully reproduced...in an efforitake the play authenti¢®
and ‘that they were ‘trying to make it as authemicpossible’/® a later review took a
different view that the play had been ‘cleverly lngbt...up-to-date using familiar places
and names’8 Despite this confusion, the production was seelyiwgll-received, with
the review stating that Heracles ‘started the petida off on a high note of comedy’ and
that the beating from Aeacus was ‘One of the mostsing sceneg®! The masks were
also a highlight, as they ‘with apt sureness pictaticharacteristics of principals and

caricatured them in the racial [sic] expressiongrpged’ .82

Institutional interest in sport, as in the caseosfing at Oxford, was a factor in the appeal

of Frogs too: swimming pools remained a popular setting dmductions offFrogs

throughout this period. Yale
performed in one in 1943 as did

the University of Michigan in

1960784 Michigan was a large-scale
production, utilising the university
swimming teams and seven
choruseg8® The performance was in

English, using the translation of

Peter Arnott’®® Wellesley College

Figure 16: Dionysus and Charon at Wellesley, unknown year. mounted a number of productions in

778 Winona Republican Herald 14th April 1938: 7.
7% Winona Republican Herald 27th April 1938: 9.
780 Winona Republican Herald 29th April 1938: 2.
81 Winona Republican Herald 29th April 1938: 2.
82 Winona Republican Herald 29th April 1938: 2.
783 See Chapter Six, p.287.
784 They had previously performed extracts from the play in 1954.
785 Modern Productions of Ancient Plays at the University of Michigan [online, accessed 17t" February
2018].
785 See Chapter Two, pp.135-6.
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their pool, beginning in 1940 and again in 194%4,91961 and 1968. A production in
1977 moved from the swimming pool to a more coneomal theatre space. A further
production in 1982 was performed outside, althoulge poster does provide an
alternative venue in case of rain. Finally in 198®llesley returned to perform in the

swimming pool once again.

Another piece of unusual staging may have occuatéte Experimental College of the
University of Wisconsin-Madisoff’ The only evidence for the play appears in PIU§gé,
and he does not state a date or name his sourteefproduction. The college only existed
from 1927 to 1932 and Pluggé goes on to talk ahathier productions at the college in
1929, 1930 and 1931, swogswas most likely to have been performed in 1927928.
What may have been unusual about the play was #&lcagrding to Pluggé, it was
performed with marionettes, which were used torpgronly the principal characters on
stage. Choral odes were spoken from offstage wiite faccompaniment and not
presented by a marionette chorus. Despite haveaydes of Greek plays from 1928-1931,
the university has no evidence &Fogs’® and so Pluggé’s claims cannot be

independently confirmed.

The post-war and North American trend of performitinggs in unusual theatre spaces
re-emerged in a 1998 production by Gorilla TheBit@ductions in Kansas City. Gorilla

Theatre are a non-profit company with a strongplnysof regularly performing plays from

787 The Experimental College was a short-lived college of the university that specialised in liberal arts,
and had no set timetable or compulsory lessons. It did have a strict curriculum, which for freshmen
consisted entirely of Greek authors, including Aeschylus, Homer and Plato (Further details in Meiklejohn
1932). Aristophanes was also part of the curriculum, with Frogs featuring in one assignment in which
students were to read the play (and others) aloud in order to contrast the ancient texts with modern
dramas (Meiklejohn 1932: 384-5). The APGRD holds a poster relating to an outdoor production there of
Clouds.
788 plyggé 1938: 105.
78 personal communication from Director of University Archives at The University of Wisconsin-Madison
on 12th January 2015.
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Aristophanes and the three tragedians. Establishd®89, their first Greek play was
Medeain 1991 and since then Greek plays have seembyggy an annual occurrence.
Their production ofrogs occurred, as a number of their productions hanea set of
steps outside the Nelson-Atkins Museum of Art airse. They also used masks for the
production, which is fairly unusual in North Ameai€® A further performance was

undertaken at the Kansas City Zi8b.

Language and Translation

The pedagogical interest that has been seen thootugie British performance reception
of Frogs was repeated in North America, although it diftere the language of
performance. In Britain, performancedobgsin translation were the exception for most
of the twentieth century, with only a number of tB&ford Colleges performing in
English/®2 But in North America the performances are almesiusively in English,
with only Wellesley College and Randolph-Macon WoiseCollege in the US and
Trinity College in Canada performing in Greek. Beldollege, Wisconsin, mounted
perhaps the earliest fully-staged productionFodgs in English in 1902. There is no
record of whether they used a published translatioane of their own devising; their
newspapeim he Round Tablenly records the ‘fresh and racy style of the $tation, with

its numberless piquant and up-to-date expressidhahnd so in the USrogs had been
performed in English by 1902, whereas in Britagréwould not be a public performance

until Somerville College in 19184

70 gorillatheatre.org [online, accessed 17" February 2018].

%1 This performance can be watched online at www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ecq4H4RT3do [accessed
17" February 2018].
792 See Chapter Four, pp.190-93.
793 The Round Table 5th June 1902.
794 Fleeming Jenkins’ 1873 production was performed in English, though this was a private performance
given in his own house. See Chpater Four, pp.182-3.
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WhereFrogswas performed in Greek, efforts were made to ptermnaderstanding for
the audience. At the University of Trinity College translation was provided, an
abridgement from that of former Trinity professoME Huntingford that had been
published two years prior to the productf@nSimilarly, at Randolph-Macon Women’s
College in 1949 a translation was provided in thegmamme, abridged from that of
Gilbert Murray. At Wellesley College extracts frdmogs were studied as part of their
Greek Drama course as early as 7992nd they performed Greek and Latin plays in the
original language regularly from 1908 to 1996The three tragedians, Aristophanes and
Plautus were well represented, together with alsiptay each from Menander and
Terence. Whilst the performance was in Greek, atli®O5 performance ‘a complete
summary in English’ was given by a studéfitTheir last performance &frogswas in

1985.

Gilbert Murray’s translation was performed by a tn@mof American universities. It was
used for productions at the International Young & hristian Association College and
Miami University in 1913 and at the Oklahoma Coldgr Women in 1929; at Miami it
was edited to keep its length to an hour and cuol@geferences were addéf.The
altering of scripts to add local references wasfaufar practice, and, as mentioned above,
the 1938 production at Winona State Teacher’'s @ellwas described as having been

‘cleverly brought...up-to-date using familiar placand name$?°

795 See Chapter Two, pp.116-7.
%6 Wellesley College Report of the President 1903: 20.
%7 The APGRD records 74 performances in that 88 year period, although there are at least two
productions of Frogs missing from their database, so the total could be higher.
798 Wellesley College News Vol.53, No.18: 1.
799 Unknown 1913d: 263.
800 Winona Republican Herald 29th April 1938: 2.
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More recent translations have tended to make mgrefisant changes to the script; a
number used-rogs as the inspiration to create a play that is soréanoved from
Aristophanes as to be virtually unrecognisablelidgalirectly with Hall's contingency
approach detailed in the Introducti$i. The first of these was one very unusual
production ofFrogsperformed in 1975 in New York that subsequently¢d the US and
Europe. It was performed by the Medicine Show TéreBhsemble and on the surface, at
least, one struggles to comprehend how it is dgtaaladaptation of Aristophanes at all.
Neither of the two available reviews gives any nanof Dionysus, Xanthias, Aeschylus
or Euripides and instead one describes a sersseohingly random sketches: ‘An overly
sexed prude has parleys with various males...Aebadl imitates Nureyev...A woman
walks a stuffed turtle instead of a dog...A marirénzied into exposing himself and
immediately is shamed by his aé%2 Even the theme of the production seems to give no
link to Aristophanes, as the reviewer describas fiquestioning...just what is normal’. A
listing in theNew York Magazindescribes it as ‘a cubist comed$? but again does not

mention Aristophanes.

Despite this the script, written by Carl Morsedéscribed on the Medicine Show Theater
website as having been ‘adapted from Aristophatfé&Vhilst the production may have
been described in this way, it appears in fact imenspired by Aristophanes and not
directly adapted® The composition was a collaborative effort betwsenactors, a
director, a poet, a composer and a visual artistitoe designer. The cast repeatedly read
Frogs for inspiration throughout the process, thoughenohthe Aristophanic text was

used in the final production. The link to Aristoples was in the overall theme of the

801 pp,28-9.
802 Njepold 1975.
803 Unknown 1978: 27.
804 medicineshowtheatre.org [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
805 This information from personal communication with Chris Brandt, one of the original cast members,
on 11th February 2015.
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production being a mentkhtabasisthe six characters were going on a journey inéirt
own psyche, analogous to Dionysus’ journey into timelerworld. Sometimes the
characters would meet and a scene would ensuefrdge themselves played a role;
whenever a character became mentally ‘stuck’ theylvbecome a frog themselves until
they could rejoin the action. This easy slippingaimd out of the journey is akin to the
way the frog chorus of Aristophanes occupies aespatween Hades and the world of

the living.

Another production where the final performance bittle resemblance to Aristophanes’

play was 2002's Red
Frogs written by Ruth
Margraff and performed
in the New York
contemporary arts theatre

Performance Space 122. It

Is not Margraff's only

Figure 17: A scene from Red Frogs. venture into the classical

as she also wrote an operatic retelling of thetEdeaunyth calledrhe Elektra Fugued his
used elements of all three tragedians’ versioh®iyth and featured Gilbert Murray as
a character, merged with Electra’s peasant hustrand Euripides’ version. Her plays

are characterised by a lyrical, song-like qualigttoverrides plot.

Margraff's plays always have a subtitle that ddsesiwhich dramatic and literary forms
she is exploring in any particular piece, andRed Frogst is ‘a burlesque mirror for the
summer purgatorio’. The play is described as bemspired by Aristophaneg*rogs the

idea of a truly female Charlie Chaplin and a divownedy burlesqued as a Marxist
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“ruthless critique of everything existing” and byet Iraq Liberation Action
Committee’%® With these disparate sources it is perhaps netising that very little of
Frogsremains. On the surface the plot revolves arobreetConey Island dancing girls
and their attempts to humble and appropriate theepof a female media mogul, as well
as the mogul’'s maid who wishes to do the samegadth what the play is actuakpbout

is not clear. One reviewer stated that the playlhs discernible plot and the sketchiest
of stock character$?” and another that it would divide the audience thtee segments:
‘those who thrill to the subversive, those who heapolitical grandstanding, and those
eluded by it all’®®® Other than a vague Marxist message, the playgs tpinterpretation,
although the metaphorical and lyrical style of #wipt probably make almost any

interpretation valid.

However, there are several ways in which the imftgéeofFrogs can be seen in the play,
and in the script in particular. The scene nanesrired to as ‘Coins’ in the script, contain
elements reminiscent of the actionRrogs For example we have ‘Coin #3: Begging
Favor from a Corpse’ (p.104) and ‘Coin #6: Slapgsfdogging of the Real Sublime’
(p.116). Also within the play are set pieces suela gervant being flogged for dressing
as her mistress (though the scene reads morelipritah the comedic flogging scene in
Frogs) and numerous references to travelling to Hellohhare further reminders of the
Aristophanic influence on the play. There is one lihat is very similar to Xanthias’ line
in Frogs ‘And all the more reason for a flogging; if he&sally a god, he won't feel it’
(633-4), when the kept husband/pet of the mediauinwgce speaks to the audience and
says ‘I call now for the flogging of these godsiajdhey won't feel anything if they are

really gods.” (p.123 and p.124)

806 Margraff 2012: 79.
807 Solomon 2002: 69.
808 Jacobs 2002: 45.
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Whilst it has usually been university students @ening in theFrogs, a production in
1989 at the Arkansas Arts Centre Children’s Theallerved younger students to take
part in the production. The script was an adaptatitich changed Dionysus into a
producer of a theatre in danger of being closeardier to save the theatre he travels to
the Underworld to bring back great comedians sschldott and Costello, Gracie Allen

and Jack Benn§f®

The Classics department at Bryn Mawr regularly qrens Greek plays, with records of
performances dating back to 1974. Unlike a lot wifversities, however, they are not
content to perform an existing translation androfteeate their own adaptations. Even as
far back as 1974 they were performing a versiohndfgoneentitledThe AntagonyTheir
2003 version ofrogs was also an adaptation, renamidte Squirrels The name was
presumably chosen in reference to Haverford Collegeclosely linked and rival
university whose mascot is the Black SquirfEhe Squirrelswas written by student
Rianna Ouellette, with songs by Catherine Bar@tire Collins, Lila Garrott, Zara Yost

and Quellette.

The script is very short, but it contains substdntiaterial and follows the structure of
Aristophanes very closely. The productions at Bviawr often combine a single modern
influence with the Greek play — they have perforpfed example]phigenia in Tauris
mixed with Star Trekand theBacchaewith Cheers— butThe Squirrelgakes inspiration
from a number of places. It opens with Dionysugisig ‘I am the very model of a Pan-

Hellenic deity’ (p.1) to the tune of Gilbert andl8wan’s ‘Modern-Major General’. The

809 Arkansas Democrat-Gazette (1989).
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song is very cleverly composed and abounds in icksseferences. For example,

Dionysus references tligacchage amongst other things, with the lines:

I’'m very well acquainted too with tearing goatditoy shreds,

with turning boats to ivy, and with giving motheheir sons’ heads’. (p.1)

The song, naturally, retains the line ‘1 know theaking chorus from the Frogs of
Aristophanes’. It is perhaps ironic that this Isteuld occur in an adaptationkrogsin

which the frog chorus themselves do not appear.

Further references to popular culture abound, fangle one to Monty Python:
‘Euripides is dead. He is no more. He is an ex-p@eR). There are also classical
references, such as when Dionysus asks Heraclestt\get to Hades and the latter
suggests, ‘Well, you can always gaze upon Arteraled, get turned into a stag and be
ripped apart by your own hounds’ (p.3). The conissvery short and begins with
Euripides singing lines from thBacchaeto the tune of ‘Yellow Rose of Texas'. In
response to this, Aeschylus simply pauses and ‘¥ays At this Dionysus exclaims
‘Wow! That was incredible! The poem clearly indiesithe tragic nature of the social rift
between those who comprehend one-syllable statsnaert the “Other” who cannot’

(p.5). With that Aeschylus wins the contest.

Whilst Sondheim’sFrogs may have been the only time Dionysus has made it t

Broadway, 2008 saw an Off-Broadway production agidyty David Greenspd&i® The

810 Greenspan is a prolific Off-Broadway performer, writer and director — although he is principally
recognised now as a playwright. He has held several playwriting fellowships and been awarded with five
Obie awards (the Off-Broadway equivalent of the Tonys). Greenspan is not a classicist — he holds a BA in
Drama — but he has also written one play, The Argument, based on Aristotle’s Poetics and one about an
Athenian actor reincarnated.
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full title of the adaptation wa®ld Comedy After Aristophanes’ Frogsd it was
commissioned by Target Margin Theat&rGenerally the script follows the structure of
the original closely, and the dialogue is a mixtaféristophanic and newly composed
lines. Greenspan does not shy away from the oltgcehAristophanes, even going so
far as to include some fairly graphic referencdser€ is also a metatheatrical element,

since Dionysus refers to the Corpse as the ‘Samoe wbo plays Phrynichus later in the

play’ (p.122).

The scriptalso shows
evidence of
Greenspan  having
done some

background research

on the ancienFrogs

Figure 18: Dionysus and Xanthias in Old Comedy After Aristophanes’ Frogs when Xanthias

comments ‘Clearly we're not using Jeffrey Hendersdmilliant rendering in the Loeb
translation’(p.141). Further classical references not fountheoriginal Aristophanes
can be seen throughout, such as when Xanthias teayeacus, ‘Let me tell you
something asswipe, your son Peleus is going to tla@enymph Thetis and their son
Achilles is gonna die a miserable death in thedndjvar with a bad case of tendonitis
after his big homo boyfriend gets killed by Hect8o if | were you I'd brush up my

Homer! (p.141)

811 |n their own words the theatre ‘seek(s) continuously to expand our conception of what can take
place in a theater’ and that they ‘have created aggressively re-imagined versions of classics and new
creations inspired by existing sources’ (targetmargin.org [online, accessed 17t February 2018]). This was
also not their first classical play, as this Frogs was the culmination of a season of ancient theatre that
included Greenspan’s The Argument, as well as plays based on Plato’s Symposium, Euripides’ Suppliants
and the complete works of Aristophanes.
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The play also includes some implied criticism ofistsphanes and hiBrogs When
Dionysus and Xanthias are talking to the Corpsesays to Xanthias, ‘You're
unprecedented, you know. The first of the cleveva®s’ (p.122). When Xanthias asks
whether this means Aristophanes was in favour @frenpation, the Corpse replies ‘Nah.
He’s just making jokes’ (p.123). As in the originglis not until late in the contest that
Dionysus refers to bringing back a poet to saveithens. When Xanthias asks him why

he didn’t mention it before, Dionysus replies:

I don’t know, a play,

someone just starts writing it to be funny

and doesn’t know what he’s getting at yet

and doesn’t want to go back to the beginning

and change the whole darn thing to make it add up.

That’'s what Aristophanes did. (p.174)

There are allusions to the modern day throughaith, ieferences to disparate things such
as the gam#&lonopoly The Exorcistand the Westboro Baptist Church. Despite this, the
list of Athenian poets is retained for Dionysus’ngersation with Heracles. The
underworld scenes prior to the contest are grexghanded, with the addition of several
new characters both ancient and modern. Tantalpsaap, alongside Alice Liddell and
Wendy Darling, the young female protagonistébiée in WonderlandindPeter Parf!?
Later Phrynichus briefly appears as a characterfareferences to modern personalities

continue. These references are sometimes excegdibgture, such as a mention of

812 For accuracy, it should be noted that Alice Liddell was the real-life inspiration for Lewis Carroll’s Alice,
whereas Wendy Darling is entirely fictional.
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Archbishop Peter Akinola (the head of the Angli€murch in Nigeria who infamously

supported the outlawing of homosexual marriageagenisations in his country).

Despite the many changes, Aeschylus and Euripiées retained for the contest, which
fills the entire second act. However, the dynamicthee contest is very different;
interspersed with sections close to the originastAphanic dialogue are scenes where
the two tragic poets take on the persona of mordemmowriters. Thus Aeschylus and
Euripides begin arguing as James Joyce and Ger8taie, then as Walt Whitman and
Mark Twain. Later they become Eugene O’Neill andniessee Williams, while
Dionysus takes on the role of Arthur Miller. FinalAeschylus and Euripides briefly

become Nathaniel Hawthorne and Herman Melville.

Following this the scales scene occurs and Diongansot decide. Aeschylus asks why
he wanted to bring back Euripides, to which Xargluamments:

It's no coincidence

Dionysus

is obsessed with Euripides; because

Aristophanes was. (p.175)

At this Aristophanes appears on the stage and les@asks the comic poet why he made
fun of him. Again it is Xanthias who replies:

Because you represent the new the radical

and he yearns for what was

or what he thought once was.

He was to his dying day conservative

a wit with a fancy of imagination
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and a parodist of pretension
with a gift for song

but a loyalist for the glories of the dim past1({b)

Aeschylus responds by admonishing Aristophanesp@otraying him as a ‘Colonel

Blimp’ and saying that he is ‘ashamed’ of havingnwio Aristophanes’ contest (p.175).
He then asks Dionysus what sort of leaders thelped@merica have chosen, to which
Dionysus replies ‘Dishonest brutal people’ (p.176is this that leads us to the final and

biggest narrative change from Aristophanes.

Aeschylus now refuses to go back with Dionysus &naipides does the same.
Greenspan’s background as a poet as well as a pigytws apparent in the script through
Xanthias, as the play starts with the slave regipoetry that introduces the political
element of the pla§*® later he recites more in place of the parabassicAs even says
to Xanthias, “You could have been something’ (p)l&8r hearing his poetry. And since
Aeschylus and Euripides refuse to return to thendgpwvorld, Xanthias takes it upon
himself to write the play. Although he claims neitthe nor any other playwright can
make a difference, he still states:

I've got to start the play

I've already written.

A world of questions. (p.177)

There is one noticeable conservative trait comnsomadst American productions and it

is in regard to the contest. Where the detailskax@vn, only two productions have

813 See below under Politics, pp.268-71.
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replaced Aeschylus and Euripid&$.The first was a production mounted at the
University of California, Santa Cruz, in 1989, winigsed Eugene O’Neill and Tennessee
Williams 81° The other production was one mounted in 1995 byitcient Comic Drama
Compan{*®in Toronto, in a double-bill witthssembleywomeiThey gave the contest a
musical slant by matching Richard Wagner with AG8bert®'’ Other than this, even the
relatively liberal adaptations at Bryn Mawr Collesyed Target Margin Theater retain the
original poets, although Target Margin did not paytthem in a straightforward manner,

as described above.

Geography

Leaving aside Canadian production, there is a ddear in the location of performances
of Frogstowards the eastern half of the US, with a nobteprevalence of performances
in the north-eastern states. States such as Ristaled] Massachusetts, Maine and
Pennsylvania feature heavily. To a certain extaistrnight be seen as being linked to the
early influence of British universities on North £&nica, with the New England and East

Coast states being particularly likely to foundearstitutions for Higher Education.

The western half of the US is heavily under-repnés# Following the first recorded
performance in 1892 at the University of the Sab#re was not a production west of
Tennessee until a production in Wisconsin in 192@&as not until 1933 and 1935 that
productions were mounted in the western half of ¢bantry, at the University of
California. After those productions and up unté tt970s there has seemingly been only

one other production in the western half of the BfSviontana State (now University of

814 Whilst the Arkansas Arts Centre Children’s Theatre production may have replaced them, it cannot be

confirmed. See above, p.258.

815 Gamel 2015: 645.

816 |n some sources they appear to be referred to as the Ancient Comic Opera Company.

817 Didaskalia Vol.1, No.5: Listings: Performances: North America [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
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Montana, Missoula) in 19388 In the closing decades of the twentieth centueyelwas
an increase in the number of other west-coast ptaxhs, with two at universities and

five outside educatioft?

To a certain extent this mirrors recorded perforoeanof other classical plays, with
California the only western state where Greek amRo theatre are regularly performed.
However, in other wayBrogsis curiously neglected for performance, despg@dpular
status throughout the rest of the US. Amongst abmirof west coast venues that hosted
regular Greek plays throughout the early twentoethtury, there do not appear to be any
productions ofFrogs These include the Hearst Greek Theatre at therdusity of
California Berkeley Camp@® and the Barbara and Lawrence Fleischman Theatiee at

Getty Villa Museum in Los Angel€$!

Four of the six productions in Canada took plac&aronto the other two performing in
Victoria, British Columbia, and Kingston, Ontarithese include the 1902 University of
Trinity College production and, what is perhaps, first production outside a University
in North America. The company was Odyssey Prodaostiperforming in 1967 at The
Poor Alex Theatre in Toronto. One review stated tBegght gags and puns ricochet
against intellectual responses to provide an egeoirtheatre that is wildly amusing and

vulgar yet highly literate®2? Sadly | can find no other details about this piiatun.

