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Abstract

Critical interpretations of Euripidean tragedy have often focused on political issues that
are central to these plays, or on the poetic innovations that are present throughout Euripides’
oeuvre. Only rarely have these two subjects been broached simultaneously. This divide,
however, is unnecessary and unfortunate, as many forms of Greek poetry regularly addressed
ideas of a political nature —which is to say of import to the polis—and often took their meaning
from the specific civic contexts in which they were performed. As such, tragedy’s ability to refer
to or employ external poetic forms has the potential to acquire a political dimension,
illuminating or even problematizing the civic and political issues central to the dramas. It is
thus a mistake to divorce the study of Euripides’ poetic pursuits and innovations from that of
his investigation and critique of contemporary Athenian society and politics: these aspects

inform each other, and should together inform our understanding of Euripidean tragedy.

It is this intersection of politics and poetics that I set out to examine in this dissertation.
In it, I argue that Euripides’” engagement with different poetic works and genres is not simply a
product of his interest in the literary tradition, but that it is closely related to his exploration of
political questions that were relevant to the world of his audience. As I demonstrate, Euripides

refashions these various poetic forms as part of a process of challenging and critiquing

vii



Athenian cultural and political values, and in so doing he also questions and redefines the place

and purpose of these poetic forms within contemporary Athenian society.

Over the course of four chapters, I look at three different tragedies and four different
poetic works and genres that form the (sub)textual backbones of these dramas. In chapter one, I
examine the echoes of the Iliad in Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis. Here I argue that the presence of
the Homeric text in the IA forms a critique of the dynamics of authority in democratic Athens,
while the vast differences between the Homeric and Euripidean armies serve to undermine the
common notion that the Homeric epics contained lessons on leadership. In the second chapter, I
turn to the epinician language and themes that run throughout the Heracles, and contend that
the tragedy exalts epinician poetry and values, a stance that is at odds with the reception of the
genre in classical Athens. In chapter three, I analyze the presence of the paean in the Ion, and
assert that Euripides’ use of the genre problematizes the fusion of mythical identities that the
drama enacts, and raises doubts about the use of paeans as a means to propagate local and
colonial identities. In the fourth and final chapter, I return to the Iphigenia at Aulis to explore its
allusions to Aeschylus” Agamemnon, and show that the IA overturns the Aeschylean depiction of
Clytemnestra as a threat to male society because of her ability to so easily deceive Agamemnon.
By inverting these roles—making Agamemnon the deceiver and Clytemnestra the deceived —
the IA rejects the Aeschylean notion that deceptive speech was a specifically feminine attribute,
and suggests that it is the duplicity of male leaders that represents the true threat to Athenian
society. Each of these chapters examines an issue that lies at a juncture of the poetic and the
political, and demonstrates that these aspects of Euripidean tragedy are fully intertwined. My
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analyses are informed by readings of Thucydides, Xenophon, and other contemporary sources,
all of which serve to show that the problems with which Euripides is engaged —both the poetic

and the political ones—were of particular relevance to the world of his Athenian audience.



Introduction

Scholars of Euripides have generally focused either on social and political aspects of his
tragedies, or on literary and aesthetic questions.! Titles alone tend to reveal this variance: Daniel
Mendelsohn’s Gender and the City in Euripides’ Political Plays clearly falls into the political
category, while Shirley A. Barlow’s The Imagery of Euripides: A Study in the Dramatic Use of
Pictorial Language obviously focuses on literary questions.? To some extent, this subdivision of
scholarship may be an oversimplification, but it is nevertheless useful insofar as it effectively
illustrates the fact that scholars have rarely attempted to simultaneously approach both the

socio-political and the literary aspects of Euripides” work.?

This divide, however, belies the fact that it is often difficult to disentangle the poetic and
the political within the context of Greek poetry. In order to understand this point more fully, it

may be useful to first define what is meant by “political.” Generally speaking, I define as

! As Donald Mastronarde said in 2000, something which by and large still holds true today, “[i]f some in a previous
generation made the error of seeing only the ‘literary” side of Greek tragedy, this does not justify falling into the
opposite extreme of recognizing only a ‘non-literary” side.” (Donald J. Mastronarde, “Euripidean Tragedy and Genre:
The Terminology and its Problems,” in Illinois Classical Studies 24/25 [1999/2000]: pp. 23-39.

2 Daniel Mendelsohn, Gender and the City in Euripides’ Political Plays (Oxford, 2002); Shirley A. Barlow, The Imagery of
Euripides: A Study in the Dramatic Use of Pictorial Language (London, 2008).