818 A seemingly apologetic article in the student newspaper says little about the Montana performance
but describes it as an ‘experimental work’ and mentions the ‘limitations of student productions’
(Montana Kaimim 11th December 1913).
819 These were: East West Players, California in 1978; University of California, Santa Cruz in 1989; Miracle
Theatre Group, Portland in 1991; Pilgrim Center for the Arts, Seattle and Theatre Three, Dallas in 1995;
Oregon State University in 1997; and at the Chandler Studio Theatre, Los Angeles in 1998.
820 Based on the theatre at Epidaurus and completed in 1903. It is not known whether the 1933 and
1935 productions at Berkeley were actually performed there. The first production there was one of
Birds. See Gamel 2015: 630.
821 Greek and Roman plays have been performed here annually since 2006. Peace in 2009 has been the
only Aristophanes. See Gamel 2015: 630-632.
822 Unknown 1967.
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Gender

Gender has played a role in the history of the petdn. Frogs has been popular with
all-female colleges, such as Oklahoma College fam&nh in 1929, Randolph-Macon
Women's College in 194%2 and Bryn Mawr College in 2003. In 1936, Oklahoma
College for Women'’s list of performances from 1989933 was included as a ‘model
selection’ in a book entitled Study of Play Selection in Women’s Collegdse list
includedFrogs as the only classical play, alongside titles frthva likes of A.A. Milne,

George Bernard Shaw, William Shakespeare and JavtieB Oklahoma’s list was said

to have the second most
theatrical merit of the 51
colleges surveyetf* Whilst

Frogsis not singled out on its
own, this does demonstrate
how it was seen as a worthy
part of a balanced theatrical
programme for all-female

institutions.

Figure 19: Frogs at Wellesley, unknown year.

Most notable of all is

Wellesley College in Massachusetts, which has angtrrelationship with the
performance ofFrogs and with classics in general. They presented iclasplays
regularly from 1908 to 1996 artogs— or scenes from the play — was performed at least

ten times in that time period, with at least ondgrenance every decade from the 40s to

823 Now Randolph College.
824 The Trend Vol.17, No.13: 1.
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the 80s, making it the most popular pfayTheir first production oFrogswas in 1917
and was performed by the Alpha Kappa Chi sorotdtydging from the cast list the
production featured all the scenes following thieelarossing?® It was not until 1940
that there would be another production with scérmes the play being performed by the
Greek Drama Clas®! A larger scale production was mounted in 1945, tinie as a part
of a double-bill with PlautusMostellaria They would go on to perform the play again
in 1949, the programme for which reveals that tbetest sequence was ‘regretfully
omit(ted)’, and virtually identical productions 1954, 1961 and 1968. For production in
1977 and 1982 the contest was re-added, beforeast iemoved again for a 1985

production.

The issue of women or women'’s roles in the playvdcemment in a number of other
places as wellFrogs at Beloit College may have been the first of th&ieek plays to
feature women in the cast, &ke Round Tablstates in a somewhat patronising way:
‘The introduction of ladies into the cast is anamation which cannot fail to add greatly
to the attractiveness and interest of the pt&/A review of the play imhe Round Table
mentions that ‘Prof. Wright states that at Oxfdndttscene in the comedy was omitted
because the manager did not want to trust the wanpants with men.” Again it is stated
that the female cast members ‘added interest t@ldng despite their ‘short speaking

parts’82°

825 As far as can be ascertained, the next closest are Trojan Women and Iphigenia in Tauris, with six
performances each. The next most popular Aristophanes, coming in with only two performances, was
Birds. Plautus fares better, with five performances of Mostellaria.
826 Wellesley College News Vol.24, No.14: 4.
827 Wellesley College News Vol.48, No.24: 6.
828 The Round Table 5th June 1902.
829 The Round Table 20th June 1902.
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In other places the all-male cast of the producti@as evidently the cause of some
amusement, such as at University of the South, Besyavhere an article advertising the
play says nothing about the plot or the action iothan ‘Messrs. Ticknor and Gaither
appear as lay maidens in short dresses. TicknoPaillibs carry on an awful flirtation

that no one can afford to miss®

Sports

There has been a curious link betwEengsand sport at universities in two ca8&sThe
first does not relate to a particular productidth@igh does relate to a university where
Frogs has been performed on a number of occasions. Asawéaving performed the
play in 1924, 1941 and 1974, Yale University hao@ewhat special relationship with
the play. In January 1884 a group of students wied ancient Greek had decided the
frog chorus of Aristophanes would make an exceltbieer. Thus ‘Brek-ek-ek-ek-ex, ko-
ax, ko-ax’ was adopted and was used as part of.tmg Cheer’, along with Charon’s
lines ‘0-op’ and ‘parabalouw’, before fading out wde sometime around the 1966s.
Another link to sport was a 1938 productionFobgs at the Winona State Teacher’s
College (now Winona State University), possibly ¢timky ancient play ever performed at
the university. It was used as a fundraiser, wititlas at the time stating ‘Proceeds from

the play will be used to buy trophies for this ye@hampionship basketball teafi®

Politics
Perhaps surprisingly for productions taking plata icountry with such a rich heritage

of political theatre, there have been very few puaitbns ofFrogs which address the

80 The Sewanee Purple 22: 8.
81 We might also include the use of swimming pools in production of Frogs here. See above, pp.251-2
and Chapter Six, pp.287-300. At Oxford the rowing scene was mentioned as reminiscent of their most
popular sport (see Chapter Four, pp.187-8) and the same may have been true for the US colleges.
82 Branch 2008 [online, accessed 17" February 2018]; Mayer 2015: 134.
83 Winona Republican Herald 14th April 1938: 7.
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political element. Like Theatro Technis’s produng@fFrogsin London®*the play has
attracted expatriate Greeks in North America. 1872the Greek Cultural Center in New
York mounted a production ¢frogs It was performed in English in a relatively laér
translation, although the programme does noteabdhere are differing versions of the
advice given by Aeschylus and Euripides at thedrbte contest; this ‘gave (us) license

to find our own answer to the question “How carathe help save the state™.

David Greenspan'®©ld Comedy after Aristophanes’ Frogdso included a political
dimension Again like the Theatro Technis version Greenspleeni Athens to the US,
in this instance the decline of Athens with a pee@ decline in US power. The idea is
introduced right from the start of the play, in@em recited by Xanthias, which asks:
The Athenian time in the sun is dene
the American century has run its course

does might make right? (p.115)

Like the Shevelove/Sondheim/Lane versidhthis one criticises George W. Bush and
his administration, although ti¥ew York Timegpoints out that given Bush was in the
last year of his presidency, the jokes about himewet particularly curref€® The Iraq

War is repeatedly mentioned: the Corpse whom Digsigsmd Xanthias meet on their way
to Hades states he was killed in Iraqg, to whichrnysus replies, ‘Oh why bring that up?
Americans have never been happier’ (p.122). Thep&palso comments, ‘All these
caskets here wrapped in the American flags. Noid'tdwant everyone to see all the
bodies coming back. That's why they're keepingdameras away’ (p.123). The number

43 refers to George W. Bush, in his capacity asl 48esident. The political element is

834 See Chapter Four, pp.220-28.
835 See Chapter Six, pp.308-9.
836 Genzlinger 2008 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
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exceptionally heavy-handed in places, such as Wiamon breaks the action to explain

at length how the system of the ‘republic is ruingdl31).

The play not only criticised government but bussessguilty of pollution as well, with
the frog chorus singing:

In these bogs frogs are company, lots of dumpieg se

all the companies dop.u.—

coat the world with their goddam poo

they fuck up the earth as the girth of their wallet

expands in their hands in impoverished lands

and their bellies swell and the peeps go to hell

as if we couldn’t tell we're

frogs dying everywhere. (p.128)

Curiously whilst political criticism is found thrghout, it is completely absent from the
parabasis. Instead the chorus speak a numbered fivat serve to introduce Xanthias
reciting poetry. It does come to a head at the @nithe contest, when Aeschylus and
Euripides both refuse to return to the world of liveng because the American people

have chosen ‘Dishonest brutal people’ (p.176) leirtleaders.

As with theNew York Timesnany of the reviews did not look kindly on thaybr its
political element.Variety?®” was particularly scathing, describing the play‘tase,
pretentious’; it accused the writer and directohating ‘larded the plot with so much
preening, in-jokey shtick that the story is crushkel an ant trying to carry a dictionary’.

Time Outliked it better, giving it 4 out of 4 stars andsdebing it as ‘a dizzily intelligent,

87 Thielman 2008 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
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furiously hilarious political spoof’. They did hower describe the contest sequence as a

‘deflated second sectior?®

Other productions went for differing messages. Rd#rgraff's 2002 adaptatioRed
Frogs was meant to have a Marxist message, but thisse@siingly lost in the poetic
script®® The 1989 production at the University of SantazZQwsed the parabasis to put
across a message about equal rights, mentioning@&a of racism, xenophobia and
sexism in the US. Just like Greenspét?dater production, it criticised a President
George Bush, though of course in 1989 it was Ge&wgh Senior. The contest was
between Eugene O’Neill and Tennessee Williams astgéad of Alcibiades the individual
discussed in the closing section was Oliver Nattelebrated American soldier who was
heavily implicated in the Iran-Contra affifit from 1985-1987. The final question was
how to save live theatre. Williams suggested gettic of politicians who cut funding to
the arts, whereas O’Neill suggests restaging @esats in a new form, suchMsurning

Becomes Electra

Race

Whilst there is nothing explicitly about race krogs itself, there does seem to be
something about it that appeals to ethnic minaritre the US. Aside from numerous
productions ot ysistrata®*? there are very few explicitly African-American gdations
of Aristophanes (in contrast to tragedy). But thestiinteresting part of the reception of
Frogsin the African-American community is not relateda particular performance. In

1908 a group of African-American artists, consigtiof directors, playwrights,

838 Shaw 2008 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
839 See the reactions to Red Frogs under Language and Translation above, p.256-7.
840 And Sondheim’s Broadway version, see Chapter Six, passim.
841 A scandal revolving around the clandestine sale of arms to Iran, then under embargo.
842 As discussed in Wetmore 2014.
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composers, actors, comedians and others, camé&évdetform a new organisation. The
group became a support for black artists who wardirfg it difficult to counter the
institutional racism within performance at the tinseich as the fact they were banned
from joining the American Actors Beneficial Assaaim. The name they chose for the
organisation was the ‘Frogs’, after Aristophanegyp Whilst the reasons behind the
choosing of the name are unknown, it has been stegydy Susan Curtis that it is the
character of Xanthias that attracted the grouhéopiay; his status as the first slave to
get the better of his mastétcannot have failed to resonate with the oppreastixts®**
The group were initially denied incorporation biew York judge, with the reason given
that the judge saw no connection between theatitand the name ‘Frogs’. The judge
was duly pilloried by the New York papers due teignorance of the Aristophanes play,
although it is likely that the judge’s explanatias merely an excuse for an underlying
racial motivation. He did allow the group to petitia second judge, who approved the
incorporation of the group almost immediat&yThe group would go on to represent
African-American artists for approximately 25 yealsit sadly there is very little

appreciation today of the role they played in aiights in the performance industiip.

It is probably for

similar reasons that the
play has also appealed
to ethnic performance
companies, with two

completely  separate

Figure 20: Miracle Theatre’s Frogs.

843 See Chapter One, pp.59-62.
844 Curtis 2015: 17-8.
845 Curtis 2015: 20-1.
848 Curtis 2015: 18.
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groups choosing to perforRrogs. The first was in 1978, a performancethg East West
Players of Los Angeles, which had what has beecrithes! as ‘nontraditional’ castirfg’
Founded in 1965, the East West Players were foroyed group of prominent Asian
Americans in Hollywood. Their intention was to gi&eian American actors the chance
to play roles that they would never play in thenfindustry, since at the time they were
limited to stereotypical roles. Their alumni incluchost of the Asian Americans working
in film and television today, and 75% of all Asi@acific actors registered with agencies
in Los Angeles have worked with the company. Theyfggmed the translation by
Richmond Lattimore, and as far as | can Febgsis the only classical play they have
performed, although they have performfedrunny Thing Happened on the Way to the

Forum

The second production was in 1991 by the Miraclealie Company in Portland, Oregon.
Also known by their Spanish name Teatro Milagr@&ytlare the only Hispanic theatre
company in the Pacific Northwest of the United &athey formed in 1985 and in 1986
created the Ancient Greek Theatre Festival in Biodt which continued until 1991, after
which the company decided to refocus on Hisparaend. During that five-year period

they performed six Greek plays as well as a numb@lays based on classical myth.
Frogs formed part of their final festival, alongsidéheseus, A Dangerous Journey
Despite their Hispanic heritage they performednglish although it is not recorded what
translation they used. The programme does inclufi®tation that appears to come from
the David Barrett translation and the dialogue he production closely resembles
Barrett's. If that translation was used then it luaavily edited; for example, there is no

cast member listed for Heracles.

847 Day 2001: iv.
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Music and Dancing

One big difference from the British productionsghat, excepting the Sondheim version,
music does not have as lasting an impact in Nontmeca. Nowhere is the music
particularly praised and nothing had the impact Rdrry’s score, for example.
Nevertheless, there are occasional and brief mentwf there having been music
specially composed for the productions, showing thasic was an integral part of the
performance history ofFrogs and Aristophanes as a whole. The first recorded
performance of Aristophanes in North America, adpiction of Acharniansat the
University of Pennsylvania in 1886, used originaisia in its staging*® The University

of Pennsylvania went on to perfofffnogsin 1930, using a mixture of original music as

well as Christoph Willibald Gluck’s overture phigenia in Aulis

There are a few mentions of music throughout trelavie material ofrrogs Often it
was kept simple, such as a gramophone for a 19agMiniversity, Ohio, productioff?
and flute accompaniment at the Experimental Collegigide University of Wisconsin-
Madison in the 1920s. For Wellesley College’s 1®4@duction a member of the music
department composed an original score, as theyael the year before f&ilgamemnon
and would do again the year afférogs for Antigone®*® Music in University of Santa
Cruz’s 1989 production took influence from as deesareas as Gilbert and Sullivan,
modern musical theatre, hip-hop, RastafarianismHar@ Krishna. Finally a production
at the Chandler Studio Theatre in Los Angeles i@818rought more modern music to

the production, fitting with the frog chorus’s p@ayal as LA gang membef2t

848 Given 2015: 302. On this important production see Pearcy 2003.
849 Unknown 1913d: 263.
850 Wellesley College News Vol.54, No.18: 1.
851 Rauzi 1998 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
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At the International Young Men’s Christian AssomatCollege 1913 production, dance
featured heavil{>? It can be inferred from the programme that the fehorus did not
appear on stage, since it says ‘the frogs are hieaed barcarolle.” A barcarolle is,
appropriately, a song in the style of Venetian gibied folk songs and was performed in
this production by the College Glee Club. The paogme also mentions that the
composer of the music and choreographer, ProfésSoHyde, ‘has sought to express in
modern forms something of the freshness and be&e#ith must have been in the dances

and music as originally given in classic Attica.’

Whilst in Britain dance was often left out or nadrthy of comment in reviews, in the US
we see several mentions of the effectiveness afeJamplying that dance was seen as
an important element of the production for bothdmeers and audience. At Bates
College, Maine, in 1933, the dancing was pickedasutin interesting part of the pldy®

At the Oklahoma College for Women in 1929 severaiad classes provided dances
throughout the pla$?* It was mentioned in a review that ‘The frog dan@es one of the
most delightful sequences in the play’ and ‘A clhdence at the close of the play...added

a touch of Grecian loveliness and grate’.

The 2003 Bryn Mawr College production used musatia number of different sources.
They were mainly from musical theatre; such as ‘Major-General’'s Song’ (from
Pirates of Penzangge‘Beauty and the Beast’ (from the Disney filmReviewing the

Situation’ (fromOliver!) and ‘Anything Goes’ (from the musical of the sanzame). In

852 plyggé 1938: 99.
853 Bates Student Vol.61, No.2: 1.
854 The Trend Vol.10, No.20: 1.
855 The Trend Vol.10, No.22: 1.
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other places traditional songs such as ‘Swing Laxe& Chariot’, ‘Row, Row, Row Your

Boat’ and ‘Yellow Rose of Texas’' were used.

The Popularity of Frogs

In a similar story to BritainFrogs is one of the most popular Aristophanes plays for
performance in North Americdysistrataremains the favourite by some distance, but
FrogsandBirds are seemingly equally popular after this. On tidence of the APGRD
alone®® there have been 86 productiond gbistrataacross the US and Canada, 58 of
Frogs and 52 ofBirds. When you compare this to the next most populéstéphanes,
Clouds which has only fourteen recorded performancesseaeethat this triad clearly

occupy a privileged positioft/

So why hag~rogs remained such a popular performance piece in Nanterica and
universities in particular? To a certain extent ve postulate that it is for the same
reasons that it was popular in Britain: that thecsacle of the frog chorus and the visual
comedy of the costume swapping and the beatingesamake it an easy entry point into
Classics for a modern audienégogs is also one of the easiest Aristophanes plays to
make acceptable to a conservative audience. Them@ndy a few moments of obscenity
and these are easily removed, as the earlier &tamrs$ show?>8 This might explain why
even all-female colleges such as Wellesley havg pelformed one of the female-
dominated Aristophanes pla$®. Frogs has therefore been more palatable as a

performance in the US, where the Christian rights wafluential in universities

856 Accessed 2" Febuary 2018. By no means an exhaustive record, but included as it as being
representative of the popularity of each play. Also note that some of the numbers may be slightly
skewed by touring productions.
857 Although they still lag far behind the most popular tragedies such as Medea, Agamemnon and
Antigone.
858 This does not, however explain the popularity of performing Lysistrata, which was neglected in
translation for some time.
89 A production of Lysistrata in 1971.
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throughout the 20th Century. Indeed even univessithat are intrinsically linked with
the Church, such as University of the Sétftand Temple Colleg¥! have found-rogs

an acceptable performance piece. We have alreasly Aeschylus described by the
International Young Men’s Christian Association [ége as an ‘orthodox religionist’;
this meant that his victory over Euripides, thebame rationalist’, might have been met
with approval by the Church. The college newspapek this one step further, stating
that the college’s ‘curriculum...has united withmarkable success the Greek ideal of

training the mind and body with the Christian idealay’ 852

The popularity of Frogs in North American educational establishments reewhi
consistent throughout the second half of the 2@hta@y. | have found evidence for 28
productions across 20 universities between 18901860, and a further 27 productions
across 20 universities or schools from 1950 onwahls mentioned previously,
productions outside schools and universities oelyan in this later time period, with all
nineteen productions happening after 19670gs was particularly attractive to theatre
companies in the 1990s, with seven of the sixt@edyctions happening in that decade.
And yet the popularity oFrogs before 1950 cannot be denied. For a number okthes
universities, for example Trinity College in 1904pntana State University in 1936,
Winona State Teacher’s College in 1988pgsis the only Greek play for which there

are records.

It is perhaps no coincidence thatsistrataand Frogs are the only two to have been

produced on the biggest of American stages, BrogdBuat it was the popularity dfrogs

860 They were founded in 1857 by ten dioceses of the Episcopal Church. Today 28 dioceses have joint
ownership.
81 Founded in 1884 by a Baptist Minister.
862 Association Seminar Vol.22, No.2.
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in North America that attracted the attention oftlda Lane and culminated with the
2004 Broadway version by Burt Shevelove, StephamdBaim and Lane. Never before
or since has a Greek play involved a personalityhefstature of Sondheim. The history
of the production encapsulates many of the trendstioned above, such as unusual
staging, politics and, most notably, the use ofimughe significance of this most unique

of productions will be explored in the next chapter
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Chapter Six

Frogs according to Sondheim, Shevelove and Lane

After considering the significant stage productiohBrogsin Britain and North America
in the two previous chapters, in this separate telndpvill be looking at the 197Brogs

a musical written by Burt Shevelove with music dyrits by Stephen Sondheim. The
musical was rewritten in 2004 into a full Broadwegrsion by Nathan Lane, with
additional songs from Sondheim. | focus a wholeptéraon this adaptation owing to its
high-profile natureFrogs is the only Aristophanes play, other tHaysistratg to have
been performed on Broadway and certainly the omlg to have involved a creative

personality with the prominence of Sondheim.

Broadway has had a limited relationship with ancigéerature, with very few adaptations
of ancient classical texts being given the ‘musitaatment® This is surprising given
the wide range of sources that are adapted onudareggsis. Ancient tragedies seem to
be rarely adapted to the musical stage, with 08881sThe Gospel at Colonubased on
Sophocles’ Theban plays, standing ®{tin the past there have been numerous
performances of the plays themselves, althoudk bt Broadway itself since Medea

in 2002/3. Sophocles has not been seen on Broasiweg 1998/9 and Aeschylus since

1977.

When we look at Roman writers, Plautus has enja@aptation into the genre of
American musical by much higher profile personaditiRichard Rogers and Lorenz Hart

were the first to use — possibly unwittingly — Riaa plays, adapting William

863 All information on Broadway productions taken from The Internet Broadway Database, except where
otherwise stated.
84 For more on this production see McConnell 2015.
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Shakespeareshe Comedy of Error® the stage iiThe Boys from Syracu$£938)%°° |
say ‘unwittingly’ as there is no record whethentheere aware that Shakespeare’s play
is based on PlautuMenaechmandAmphitryon although there are additionaly classical
references added. Nevertheless, the ancient setdagetained for both the musical and
the 1940 film adaptation, which included Hollywosdavourite ancient set-piece: a
chariot race. Another famous name, Cole Porterfeddoit of This World1950), again
based ommphitryon8®® After that Burt Shevelove, Larry Gelbart and SepBondheim
would write A Funny Thing Happened on the Way to the Fo(li862)%’ borrowing
elements from a number of Plautine plays. In 198arther production based drhe
Comedy of Errorsnoved the setting to the Persian Gulf. In conti@s$tagedy, the plays
of Plautusonly seem to get performed on Broadway in adaptati@hrarely in their

original form.

Other Broadway musicals of the 40s and 50s toghkinason from the ancient world in a
variety of ways. Rogers and Hart used the anciemtdragain in their music&y Jupiter
(1942), for which they took as their source theydlae Warrior's Husbandby Julian F.
Thompsorf®® The Golden Appl€1954) by Jerome Moross and John Treville Latouche
relocated the events of tHead andOdysseyo the Spanish-American War. The musical
was a failure, which it has been suggested was dovire creators’ decision to have the
entire musical sung in the manner of opera, rdttaar include dialogue as in a traditional
Broadway musicd®® Thomas Hischack calls it ‘one of American mustbaatre’s most
beloved failures®’® Other than that, Broadway musicals seem to limintselves to

referencing Greek tragedy, such as the expliciiyed Greek Chorus lregally Blonde

85 Hischack 2008: 88-89.
866 Hischack 2008: 560.
87 Hence Forum.
868 Hischack 2008: 108-109.
869 Hall 2008: 68.
870 Hischack 2008: 293.
280



(2007) and the (sadly cut during previews) ‘Geeloi@k’ of Spider-Man: Turn Off the
Dark (2011). The 2007 musicXlanadufeatured more of the mythical background than
the 1980 film it was based on. It tells the stofyaomuse, named Clio, who leaves
Olympus to inspire the invention of roller discos1li980s Los Angeles. As well as the
muses, theramatis personamcluded mythical characters such as Zeus, Thdgslusa

and Aphrodite.

Aristophanes’ performance history on Broadway iavilg biased towardkysistrata®’*
Productions ot ysistratago back as far as 1930 in Engfi€hand include two musical
adaptationsThe Happiest Girl in the Worloh 1961 and.ysistrata Jone# 2011/2.The
Happiest Girl in the Worldset lyrics by E.Y. Harburg to music derived fronvesal
different scores by Jacques Offenbach, and wastddeat the Martin Beck Theatre.
Lysistrata Joneswith music and lyrics by Lewis Flinn and directiby Dan Knechtges,
had its Broadway premiere at the Walter Kerr The#tabandoned the anti-war message
of Aristophanes’ version by featuring a group oéetieaders who refuse to have sex with
their boyfriends until they win a game of baskdtdaéspite positive reviews and Tony

and Drama Desk nominations for Best Book, the sbobly lasted for 30 performances.

The BroadwayFrogs was more successful and much more significant. iVe g brief
background to the writers of this versionFrogs Stephen Sondheim wrote his first
musical in 1945, aged just 15. He later becameemioed to Leonard Bernstéif’, who

did not like Sondheim’s music but offered him aipos as co-lyricist o'West Side Story

871 There have been more professional versions of Aristophanes in touring and regional productions, but
again this is usually biased towards Lysistrata. Two musical productions of Lysistrata (including Happiest
Girl in the World) and one of Peace are analysed in Given 2015. Also of note is the largely forgotten The
Athenian Touch, which was performed Off-Broaday in 1964. It featured Aristophanes as a character
who, while writing Lysistrata, is vying with Cleon for the love of a courtesan, Attalea.
872 Klein 2014: 23.
873 Who had himself written music for performances of Birds and Peace as an undergraduate at Harvard
(Given 2015: 302).
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(1957)87“ This was to be a huge success and was Sondheigntsdak. From there he
went on to write the lyrics for the Tony Award wing Gypsy(1959) and his first
Broadway show, where he wrote both music and lymessForum (1962). After the
failure of his next showAnyone Can Whistlé¢1l964), he wrote lyrics for the Richard
Rodgers musicddo | Hear A Walt{1965). The 70s were a hugely productive decade for
Sondheim with him writing music and lyrics to fidgoadway musicals. In the middle of
these successes caf®gs(1974) at Yale. Since then he has remained a railiiter,

with another eight shows reaching Broadway.

Sondheim’s musicals are a disparate group, tradsogrgenres in both music and
theatre. His most commercially appealing worlSwgeeney Tod{L979), a favourite of
amateur groups the world over and recently made anfilm (2007) directed by Tim
Burton and starring Johnny Depp and Helena Bonharte€C As well as this traditional
British story he has used fairy talést¢ the Woodsl987, also filmed in 2014), American
history (Assassins1990) and even as mundane a subject as an graivaar who cannot
commit Company 1970). He is famous for the subversion of tradail musical theatre
tropes: for example, iMerrily We Roll Along(1981), the scenes take place in reverse
chronological order, and iRollies (1971), both an older and younger version of each
character appears on stage simultaneously. His fég#wres seem to be massively
outweighed by his success as he has received adretght Tony awards, eight
Grammies, a Pulitzer Prize and an Oscar. He isrdedaas one of the world’s finest
musical theatre talents, acclaimed by critics, aw@aremonies and fans alike. He does
however, lack some commercial appeal, especialgndompared to personalities such

as Andrew Lloyd-Webber.

874 Secrest 1998: 112.
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Forum and Frogs were not Sondheim’s first forays into the classis a student he
played a chorus member Amtigoneand Tiresias i©edipus Tyrannu¥™ They are also
not the only Sondheim musicals to include referédondie ancient world. Although not
using the ancient world as its setting, the 199@inalAssassinsan exploration of all
the assassins of American presidents, featuresaeederences to the ancient world.
These references mainly come from the real-lifmgyfthat Abraham Lincoln’s assassin
John Wilkes Booth felt for Marcus Junius Bruti$The musical climaxes with a suicidal
Lee Harvey Oswald being confronted by Booth, whespades him to shoot John F.
Kennedy instead of himself. When Booth is explagrtime difference between a murderer
and an assassin the following exchange occurs:
BOOTH: Lee, when you kill a president, it isn’t rder. Murder is a tawdry little
crime; it's born of greed, or lust, or liquor. Buben a President gets killed,
when Julius Caesar got killed... he was assassinatel the man who did
it...
OSWALD: Brutus.
BOOTH: Ah! You know his name. Brutus assassinataesar, what?, 2000 years
ago, and here’s a high school drop-out with a daWeenty-five an hour
job in Dallas, Texas who knows who he was. And teay fame is

fleeting... (p.95).

It is a reminder that it is not only ancient litene that has had an impact on the modern

world, but also ancient history itself.

875 McDonald 2014: 319.
876 John Wilkes Booth’s father was named Junius Brutus Booth and the younger Booth named
Shakespeare’s Brutus as one of his favourite roles. See Kaufmann 2004 for more.
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Burt Shevelove was born in New Jersey in 1915. tddied at Brown University and
then completed a Masters in Theatre at Yale. Heedeas an ambulance driver in the
Second World War and afterwards went on to becomstar, director and producer for
radio and television. On Broadway he was mainlyvkmas a director, but wrote the
books toNo, No, Nanett¢1971) andHappy New Yeaf1981) and co-wrote the book to
Forum He died in 1982. Sondheim claimed that he wassdw®nd funniest man you

could ever meet’’

As mentioned, the two men had worked togethdfammprior toFrogs Shevelove had
already put on musical versionshiles Gloriosu8’® andMostellarig’® at Yale, and was
keen to do a full-scale musical based on Plautuw’kst Sondheim, coming off the
successes diVest Side Storgnd Gypsy,was introduced to the plays of Plautus by
Shevelove. The ‘domestic’ nature of Plautus’ comattyacted Sondheim, who said,
‘Nobody had ever written about husbands and widasighters and maids. Plautus is
responsible for the situation comed§#.So Sondheim read through the Loeb Classical
Library editions of Plautu®! and immediately began working on the score, whilst

Shevelove and Larry Gelbart went to work on thepscr

Forumwas characterised by a lack of any explicit paditior social comment. This was
made clear to the audience from the very beginnimghe opening number ‘Comedy
Tonight’:

PROTEANS: Nothing of gods,

877 The funniest being Larry Gelbart, co-writer of Forum and creator of television series M*A*S*H (Guare
2004: 9). Gelbart has more recently briefly collaborated with Little Shop of Horrors and prolific Disney
composer Alan Menken on a 2002 adaptation of Lysistrata, before they were replaced for the final
version. (Taylor 2002 [online, accessed 17" February 2018])
878 Secrest 1998: 148.
879 Mtishows.com: Burt Shevelove [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
80 Quoted in Secrest 1998: 148-149.
81 Guare 2004: 9.
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Nothing of fate.

PSEUDOLUS: Weighty affairs will just have to w&jp.18)

From the evidence ¢forum— and as we will see again wkinogs— Burt Shevelove had
very little interest in sending out any sort ofipchl ‘message’. Anyone familiar with
Sondheim’s musicals will know that this contrasteagly with Sondheim’s own
approach; he is very political and his naturalimation in songs is to veer towards satire
and social commentary. Whilst he avoids expliciitpal comment in favour of a more
social message, there is always something thengatempts Sondheim made to indulge
his natural inclinations were seemingly resistedhsyrest of the production team. The
song that ends Act One and contains the entranddile§ Gloriosus ‘Bring me my
Bride’, originally had in place a different songitided ‘There’s Something About War’.

This song describes all the ‘divine’ acts that soklcommit in war:

MILES: A warrior’'s work is never done,
He never can take a rest.
There always are lands to overrun
And people to be oppressed.
SOLDIERS: There’s always a town to pillage,
A city to be laid to waste.
There’s always a little village
Entirely to be erased.
And citadels to sack, of course,
And temples to attack, of course,
Children to annihilate,

Priestesses to violate,
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Houses to destroy — hey!
Women to enjoy — hey!
Mothers to debase — hey!
Virgins to assault — hey! (pp.126-7)
The song ends with the lines:
MILES: It isn’t the glory or
The groaning or the gorier
Details that cause a watrrior
To smirk.
SOLDIERS: Left-right!

ALL: It's the knowledge that he’ll never be outwbrk! (p.128)

The song shows Sondheim’s predilection towardsioffea satirical comment, even if it
Is restricted to a small element within a show \whitakes no other such references. The
song never even made it as far as rehearsals, Se&nevelove felt there should be no
political slant to anything within the productidb.was to be ‘strictly a domestic farce

and not a commentar§®?

This conflict between Sondheim and Shevelove’snations is important in looking at
the script ofFrogs for Shevelove again attempted to write a musieabid of political
and social comment. However, this was at odds théloriginal Aristophanes, a problem
which did not arise so much in the case of Plautinginals inForum Unlike with
Forum, the politicsare present this time, but are provided by Sondhesutwe instead

of the dialogue. The 2004 revival by Nathan Lanatwauch further and added much

882 Quoted from Sondheim’s notes in Shevelove, Gelbart & Sondheim 1985: 124.
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more social commentary. This chapter will theretoaee the evolution of this American

version ofFrogsfrom a student play in 1941 to the Broadway proidancof 2004.

Frogs at Yale (1941 and 1974)

In 1941 Shevelove, then a student and head of #he Dramatic Association, wanted to

perform a Greek play. Supposedly he sought thecadsf the head of the Drama

Department, Allardyce Nicholl, who suggested
Frogs in the swimming pool of the Payne
Whitney Gymnasiuni®® Inspired by the idea

of Charon and Dionysus rowing across an
actual pool, Shevelove adapted the play,
enlisting members of the Yale University
swimming team to spend the production in the
pool playing the Chorus of Fro§¥ The
production was a huge success and, while there
was talk of a Broadway transfer, America’s

entry into the Second World War prevented

it.885 Unfortunately the script of this version

Figure 21: The chorus of Frogs in 1941.

does not survivi and there seem to be very

few photos, though there is one of the Chorus (f@i@1).

883 Stein 2004: 199.
884 Gamel 2007: 211-212.
885 Secrest 1998: 233.
886 Gamel 2007: 212.
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In 1974 Robert Brustein, artistic director of thal& Repertory Theatre, asked Shevelove
to revive the production in the hope that it wobitthg money into the theatre and be a
fun production to end their season withShevelove in turn asked Sondheim to score the
revival. Following Forum the two men had collaborated further. The previgear
Shevelove had helped Sondheim with a tribute proglu@nd in return Sondheim had

appeared in a film Shevelove was directing; an B&pee which Sondheim has stated he

found rather
embarrassin§®®
Sondheim claims
that Frogs ‘didn’t
interest me at all, but
the reason | agreed to
it was that | owed

Burt a favour?®8®

Figure 22: The chorus of Frogs in 1974. Sigourney Weaver is on the far left. Inte restlngly two

members of the Chorus in the 19¥gs were then drama students Sigourney Weaver

and Meryl Streef§?°

The dramatis personaeof Aristophanes and Shevelovelsrogs are comparable.
Dionysus, Xanthias, Heracles, Charon, Aeacus amndoPdppear in both versions.
Persephone’s maid is given a name, Charisma, amaichto Hippolyte is added, named
Virilla. The Chorus leader is also named as Hieaopds, presumably after the name for

the chief priest of the Eleusinian Mysteries, tlegdphant. Several characters are omitted

887 Brustein 1981: 178.
888 Secrest 1998: 232-233.
889 Guare 2004: 10.
890 Secrest 1998: 234.
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in the 1974 version, generally owing to the scahey featured in being cut from the
book. The characters from cut scenes include tfEsedhat Dionysus and Xanthias meet
on their way to Hades, the innkeeper and Plathdinda fills the role of the innkeeper,

recognising Dionysus (disguised as Heracles) asrtbevho stole Hippolyte’s girdle.

The biggest and most obvious character changeeisgplacement of Aeschylus and
Euripides with William Shakespeare and George Ber&haw. Placing Shaw in Hades
in the 1941 performance is an interesting moveemithat the elderly Shaw was still
alive. Unfortunately there seems to be no recondltéther Shaw was aware of his role
in Frogs and what he thought of it. He did however appteciae comparison between
himself and Shakespearen as seen from hisSivakes versus Shél949). In 1974 both

Shakespeare and Shaw would be well-known to arencefi®

The script in general is heavily adapted. The madalt’ passages in Aristophanes’
original are removed or otherwise tanf&#iFrogs stuck to the one-act format of the
original Greek play, but a scenic breakdown of #ueipt when compared to the
Aristophanes original is informativ&? In the original the contest between Aeschylus and
Euripides forms the bulk of the play; Aristophamkeslicates just under half of the total
lines to this episode. While still the biggest prthe 1974 version, it only accounts for
around a quarter of the play. This shrinking of ¢batest scene is intriguing, especially
in the light of other scenes being cut completebne would think this would bring more
emphasis onto the contest scene. So what othex glathe play are being emphasised

instead?

891 Gamel 2007: 213; see Chapter Two, p.172 for more on Shakes versus Shav.
82 Gamel 2007: 212.
83 Figures for the 405 version are based on lines, for 1974 and 2004 they are based on pages.
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To begin with, the opening dialogue between Diosyand Xanthias is itself greatly

expanded, increasing from a tiny 2% of the Aristopds play to over 12% of the 1974

musical. This gives Dionysus and Xanthias a chamehine, with a large portion of this

given over the opening song ‘Invocation and Ingtons to the Audience’.

The image of Dionysus and Charon rowing acrossafteesurrounded by the eponymous

Frogs was the central inspiration for Shevelovegioal production and the whole point

of performing in a swimming pool. Therefore it skdbaome as no surprise that the Frog

Chorus in the 1974 version takes up twice as midicheoplay as in the Aristophanes

script. Taken with the scenes in the boat betwemyBus and Charon, it means that

Figure 23: Dionysus and Charon surrounded by the frogs in 1974.

nearly 10% of the musical takes
place on or in the water,
compared to only 4% in the

original.

Despite the cutting of the
innkeeper and Plathane, the
section of the script from
Dionysus disembarking the boat
to the start of the contest
occupies almost exactly the

same proportion in both

versions. In the 1974 version this includes expdnd® of the two maids, Charisma and

Virilla, as well as a greatly expanded parabassuiéeng Hierophantes and the chorus of

Dionysians, which now occupies ten times as mudheplay as it did before.
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Several of these changes are designed to give Busmgnd Xanthias the spotlight. They
are given more dialogue with each other and otharacters. This can be seen markedly
by the extension of their scenes prior to meetihgrén. A lot of the time that has been

cut from the contest can be found here.

The use of the pool and auditorium, ostensiblyitispiration for the entire production,
was questioned. One critic said, ‘Frogs frolic ofew stanzas then disappear. We are
left with that pool staring at us. The aquashownret to being a proscenium production
and the expected accident — Alvin Epstein fallintpithe water — is gratuitous. The
audience realizes too soon it has been deceivddl$y advertising’ and added of the
music that ‘most all is lost in an acoustical blan echo chamber that defies human

ears’8%*

Metatheatre is increased and plays an importarit peatatheatrical references appear
throughout the script, with Dionysus saying Hade$ot unlike earth...The lighting is
different’ (p.164). Just as Aristophanes begin®wianthias asking ‘Shall | make one of
the usual cracks, master, that the audience allaayghs at?’ (1-2§%° so the 1974
Xanthias stares out at the audience and beginsigpase | should say something

screamingly funny’ (p.141).

Before the action of the play can begin Dionysuséanthias must first sing Sondheim’s
prologus, ‘Invocation and Instructions to the Audtie’. Most of the song instructs the
audience on how to behave while at the theatreny3us introduces them with:

Yes, but first...

8% Sears 1974.
895 Gamel 2007: 216.
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Some do’s and don'ts,
Mostly don’ts (p.142)
The advice covers a multitude of the sins of theataudiences:
Please don’t cough.
It tends to throw the actors off. (p.142)
Don't say, “What?”

To every line you haven’t got. (p.144)

Sondheim also makes fun of the production. Fir$téydirects attention to the swimming
pool and the difficulties with echo:
DIONYSUS: As for applause, please,
When there’s a pause, please,
Although we welcome praise,
The echo sometimes lasts for days.

CHORUS: Days...days...days...days... (p.143)

Secondly, a joke is made on the production as devho
And if you'’re in a snit because you've missed the p
(Of which I must admit there’s not an awful lot),
Still don't
Say, “what?” (p.144)

And finally on himself and common criticisms of higrk:3%
If by a sudden miracle,

A tune should appear that’s lyrical,

8% Gamel 2007: 216.
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Don’t hum along. (p. 144)

Right from the start the idea that there will ben@ssage is introduced, though it can be
missed in all the comedy. Dionysus and XanthiasroBacchanales and social comment’
(p.-142) as well as promising to ‘signal... whenytheeserious’, saying ‘It’s in the second

half' (p.144)%%7

Despite this promiseirogs of 1974 seems to lack much of the thematic stakat
Aristophanes’ version had. There is no politicaVied, no reference to contemporary
figures and no equating of modern society withdéeizens of Hades. 1974 was the year
Nixon resigned and the US was still involved in tieam, so political comment would
not have been unexpected or unu$efalThe lack of commentary seems to follow the
pattern ofForumas Burt Shevelove seems to have had very littt¥est in making such
comments. However Sondheim very much has, and 74 #8e much higher-profff&®
composer could not be forced to give up his pretides by Shevelove. Therefore we
can see some of Sondheim’s inclination towardsateommentary in his Chorus songs,
culminating in the extended parabasis. The threm iGhorus songs occupy the same

place as in Aristophanes, but with some chang#seio purposé®®

The Frogs are given more character in this versitrey are happy with the world the
way it is and reject groups that try to changeghirMary-Kay Gamel calls them ‘happy

Philistines’ who ‘spell out a philosophy of compéacy and conservatis?P! They

897 Gamel 2007: 216.
858 Gamel 2007: 214.
899 By this time Sondheim had written Company (1970), Follies (1971) and A Little Night Music (1973)
winning three consecutive Tony awards for Best Original Score and two grammies.
90 Gamel 2007: 216.
%1 Gamel 2007: 216.
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aren’t interested in ‘hoity-doity intellectuals’ ohippy-dippy homosexuals’ (p.159).
They try to persuade Dionysus to share their aeceptof the world:

Whaddaya care the world’s a wreck?

Leave ‘em alone, send ‘em a check,

Sitin the sun and what the heck,

Whaddaya wanna break your neck for? (p.160)

The chorus of Dionysians, instead of singing tloeie to Dionysus, are singing mainly
about wine. Drinking the wine brings about a défetrtype of complacency to the Frogs,

but complacency nevertheless:

Wine helps the edges blur,
Wine lets the mind escape,
Wine settles all dissension,

Pour the wine! (p.168)

In partial contrast there comes the parabasiakéis the form of a song performed by the
chorus, interspersed with dialogue aimed at theeagd from Hierophantes. In each
mini-speech Hierophantes describes a character ftoen play, explaining their
personality and their actions. After each bit afldgue the chorus sing a verse echoing

some of the points in the speech, ending eachuiitie’lt's only a play’.

Hierophantes starts by describing Dionysus, safltes not a practical man. He's a
dreamer. But he’s trying to make his dreams conmne (p.181). He then goes on to say,
‘Dionysus believes you lack passion. He may betrigle sees your outrage turning to

disapproval. He sees your love turning into affectiHe sees your involvement fading
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away. He has waited the long time you take to doetbing, anything’. The message is
that humanity is slipping into a state of apathyl anloss of emotion, just like the
complacent Frogs and the drunken Dionysians. Dissistrying to change this, despite
the attempts by the Frogs to stop him. But thewhoeplies:

It doesn’t really matter.

Don’t worry, relax.

What can one person do?

After all, you're only human.

And it's all been said before,

And you've got enough to think about.

Besides...

It's only a play.

Dionysus has already been dismissed as a dreach@reaare now told he cannot achieve
his aims himself because ‘He’s only half a god aathing of a hero’ (p.182). However,
he does have Xanthias, whom Hierophantes desca®bés practical man’ who ‘seeks
peace at any price’. Yet like Dionysus, Xanthiaksfat his task: ‘He never gets around
to doing anything, but he means well...| hope’. &bés is the next target, described as
not ‘very bright, but he’s bright enough to sed thangs are in a terrible shape’. And so
Heracles ‘tries to be of help,’ but, as the chqgramts out:

Too bad.

He doesn'’t exist.

He never was real.

He’s only a myth. (pp.182-3)
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Next we have a description of Pluto, a ‘generoadde’ who ‘lets us do as we please’ but
‘demands order and justice and honesty’ (p.183geamningly perfect ruler and the dead
are ‘pleased to live under his rule’. Hierophamescludes with ‘Funny, isn’t it, how we
always get the leaders we deserve’. When the clobips in with ‘And a leader’s a useful
thing to curse’, we can see the implication behihid. We blame our leaders for

everything and as a result we get bad leadersjitieaus circle of politics.

Finally Hierophantes mentions someone who is nthhémusical, Chaos, and warns the
audience. He says ‘The great god Chaos, fathearthdss, once ruled the earth. He was
overthrown. He could return’. But the chorus replth:

Well, words are merely chatter,

And easy to say.

It doesn’t really matter,

It's only a play.

The underlying message of the parabasis is cldarugh the chorus might be saying it
is only a play, these are real issues facing thedw®he apathy described will lead the
audience into acting like the Frogs or the Dionysiand ignoring the message; the
audience themselves will go away thinking ‘It's pal play’. The chorus is mocking the
attitude of mankind and to this end their linesirike a list of common excuses:

He'll do it for you. (p.181)

After all you're only human. (p.181)

Things fix themselves. (p.182)

Let the leaders raise your voices for you.

Let the critics make your choices for you. (p.183)
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Musically, the parabasis has an ethereal quality; tStephen Banfield describes it as
having a ‘curiously narcotic arioso structu?®? Each line is sung by a different voice on
stage, with ‘It's only a play’ being repeated by tWhole chorus. This imparts to the
sequence an almost dreamlike quality, giving tHecefof the chorus hypnotising the
audience into their way of thinking. Each of theu@tters described makes an effort to
fix things, but for one reason or another failthat task. Therefore it is up to the audience
to solve their own problems. Essentially the watare saying ‘stop making excuses for
your problems and go sort them out’. But unfortehatas the chorus say at the end of
the song:

It really doesn’t matter

What somebody writes.

You can turn off the lights

And on alternate nights,

You can pray.

Don’t worry.

Relax.

On with the play. (p.184)

The implication is that the writers can write thessage and the audience will hear it, but
ultimately it will not change anything, and thisatipy will lead to Chaos returning to the
world. Mary-Kay Gamel suggests the parabasis lthsible-meaning; as well as the one
described it can be interpreted as suggesting ‘ttemperspective of death, lived reality

is evanescent and not worth getting excited abgat’.

%02 Banfield 1993: 53.

93 Gamel 2007: 218.
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The contest, the most important part of the Aristopes play, loses much of its impact
in Shevelove’s script. Stephen Banfield states that production ‘tails off with a
diminishing dramatic perspective’ during this segh&* Mary-Kay Gamel criticises the
choice of Shakespeare and Shaw, as they are mtdsesto the audience as Aeschylus
and Euripides were to the Athenian audierffeShe also states that the use of actual
quotations from the writers made it less funny ttf@‘hilarious parodies’ of Aeschylus
and Euripide$®® In fact there is seemingly no attempt to makeraghaof the two poet’'s
actual personalities as there may have been inophsines; instead they are merely made
stock comedy characters in their own right. Dakiehdelsohn makes a good point when
he suggests that the choice of poet only makessarthe context of Shevelove’s lack
of interest in politics, since the contest is nowe @f style: ‘Did people want socially
edifying, but perhaps the tiniest bit boring, sihdidrama, or did they want something to
catch their emotion$?’ The sequence was criticised at the time by revigveme saying
‘Mr. Shevelove has forgotten that Aristophanes plaging critic’ and ‘The whole point

of the exercise thus went flat by the evening’s: emel were heading for a scalping and

barely got fingers into hair or beart{®

There are a number of jokes about other playwrjdidsever, during the scene between
Xanthias and Aeacus (pp.185-6). Each joke requirese than a passing acquaintance
with the biographies and works of the victim; watththe references coming in the space
of a few minutes it would be impossible to catatnthall. Thus Bertolt Brecht is described
as a ‘trouble-maker’, perhaps stemming from thead@ommentary in his plays, which

preceded his departure from Nazi Germany and subsédplacklisting as a suspected

%04 Banfield 1993: 52
%05 Gamel 2007: 213.
%06 Gamel 2007: 214.
%7 Mendelsohn 2004: 53.
908 Kerr 1974.
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communist by the House Un-American Activities Corttea during the Cold War. Pierre
Corneille and Jean Racine are described as hawng thome early’, presumably a
reference to the fact that both retired from theatre during their lives. Of Luigi
Pirandello it says ‘A sweet man, but you can’t tiisn. First, he’s somebody, then he’s
somebody else’, a reference to the explorationdehtity in his plays. The Stuart
playwrights Frances Beaumont and John Fletchealacereferenced and how they are
‘always together’, a pun on how the two becameysomsymous with each other that even
plays they did not write together were attributediteir partnership. Finally there is a
mention of Oscar Wilde being ‘naughty but...nicedaEugene O’Neill being ‘really

funny’ when he ‘didn’t used to be’.