3 There are, of course, exceptions to this rule (e.g. the work of Charles Segal and Simon Goldhill), but Euripidean
scholarship generally falls into one of the two categories mentioned above. One recent book that does examine
precisely this intersection in Euripides, but which was published too late to be included in this dissertation, is
Victoria Wohl, Euripides and the Politics of Form (Princeton, 2015).
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“political” those values, ideologies, and beliefs that were widely seen as intrinsic or directly
related to the polis, its institutions and processes (the politeia), and its members qua members of
the community (the politai). Some concrete examples of such political values and beliefs would
include conceptions of leadership, definitions of citizens and citizenship, the roles,
responsibilities, and privileges these citizens had within the polis, and the ethical or moral

principals that governed social and political relationships within the polis.

Greek tragedy constantly explored these types of issues, and often in a manner that was
especially relevant to the Athenian polis. This is apparent in the plays I examine in this
dissertation. The Iphigenia at Aulis, for example, tackles questions of leadership within a
“democratic” army, and the types of speech that these leaders would use to persuade their
audiences. The Ion, on the other hand, examines and redefines notions of Athenian mythical
and civic identities. And the Heracles focuses on the peculiar relationship that develops between
a heroic individual (Heracles) and the poleis of the tragedy. All of these topics are political
insofar as they concern the values of the tragic communities, and as we shall see they were also
of particular interest to the Athenian polis at the time that the tragedies were produced. In short,
there is little question that these plays in particular, and Greek tragedy more generally,
addressed political issues that were relevant to the audiences before which they were

performed.

Nor was Attic tragedy a unique form of poetry in this respect. Throughout the canon of

archaic and classical Greek poetry, we regularly see the articulation of political values that were



specifically related to the communities by whom and before whom they were performed. For
instance, epinician odes in honor of Olympic victories were generally performed at the victor’s
home polis upon his return, and frequently addressed the tensions surrounding the victor’s
relationship with his fellow citizens. Paeans, on the other hand, often focused on the
dissemination of a specific ethnic or civic identity to which all members of a polis (or a group of
poleis) could subscribe and relate. The Homeric epics do not perhaps express the same overt
interest in inculcating specific political values,* but much of the action takes place within
“political fields”® and focuses on the social relations between different individuals and groups.
Furthermore, the “Homeric narrative seeks to guide the audience’s judgment about central
moral concerns...[which] have political implications.”® This fact was not lost on the Greeks,
many of whom believed that Homer’s texts were a repository of knowledge concerning, among
other things, “the administration of cities.”” Much like tragedy, each of these poetic forms

shares a persistent ability to explore values that were essential to political communities.?

4 Though some scholars have taken the stance that the Iliad and Odyssey attempt to instill in their audiences a
specifically elite ideology. See Ian Morris, “The Use and Abuse of Homer,” Classical Antiquity 5 (1986): pp. 123-25, for
a summary of these viewpoints; and Ruth Scodel, Listening to Homer: Tradition, Narrative, and Audience (Ann Arbor,
2002), pp. 173-212. Scodel argues that while “the poems support an aristorcratic order” (p. 188), their “political
implications are easily forgotten in its humanistic and inclusive appeal” (p. 212).

51 borrow the term from Dean Hammer, The Iliad as Politics: The Performance of Political Thought (Norman, OK, 2002),
p- 26.

¢ Scodel, 2002, p. 181.

7 Cf. e.g. Plato, Rep. 599c: dlowkijoewv tdAewv. This view was by no means universal —indeed Plato himself seems to
reject it—but it was clearly a common one in classical Greece. For more on the subject, see below in Chapter One, pp.
104-109.

8 I will address the political dimensions of epic, epinician, and paean in greater depth in the chapters which are
dedicated to their re-use by Euripides, but a representative sample of scholars who have discussed these issues
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Where Attic drama was unique, however, was in its capacity, due to its length and
structure, to incorporate different poetic genres and forms within it. As a tragedian, Euripides
was able to employ and allude to different poetic modes, and to do so before an audience that
could identify (and identify with) these forms of poetry. On the one hand, this is obvious, as
tragic choral odes and monodies often present themselves as versions of particular types of lyric
songs.’ Less obviously, these distinct poetic forms can be crucial drivers of the action that we
see on-stage, and the filter through which the audience may better understand the various
extra-theatrical questions that the Greek tragedians were constantly posing.’® Moreover, among
the tragedians, Euripides is notable—especially in his later plays—for his use of and
experimentation with different poetic genres.!" Yet despite the interest in both the “poetics” and

the “politics” of Euripides” plays, and despite the potential for a tragic poet to explore civic