Ultimately what wins the contest for Shakespeardisssung version of the speech
beginning ‘Fear No More the Heat o’ the Sun’ froipn@beline. Dionysus justifies his
decision by saying to Shaw ‘you are not a poe2@p). Dionysus concedes that Shaw is
wise and witty, but that there are other wise aittlyvimen on earth. He says to Shaw
‘Perhaps wiser, but surely not so witty. No oneehs tathem Not many listened to you.
Wise men shout their words into the wind’. LaterentDionysus is trying to persuade
Pluto to let Shakespeare return from earth hesstétee theatre needspmet (p.207).
Shevelove’s Dionysus is not interested in the sagdeice Aeschylus offers in
Aristophanes’ play, he needs a poet to ‘lift (thieliances) out of their seats’. What this
will achieve is never made clear, but the changmnfthe original is striking. The musical
ends with Dionysus introducing Shakespeare to tltkeace in mime. As the two stand

there smiling at the audience, the lights fadelaclb

The difference in approach between Sondheim andefhee creates a tension in the

1974 version. While the script contents itself l®mg a series of jokes, the songs are
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where the social and political parts are. It wooddinteresting to know how far the two
men collaborated on what they were doing. | suspettthe script is the same one that
was used in 1941, with the only changes being tltelme to help introduce the new

songs.

Frogs Revived (1975 to 2003)

There were very few performances of this musicasiea of Frogs between 1974 and
the Broadway production of 2004. Although altensatiyrics are available to make the
production suitable for performance without a powobst productions have taken place in
them?°® Perhaps aware of the criticisms of the Yale vers@mome other American
productions made more use of the swimming pool. Preluction, by the Pegasus
Players in Chicago in 1988, had the conductor bt#grperformance on a diving board.
At the end of the first scene he dived into theervaind swam around, emerging from
another part of the pool to conduct the next s@nhging ‘It's Only a Play’, images of
civil rights figures and human tragedies were pr@d onto the floor of the pool,
accentuating the song’s message of the dangenofirgy what is going on in the world.
Finally for the contest scene Shakespeare and Sve&xw floated out onto the pool

standing on miniature rafts.

The British premiere production was put on in 198@he Old Brentford Bath° This
production also used the pool to a much greatezngxivith the bulk of the action
happening in the watét! The director, John Gardyne, found an appropriataphor to
describe the complacent Frogs: ‘In the swimminglgbey are the people who are

obsessed with safety; the ones with the armbahdsubber hats so their hair won't get

909 Gamel 2007: 219.
910 sondheimguide.com [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
911 Ramond 1990: 35.
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wet, the rubber rings, the goggles. We've all stwrse people — their appearance is
subhuman, it's reptilian, it's almost frogg’#? For Gardyne the musical explores the idea
of the impact of an artist on society and he cggents in Czechoslovakia’, presumably
referring to theatres going on strike as an elenmerthe Velvet Revolution and the
dissolution of the communist government theres Istriking that, although we might
guestion the idea of a playwright changing the diatthis production can point to a real
example of the arts making a difference in politibgspite this, Michael Billington,
writing in the Guardian stated ‘where the original assumes a great disitas the
power to redeem the city, the revised version issnadout saving a moribund theafte’.
Yet he does go on to say that ‘it says somethingimgoabout society’s need for the

wisdom and power of great poetry’.

Aside from this, its only appearance on the Brissfige seems to be a four-production
‘partly-staged reading’ at the Barbican Theatrd 998 as part of the work of the ‘Lost
Musicals Charitable Trust* A production was planned at the National Theatr2G02,
but the wupcoming 2004 Broadway production causedfopeance rights

complications’!®

Frogs on Broadway (2004)

The established Broadway actor Nathan Lane firsaime involved irFrogs when he
performed a concert version of the musical at titeary of Congress in 2000, a
production which was recorded the following yearspired, Lane began to work on

expanding Shevelove’s script. Susan Stroman agteedirect and also spoke to

%12 Quoted in Green 1990.
913 Bjllington 1990: 25.
914 playbill.com [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
915 paddock 2002 [online, accessed 23rd June 2012].
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Sondheim about revising some of the songs, whictdB@m agreed to. On the poster

the production was billed as a ‘new musical’, ‘amealy written in 405 b.c. by

Aristophanes’, ‘freely adapted by Burt Shevelovaeddeven more freely adapted by

Nathan Lane’.

Lane altered the script significantly to bring frduction closer to traditional Anglo-

American musical theatre by separating it into aets>1° A significant change from both

the 1974 and the Aristophanes version is the anidaf extra motivation for Dionysus’

trip to Hades. He wants to see his love, Ariadrn&y appears later as the only additional
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Figure 24: The poster to Frogs in 2004.

916 Gamel 2007: 2109.
917 English 2005: 132.
918 Brantley 2004: 20.

character to previous versions.
Mary English called her addition
‘intrusive’®'’  while  another
reviewer liked her inclusion, but
was so scathing of the rest of the
production that he described it as
being ‘like a harp in an oompah
band’?® The addition of Ariadne
and the cutting of Hierophantes are
the only changes from the 1974
dramatis personae. A lot of music
is added, with 19 songs compared
to eight in the 1974 version. Most

of these are given to small groups

of soloists, another move to make
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the musical more like a traditional Broadway sid%Altogether the new material made

the production over an hour longer than Shevelowggginal script®®®

The metatheatre of the opening scene is increagdthving Dionysus and Xanthias

appear as two unidentified actors at the very .skahthias then suggests they tell the
story ‘where the man kills his father and sleeph\wis mother’ (p.1). Dionysus instead

asks for something upbeat and suggests ‘the staheagod and the slave who go on a
journey to help mankind’. Xanthias asks if he chyphe god, to which Dionysus replies
he is not dressed for it and ‘could only be thereslar the down on her luck cocktail

waitress’ (p.2). The ‘Invocation and Instructionsthe Audience’ are altered to remove
any reference to the university swimming pool settof the 1974 version. Replacing

them are more instructions not to commit the ragfddoles of theatre audiences, such
as:

No smokes, no chow —

Unwrap the candy wrappers now. (pp.4-5)

In order to bring the production into the preseané included plenty of references to
modern culture. The prologos now contains the line:

And we’d appreciate

Your turning off your cell phones while we wait.4p
At which point Xanthias’ phone does go off and #huglience is treated to a classic ‘Can
you hear me now?’ monologue. There are plenty afeno musical theatre references.
When Dionysus puts on Heracles’ lionskin and as&stiias how he looks, Xanthias’

reply references theion King ‘Like the circle of life has stopped’ (p.2# Heracles

919 Gamel 2007: 220.
920 English 2005: 130.
921 Gamel 2007: 220.
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tells Dionysus he is ‘Too Fosse’ (p.25) and Diorsyparaphrase®2nd Streeffilm 1933,
musical 1984) when he says to Xanthias ‘You're gt there a slave, but you've got
to come back a god’ (p.71). Other modern referengelside Charon and Xanthias
sharing marijuana (p.40) and Xanthias quoting ilihe Jawsafter Dionysus is swallowed

by the giant Frog, saying ‘I think we’re gonna neeloigger boat’ (p.54).

Purely as a piece of theatre the production presamed outcomes. The staging was
almost universally praised, described as ‘bold, iious and very good-looking??
However it has been noted that the energetic monenoéd the frog chorus is at odds with
their conservative, laid-back outlo® Their elaborate dance sequence includes all

manner of acrobatics

including the use of
trapezes. The
production is filled
with ‘Broadway’
spectacle, such as the

revolving stage and

Pluto being lowered

Figure 25: Dionysus and the frog chorus in 2004.

from the proscenium

in his boat.

The score also gains mixed reviews. One revieveg¢edthat Sondheim’s change of style
between 1974 and 2004 meant that ‘his eadgny Thingmanner rubs uneasy shoulders

with his darker and more complex later mot¥é’Another said that ‘while the music isn’t

922 Barnes 2004: 47.
923 Gamel 2007: 223.
924 Simon 2004: 56.
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top-drawer Sondheim, it will surely be amongst best scores of the seaséff.The
three chorus songs are a strong addition and tdgiesentation of each different group
opposed to change gives them renewed purpose mddern world. ‘It's Only A Play’

in particular drew praise, described as ‘a bealffyAs entertainment, the opening
‘Invocation and Instructions to the Audience’ isywstrong and cannot help but resonate
with any regular theatre goer who has had similgregences. It also shows that
Sondheim has a sense of humour, even when resgptedaniticism of his own work. It

is a testament to the song’s enduring qualityithved&s chosen to open Sondheim’s second
review showPutting it Togethe(1992) and th&ondheim at 8&BC Prom at the Royal
Albert Hall in 2010. ‘Dress Big' and ‘Hades’ are asng songs, but ‘All Aboard’ is
underwhelming. The song ‘Ariadne’ is pleasant emmpumyit weak compared to some of
Sondheim’s showstopping arias, lacking the imp&ctoo example, ‘Marry Me a Little’
(from Company and ‘Epiphany’ $weeney ToddMusically, however, ‘Ariadne’ does
something clever. It uses a ‘suspended dominamtdzhwhere a note in the chord is
replaced to create a slight dissonance in the sotnaditionally in a melody a chord of
this type would ‘resolve’ and the replacement rreteert to the original, because that is
what the human ear expects to happen. In ‘Ariatlne’never happens, which gives the
song no musical resolution, just as there can beesolution for Dionysus’ loss of his

love 327

925 Barnes 2004: 47.
926 Brantley 2004: 20.
927 McDonald 2014: 332.
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With Lane’s influence over the show, it comes assuaprise that the role of Dionysus
becomes much more of a star vehicle, gaining muate rstage time than before. Roger
Bart as Xanthias also benefits from these charnjes.scenes before landing in Hades
are greatly expanded, in order that the first act end with Dionysus being swallowed
by a giant Frog. Whereas this segment only tookabput a fifth of the 1974 and
Aristophanes versions, it now takes up just unasdf ¢f the production. The parodos
song is kept the same and extra songs involvingyaios and Xanthias are added: firstly
with the chorus (‘I Love to Travel’) and then Helesc(‘Dress Big’). Charon is given a
solo, ‘All Aboard’. The Frogs actually occupy themse percentage of the play as in 1974.
These changes seem to add little to the ploteinsemore like they were included purely

to bulk up the

opening scenes in
order to close the
act with the Frogs.
This may well have
led the audience to
find the opening

scenes repetitive.

The second act runs

Figure 26: Nathan Lane and Roger Bart as Dionysus and Xanthias.

similarly to the

1974 version, with the addition of a song for Plutavhich he tells Dionysus how nice

itis in Hades (‘Hades’) and a scene between XastAnd Charisma. Dionysus also sings
the song ‘Shaw’ along with a chorus of Shaviange $bng is more than reminiscent of
‘You Did It' from the musicalMy Fair Lady, a clearly deliberate Shaw reference. The

song has already been briefly referenced in ‘DB2g5(p.28) and a running joke is that

306



Xanthias is convinced Shaw wrdwy Fair Lady The contest is further cut down, with
the scenes between Shaw and Shakespeare occupyyngpproximately 13% of the
total production and is interrupted for Dionysusunion with Ariadne. Mary English
applauds this as the right decision, since the mmoaledience is not familiar enough with
Shaw and Shakespeare’s works to appreciate thedidion. Despite this she still brands
it ‘anticlimactic’.9%% One critic also says of the contest ‘This, thoaghtral to the plot,
could have been trimme®? and another states that it is ‘a middlebrow qudest-that
condenses vast talents into shrink-wrapped pla#ifd® With Shaw having been dead
for over 50 years, the contest also lost the copteary feel that the recently deceased
Shaw or Euripides would have for audiences in 187 405BC3! Daniel Mendelsohn
says of it ‘one awful irony of the decision to lea8hevelove’s stale choices in place is
that it makes the climactic contest of Hisogs into precisely what it wasn't in

AristophanesFrogs or even in Shevelove’s: the property of the “grdt minority™.932

This version was very much written to be post-9ith all the emotion that entails.
Susan Stroman stated, ‘There was nowhere to gothane would be nowhere to go for
a very long time. No one was stepping forward whwala truly speak about what had just
happened. No one could find words to comfort uexplain these images we were
overwhelmed with daily. There was no one to easehearts®*3 She equates this to the
background of Aristophane&rogs where no one is speaking to the population during
the Peloponnesian War. Nathan Lane states thatriWhstened to it, | started to think

how resonant the show seemed to me, regardingwadsagoing on in the country after

928 English 2005: 131.
929 | 3 Sourd 2004: 1E.
930 Brantley 2004: 20.
%31 Gamel 2007: 227.
%32 Mendelsohn 2004: 54.
933 Artman 2004: 15.
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9/11’ 234 Speaking of the Aristophanes version he stateaf wioved him was a feeling
that people would turn to the arts in time of trieubit's a very romantic and idealistic

notion that art matters, that it can affect peapie’

To this end the message, as stated in the paratfatis 1974 version, remains largely
the same. But there are some significant changeetparabasis and the song ‘It's Only
a Play’. Hierophantes is removed and most of thédue previously attributed to him
now goes to Dionysus and Pluto. As the lights gerdon Dionysus the lights come up
on the chorus for their lines, and at no pointttiel chorus interact with Dionysus. The
description of characters is left out, in order itwlude some overt criticism of
contemporary but nameless leaders. Yet while Diesiisfull of bluster and indignation,
Pluto is the voice of pragmatism tinged with pessim Right at the beginning he states
‘I admire your idealism, even though it's incregibhhaive’ (p.83). When Dionysus
complains ‘Basically we have two kinds of leaderseffectual and corrupt’, Pluto is the
one to reply ‘Funny isn't it? How we always get tleaders we deserve?’ (p.84) The
dialogue comes to its conclusion when Dionysusiligrig, as in the 1974 script, about
the possibility of Chaos returning. At this Plutates ‘The question is —what if he already
has?’ (p.85). The new line is a depressing additiavhat was fast becoming a depressing

age.

Politics are added, though references are sti5tlthe most explicit is probably when
Charon is listing dangerous frogs and mentions Hiappy Go Lucky Bush Frog that
makes pre-emptive strikes and then forgets whigatked in the first place’ (p.42). This

is a reference to George W. Bush and the Iraq Weate is also possibly another jibe at

94 Quoted in Rothstein 2004: 12.
95 Quoted in Rothstein 2004: 12.
936 Gamel 2007: 220.
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Bush and his inarticulateness when Dionysus isrdesg their leaders and saying
‘Words seem to fail them. Even the simplest wor@s8). A reviewer described the
political message as being ‘clearly intended tatie Bush and yet so diffuse it could be
also read as anti-Kerry®’ In actual fact the anti-war theme jars with thatest outcome,
as Shaw was a known pacifist while Shakespeaskeddo recite the Battle of Agincourt
speech fronHenry V, as opposed to in 1974 when he instead spokeéiththée world’s

a stage’ speech froms You Like 1828

At the very end of the show, Lane has made a sogmf change from the 1974 script.
Instead of fading to black as Shakespeare is abdutgin speaking, Dionysus asks the
melancholy bard to say something. Shakespeareeseptily with a few lines frorKing
Lear, suggesting a new play that must ‘Speak what wk f@t what we ought to say’
(p.115). Mary-Kay Gamel suggests that he says ngtiiore ‘perhaps because he feels
there is no hope?® Dionysus, however, seems happy with this and tiartise audience
to remind them to take action themselves. But exam he expects the audience not to
pay attention and in an echo of the parados te#isit

No, please, don’t nod,

Agreeing with me just ‘cause I'm a god. (p.115)
And

But, citizens of Athens,

If you're smart,

Don’t sit around while Athens

Falls apart. (p.116)

%7 Barnes 2004: 47.
938 Gamel 2007: 222.
93% Gamel 2007: 221.
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Alternatively, one might draw a far more depressimganing from the play.
Shakespeare’s ‘Fear No More’ speech almost glerifiee notion of death, or at least
states that it is nothing to be feared. This hdeematic echo with Pluto’s song ‘Hades’,
which states how wonderful life is in the underwlofPluto states:

Where you're not afraid to die,

When you're not afraid to die,

Then you're not afraid to live. (p.78)
The combination of the two perhaps implies a messlagt the modern world is so bad

that being dead might be a more favourable altamt

Frogs after Broadway (2005 to today)

Sondheim’$rogsremains one of the least performed of his musiddisre have been a
few isolated performances across North Americduding at the site of one of the first
performances of AristophaneBtogs, at the University of Trinity College, Toronto, in

20131 The Broadway version had its first performancehi@ UK at Anglia Ruskin

University in 2014, mounted
by performing arts students as
a piece of coursework. In 2017
it made its British professional
debut, at the Jermyn Street

Theatre in London. Reviews

were mixed, but addressing

Figure 27: Frogs at the Jermyn Street Theatre.

the role of the poet in society

940 McDonald 2014: 332.
91 They performed Frogs in the original Greek in 1902, see Chapter Four, pp.246-7.
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stated, ‘it can never recapture the Aristophanlebthat it is the paramount duty of the

artist to make people better citizef&.

Conclusion

In general, the social and political commentaraie’sFrogswas poorly received, both
in the academic and theatrical community. Takinguguments over elite culture and the
educative power of theatP& Gamel says ‘The idea thapkywrightcould actually make

a difference in the real world made sense in 40%A$, and it still made some sense in
1941 and 1974 USA. In 2004, whénogs played only to audiences who could afford
$95 tickets, it made almost no sen¥é’Mary English agrees, saying ‘that a dramatic
poet...can save the world from its present woesft(tgast help it along), seems unlikely
to satisfy an audience whose cultural memory istadl transient to be of much
comfort’®*® Critics too have found the production, and its emhdng message,
underwhelming: ‘While the jokes are amusing anddhacers are fun to watch, “The

Frogs” is not likely to stick with the audience tpafter it has left the theatr&®

Daniel Mendelsohn, writing ifhe New York Review of Boplssparticularly scathing of
the production. He states that, in contrast tetheism of Euripides and politicians alike
in Aristophanes, the production ‘failed most egoegily in its attempt to be meaningful
about the two principal themes of Aristophanes’yplaheater and politicS*’
Mendelsohn also criticises Sondheim’s score, padity Dionysus’ new solo ‘Ariadne’.
In an effort to make Dionysus into a ‘real’ chasadby introducing this love subplot,

according to Mendelsohn the play has missed th& gmat his preoccupation with drama

%42 Billington 2017 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
943 See Introduction, p.20.
944 Gamel 2007: 225.
95 English 2005: 129.
946 Schwiff 2004: 11.
%7 Mendelsohn 2004: 52.
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and politics already made him ‘re8t® Furthermore, Mendelsohn states, the few
‘political’ lines regarding the frogs are wastedingvto the targets not being explicitly

named, citing Lane’s need for audience approvan#, an insecure actor whose palpable
craving for audience affection invariably leads hoplay comic grotesques as adorable
mischief-makers...shouldn’t do political comedycéese he’s afraid to alienate even his

victims’.®*° For Mendelsohn, this version is not political eglou

However, as | argued in Chapter One, while Aristopds Frogs contains some specific
advice, in general it was meant to provoke debatkraise questions. | would suggest
that Lane’sFrogs has done something similar. Whilst there is an-Buash, anti-war
message, it is treated very lightly. When Shakegpe&achosen at the end he has no
specific advice, echoing the fact that the politaddvice of Aeschylus at the endffogs

iIs not actually useful. If one were to agree witherddelsohn’s assessment, the
uncharitable way to explain this is that it is hesmLane fears causing offence or that he
doesn’t have a message beyond being anti-BusH.@efer to suggest that, unlike those
versions which include a heavy-handed political sage, Sondheim, Shevelove and

Lane’sFrogsemulates Aristophanes’ thematic complexity far encosely.

This aim to inspire debate fits in well with mo$tSpndheim’s works, which as | stated
are always political but rarely specific. It hagbgointed out that Sondheim shares some
similarities withAristophanes; Gamel remarks tlaata lyricist, ‘Sondheim is one of the
very few able to equal Aristophanes’ linguistic gruettic brilliance®*°to which | would

add that his approach to the combination of conaaaypolitics is similar als&?! In the

%8 Mendelsohn 2004: 52-3.
%9 Mendelsohn 2004: 53.
90 Gamel 2007: 218.
%1 Though in choice of subject matter Sondheim is perhaps closer to Euripides or Sophocles (Walton
2009: 208-9). Note for example tragic revenge in Sweeney Todd (1979), subversion of mythical
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words of Aristophanedrogs (389-90), Sondheim always offers ‘much that’s aimy$

And much that’s serious’.

characters in Into the Woods (1986), sympathetic treatment of outsiders in Assassins (1990) and
destructive love in Passion (1994).
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Chapter Seven

Frogs in Africa and Australasia

Across the two continents included in this chaptbave found evidence of only 27
productions: 19 in Australasia and eight in Afrigdhilst the two continents, both as a
whole and within their individual countries, havésghrate cultural and theatrical
heritages, they nevertheless share many of the santextual approaches to classical
theatre andrrogs Despite the small number of productions, theatlisg, both literal and
figurative, that these two continents have fromghared heritage of Britain and North
America has given rise to a number of noteworthgdpctions. These productions,
particularly the South African and Malawian vergpmdicate thaFrogs only really
begins to find itself as biting satire in timespafitical and social crises which recreate a

similar atmosphere to 405BC.

In light of all the above | have combined the tvamtinents, where British influence is

strong as a result of colonial history and Engistvidely spoken, into a single chapter.
As with the North American chapter, what evidenheré¢ is can be separated into
recurring thematic contexts. Many of these thermmeglee same or similar to those seen
in British and North American productions, showthgt within the reception dfrogs

there are contextual echoes that span the Engdshkeng world.

Academically, there has been little written abbetperformance of Aristophanes in these
two continents. Such discussion of the performasfcancient drama as exists mainly
concerns itself with tragedy, either in the formimadividual performances or individual
countries. Of particular note in this area is Ke¥inNetmore’sThe Athenian Sun in an

African Sky(2002), although this devotes only two pages toemyn Other texts that
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cover classical stage adaptations in Africa, suElC@ssroads in the Black Aegean:
Oedipus, Antigone, and Dramas of the African Diaapg®® African Athena: New
Agendags®® The Politics of Adaptation: Contemporary African @bra and Greek
Tragedy®* and Black Odysseys: The Homeric Odyssey in the Afr&@spora since
1939 do not reference Aristophanes at all. IndividuaBouth Africa has drawn
considerable attention, for example in the reseafctcholars such as Betine van Zyl
Smit and the late Margaret R. Mezzab8tfaOften the focus is on productions with a
political or social element, where themes suchage or post-colonialism have been
addressed. The receptionkrogs also crosses over into these issues and | wikhgag
with them where relevant in the text below. Asdarl can ascertain there has been no
attempt at a general survey of Greek theatre intrAlasia or within its constituent

countries.

Chronology

I will begin this survey with a brief overview dfi¢ chronology of the performance of
Frogsin these two continents. The earliest evidencavehfound relates to one in 1884
at Sydney Grammar School. This production is sigaift as it occurs prior to Oxford
University’s 1892 landmark production and priorthe increase in the popularity of
performing Frogs in Britain and North America that followed. Verittle can be
ascertained about this production, but the progransnavailable and suggests that only
the scenes up to and including the frog chorus weréormed. The school has always
had a strong relationship with classics, datingkladts incorporation in 1854. The Act

of Parliament that created the school stipulatetl dmne of the 12 trustees of the school

92 Goff & Simpson 2007.
93 Orrells, Bhambra & Roynon (eds) 2011.
94 Van Weyenberg 2013.
95 McConnell 2013.
96 For example Mezzabotta 1994 and van Zyl Smit 2007 and 2011.
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would be the ‘Principal Professor of Classics’ wtli$ey University?®’ In the same year
asFrogs, students of classics at Sydney Grammar Schoa@ wexised for their ‘power
of lucid expression, the finish of style, and tledicity in composition®>® by external
examiner and lecturer of classics at Melbourne, WC@&roll. To this day classics and

ancient history form part of the curriculum.

Following this there was a 1901 production at theversity of Melbourne and then a
gap of nearly 40 years until a production at theversity of Sydney in 1940. | have not
found evidence of a performance Bfogs in Africa until 1957, when there was a
production at Franklin D. Roosevelt Girls’ High ®ch in Harare, Zimbabwe (then
Southern Rhodesia). It is in the 1950s that perémees seem to become more popular,

with 24 of the 27 performances occurring since 1951

Geography

Whilst this chapter covers two entire continentg, productions | have found evidence
of originate from only five countries: Malawi, SbuAfrica, Zimbabwe, Australia and
New Zealand. There is no indication of any produddiin other countries. Of those five,
Zimbabwe has only mounted a single production ardMalawi Frogs is the only
classical performance for which | have found evaenAside from Malawi, the four

countries all have a rich heritage of classicafqgrarance.

The notable link between these five countries & they are all former British colonies.

To take this one step further, each of the cieslved, i.e. Cape Town, KwaZulu-Natal,

%7 The only other subject represented in the 12 trustees was Mathmatics. Legislation.nsw.gov.au
[online, accessed 17 February 2018].
98 Turney 1989: 86.
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Harare®® Sydney, Wellington, were all British settlementorae time. Many of them
are popular destinations for British expatriategstJas the early North American
productions were influenced by Britain, the perfanoe of Frogs in Africa and
Australasia was also perhaps influenced by Brigsbductions. As mentioned in the
Introduction®®? | have found multiple instances of classical penfances in African
countries that were not British colonies but noorded productions dfrogs It seems
there is something abo&trogs that appeals uniquely to English-speaking coustoie
those with a British heritage, where educationdhl@dshments look to the former
motherland for pedagogical models. Whilst formeerféh or Spanish colonies (for
example) fall outside of the scope of this thesi®e fact theFrogs has so little

performance reception there does invite furthetaagtion in future research.

Indeed the history of education in these countedélects their colonial heritage, with the
curriculum in the twentieth-century and earlierldaling the British model. The
importance of classics at Sydney Grammar Schooldiszsissed above, and the oldest
universities of Australia and New Zealand all hadClhair of Classics from their
foundation®®! Coincidentally the four oldest universities in Anagasia, Sydney (founded
1852), Melbourne (1855), Otago (1871) and CantgrlpL@73), are the four that have
performedrrogs In the nineteenth and the first half of the tvietht centuries there were
very close links between these universities and Betish counterparts and it was a
source of some prestige for a Australasian stuttee selected to continue study in

Britain or for one to receive a chair at a Britiststitution®? Teaching staff were

99 The production was in 1957, when the country was still a British colony — albeit self-governing. At the
time Harare was named Salisbury and Zimbabwe was Southern Rhodesia. The western influence can
also be seen in the fact that the production was performed at ‘Franklin D. Roosevelt Girls’ High School’.
%0 p 13,
%1 Dyer 1965: 555.
%2 Dyer 1965: 555-6.
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encouraged to spend one year in every six at &ituiisn in Britain, Europe or the U%
and, as late as 1965, 45% of teaching staff in ralegian classics departments were

British.%%4

In Africa the involvement of missionaries in thel@st schools meant an emphasis on
Latin, with the first ‘Latin school’ in South Afric opening in 1712% although Greek
was also studietf® The influence of the classics in South Africagers in studies of the
names given to slaves in the Cape of Good Hope 652-1762, with 27.3% deriving
from the classical worl&’ At university level, the study of the classics vpasticularly
prevalent at the English-speaking universitf$wo of which, KwaZulu-Natal and Cape
Town, account for four out of the five universitgopuctions oFrogsin South Africa?®®
These English-speaking universities were heavifjuemced by an influx of scholars
educated at British institutions, particularly Osdf8” In a similar fashion to British
universities of the time, prospective studentsnyf d@egree wanting to go to university in
South Africa had to have a qualification in LatimdaGreek up to 1883. At this time Greek
was removed as compulsory and Latin followed by91®8bIn Malawi the first school
was not opened by Christian missionaries until 1840its curriculum was based on that
of an English Grammar School and Latin was onéefcbre subjects until the country’s
independence in 19642 Today classics is still studied at the UniversifyMalawi

campus in Zomba.

%3 Dyer 1965: 557.
%4 Dyer 1965: 559.
%5 Lambert 2011: 25.
96 Lambert 2011: 26.
%7 Lambert 2011: 24.
%8 Cape Town, Natal (how KwaZulu-Natal), Witwatersrand and Rhodes.
%9 The fifth was at the University of Stellenbosch. See below, pp.325 and 329.
970 Lambert 2011: 67-8.
971 William 1909: 177.
972 Chirwa, Naidoo and Chirwa: 339-40.
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Frogs In the Context of Aristophanic Performance

Just as it is in North America and Britakrogs, alongsidd.ysistratg Birds andClouds
Is amongst the most popular Aristophanes for perémce in Africa and Australasia.
However, as a whole performance of Aristophanestsery popular throughout the two
continents. Within Africa, South Africa has seem tlmost performances, mainly in
universities. The 1970s was a popular time forifigant productions of Aristophanes,
with Afrikaans adaptations dBirds and Frogs a Zulu adaptation oBirds and an

adaptation of ysistrata®’3

Kevin J. Wetmore suggests that the lack of intaregtristophanes is perhaps because
African drama already has a rich tradition of pgratid comedy, and so Aristophanic
plays are not needed to fill a theatrical gap. Bgtrast, tragedy is utilised to ‘critique

colonialism from a distance or through the medidriVestern culture®

Pedagogical Interest

As seen in all of the previous chapters, the masthpent place of performance ferogs

is in educational establishments, both schoolsuainersities. Of the 27 productions, 19
took place in a school or university. Many of theversities have undertaken multiple
performances dfrogs, for example the University of Sydney in Austrdii@s performed
Frogs six timeS”® and the University of Kwa-Zulu Natal in South Afai three times. In
Africa there have been only three productions, imiglalawi®’® and one in South Africa,

outside schools and universities and in Austraiéad has been just of€.New Zealand

973 Wetmore 2002: 50; van Zyl Smit 2007: 239-40.
974 Wetmore 2002: 50.
95 |n 1940, 1951, 1962, 1972, 1983 and 1994.
976 The second was a revival of the first.
977 Although the performance, in 2003 by Omniprop Productions, did take place in a lecture theatre of
the University of Melbourne.
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is the only country to have seen multiple differpetrformances outside educational

establishments.

A few productions have incorporated participantsnir outside their respective
universities and schools. A 1993 production atlheversity of Otago in Dunedin, New
Zealand, utilised two Theatre Studies graduateswwking as professional actors in the
roles of Dionysus and Xanthias. The director andpaser, whilst also both being faculty

members in Classics and Music, were working ingssional theatre as wélf

Language, Script and Adaptation

A number of the universities of Australasia havefgrened Frogs in ancient Greek,
though none that | have found in Africa. It canbet definitely ascertained in what
language the earliest performance, at Sydney GrarScteool in 1888, was performed.
However a complete and detailed synopsis of the @bgears in the programme, which
implies that it was performed in the original laage. The University of Sydney
performed in ancient Greek in 1962 and 1972. In718& University of Adelaide
Footlights joked in the programme that the produrctis ‘in the original Greek with
Australian accents’, but a review of the producti@scribed it as using ‘a conservative
translation’?”® Although no translator is named in the programmeewiew, | find it

unlikely that the review would not have mentionkd Greek dialogue.

Adaptations of Aristophanes, and of Greek dram@eneral, have very rarely been
performed in the local languages of Africa. A proton by Nanzikambe Arts in Malawi

in 2009 was in both English and Chiche®®awhilst Kevin J. Wetmore tells us that in

978 Tatham 2001 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
979 Goers 1987.
980 See below, pp.326-7 and 330-1 for further details on the script for this production.
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South Africa ‘there are...no Zulu, Xhosa, or So#u@aptations [of Aristophanes]...only
English and Afrikaans®®! Betine van Zyl Smit has done extensive researcls@ek
theatre in Africa and, writing before Nanzikambegssion had been performed, had only
found one Aristophanes in an indigenous Africangleage?®? There were however
numerous published translations and performancAgikaans throughout the twentieth
century, since this was seen as adding legitimadieé newly recognised languaij.
Only one production oFrogs has been performed in South Africa in a languagero

than English, a 1977 Afrikaans production narbéel Paddas

Die Paddaswvas performed in Afrikaans in a translation by erScholtz. Scholtz did

not adaptrogs from the original Greek, but instead from sevétaglish and German

translations.  Translating
from modern languages
instead of the original was
common for Greek theatre
in South Africa®®* It was,

however, intended to be a

translation and not an

adaptation, and showed a

Figure 28: Xanthias, Dionysus and the donkey in Die Paddas.

significant reverence to the

Aristophanic text. To this end, the playscript i@sked over by an unknown classicist
for accuracy. It was intentionally not modernis@tthough a number of pieces of

explanation were added and Scholtz also incorpdrat@me of the parabasis of

%81 \Wetmore 2002: 51.

%82 This was Birds in Zulu in 1974. See van Zyl Smit 2007: 239-40.
983 yan Zyl Smit 2014: 987.
984 yvan Zyl Smit 2014: 993.
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Acharniang’® which he felt conveyed the same message in a simgly®®° Sadly the
production did not have the intended impact onathéience and it was pointed out in a
letter from a Dr A. Blumer that the reviews, whilsey were extremely positive, did not
mention any sort of message the play may have Aetthg, set and costume were all
praised, but it seems by not modernising the phey dreators had not allowed their
adaptation to speak to a modern audience. It wootchave been hard to incorporate a
topical message, about a troubled state needirtageoe, to a 1970s South Africa beset

by all manner of extreme political and social pevb$®®’

The use of published translations is very commao#fiica and Australasia. The various
universities have used a wide range of publishegts¢c more so perhaps than in Britain
and North America. The first production that wasrdtely performed in English was at
the University of Sydney in 1940; this used tha&gstation of Benjamin Bickley Rogers
(1902)%88 A student newspaper praised the translation, witheentioning the production
itself, saying ‘the translation is of particularcedence, being very faithful to the original,
even to the extent of preserving its metres, annggssessed of a freshness and swing
seldom found in such work?® Other productions used the translation of Dudlitg,F
David Barrett and Richmond Lattimot&. Unlike in Britain and North America, | have
found no evidence of a performance of Gilbert Mysaranslation — perhaps slightly

paradoxically given the fame of his translation ahdt Murray, the most famous

%5 A distant example of the ‘Intruded Gloss’ from the Michigan Aristophanes series, see Chapter Two,
pp.136-7, and Parker 1992.
986 yan Zyl Smit 2007: 240-1.
%87 yan Zyl Smit 2007: 242.
988 See Chapter Two, pp.120-4 for further details on Rogers’ translation.
99 Union Recorder 12th September 1940: 222.
9%0 Fitts in 1965 at the Globe Theatre, Dunedin, New Zealand; Barrett in 1977 by the University of
KwaZulu-Natal and in 2003 by Omniprop Productions in Melbourne; Lattimore in 1993 at the University
of Otago. Lattimore’s translation was only used for the basis of a script which was heavily edited by the
performers themselves — see below, p.324.
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Hellenist of his generation, was born in Austr&fiand was well-known as an opponent

of British involvement in the Boer W42

Original translations are also commonplace in #régomances in these countries, and a

number of universities have performed scripts teiad by members of the faculty. These

include performances at the
University of KwaZulu-

Natal, South Africa, in 1986
and 1988 with a script by

Professor Mervyn McMurtry

|

0\ o
7 TN 7D

Figure 29: Robin Bond as Aeschylus in 2005.

and at the University of

Canterbury, New Zealand, in

2005 with a script by

Professor Robin Bond. Unusually, Bond’s script wa®mplete and literal translation of
Aristophanes, with no modern references or chamgeaes at all. It even went as far as
to preserve the line numbers of the original. Bsldowever, not shy away from the use
of obscenity, with the opening scene in particdiéaturing more profanity than many

versions:

XANTHIAS: Shall | crack one of the usual jokes, bps
one that always makes the punters laugh?
DIONYSUS: Crack any you like, by Zeus, apart frorm‘fucked”

Beware of that — | get aroused at that.

%1 A humber of his other translations have been produced across Australasia and Africa.
92 He was very much in the minority with these views (Ceadel 2007: 222; Stray 2007: 321). His
translation of Trojan Women evoked the Boer War as analogous to the Athenian attack on Melos (Hall &
Macintosh 2005: 508-11).
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XANTHIAS: What about another gem?

DIONYSUS: All right, but not, Fneed a shlt

XANTHIAS: Why's that? What about one of the wittienes...

DIONYSUS: By Zeus,
be bold — there’s only one that | forbid.

XANTHIAS: Which one?

DIONYSUS: Do not then repeat yourself and then akeclyou’'ve %hat
yourself”

XANTHIAS: What about — “I'm carrying such a loadapmy back,

I'll fart to bust, unless someoreievesthecrap!” (1-10)

The script for the production at the UniversityQihigo in 1993 was a collaborative effort
between cast and crew, at least as far as a dalsecgnes were concerned. Whilst the
cast looked at several translations and used Riobrhattimore’s as a starting point, they
were given guidance from the director as to hovihesaene should unfold and encouraged
to alter the language to fit with their readinglodé characters. The aim was ‘to retain the
broad humour and elements of fantasy found in tlggnal Greek, but expressed in New
Zealand idiom and colloquialism®3 To fit with this idea, the character of the ‘Petilan
Lecturer was introduced to provide some exposifanreferences, such as the Initiates,
that might be unknown to a modern audience. Thiptstor the sung sections of the
production were, by necessity, more regulated hadlirector collaborated with a Greek

specialist, a musicologist and a composer on thiesly*

993 Tatham 2001 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
94 For further details, see below under Music, pp.335-6.
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Localising references within the play is a commatuwrence, even within those
productions that used an existing script. A 199qgomance at the University of Cape
Town used David Barrett’s translation, but replasemhe of the names of Greek figures.
Instead names such as Terre’blanche, Rajbansi, dé&dvand Mangope were
referenced?® For the remainder of the ancient references, tensive note was included
in the programmé&® Similarly the University of Sydney Classical Sdyis 1994

production used Barrett’s script as a starting fdint felt free to adapt it as necessary.

In 1996 the University of Stellenbosch in Southiédrmounted a brand new version of
Frogs entitledParadox®®® It was written and directed by Chris Vorster, whould go

on to act and write for several popular South Adni¢elevision series. Dionysus was not
named explicitly, but instead portrayed as a diviigere simply referred to as ‘W'.
Heracles was shortened to Herac and Pluto wasidedas the ‘Bitch Goddess’. The
cast was predominantly female and so the Dionysaisthias, Heracles and Pluto figures
were all played by actresses. The script also addeatrator character, described as the
‘Master of Ceremonies’. It was in the contest tifnat biggest changes occurred. Instead
of just two poets this contest had input from nplétiactors, who quoted everything from
the Bible to modern jokes. Within the programme sfer had printed five declarations
about what poetry should be and the audience veedao vote for the winner. Owing
to this the Dionysus-figure was essentially strgpjpé his power over theatre, and that

power handed to the audienée.

95 See below under Politics, p.330 for further details.
96 Mezzabotta 1994 [online, 17 February 2018].
97 Unknown 1994 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
9% The title Paradox comes from a pun on ‘paddas’, the Afrikaans for frogs, which is often pronounced
more like ‘parras’. See van Zyl Smit 2007: 246n59.
99 yan Zyl Smit: 244.
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A 2000 production by the Bacchanals theatre gralyellington, New Zealand, used a
completely new version which was a combinationoofr ftranslations plus the director’s
own input. Despite it being a brand new versiontiweddirector David Lawrence initially
being in favour of modernising the names and refegs, he decided, after a reading of
the David Barrett’s translation, that ‘comedy amd topicality was the reason the play
text had survived over 2000 yeat®® Even so, ad libbing was prevalent throughout the

production.

One particular production adapted the script tallocythology almost entirely. This was
the 2009 production and 2011 revival by the Nannia Arts groug®?!who are based
in Lilongwe, Malawi. Originally adapted by Williale Cordeur and rewritten for the
revival by Taonga Khonjera, this version mixes antiGreek and Chichewa. The plot
centres on Professor Dionysus and his servant Xemn#ls they travel to Ku Midima (the
underworld) to bring back someone to help savathef performance in Malawi. Once
they get there Professor Dionysus finds himselfifgavto choose between the
conservative, religious figure of Makewana, a gas$de motherhood and rainmaker, and
Du Chisiza Jnr, playwright and ‘Father of Malawidiheatrel®®> On his journey
Professor Dionysus meets other culturally signiftdslalawian figures such as Evison
Matafale, Gertrude Kamkwatira and Zwangendaba.dgividatafale (died 2001) was a
poet, musician and political activist who died undespicious circumstances whilst in
police custody?® Gertrude Kamkwatira (died 2006) was an actresgpémgvright who
was one of the first successful female playwrightMalawi. Her popularity coincided

with an increasing interest in the role of womeun &meir influence on theatre across

1000 | awrence 2000 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
1001 Nanzikambe is Chichewan for ‘chameleon’.
1002 Frogs Programme 2009.
1003 BBC.co.uk [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
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Southern Africa®*Zwangendaba (c.1785-1848) was the king of the Ngeaple from
1815 until his death. He led the Ngoni from mod8waziland to Tanzania, where they
settled as one of the most powerful groups in Bdeta. Following his death the
kingdom became fractured and today the Ngoni aeglamc group found across Malawi,

Mozambique, Tanzania and ZamM&

Of all the productions oFrogs in this thesis this one probably comes the closest
capturing the multifaceted aspects of Aristopharmay. As the programme states,
Professor Dionysus and Xanthias ‘discover thatquarince culture is more than just
entertainment...it can also involve ritual, edumat@nd political satire’. It is certainly the
only production | have come across to add a raspect to a modeffrogs, whether this

was an intentional response to the perceived réleahent in Aristophane$rogs or

whether this was something they were adding taifit their own belief of what theatre

shouldbe, is unknown.

Aside from Paradox and Nanzikambe Arts’ production, the only otheattheplaces

Aeschylus and Euripides was Mervyn McMurtry’s 198&d 1988 productions at the
University of KwaZulu-Natal. These used the fammilgairing of William Shakespeare
and George Bernard Sha#lf® As far as can be ascertained, every other prazuttis

retained the two Greek poets, and as a resultdwattifsimilar problems in representing
the contest scene for a modern audience. The @8ngtion by the Adelaide University
Footlights was generally praised as being ‘snappytp-date’ and an ‘Aristophanic panic

of gags’, but the contest scene was not as wedlived. A review of the play states, ‘After

1004 Kerr 2004: 305.
1005 7wangendaba: Encycleepedia Britannica (online, accessed 17t February 2018).
1006 See, in particular, Sondheim’s version in Chapter Five, passim, or the link between Shaw and
Euripides in Gilbert Murray’s translation in Chapter Two, pp.117-8.
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a boisterous hour of comedy that is lower thanaksis belly, lofty argument begins to

pa": 1007

Politics

In Australia the political aspect of the productioas largely been glossed over or, at
least, not addressed specifically. A newspapeasiadibout the 1940 University of Sydney
production explains that ‘the political situatiam Athens was in some ways similar to
that in which the British Empire finds itself todahough the comparison must not be
pressed too fat?%® The article was written by Arthur Dale Trendalienh Chair of Greek
at Sydney. His comment presumably draws a link betwthe British and Athenian
Empires as two powers who had recently been indolwea damaging war and were
gradually losing their overseas territories. He raksp have referred in part to the rise of
fascism in Britain, similar to the tyrants who werd in power in Athens. Trendall would
have had first hand experience of fascism in Brjtaince he was previously at
Cambridge when Oswald Mosley was invited to speadkeCambridge Union in 1933
and when violent clashes between pro and antidtsst@d to the passing of the Public

Order Act in 1936909

Passing references to contemporary political eyembsvever, were common. The
University of Sydney’s 1972 production, coming #ane year as a federal election in
Australia, contained several mentions of politjzaities!®'° Similarly Bard Productions’

2009 productionFrogs Under the Waterfrontontained reference to the 2008 New

1007 Goers 1987.
1008 Trendall 1940: 11.
1009 Boardman 1995 [online, accessed 17t February 2018]; Waterson 2009 [online, accessed 17t
February 2018]. See also Chapter Two, p.128-9 for Lucas and Cruso’s translation of Frogs, which may
have been influenced by these events.
1010 Frogs Programme 1972.
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Zealand election, and criticism of how the constweaNational Party successfully

incorporated Barack Obama’s ‘change’ message n&io bwn rhetoricd!!

In Africa, however,Frogs is often returned to its political roots. It ikdly that the
creators of these adaptations find the play apmtgpto address the extreme political
situations that the African nations find themselirethe post-colonial time period. Just
like the Athenians of 405BC, questions of what legpnext and what role theatre and
the arts might play in this would be paramount.sTits in with the general reception of
Greek theatre in Africa, where political adaptasi@me commonplace. The most famous
Is perhaps Athol Fugard®he Island a 1973 adaptation @ntigonethat criticised the
apartheid regime in South Africa and the imprisonté political opponents on Robben
Island.Antigonewas also performed by the prisoners themselvédotuoen Island in the

1960s, featuring Nelson Mandela as Créda.

The apartheid regime in South Africa had, and lsé8, a profound effect on drama in the
country, and=rogs has been no exception to that. Coming just twaosyatier the end of
apartheid,Paradox written by Chris Vorster, was a significant a@sdjoin occurred in
1996 at the University of Stellenbosch. It includeinment on the recently restructured
South African Broadcasting Corporation, affirmataation and the abolition of the death
penalty!®'® And by having the audience choose the winner ef ghetic contesf!*
Vorster brought democracy to the theatre not lofigrat had been brought to the

country10ts

1011 Stephanus 2009 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
1022 For further details on these productions, see in particular Wetmore 2002: 169-212.
1013 yan Zyl Smit 2007: 244.
1014 See above under Language, Script and Translation, p.325.
1015 yan Zyl Smit 2011: 381.
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Even productions in South Africa that do not exfliicseek to be political cannot help
but feel intrinsically linked. The 1994 UniversifCape Town production named figures
such as Terre’blanche (a White extremist) and Verdo(an apartheid supporter
previously assassinated) in place of Athenian ig@rts. It was however the parabasis
that garnered most notice, as the appeal for récien and political engagement by all
was reminiscent of Nelson Mandela’s inaugural spbeediich occurred just three days

prior to the first performancé*®

One patrticular version dfrogs had a political impact that went well beyond sienpl
theatre. The 2009 production by Nanzikambe ArtdMialawi and its 2011 revival
contained an abundance of political commentary. Jioeip are political in nature and
incorporate a political or social element in mosttleir productions, in particular
highlighting issues such as HIV and AIDS in Malakogsis a fitting play for them, as
the programme affirms their wish to create ‘positbocial change through the Arts’ and
that they ‘want to call upon Malawian audience @ice their opinions openly, and [they]

offer theatre as a platform for such expression’.

The Malawian production criticised a governmentt tdel not learn from previous
problems within the country and had presided ouet &ind food shortagé®’ In this
production the frogs themselves represented thaamdpeople of Malawi, ‘people who
cannot be kept quiet’’® To add to the political dimension, the deceasedamans
mentioned above as appearing in the play, Evisotafdie, Gertrude Kamkwatira and
Zwangendaba, all had a political as well as cultasrgnificance. Whilst the original

production passed by without much impact, a rewfahe production in 2011 saw the

1016 Mezzabotta 1994 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
1017 Baxter 2013: 211.
1018 Frogs Programme 2009.
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political message fall foul of the authorities iraMwi. The creators were called to appear
before the Malawian Censorship Board owing to thietent of the play. A Censorship
Board official stated that it was because ‘the orggrs of the Malawi Cultural Festival
asked [them] to check...the plays which some grougre to performi®® Nanzikambe
claimed that it was because ‘the play is hitting tail on the head using the dramatic

metaphorst?2°

The production was eventually allowed to go ahéad,it was not Nanzikambe’s only
interaction with the Censorship Board in 2011. AReogsthe group were performing a
play namedSemo which explored the failure of Christian governngenThe main
character was being played by Thlupegho ChiSiZaDuring this production a
Censorship Board official led armed police onto sii@ge and arrested the actor mid
performance. He was eventually charged with periiogrthe play without the permission

of the Board and fined 5,000 kwach&?

Paradoxand Nanzikambe’rogs successfully portray a political element in a wagt
has not been seen elsewhere. Whereas British anelridan productions find more
success with subtler political comment, the Afriganductions seem to resonate more
by including direct and explicit political contet/hilst the situations in South Africa
and Malawi were not completely analogous to thatrafient Greece, there were extreme
social and political problems of a different natudPerhaps in order to work properly this
element ofFrogs needs to revolve around a political and socialasion that affects

ordinary lives every bit as much as it did in Aojshanes’ Athens.

1018 Quoted in Malawi Today 2011 [online, accessed 15 April 2015].
1020 Quoted in Malawi Today 2011 [online, accessed 15" April 2015].
1021 5on of Du Chisiza Jnr, who appeared as a character in Nanzikambe’s Frogs, see above under
Language, Script and Adaptation, pp.326-7.
1022 Nyasa Times 23 December 2011 [online, accessed 30™ April 2015]. 5,000 kwacha is around £4.90 as
of February 2018, but equivalent to 9 days work at minimum wage in Malawi.
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Staging

Performance ofrogsin Africa and Australia has been on the whole eovative. Simple
theatre spaces and traditional ancient costume haga prevalent throughout. Some
productions attempted to make their version asemtittally ‘Grecian’ as possible. It is
recorded, for example, that in 1940 the Universitysydney had great trouble finding
appropriately classical looking chairs for theioguction. They eventually settled on
some folding canvas chairs which ‘are exactly rigthe striped canvas is changed for
plain material't°2® Other productions stagefrogs with a more modern twist, for
example in 1994 the University of Sydney portragrelUnderworld as a 1970s nightclub

and in 2003 Omniprop Productions in Melbourne siageir production in a classroom.

The 1977 production ddie Paddasn Cape Town seems to have gone to the extreme as
far staging was concerned. Although it was perfatinea conventional theatre space, it
was reported that nearly a ton of earth and plarte used to form the swamp on stage.

In fact, three rows of the seating had to be rerddwemake room for all of {24

Wellington, New Zealand, is seemingly the only plaghereFrogs has been staged
outdoors. The production by the Bacchanals in 2@@k advantage of Victoria
University’'s Greek theatre, which previously hadvere been used for public
performance. Everything else was kept relativetypte, with the only set being a cloth
to create an offstage area. Costume was also sisisisting of jeans and t-shirts. The

actors did however sport the traditional Aristogharhalli,}°?° and this production is the

1023 Mayfair 1940: 15.
1024 yan Zyl Smit 2007: 242.
1025 | awrence 2000 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
332



only Frogsamongst the English-speaking adaptations wheagd heard reference made

to this authentic ancient addition.

Wellington has also played host to what is periithpamost unusual of productions and

one in which the
staging is unique as far
as | have seen.
Performed by Bard
Productions and
adapted by  Paul
Stephanus, it was

entitled Frogs Under

< the Waterfront The

Figure 30: The route the audience took in Frogs Under the Waterfront. .
production was

performed, as the name suggests, in and aroundngtel’s waterfront. The action was

split into three acts and audience members woulelbeated between each one with the
first scene played in the open air. This would mfteaw the attention of non-audience
members as well. For the second act, the 25 merobéns audience who had paid for a
ticket were loaded into pedal boats and followedriysus to the next performance area,
which was actually underneath the waterfront itsélfe third section, in another area
again, featured the throne of tragedy representedrbclining armchair suspended from
the rafters of the waterfront. These sections unekgh the waterfront were, by necessity,
lit entirely with open flame lanterns. Amongst th@que problems this production faced

were heavy waves caused by the tides, children swaginearby and interruptions from

curious penguin&’?®

1026 Stephanus 2009 [online, accessed 17 February 2018].
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The production was very successful, selling outerafinitial reviews, although
performances were limited by the tide and the lavgetemperature of the water towards
the end of summeéP?’ Whilst the staging was, unsurprisingly, univerggitaised, there

were some criticisms of the production itself. Rswers commented that it could have

been shortened by 30
minutes®?® (including

travelling time it ran at
two hours with no
interval) and in

particular that the
actors struggled with

the acoustics of the

unusual performance

Figure 31: Audience members surrounded by frogs and onlookers at Frogs
Under the Waterfront.

space, often resorting to

shouting!®?® Some reviews also came with the sound advice tapwp warm and bring
a cushion™%3? Nevertheless the staging and the commitment ohtiers was praised.
Bard Productions themselves evidently regardesisuacessful, as they were considering

reviving the production as of 201%!

1027 stephanus 2009 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
1028 Nixon 2009 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].

1029 smythe 2009 [online, accessed 17" February 2018]; Atkinson 2009 [online, accessed 17" February
2018].

1030 Nixon 2009 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].

1031 personal communication from Paul Stephanus, founder and artistic director of Bard Productions and
adapter/director of Frogs Under the Waterfront on 16th April 2015. At the time of writing a repeat
performance has not happened.
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Music

There is very little mention of music in what hash written aboutrogsin Africa and
Australasia, other than to say that in virtuallyesv case there was some. Many
productions used existing music or styles of mdsictheir productions. For example
Paradoxat the University of Stellenbosch in 1996 useddVsrLa Traviatg'®? 1970s
disco music was used for the University of Sydney@94 productiot?* and the 1994
production at the University of Cape Town used, agsb other things, Gregorian Chant

for the corpse scerié€3*

In 1993Frogswas performed at the University of Otago in Dunetllew Zealand. Their
solution to the sometimes alienating presence @fctiorus was to treat the production
more as a musical comedy than a traditional pldyor@s members were auditioned
primarily on the strength of their singing, and tteemposer, who also acted as musical
director, wrote the music specifically for the sengin the production. According to the
programme the composer ‘made use of ancient musicdes to evoke a mood which is
Greek in spirit’. The music was performed live bgraall band playing flute, guitar and
synthesizer. Whilst they were guided by the contpwsi the lyrics were an important
part of the music in their own right. Input was @ivby Matt Neuburg, a musicologist,
who had previously demonstrated how ‘it is posstbleetain the sense, mood and also
the original metre in translatio®®>® and Professor Andrew Barker, expert on ancient
music. The final composition of the lyrics was uridken by Elizabeth Duke, lecturer in

Greek at Otago. The collaborative effort that wietd the chorus songs was evidently

1032 yan Zyl Smit 2007: 244.
1033 Ynknown 1994 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
1034 Mezzabotta 1994 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
1035 Tatham 2001 [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
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worthwhile, as a review of the production statex tfihe strength of [the] production is

the use of the chorus to the accompaniment ofraignusic’193®

Conclusion

Whilst | have been able to identify very few protloms occurring across these two
continents and material on them is scarce, theymtaxh history ofFrogs across Africa
and Australasia has brought to light a numbertefresting versions. The most significant
productions ard?aradox Frogs Under the Waterfronand Nanzikambe ArtsFrogs
Within the performance contexts of politics andysig, each of these productions offers
something unique not seen in the receptioRrofs elsewhere. Nanzikambefgogsin
particular is an important production due to itsmeegly unique incorporation of all the
themes present in the Aristophanic original — saglpolitical and cultural criticism, as
well as the ritual aspect that has not been seemyiother version that | have encountered.
In many ways this stems from Malawi’'s own contengpprtroubles and perhaps goes
some way to explaining why the political dimensiamely works when performed in

relatively stable countries such as Britain anduige

The productions examined in this chapter have lseeme of the most interesting in the
entire thesis, despite a lack of accessible mateii@ing to them. This is notable, since
they occur in an atmosphere with a comparative laiclacademic and commercial
theatrical frameworks that the UK and North Amepecavide. Despite the links between
Frogsand former British colonies, it does indicate tthegt further productions are from
the imperial centres and the educational structilva@sformed it, the more Aristophanic

productions are.

1036 Quoted in Tatham 2001 [online, accessed 17t February 2018].
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Chapter Eight

Conclusions

Throughout this thesis we have seen many elemeatsstophanesFrogsthat transcend
borders, both geographical and chronological. Tagyseen again and again in every
production from Oxford in the 1890s to Malawi inethiwenty-first century. This
conclusion therefore returns to the central quastidhe thesis, ‘How has Aristophanes’
Frogs been received in English-speaking performanceimiltand what can an archival
study tell us about which elements from the origplay can successfully be transferred
to a later audience?’ | will begin with a brief senation of the major themes, the two
discussed in Chapter One as the most prominefeim¢ademic reception of the play,
politics and literary criticism. | will then go do address the sub-question of ‘What does
it mean to be authentic to Aristophanegdgs?’, whilst discussing what future adaptation
of Frogsmight learn from this research. Finally | will g&st various research directions

that | have not taken, but that might inform futueeearch related to this thesis.

Politics
As discussed in Chapter One, the politicEmfgshas been a central part of the academic
debate. Whilst there are those that speak agaipstitecal reading, the evidence of its
performance history indicates that it is seen tpidmarily a political play in most cases.
There have been a number of approaches to thesiaolor exclusion of politics, which
can broadly be divided into three methods:

- an explicit political message or references;

- subtle political references without saying anythaxglicit;

- complete removal of all political content.
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The most obvious example of the first approach ddaé the 201Frogs at Theatro
Technist®®” which incorporated a heavy-handed anti-US aspeits tadaptation. It also
tried to liken this to the politics of the originah comparison which proves to be
misguided, not least because the politics of tiggraal cannot be agreed on. The approach
was more successful in Nanzikambe Art’s productioMalawi % which was openly

critical of the government and called for positsaeial change inspired by the arts.

Most adaptations fall into the second group, algiotinere is a large range of treatments
and arguably some overlap with the first categSogndheim’s versioft*® for example,
contained some clear criticisms of George W. Bbslh these were individual lines and
the ending contained no specific advice, insteaghssting the audience should work
towards change themselves. A number of productakesthe step of replacing the names
of Greek politicians with contemporary ones, imptyicriticism. The Cambridge
University production in 2012*°had the Empusa turning into David Cameron and Nick
Clegg, but comedically emphasised the omissiomefpolitical questions at the end of
the contest because they couldn’t think of an gmpaite question for the contemporary

setting.

At the other end of the spectrum in this secondgmaty come productions of which the
content was not explicitly political, but nevertég$ were viewed that way by audience
members. Of particular note are the parabasegifiliatro Technis (1967} and Cape
Town (1994342 productions, which audiences linked to the pditgituations in Greece

and South Africa respectively.

1037 Chapter Four, pp.220-8.
1038 Chapter Seven, pp.330-1.
1039 Chapter Six.
1040 Chapter Four, pp.228-32.
1041 Chapter Four, pp.204-6.
1042 Chapter Seven, p.330.
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The third approach is to leave politics out emir@lhis is not a common approach for
commercial productions, but most productions iniAantGreek have done this, until the
Cambridge production in 2013. A handful of isolatednmercial productions have done
this as well, notablyAlmost Nothing to do with Fro§¥® and Hecate Theatre’s
production'®** The former focused on pure comedy, whilst thetattas more interested

in the literary aspect of their adaptation.

Literary Criticism

The contest sequence and the literary criticismtatoad within it have been a
problematic element of the play from the very firgicorded performance, with
adaptations finding it difficult to sustain the cedy begun during the first half. Most
adaptations cut the scene down radically in sing;, one adaptation | know of kept it at
more than half the length of the play, as it ististophanes’ script®*® A number of
school productions in particular have simply & scene out altogether, and none has
staged the contest and nothing else. Neverthéésan integral part dfrogs as implied

by the emphasis on it in the academic receptiothefplay, and by its considerable

influence on other plays.

Replacing the two poets has been experimented iwithany productions. The most
popular choice has always been William Shakespedngh makes some sense but
causes problems of its own. The Bard’s unique joosih the English-language ensures
that audience members will always be far more kedgéable of his works than those

of his adversary. Also on account of his primacthmhistory of English-language drama,

1043 Chapter Three, pp.214-6.
1044 Chapter Three, pp.232-6.
1045 Hecate Theatre in 2015. See Chapter Three, pp.232-6.
339



we could never realistically believe that he migbt win the contest. In the history of the
performance reception dfrogs we have seen Shakespeare win out against George
Bernard Shaw (repeatedly), Harold Pinter and Jamseh. It is rumoured that Dudley
Fitts even considered using Shakespeare for laisstation’246 setting him up opposite

John Drydert®’

Some isolated productions have taken a complet#fgrent approach, altering the basic
poet versus poet structure to do something elseis Glorster's 1996Paradox®4®
presented artistic manifestos instead of individardists. The final decision was then
made by the audience themselves rather than byyBusn(or at least his equivalent in
Paradoy. David Greenspan’Brogs in 2008°° took yet another approach. It retained
Aeschylus and Euripides, but they spent the conétstg on the personas of several
modern playwrights, poets and authors. These difteapproaches to the contest are very

much isolated and unique, however.

Aside from these unusual productions, no one haserhto replace Aeschylus and
Euripides with figures from outside literature amdy once with a figure who wasn't a
playwright%? Several academics have made suggestions ovedémity of these
contestants, from both inside and outside the&dith Hall, in her review of Fiona
Laird’s mobile production ofrogs for the National Theatre in 1996, argued that the
nearest equivalent in modern culture to Atheniaandr was cinema, and that when
Aristophanes produceBrogs tragic theatre was not much more than a centidy o

making our temporal relationship with cinema, ineehin the 1890s, strikingly similar.

1046 Discussed in Chapter Two, pp.133-5.
1047 Walton 1987: 375-6.
1048 Chapter Seven, p.325.
1049 Chapter Five, p.262.
1050 Jane Austen in Hecate Theatre’s version. See Chapter Four, pp.232-6.
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She suggested that the equivalent to Aeschylugrims of their ‘foundational’ role in
classic cinema, would be Orson Wells or Alfred Haack, who could be pitted against
Quentin Tarantind®>*Mary English suggested that the modern equivaterdeschylus
might be John Ford, Pier-Paolo Pasolini, John Waynidarlon Brandd®®? She stated
that in this version all of the most obvious eqléws to Euripides are still livintf?®
naming Martin Scorsese, Quentin Tarantino, Normailév and Gore Vidal. Mary-Kay
Gamel also made a number of suggestions, for exabgilveen ‘playwrights who do
political theater in different ways’, naming Tonwghner against Tim Robbins or Alan
Bennett against David Hare. She also suggestedisiog playwrights, hypothesising
instead a contest between a right-wing singer andcdB Springsteen or between
filmmakers with differing approaches such as Mid¢iMeore, Oliver Stone and Stephen

Spielberg'®®

Pedagogy

This thesis has demonstrated how the majority ®@prformances dirogs, for the first

one hundred years, occurred in educational setti@fjsall the productions identified,
around three quarters were performed by a schaahieersity, with many more having
strong links to educatiolf>® As stated in the Introductidfi®® this has manifested itself
in practical ways, through the inclusion of chagastor situations explicitly or implicitly

reminiscent of educational ones, but also throughexploration of deeper themes of

pedagogy.

1051 Broadcast on BBC Radio 4’s Kaleidoscope, 28" February 1996.
1052 English 2005: 131.
1053 At the time of writing. Norman Mailer has since passed away.
1054 Gamel 2007: 225.
1055 For example: Almost Nothing to do with Frogs (2012) was performed by former Eton students;
Hecate Theatre (performed Frogs in 2015) is made up of Bristol University alumni; the National
Theatre’s Frogs (1996) was part of a programme aimed at young people; US productions in Arkansas
(1989), St Croix Falls (2014) and Seattle (2017) were part of children’s summer camps.
1056 ppy 18-20.
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If we return to the pedagogical themes picked ouhe Introduction, we can examine

some of the ways in which these were addresseddayuptions:

Canon: any production that elects to change the idestinf Aeschylus and
Euripides is making its own judgement on canon sadShakespeare, Shaw,
Pinter and Austen can all be seen as canonicaénaritn these circumstances
Shakespeare always wins, because ligeisanonical writer in English-speaking
world. Versions ofrogsin other settings provide their own canon: forrapée
Target Margin’s 20080ld Comedy After Aristophanes’ Froggave us an
American one, with Aeschylus, Euripides and Diorsysaking on the roles of
James Joyce, Gertrude Stein, Walt Whitman, Mark ifwBugene O’Neill,
Tennessee Williams, Arthur Miller, Nathaniel Hawthe, Herman Melville.
Filthy Frogsin 2000 was written for a drama department anféatured Bertolt
Brecht and Antonin Artaud, whilst Tony Keen’s pladnproduction at a Science

Fiction convention was meant to include writergvaht to that audience.

Elite culture: excepting the Fleeming Jenkin production in 18h&, earliest
performances ofFrogs were all at private schools and elite universit2sring
the twentieth century, however, this changedfmogiswas brought to a different
audience. This democratisation &rogs began with a production at the
appropriately named People’s Theatre, Newcastl#98Y. Since then university
and private school productions have still dominatad performance ofrogs
outside these has increased dramatically. The Somdrersion has played a large

role in this, since it brougtfrogs to both Broadway and Central Lond®a’

1057 Even if the Broadway production ‘played only to audiences who could afford $95 tickets’ (Gamel
2007: 225).
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Another production which stands out is Douglas Y@snScots-language
Puddocks(1958), which both railed against the perceivatisel of English-
language theatre and attempted to place itself gatdne elite of Scottish theatre.
Also relevant is the 1996 National Theatre produgtwhich toured to areas of
the country which had not otherwise séeags. 2014 also saw the first university
production at a former polytechnic, when the Somdhersion was performed at
Anglia Ruskin. Despite thigsrogs still has an elite status amongst schools, as |

have not been able to find any evidence of anyymtains in a UK state school.

The educative power of literature and drama in paricular: many of the
productions embrace the idea of the poet as adealh attempting to convey
some kind of message through their performancesta®d above, | argued in
Chapter One that the primary lessorFobgs was to inspire debate, in the same
way productions such as those of Sondheim, the Wnerheatre and
Nanzikambe Arts, whilst containing clear criticismf their respective
governments, avoided specific advice in lieu opinag debate. Additionally,
one of the reflections drogs Crisis in Heavendeals with this issue directly by
having Robert Burns and Alexander Pushkin debate ‘Tihhe Poet and His

Responsibility’, chaired by Aristophanes.

The link between theatre and citizenship in Crisis in Heaven one of the

debating positions is that a poet ‘is a man like st of us, with the obligations
and duties common to all in any civilised communipy6). In those productions
that do provide advice, it is often political aritetefore demonstrates the link
between theatre and citizenship. The principal @ggres taken to the political

content of the plays were summarised above; howgvsrworth additionally
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highlighting Karolos Koun’'srogs, which was particularly resonant with Greek
citizens on both the left and right side of postat a time of social and political

turmoil in their home country.

Authenticity and Adapting Frogs Today

As | stated in the introduction, authenticity ip@blematic and often underexamined
aspiration. The adaptations discussed have ramgeddutdoor productions in Ancient
Greek with Greek-style costumes, to plays thahate@ecognisable as a versiorFobgs
Productions such aRed Frog&®® and Almost Nothing to do with Fro¢8° are not
claiming any authenticity, but | would agree with\id Wiles when he says directors and
adapters ‘have touched on something authenticatekswhich is worth bringing to the
present%%However, since | argued in Chapter One that thia mian of Aristophanes’
Frogswas to encourage people to think, perhaps ituth&ntic’ for a modern production

to do the same.

Leaving aside the idea of authenticity, it seerearcthat a successful productiorFobgs

has to be created for its own time and place, asstAristophanes’ play was. The
Aristophanic references do not make sense to amedelience not educated in classics,
and so too topical references in any of the pradostdiscussed would make less sense
the further we move from their original performanttes not just time, but also place
that influences an adaptation. Graham Ley’s ver§i®ifeaturing numerous references
to figures in the world of drama, was appropriageduse it was aimed at those with

knowledge of this world. Similarly when Michael Em&%? states he ‘oppose[s]

1058 Chapter Five, pp.256-7.
1059 Chapter Four, pp.214-6.
1060 Wiles 2000: 179.
1061 Chapter Four, pp.212-3.
1062 Whose translation was discussed in Chapter Two, pp.159-61.
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“modernized” scriptst®? that is fine for a performance in an academidrsgtbut the
claim is harder to defend in a commercial one. filost effective productions | have seen

use an original script which is adapted for thairtigular time and place.

Future Research

There are several potential directions in whicleaesh stimulated by this thesis might
develop. In Chapter Two | suggested that there usmresearch to be done into the
sudden interest in translating Aristophanes thatuoed during the late eighteenth
century, but there are also new avenues which baemed up within the sphere of

theatrical performance reception.

Firstly on the more general, theoretical levelptighout the thesis | have mentioned
several areas that are under-theorised and thhatteaory as does exist tends to neglect
Aristophanes. Performance, as well as related isiees as authenticity, the success of a
production, and performability in translation, drfficult to theorise because there is such
a subjective element to them. Nevertheless attehgus been made, and | would like to
see this taken further, perhaps with more of anhesig on Aristophanes. A follow-up to

Theorising Performancemight be appropriate.

With regard toFrogs itself, a more international overview of the pkyerformance
reception might achieve much. | have pointed ocatRFnogsis seemingly not as popular
in countries that do not have a strong Britishuafice. An in-depth survey Bfogsand
other Aristophanic performance in countries sucliri@ce, Germany and Italy could
discover whether this hypothesis is indeed truegmdome way to explaining why that

might be. There are also a number of interestimglyetions ofFrogs for which | have

1063 Ewans 2010: 29.
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found evidence but have not been able to researttef°% There is probably enough
material so far uninvestigated for an entire radegroject focused solely on British

productions.

Within the geographical boundaries of this thesis, clear there is room for additional
research on Aristophanes in Australasia and Afiitas is particularly true of Australia,
where there has been no concentrated researclt@ma@reek theatrical reception. This
is despite the presence of a large Greek expattaatenunity and a number of scholars
who might take an interest in this sort of reseaP&Hwithin Africa as well there is room
for further research. South African theatre is wvdeltumented, but the rest of that
enormous continent is comparatively neglected. Giew important the African
productions have proved to be in interpreting tiidgymance reception &rogs°®°they

could prove to do the same for other Greek plays.

Finally, of particular interest to me would be ra@sd into the wider relationship between
the ancient world and modern musical theatre. Aigoclassical themes in opera have
been investigatet!®’ the currently more widely enjoyed popular art faxhthe ‘musical’
has been neglected. | gave a brief survey of tlee 0§ Greek and Roman Classics on
Broadway in Chapter Five, and John Given has writte Aristophanes and American

musical theatré?8but there are many more interesting examples frorass the world.

1064 Eor example: one of the few Irish productions, (The Making of) The Frogs after Aristophanes (2012),
which involved actors and directors with learning difficulties; The Frogs (Extended Dance Remix),
performed at the University of Leeds in 1991; and Last Stop on the Circle Line, an adaptation the APGRD
records as having occurred sometimes between 2001 and 2004.
1065 Graham Ley of the University of Exeter for example, has published on both Australian and ancient
Greek theatre, but never together.
1066 And indeed the same might be argued for Antigone, see Chapter Seven, p.329.
1067 See for example McDonald 2001; Brown and Ograjen3ek 2010; Hall 2013: Chapter 9.
1068 Given 2015.

346



Stephen Sondheim would be the most appropriaténgigoint for this, given the high-

profile nature of botlrrogsandA Funny Thing Happened on the Way to the Forum

Final Conclusion

For the final conclusion | return to Nathan Langisestion that opened the thesis:
‘Wouldn’t it be amazing if this play, which coma®in the very origins of theatre, from
where it all started, could say something to pedptiay?’ | believe this thesis has
comprehensively demonstrated that the answer te’sajuestion is that, yes, the play
can say (or, as | said in Chapter GPf8, ‘can...be madeto say’) something to a
contemporary audience. Its particular strength pgeee of performance lies in how it
can reflect on the role and value of theatre fromudtitude of perspectives: from the
political, literary and pedagogical perspectiveghlighted in this conclusion, which
interact both with one another and with a wideigenof tensioned issues summarised in
the Introductiont?’® Ultimately it invites us to ask what is, and wkhbuld be, the place
of theatre in society. At the same tinferogs can use theatre to reflect on those
perspectives directly, addressing both their plaitein the wider community and their
relationship to the past. In this way it contingesnvite its audiences to question the

purpose of literature, of pedagogy, of historycafon, in the ZLCentury.

Frogsis at its best as an object of reception when tsedk questions, provoke debate
and entertain, rather than preach or give speatigce. This is very much what | argue
Aristophanes’ version was intended to do, to dotwirags Euripides claims he has

done: to have ‘encouraged these people to thinK1X9This neatly returns us to

1069 p 44,
1070p 12,
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Aeschylus’ and Euripides’ defining characteristiof good poetry:se&iotng and
vovbeoia, entertainment and inspiratidftogs should, as Sondheim’s lyrics put it:
Bring a sense of purpose,
Bring the taste of words,
Bring the sound of wit,
Bring the feel of passion,
Bring the glow of thought

To the darkening earth.
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Appendix One

Frogs Outside the Theatre

This short appendix takes a different approach fiteermain body of the thesis, and looks
at some of the ways in whiélrogshas been received outside live theatrical presenta

In some cases there is a strong crossover betveetih¢atrical reception and what is
recorded here, and in other cases the mode oftresdp completely distinct. Unlike
some other Greek playBrogs and in general the entire corpus of Aristophaoays,
has undergone very little interpretation and usagside the theatre. There is nothing,
for example, comparable to Freud’s reading@eflipus TyrannusHowever there are a
number of isolated pieces of reception that us@ldein some way, usually by invoking
the frog chorus. This chapter is by no means exhaus and indeed such an undertaking
could require a thesis of its own — but it doedude as many significant instances as |

have come across during my research.

Literature

There are a number of examplesFobgs being referenced across a broad spectrum of
different literary genres. The oldest and mostregeng is the 1937 crime nov€bme
Away Deathby Gladys Mitchell. Mitchell (1901-83) was a crimevelist who invented
the recurring character Mrs Bradley, similar to &gaChristie’s Miss Marple. Alongside
Christie and Dorothy L. Sayers, Mitchell was onetloé three popular female crime
writers of the early 20th century. Whilst her boeksre extremely popular at the time,

this popularity did not endure in the same way hegile’s.

Come Away Deatlfeatures Mrs Bradley travelling to Greece to tagkaat in the

experiments of Sir Rudri Hopkinson, an amateur agologist intent on recreating the
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Eleusinian Mysteries in the hopes of summoninggibés. As is to be expected from a
crime novel, the experiment goes awry and the selvéead of one of the party is
discovered.Frogs is involved indirectly since each of the chapterdeaded with a

quotation from the play. The play itself is not mened in the text, though Aristophanes
is referenced when Mrs Bradley quotes him whilstha archaeological museum in
Athens. It does not say what lines she quotesoan fvhich play (p.43). Often the chapter
headings have only passing relevance to the chapteh as Dionysus asking what he
will pass on the way to HadeBrpgs 110-5) for Chapter Two (p.25) that features Mrs
Bradley and her party travelling and ‘lacchus, ©claus’ Erogs 316-7) for Chapter

Three (p.44) featuring cultic rites.

Mitchell was educated at Goldsmith’s College anaversity College London where she
received a diploma in European history. Despitesuecess as a writer she continued a
career as a teacher until her retirement in 861For the latter part of her career she
taught at the Matthew Arnold School in Staines, igtshe was known to have written a
number of plays for the students. These includedrsé based on classical myth and a
translation ofFrogs!°’2with which she was familiar as we have seen fremuse of it

in Come Away DeattShe would later revisit Greece in the Mrs Bradieyel Lament
for Leto (1971). Whilst not a direct sequel as suclCtone Away Deatht does share
some characters and references the murder fropréhv@us novel. For the quotations in
Come Away DeatMitchell uses the 1936 translationfrfogsby D.W. Lucas and F.J.A
Cruso, the most recent translation published gdahe novel®”® Mitchell clearly had

extensive knowledge of classical myth and litemttor as well as her detailed recreation

1071 Stringer 2004: ODNB [online, accessed 17" February 2018].
1072 pjke 1976: 250.
1073 See Chapter Three, pp.128-30.
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of the Eleusinian Mysteries she also quotesliiad!°’* and details from several other
myths. Given Mitchell’s interest in the classicdahe fact that Lucas and Cruso’s
translation was written to accompany the 1936 perémce at Cambridge, it is perhaps
not inconceivable that she might have attendedp@iformance and that it in turn may

have inspired the use Bfogsin Come Away Death

Other than this the referencesfimgsthat | have found are small isolated instancés, al
referencing the frog chorus themselves. The aufhana Gabaldon, in her bestselling
Outlanderseries, has twice quoted the ‘Brekekekex ko-amXaaf the frog chorus. The
series combines history, romance, mystery and seiéation and features eight books
(as of 2014). The first book in the seri€@utlander (or Cross Stitchin the UK and
Australia), tells the story of a Second World WaitiBh nurse, Claire Randall. After
falling unconscious she awakens in eighteenth-cgrgotland, where she meets and
falls in love with a Scottish clansman, Jamie Frakater novels feature the pair, their
family and other characters and they continue thdirentures across different time

periods.

The fourth book in the serieByums Of Autumnwas released in 1996 and features the
first use of the frog chorus. In the book Clairel alamie find themselves in colonial
America, and in one chapter come across a frogqhenmdad. After Jamie asks Claire if

she hears the frogs singing, the following occurs:

He extended the toe of his shoe and gently protiteedquat dark shape.
“ ‘Brekekekex, ko-ax, ko-ax,” “ he quoted. “ ‘Brekekex, ko-ax, ko-ax!" * The

shape hopped away and disappeared into the maistisdby the path.

1074 |n the translation by Peter Quennell.
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“I always knew you had a gift for tongues,” | saanused. “Didn’t know you
spoke frog, though.”
“Well, I'm in no ways fluent,” he said modestlyTHough I've a fine accent, and

| say it myself.” (p.257)

Following this there is no further mention of thred. The fact that the text states ‘he
guoted’ imply that the words are not being usea i@&salistic imitation of the frog’s sound.
There is no mention of Aristophanes Fnogs explicitly, but Jamie was educated and
attended university in Paris. In the 2011 ndust Scottish Prisonef from thelLord John
series, which is interconnected with Datlandernovels — it is stated that Jamie speaks

ancient Greek and does have an awareness of Aretegs.

The second use of the frog croaking occurs in @@®2eventh novel of the series, entitled
An Echo in the Bondn one chapter a character named William Ellesmére son of
Jamie but raised by an English lord, hears frogk addresses them with the familiar
‘Brekekekex ko-ax ko-ax'. After which he thinks ‘@Hrogs seemed unimpressed with
guotations from Aristophanes’ (p.496). This timestgphanes is mentioned by name and
as the adopted son of a lord, it is not inconcde/éat William would also have come

across the classics in his education.

The origins of these quotations is unknown curgen@abaldon studied biology and
ecology to PhD level and was a lecturer in envirental science at Arizona State
University, so it is possible that she perhaps caness-rogswhile studying the animals

in the real world.
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There is also another curious link betwéengs and the world of science. Two books
written by physicists — although the two are froerwdifferent branches of physics —
have referenced the frog chorus. The first by Agasribiophysicist Harold J. Morowitz
comes from his 1993 collection of ess&gropy and the Magic FluteOne particular
chapter (pp.191-4) covers the subject of the waglabal frog population and is entitled
simply ‘Brekekekex, Ko-ax, Ko-ax!". Morowitz statekat he chose this title as ‘The
relentless ‘brekekekex, ko-ax, ko-ax’ is perhapualsglic of our great difficulty in dealing
with environmental problems sensibly’ (p.194). Hane collection of essays includes
another classically inspired titlgdoc, Chaos chagsand Chaos’ (pp.208-11) which opens
by explaining the origins of the word as it appedrdesiod’sTheogonyl14-6. Morowitz
studied at Yale during the 40s and 50s, and sonwakoubt familiar with ‘Brekekekex’

from Yale’s ‘Long Cheeri®”®

The second reference appears in a 2014 fictionldgvthe Indian Astrophysicist, C.V.
Vishveshwara, entitletdniverse Unveiled: The Cosmos in My Bubble Batie book
follows a series of conversations between two dtarg, as they explore a history of
science from the ancient world to today. Whilststiappens a number of fantasy
situations are created by the bubble bath. In aty gmrt of the book they meet
Aristophanes, who explains to them the originshefd¢onstellation of Orion. In order to
help with this story, Aristophanes summons the egadomFrogswho sing parts of the
tale. As Aristophanes begins his story the frogg si new version of their chorus:

Brekekekex koax koax

Brekekekex koax koax

Oh, oh, Orion, hunter in the sky

You squashed a mighty dragon? Could you squat?a fly

1075 See Chapter Five, p.268.
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You own a club, eh? A night club you run?

Are you a bouncer? That must be fun!

Holding up a lion’s skin, a lion that hardly bites

Cut it up into pieces, man, and wear them as tights
Oh, oh, Orion, hunter in the sky.

Brekekekex koax koax

Brekekekex koax koax (p.13-4)

The frogs continue to sing throughout the storgrafthich Aristophanes disappears to be

replaced with Aristarchus of Samos. Aristophanes the frogs do not appear again in

the novel. It is a short and suitably madcap apgea for the chorus.

Radio

There have been a number of radio performancdsrags throughout the twentieth
century. In 1947 a dramatized version of GilbertrMy's translation was performed,
introduced by Murray himself. Later in 1947 it wWlasadcast again and followed by
scenes read in Greek by the cast of the Univeo$iGambridge production that had also
been performed that ye®’® The scenes were introduced by the academic irgehar

the Greek plays at Cambridge, J.T. Sheppard (1888)1°7*

The broadcasts were not, in Murray’s mind at leastcessful. Murray had rewritten part
of his translation to remove visual jokes, to siggtpcharacter entrances and to change
certain ancient references to more common langddgename ‘Dionysus’, for example,

was replaced with ‘Bacchu&®’® However, on listening to the broadcast, Murray ratd

1076 See Chapter Four, p.228-9.
1077 Wrigley 2014: 853.
1078 Wrigley 2014: 854.
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feel they had gone far enough and was disappointtdthe results?’® Despite this
Murray has happy with the positive feedback heiveckpersonally, even if the press
reception agreed with Murray’s initial fears. A rew by W.E. Williams inThe Observer
stated of the listener that, ‘there is much whidffles him unless he enjoys a close
knowledge of the local and topical objects of Asfstanes’ satiret? It was evidently
successful enough to warrant a repeat performanigkioay’s script with a new cast in

1951.

Film and Television

Frogsand Aristophanes have failed to penetrate maestiscreen media deeply. Aside
from a number of non-English films based loysistratathere have been no big-screen
versions of Aristophanic comedi&¥!1 have found no direct references to Aristophanes’
Frogs though there was one reference to the Sondheisiove In the television show
Smasha fictional series about the creation of a Broaghmusical based on the life of
Marilyn Monroe, there is a scene in the episdtile Movie Staf82where the composer
of the musical, Tom Levitt, is having a discusswith his boyfriend. We join halfway
through the conversation, but it is clear from dledogue that they are discussing their
favourite Sondheim musicals. Tom nankesgs as his favourite, to which his boyfriend
reacts with surprisekrogs here is used as the butt of a joke for those famwith
Sondheim’s work: that a Broadway composer shoutibsé the play as Sondheim’s best

Is a statement to be met with incredulity.

1079 Wrigley 2014: 855.
1080 Quoted in Wrigley 2014: 856.
1081 Excepting a number of films inspired by Lysistrata such as The Second Greatest Sex (1955) and Spike
Lee’s 2015 Chi-Ragq.
1082 Originally broadcast on NBC 16th April 2012 and written by Julie Rottenberg and Elisa Zuritsky.
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Despite the absence of the play from mainstreamaneg can find numerous examples
of the use of the play in amateur flmmaking. Tast lten years has seen an explosion of
creativity that has given rise to a whole host@ivimaterial for study. Sadly these works
are often seen as inappropriate for serious arsalyst they can be just as valid in terms
of cultural history as the theatrical productiortsalre already discussed. If nothing else,
they are at least indicative of hd#ogshas infiltrated the public consciousness to enough
of an extent to be interesting to amateur filmmake\ll of the films discussed are

available to view free on youtuB&?

The most elaborate of the films was simply tifldee Frogsand was made by All Around
Films in 2007. Written and produced by W.A. Garndteaver, Alec Krongaard and
Nathan Riddle, it is an animated version with destgminiscent oSouth Park They
used an entirely new script which features the manaf a supermarket and his
stereotypical Mexican assistant travelling to Gathfa to seek out help with advertising.
Arnold Schwarzenegger appears in place of Heragkeschylus and Euripides appear as
the rival advertisers, with each giving a very distec summary of why their advertising
is better. Euripides states his adverts are ‘more to life and logical’ whilst Aeschylus
states his are ‘idealised and portray a heroic fafdartue’. After Dionysus can’t decide,
an unknown floating figure appears and tells the &dvertisers to type their best adverts
into a supercomputer, which then picks Aeschyluthasvinner. The figure states ‘if the

machine says that Aeschylus is the best adverttsem,it must be true’.

The film includes a number of cross-references éonents in the Aristophanic original.
For example, instead of rowing across the lakeniBas and Xanthias have to pass a

border control point to enter California. Owingth@ Xanthias character being Mexican,

1083 Accessed 13th May 2015.
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he is forced to walk around the control point, @stXanthias was forced to walk around
the lake because of his citizenship status. his Xanthias stand-in who encounters the
frogs, although they do not attempt to hamper hagyess and make traditional frog
noises, instead of ‘Brekekekex’. Whilst this coble an attempt by the filmmakers to

make a point regarding Mexican immigration, it & an obvious one.

The film is an interesting take ¢imrogs one that manages to cram the entire play into six
minutes and 14 seconds. It does not attempt toeaddany of the political and social
concerns of the original, content only to reprodtieemain plot points of Aristophanes.
It does, however, perhaps touch on the idea tletchoice between the two poets is
essentially an arbitrary one, with Dionysus pickiagrandom. In this instance the
machine picks via an unseen mechanism, with thiesidacaccepted simply because ‘it

must be true’.

There have also been several trailers to hypotietarsions ofrogs created. The first
Is pitched as a trailer for the original 405 BC g¢wotion, although filmed in a modern
style. It promises a ‘New OIld Comedy' ‘From the Dysia-winning creator of
Lysistrata’. The video is very cleverly directedésemble a trailer for a modern comedy,
even including a modern rock track as backgroundsicnuappropriately entitled
‘Highway to Hell’. There has been no attempt to make action on the trailer look
authentically Greek and the characters wear vesiclzmstume over their normal clothes
— a towel thrown over the shoulder, for examplee Tharacters hold paper plates with
faces drawn on them, in lieu of masks. No detdilhe creators are given; the name of

the uploader is given as Aristophanes.
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The commitment to the 405 BC setting goes beyoaditheo itself and into the youtube
description and comments. The description asksaa¥@le/ote for our play in this years
[sic] Dionysia competition.” The creators have aisade a number of youtube accounts,
with names such as ‘Aristophanes Obsessed’, ‘Dianffan’ and ‘Young Plato’, to
comment on the video, parodying modern youtube centsnas well as classical figures.
One comment, for example, complains about Aristapeamaking fun of Euripides’
death, saying ‘I still think it's insensitive. Eprides just barely died.” There is even a post
that makes fun of ‘spam’ adverts in comments tlags sl made over 500 drachmas a
month working from home, painting pictures of draomgpottery. It may sound too good

to be true, but trust me it’s all real! But you baw click now!

A second trailer was created as part of a clagsgrament to create a modern trailer to an
ancient Greek play, uploaded by Robbie Matthewstebd of a straightforward comedy,
this trailer portrays-rogs as more of an action adventure comedy. It usesdis’
description of the journey to Hades (136-64) aso@eover, whilst showing clips of
Dionysus’ and Xanthias’ journey. The two travellars portrayed as politicians seeking
a new speech-writer. To fit with the genre, greataphasis is given to the Empusa, with

plenty of footage of Dionysus and Xanthias runramgy.

A number of other amateur films take a simpler apph to reproducingrogs One,
uploaded by youtube user ‘arklanbc’, uses grapimcscharacters from the video game
World of Warcraftto recreate the underworld scenes of the firsttimg®f Aeacus and
the maid. The words are subtitled rather than dEmbrand the translation used is
Richmond Lattimore’s. In-game actions are usedaduray parts of the action, such as
Xanthias sponging Dionysus when he soils himsetf Hre swapping of the clothes.

Another version uses Benjamin Bickley Rogers’ thaiien to create a recording of the
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entire of the play. It was uploaded as part of Aueliobook Encyclopedia created by
Librivox, who make recordings of public domain &xising volunteer voice actors. The
productions are a collaborative effort, where eacice actor records their lines

separately, which are then edited into the rigbdearThe end result is a mix of accents
and recording quality, but gives us a free audiébeersion ofFrogs that otherwise

wouldn’t exist.

Other Instances

This section covers a selection instances thatduoat fit into any of the categories above
and are too brief a mention to warrant their ongnsent. In many ways this is the most
interesting section, demonstrating hBrogshas penetrated a number of disparate media

and — to the best of my knowledge — only appearexach of these media once.

< g‘,w\rp‘\.
(%)

L i Perhaps the earliest use @&frogs

%
2@
AVOT % ONYO

outside the theatre was at the
University of Oxford in 1867. A
caricature drawn by Sydney Prior Hall
and featured in the Oxford weekly
magazine parodied the debate between

prospective Professors of Poetry John

Ruskin and John William Burgon. As

part of the caricature the two were

portrayed having their works weighed

Figure 32: Sydney Prior Hall’s caricature.

by Dionysus and the scales from the
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play198* This was well prior to Oxford’s 1892 production Bfogs but shows how

familiar the play was already to the Oxford studeamd faculty:%8°

A German postcard fron GESANGSVEREINIG BUIE

‘”‘—é"' DER -

\@ tonga. Sl

T

1900 also featured the fro
chorus. It appears to hav
been released by th
‘Gesangsvereinigung  de

Disconto-Gesellschaft’, 4

B pennypostcards.com

singing society attached t

Figure 33: The German postcard featuring the frogs.

the Disconto-Gesellschatf

banking organisation, for Winterfest. The postcandws a number of frogs playing
instruments and singing. The text translates agl‘Al day long the sound of their
comical songs: Quak-quak-quak-quak-ureckeckeck&tKElse ‘quak’ sounds similar to

‘coax’ and the ‘ureckeckeckeckeck’ is perhaps irepby ‘brekekekex’.

Perhaps the most unusual appearance of the glathis 2002 video ganfénal Fantasy

XI. Made by Japanese developer Square Enix, the igarimassively multiplayer online
role-playing game’ in which players interact witaca other and computer-controlled
characters in an online world. The game has ad$srgetting and players complete quests
in order to improve their characters. One such fgige$Aht Urhgan Assault’ which
requires players to defeat four animals, one ofctwhs a frog creature called the
‘Brekekekex’. Appropriately, the Brekekekex is atlesummon ‘chorus Toads’ to assist

it in battle. The names are the same in the origlapanese version of the game. The

1084 \Wrigley 2007: 141.
1085 1t js likely Frogs was studied at Oxford at this time, and certainly was from 1872 onwards. See
Chapter Three, p.15.
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Figure 34: The ‘Brekekekex’ from Final Fantasy XI.

game seems to draw on all
manner of sources in
naming its  characters,
including disparate elements
of real world mythology:
one of the other animals
involved in this quest is the
‘Yalungur’, a bird creature
involved in  aboriginal

creation mythology.

Classical names from all backgrounds are well epreed across the game, we see for

example an Aurelian, a Cerberus, a Hades and aduve

Conclusion

These examples add little if anything to a disaussabout a theatrical adaptation of

Frogs They do, however, prove to what extent the plas Ipenetrated public

consciousness and how often it is re-used in populiéure. Often viewers might come

across these references without even realisingenvtiery are from. But the fact that

creators from disparate fields, from cartoonistastrophysicists, and from as far away

as India and Japan, have usedgsin their work shows just how broad the appeahdf t

play has been.
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Appendix Two

List of Frogs Productions in Britain, North America, Australasia and Africa

Date Title Type Country Company Theatre Script Note Chapter|

1836 Frogs Extracts UK St Paul's School St Pauf's School, Ancient Greek 4
London

. Fleeming Jenkin’s Fleeming Jenkin’'s John Hookham
1873 Frogs Translation UK Theatre Theatre, Edinburgh Frere 2,4
- King's College .
1874 Frogs Unknown UK King’'s College Schoo Ancient Greek 4
School, London

1876 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 4
London

1883 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 2,4
London

1884 Frogs Unknown Australia Sydney Grammar Sydney Grammar Unknown 7

School School
1888 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 4

London
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Dulwich College,

1891 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Ancient Greek 4
London
1892 Frogs Extracts UK Harrow School Harrow School Ancient €ke 4
- . . Accompanying
1892 Frogs Original UK Unlversny of O>.<ford University of Oxford Ancient Greek | translation adapted from 2,4
Language Dramatic Society ,
Frere's
University of the
1892 Frogs Unknown USA University of the South  South, Sewanee, Unknown 5
Tennessee
1894 Frogs Extracts UK Eton School Eton School Ancient Gree 4
1895 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 4
London
1895 Frogs Original UK St John’s School St John's School, Ancient Greek 4
Language Leatherhead
University of the No evidence from
1896 Frogs Extracts USA University of the South  South, Sewanee, Ancient Greek 5

Tennessee

university of production
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Accompanying

1897 Frogs Original UK Downside College Downside College, Ancient Greek | translation adapted from 2
Language Bath ,
A.L. Kynaston’s
1898 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 4
London
1899 Frogs Unknown UK Eton College Eton' College, Ancient Greek 4
Windsor
1900 Frogs Unknown UK Radley College Radley Col!ege, Ancient Greek 4
Oxfordshire
1901 Frogs Unknown Australia University of University of Unknown 7
Melbourne Melbourne
1902 Frogs Original Canada University of Trinity University of Trinity Ancient Greek 25
Language College College, Toronto
1902 Frogs Translation USA Beloit College Beloit Clollegef Belott Unknown 5
Wisconsin
1904 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 4

London
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University of the

1905 Frogs Original USA University of the South ~ South, Sewanee, Ancient Greek 5
Language
Tennessee
Radl Il .
1906 Frogs Unknown UK Radley College adley Co .ege, Ancient Greek 4
Oxfordshire
1908 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 4
London
1909 Frogs Unknown UK Monmouth School Monmouth Schoo Unknown 4
1909 Frogs Original UK Umversﬂy of O>.<ford University of Oxford Ancient Greek 4
Language Dramatic Society
1911 Frogs Translation UK Somerville College, University of Oxford Gilbert Murra 2,4
g University of Oxford y y ’
1911 Frogs Unknown UK University of Leeds University of Leeds Gilbert Murray NA
1913 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 4
London
1913 Frogs Translation USA University of Cincinnati University of Joseph Edward 5

Cincinnati

Harry
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1913

Frogs

Translation

USA

American Internationa

American
International College

Gilbert Murray

Il L
College Springfield, Mass.
. hn Hookham
1913 Frogs Translation USA Kenyon College Kenyon College Jo Freor?e a 2
. . . .. | University of Miami, .
1913 Frogs Translation USA University of Miami Oxford, Ohio English 5
Temple University,
1916 Frogs Unknown USA Temple University Philadelphia, Unknown 5
Pennsylvania
Alpha Kappa Chi
1917 Frogs Extracts USA sorority, Wellesley Wellesley College, Ancient Greek 5
Massachusets
College
1919 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 4
London
1924 Frogs Unknown USA YaIeIUnlverS|.ty. vale University, New Unknown 5
Dramatic Association| Haven, Conneticut
1927 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 4

London
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Experimental College,

Experimental College
University of

No evidence from

c.1927 Frogs Unknown USA University of . . : Unknown . . . 5
. . : Wisconsin-Madison, university of production
Wisconsin-Madison : .
Wisconsin
Oklahoma College for i
1929 Frogs Translation USA Women Department of Oklahoma College fo Gilbert Murray 5
Women
Speech
University of University of
1930 Frogs Unknown USA Pennsylvania Dramatic Pennsylvania, Unknown 5
Club Philadelphia
1930 Frogs Unknown UK St Edwards School St Edwaras School, Unknown 4
Oxford
.| Original University of University of
1930 | Vatrachoi Language UK Edinburgh Edinburgh Unknown NA
. Balliol Players, . .
1931 Frogs Translation UK University of Oxford Touring Gilbert Murray 2,4
1931 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 4

London
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St Bartholomew's

St Bartholomew’s

1932 Frogs Unknown UK Grammar School, Gilbert Murray NA
Grammar School
Newbury
Bates College Bates College,
1933 Frogs Unknown USA Department of Speech  Lewiston, Maine Unknown °
University of California University of
1933 Frogs Unknown USA Department of Speech . . Y Unknown 5
California, Berkeley
and Drama
University of California University of
1935 Frogs Unknown USA Department of Speech . . Y Unknown 5
California, Berkeley
and Drama
Lebanon Valley Lebanon Valley
1935 Frogs Unknown USA College Department of College, Annville, Unknown NA
Greek Pennsylvania
- : . . . Accompanying text by
1936 Frogs Original UK UnlverS|_ty of UnlverS|.ty of Ancient Greek D.W. Lucasand F.J.A| 24
Language Cambridge Cambridge
Cruso
1936 Frogs Unknown USA Montana State Montana State Unknown 5

University

University, Bozeman
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Providence College

1 F k A i
936 rogs Unknown usS Department of Greek Providence College Unknown NA
Sock and Buskin Brown Universit
1936-7 Frogs Unknown USA Dramatic Society, 4 Unknown NA
. i Rhode Island
Brown University
. Balliol Players, . .
1937 F T lat . .
93 rogs ranslation UK University of Oxford Touring Gilbert Murray 4
P 1
1937 Frogs Unknown UK People’s Theatre eople’s Theatre, Unknown 4
Newcastle-upon-Tyne
. Winona State
. Winona State Teacher
1938 Frogs Translation USA Inona State Teacheris Teacher’s College, Unknown 5
College
USA
. . . . : . Benjamin Bickley
1940 Frogs Translation| Australia University of Sydney Univeysof Sydney Rogers 2,7
Wellesl I .
1940 Frogs Extracts USA Wellesley College ellesley College, Ancient Greek 5
Massachusets
. Yal i it [ i
1941 Frogs Translation USA ae.UnlverS|.y. vale University, New Burt Shevelove 5,6
Dramatic Association| Haven, Conneticut
heffield E tional Little Theat
1945 Frogs Unknown UK Sheffield Educationa e Theatre, Unknown NA

Settlement

Sheffield
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Wellesley College,

1945 Frogs Extracts USA Wellesley College Ancient Greek 5
Massachusets
1946 Frogs Translation UK Somerville College, University of Oxford Gilbert Murra 2,4
g University of Oxford y y ’
Original University of University of .
1947 Frogs Language UK Cambridge Cambridge Ancient Greek 4
1947 Frogs Unknown UK Charterhouse Schoo Charterhouge Schoo Ancient Greek 4
Godalming
. Balliol Players, . .
1948 Frogs Translation UK University of Oxford Touring Ancient Greek 2,4
Original Randolph-Macon Randolph-Macon
1949 Frogs Langua o USA Women'’s College Women'’s College, Ancient Greek 5
guag Department of Greek USA
1949 Frogs Extracts USA Wellesley College Wellesley College, Ancient Greek 5
Massachusets
1951 Frogs Unknown Australia University of Sydney University ®ydney Unknown 7
1952 Frogs Translation UK People’s Theatre, People’s Theatre, Gilbert Murray 2,4

Newcastle-upon-Tyne

Newcastle-upon-Tyne
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Balliol Players,

1953 Frogs Translation UK University of Oxford Touring Gilbert Murray 2,4
Wellesl Il .
1954 Frogs Extracts USA Wellesley College ellesley College, Ancient Greek 5
Massachusets
1954 Frogs Extracts USA University of Michigan Umyer_s 1ty of Unknown NA
Department of Speech Michigan
. Marionette Theatre of .
1956 Frogs Translation UK Peter Arnott Bangor Gilbert Murray NA
. Balliol Players, .
1957 Frogs Translation UK University of Oxford Touring Unknown 4
Franklin D. Roosevelt Franklin D. Roosevel
1957 Frogs Unknown | Zimbabwe L Girls’ High School, Unknown 7
Girls’ High School
Harare
The Reid Gouns, : .
1958 The Translation UK University of St University of St Douglas Young 4
Puddocks Andrews
Andrews
Merton College and
1958 Frogs Translation UK Wadham College, Touring Dudley Fitts 2

University of Oxford
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The

1958 Puddocks Translation UK Sporranslitters Edinburgh Douglasiig 4
1960 Frogs Unknown New Rosalie & PaFnc Carey Unknown Unknown NA
Zealand Productions
1960 Frogs Translation USA lowa State University lowa Statevénsity Peter Arnott 2
, : , o [ ity of
1960 Frogs Translation USA University of Michigam Unlyer§| Yo Peter Arnott 2,5
Michigan
¢.1960- Frogs Original Ireland High School of Dublini  High School of Dublin Ancient Greek 4
9 Language
Wellesl Il .
1961 Frogs Extracts USA Wellesley College ellesley College, Ancient Greek 5
Massachusets
1962 Frogs Original Australia University of Sydne University of Sydney Ancient Greek 7
g Language y yaney y yaney
1962 Frogs Original UK King’'s College London King's College Ancient Greek NA
Language London
1963 Frogs Extracts UK Dulwich College Dulwich College, Ancient Greek 4

London
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Balliol Players,

1964 Frogs Adaptation UK University of Oxford Touring Chris Patten et al 4
. New Rosalie & Patric Carey Globe Theatre, .
1965 Frogs Translation Zealand Productions Dunedin Dudley Fitts 2,7
1965 Frogs Translation UK . Artg Theatre, . Art§ Theatre, Hubert Chalk 4
University of Glasgow| University of Glasgow
1966 Frogs Translation UK Duthy Hall Duthy Hall, London Davighrrett 24
. Oriel College, . .
1966 Frogs Translation UK University of Oxford Oriel College, Oxford Dudley Fitts 4
St Bartholomew’s St Bartholomew’s
1966 Frogs Unknown UK Grammar School, Unknown NA
Grammar School
Newbury
1967 Frogs Unknown Canada Odyssey Productions Poor Alex Theatre, Unknown 5
Toronto
H hnis of In demotic Greek with
1967 Frogs Translation UK Theatro Technis o Aldwych Theatre Karolos Koun “simultaneous 4

Karolos Koun, Greece

translation” into
English. Performed at
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Aldwych Theatre,
London

Wellesley College,

1968 Frogs Extracts USA Wellesley College Ancient Greek 5
Massachusets
1969 Frogs Unknown UK Unknown Unknown (Farnham)) Unknown NA
The Frogs .
1969 and Adaptation UK Unity Theatre Group Unity Theatre, Raymond Cross, NA
London Bert Bennett
Co...Axed!
1970 | The Frogs| Unknown UK Northcott Theatre Touring Unknown NA
1971 Frogs Original UK King’'s College London King's College Ancient Greek NA
Language London
: King’ hool,
1971 Frogs Unknown UK King’'s School Ing's Schoo Unknown NA
Canterbury
. . Oriel College, .
1971-2 Frogs Translation UK Oriel College University of Oxford David Barrett NA
1972 Frogs Original Australia University of Sydne University of Sydney Ancient Greek 7
g Language y yaney y yaney
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Balliol Players,

1972 Frogs | Adaptation UK University of Oxford

Touring Unknown 4

Yale University Yale University, New| Burt Shevelove,

1974 F Adaptati A ) :
9 rogs daptation US Repertory Theater Haven, Conneticut | Stephen Sondheim

2,5,6

Medicine Show
Theatre Ensemble, Carl Morse 5
New York

Medicine Show Theatr
Ensemble

11°}

1975 Frogs Adaptation USA

Cape Province

1977 Die Translation Squ th Performing Arts Board Nico Malan Theatre, Merwe Scholtz Performed in Afrikaans 7
Paddas Africa Humansdorp
(CAPAB)
: . University of
1977 Frogs Translation So.u th | University of KwaZzulu- KwaZulu-Natal, South ~ David Barrett 2,7
Africa Natal .
Africa
1977 Frogs Original USA Wellesley College Wellesley College, Ancient Greek 5
Language Massachusets
, Richmond
1978 Frogs Translation USA East West Players Los Angeles . 5
Lattimore
1978 Frogs Unknown UK Corpus Christi College, Corpus Christi Unknown NA

University of Oxford College, Oxford
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Crimson Masque,

Little Theatre,

Burt Shevelove,

197 F Adaptati :
979 rogs daptation USA Monmouth College Monmlcl)"unt(r)ligollege, Stephen Sondheim NA
Worcester College, Worcester College,
1981 Frogs Unknown UK University of Oxford Oxford Unknown NA
1982 Frogs Original USA Wellesley College Wellesley College, Ancient Greek 2,5
Language Massachusets
1983 Frogs Unknown Australia University of Sydney University ®ydney Unknown 7
George Savvides,
. . Theatro Technis, | Ted Creig, George
1 F . .
983 rogs Adaptation UK Theatro Technis London Sawides, David 4
Dearlove
Odyssey Theatre
1983 Frogs Adaptation USA Odyssey Theatre Ensemble, Los Burt Shevelove,. NA
Ensemble .. .| Stephen Sondheim
Angeles, California
1983 | The Frogs| Unknown UK Eccles College Eccles College Mike Bidje NA
1985 Frogs Extracts USA Wellesley College Wellesley College, Ancient Greek 5

Massachusets

376




South

University of KwaZulu-

University of

1986 Frogs Adaptation Africa Natal KwazZulu-Natal Mervyn McMurtry 7
1987 Frogs Original Australia University Qf Adelaide Unlvers!ty of Ancient Greek 7
Language Footlights Adelaide
1987 Frogs Translation UK Wilson’s School Wllson§ School, David Barrett NA
Wallington
1988 Frogs Original UK King’'s College London New Theatre, King's Ancient Greek 4
Language College London
1988 Frogs Unknown Australia University of University of Unknown NA
Melbourne Melbourne
. South | University of KwaZulu- University of
1988 Frogs Adaptation Africa Natal KwazZulu-Natal Mervyn McMurtry 7
Frogs: An
Aquatic . Truman College, Burt Shevelove,
1988 Musical Adaptation USA Pegasus Players Chicago, lllinois Stephen Sondhein 6
Comedy
Arkansas Arts Center
. Arkan Art nter
1989 Frogs Adaptation USA Summer Theatre ansas Arts Cente Unknown 5

Academy

Little Rock
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University of

University of

1989 Frogs Adaptation USA California, Santa Cruz California, Santa Cruz Audrey Stanley °
Community Opera in
1990 Frogs Adaptation UK Ealing Experience Old Brl_e::]?(;i Baths, S?eur:s:esvoerll?j\r/\z’im 6
(COEX) P
Theatr Taliesyn / Theatr Taliesyn,
1991 Frogs Unknown UK Waberi Cardiff Unknown 4
1991 Frogs Translation UK London Small Theatre Shaw Theatre, London  Fiona Laird 4
Company
: . . Burt Shevelove,
1991 Frogs Adaptation UK Coventry Polytechnig ~ Coventry Polytec Stephen Sondheinh NA
1991 Frogs Unknown USA Miracle Theatre Group Portland, Oregon Unknown 5
The Frogs
(Extended . . . .
1991 Dance Unknown UK University of Leeds University of Leeds  Alan Greaves NA
Remix)
1992 | The Frogs| Unknown UK Manchester Grammar Manchester Grammay Unknown NA

School

School
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Wabash College,

1992-3 Frogs Unknown USA Wabash College Indiana Unknown NA
Translation/ New . . . : Richmond
1993 Frogs Adaptation | Zealand University of Otago University of Otago L attimore 2,7
Oxford University o
, . Double bill with
1993 Frogs Translation UK Classical Drama Oxford Playhouse Unknown ouble bill wi . 2,4
. Women of Trachis
Society
1993 Frogs Translation USA D uns.ter House, University of Harvard, David Barrett 2
University of Harvard Massachusets
1993 | The Frogs| Unknown UK University College University College Unknown NA
London London
1994 Frogs Translation| Australia University of Sydney Univeysof Sydney David Barrett 2,7
1994 Frogs Translation SO.Uth University of Cape University of Cape David Barrett 2,7
Africa Town Drama Society Town
1995 Frogs Adaptation Canada Ancient Comic Drama| St Michael’s College, Unknown 5

Company

Toronto
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Pilgrim Centre for the

1995 Frogs Unknown USA Pilgrim Centre for the Arts, Seattle, Amy Sarno- 5
Arts : Fradkin
Washington State
. Theatre Three, Dallas| Theatre Three, Dallas, Burt Shevelove
1 F Adaptat A ’ ’ ’ | NA
995 rogs daptation us Texas Texas Stephen Sondhein
. South Universiteit Universiteit .
1996 | Paradox | Adaptation Africa Stellenbosch Stellenbosch Chris Vorster 7
1996-7 Frogs Adaptation UK Royal National Theatre CotteLs;(r)]ZOTnheatre, Fiona Laird Also toured 4
1997 Frogs Unknown New Nayland College Nayland College, Unknown NA
Zealand Nelson
1997 Frogs Adaptation USA Oregon State Universjty Oregon S_tate Unknown 5
University
Bridge Theatre
. Bridge Theatre Company, Boston .
1997 Frogs English USA Company Centre for the Arts, Dudley Fitts NA
Massachusets
1997 Frogs Unknown UK Westminster School Westminster School, Unknown NA

London
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Gorilla Theatre

1998 Frogs Translation USA . Various Unknown 5
Productions
. Chandler Studio
1998 Frogs Unknown USA Chandler Studio Theatre, Los Angeles Unknown 5
Theatre .
California
1998 Frogs Adaptation USA Atlanta Shakespeare| Atlanta Shakespgare Doug Kaye NA
Players Players,Georgia
Conestoga Valley
1999 Frogs Unknown USA Conestoga Valley Higf High School, Unknown NA
School Lancaster,
Pennsylvania
Filthy . . . . ,
2000 Frogs Adaptation UK University of Exeter University of Eter Graham Ley 4
New Studio 77
2000 Frogs Adaptation Bacchanals amphitheatre, David Lawrence 7
Zealand :
Wellington
2000 Frogs Translation Canada University of Victoria ~ Univeysif Victoria Jennifer Wise 5
2001 | The Frogs| Unknown UK JACT Repton School Unknown NA
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2001 | The Frogs| Unknown Australia Sydney Grammar Sydney Grammar Unknown NA
School School
2001 Frogs Unknown UK University College University College Robert Ireland NA
London London
Leeds Grammar
2001 Frogs Unknown UK Leeds Grammar Schopl School Unknown NA
Last Stop
¢.2001- Or.l the Adaptation UK Unknown Unknown Pippa Meeks NA
4 Circle
Line
2002-3| The Frogs| Unknown UK Hereford Cathedral Hereford Cathedral Unknown NA
School School
2003 Frogs Translation| Australia| Omniprop Productions University of David Barrett 2,7
Melbourne
2003 The Adaptation USA Bryn Mawr College Bryn Mawr Col!ege, Rianna Ouellette 5
Squirrels Department of Greek Pennsylvania
Frogs: A Lincoln Center Lincoln Center Burt Shevelove,
2004 New Adaptation USA (Repertory Theatre) (Repertory Theatre),| Stephen Sondheim, 2,4,5
Musical P y USA Nathan Lane
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University of Harvard

University of Harvard,

2004 Frogs Unknown USA Classical Club Massachusets Unknown NA
New University of University of
2005 Frogs Translation Canterbury Department Canterbury, Robin Bond 7
Zealand . .
of Classics Christchurch
2007 Frogs Adaptation UK Hampton Court House Hampton Court House Unknown NA
School School, London
Greek Cultural Center,
2007 Frogs Unknown USA Greek Cultural Center New York, USA Unknown 5
Target Margin
2008 Frogs Adaptation USA Target Margin Theater Theater, New York, | David Greenspan 5
USA
2008 Frogs Unknown UK Iris Project University College Unknown NA
London
Frogs New The Waterfront
2009 | Under the| Adaptation Bard Productions . ’ Paul Stephanus 7
Zealand Wellington
Waterfront
2009 Frogs Translation UK University College University College Unknown NA

London

London
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Queen’s University,

2010 Frogs Unknown Canada Queen’s University| Kingston, Ontario Unknown 5
William le
2011 Frogs Adaptation Malawi Nanzikambe Arts Nanzikambe Arts Cordeur, Tawonga 7
Nkhonjera
Freefall Theatre Burt Shevelove,
2011 Frogs Adaptation USA Freefall Theatre .| Stephen Sondhein NA
Tampa Bay, Florida
Nathan Lane
. P.S. 122 and Hourglass Performance Space
2011 | Red Frogs| Adaptation USA Group 122, New York Ruth Margraff 5
2011 Frogs Translation USA Fault Line Theatre Fourth Street Theatre Unknown NA
New York
2011 | The Frogs| Unknown UK Bolton School Bolton School Unknown NA
Almost
Nothing
2012 To Do Adaptation UK Double Edge Drama Underbelly, Dan Byam Shaw, 4
. Edinburgh Dan Clark
With
Frogs
2012 Frogs Translation UK JACT JACT Unknown 4
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(The

Making of)
2012 The Frogs Adaptation reland Equinox Theatre KCAT Arts Centres, Unknown 4
after Company Callan
Aristopha
nes
. . - : . - Burt Shevelove,
2013 Frogs Adaptation Canada University of Trinity University of Trinity Stephen Sondhein 6
College College, Toronto
Nathan Lane
, Judith Affleck,
2013 Frogs Translation UK JACT JACT Clive Letchford 2,4
2013 Frogs Adaptation UK Bedales School Bedales School Katykéfa 4
George Savvides,
2013 Frogs Adaptation UK Theatro Technis Theatro Technis, | Ted C.r e1g, Geo.rge 4
London Sawvides, David
Dearlove
. University of Cambridge Arts . Double bill with
2013 Frogs Adaptation UK Cambridge Theatre Ancient Greek Prometheus 4
2013 Frogs Adaptation USA Tisch School of the Tisch School of the Unknown NA

Arts

Arts, New York
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Anglia Ruskin

Burt Shevelove,

2014 Frogs Adaptation UK ArLngrl]lseF:;fkm University, Stephen Sondhein 6

y Cambridge Nathan Lane

Zero Hour Theatre
. Company, Wessex Berkoff Studio,
2014 Frogs Adaptation UK Academy of Performing Weston super Mare Unknown NA
Arts
2014 Frogs Translation USA St Croix Festival Franklin Squgre Black Unknown NA
Theatre Box, St Croix Falls
Alma Theater, Cain| Burt Shevelove,
2014 Frogs Adaptation UK Alma Theater Park, Cleveland | Stephen Sondhein NA
Heights Nathan Lane
2015 Frogs Adaptation UK Hecate Theatre Touring Charles Scherer 4
Company
2015 Frogs Reheqrsed UK Almeida Theatre Almeida Theatre, Unknown 4
Reading London

2015 Frogs Unknown UK Bedford School Bedford School Unknown AN
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McCandless Hall,

2015 | The Frogs| Translation USA Athenian Players Athens State Francis Blessington 2
University
Mike Lippman,
2016 | The Frogs| Translation USA Randolph College Randolph College, Diane Arnson NA
Lynchburg .
Svarlien
2016 | The Frogs| Translation USA Elmira College Elmira gglrll((ege, New Unknown NA
House on the Hill Burt Shevelove,
2017 Frogs Adaptation UK . Jermyn Street Theatre Stephen Sondheim, 6
Productions
Nathan Lane
Bayfest Youth .
2017 Frogs Extracts USA Bayfest Youth Theatre Theatre. Seattle Robert Shampain NA
Dublin University -
2017 Frogs Translation Ireland Classical and Trinity College Unknown 4

Archaeological Society

Dublin
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