would include, for Homer: Gregory Nagy, The Best of the Achaeans: Concepts of the Hero in Archaic Greek Poetry
(Baltimore, 1979); James Redfield, Nature and Culture in the Iliad: The Tragedy of Hector (Durham NC, 1994); Hammer,
2002; Elton Barker, Entering the Agon: Dissent and Authority in Homer, Historiography, and Tragedy (Oxford, 2009). For
Pindar’s epinicians: Kevin Crotty, Song and Action: The Victory Odes of Pindar (Baltimore, 1982); Leslie Kurke, The
Traffic in Praise: Pindar and the Poetics of Social Economy (Ithaca, 1991); Bruno Currie, Pindar and the Cult of Heroes
(Oxford, 2005). And on Pindar’s paeans: Ian Rutherford, Pindar’s Paeans: A Reading of the Fragments with a Survey of the
Genre (Oxford,2001), pp. 83-90; William D. Furley and Jan Maarten Bremer, Greek Hymns: Selected Cult Songs from the
Archaic to the Hellenistic Period vol. 1 (Tiibingen, 2001), pp. 88-91; and Barbara Kowalzig, Singing for the Gods:
Performance of Myth and Ritual in Archaic and Classical Greece (Oxford, 2007), passim.

° Examples include the choral paean in S. OT 151-215, or the thrénos that Electra sings in S. EI. 86-120.

10 For more on this vast subject, cf.: Eric Csapo, “Later Euripidean Music,” Illinois Classical Studies 24/25 (1999/2000):
pp. 399-426; L.A. Swift, The Hidden Chorus: Echoes of Genre in Tragic Lyric (Oxford, 2010); Swift, “Genre and
Performance: Paeanic and Epinician Healing in Euripides’ Alcestis,” in Greek Drama IV: Texts, Contexts, Performances,
eds. David Rosenbloom and John Davidson (Oxford, 2012), pp. 149-68; Sarah Nooter, When Heroes Sing: Sophocles and
the Shifting Soundscape of Tragedy (Cambridge, 2012).

11 See for example, William Furley, “Hymns in Euripidean Tragedy,” in Illinois Classical Studies 24/25 (1999/2000): pp.
183-97; Swift, 2010. Of the eleven tragedies Swift examines, seven are Euripidean, and five of them from the second
half of his career.



ideologies through various forms of poetry, little work has been done to see if Euripides” poetic

innovation is consistently connected to the political and civic dimensions of his plays.

The example of the Ion shows how difficult it is to disentangle poetic experimentation
and political considerations in Euripidean tragedy, and it also suggests the potential benefits of
trying to understand both aspects at once. On the one hand, it is obvious that the incorporation
of paeans in the Jon is a poetic endeavor that Euripides undertakes, not least because he takes
great liberties with the form and substance of these songs. At the same time, insofar as paeans
had their own political dimensions, Euripides’ experimentation with the genre has the potential
to recall this political dimension and to thus take on one of its own. This is especially true since
the political values that were regularly asserted by Greek paeans are the same ones that are
explored in the Ion, namely the propagation of a civic identity that relates to the audience of the
tragic (and by extension paeanic) performance. As such, Euripides’ paeanic innovations in the
Ion cannot be understood simply as a poetic problem, nor yet can his consideration of Athenian

civic identities be seen simply as a political problem: these two aspects are fully entwined.

With this dissertation, I seek to set forth an interpretation of Euripidean tragedy that
simultaneously takes into account these two facets of his poetic production. I argue that his
poetic experimentation is not merely a product of his interest in the literary tradition, but that it
is also closely related to the social and political questions he explores within his plays. In order
to do so, I examine Euripides” engagement with different poetic forms and show that it works in

conjunction with his constant questioning of Athenian political values. As I demonstrate, such a



process was feasible because when Euripides cited and reworked the language, tones, and
myths of established poetic works and genres within his tragedies, he also evoked the ideals
they represented. The audience, which was intimately familiar with these poems and genres,!
would naturally make the associations between genres and values, especially since these values
were also pertinent to the central themes of the tragedy within which they were cited.
Moreover, the questions Euripides raises through his engagement with the poetic tradition were
also pertinent to the world of his audience: both the tragedies themselves and the genres
explored within them directly addressed issues that were relevant to Athens in the late fifth
century. Thus it is a mistake to divorce the study of Euripides’ poetic pursuits and innovations
from that of his investigation and critique of contemporary Athenian society and politics. These
aspects inform each other, and should together inform our understanding of Euripidean

tragedy.

The poetic forms I examine are epic (specifically the Iliad), epinician poetry, the Apolline
paean, and Aeschylean tragedy (specifically the Agamemnon). These were all well-known by
both Euripides and his audience, and Euripides” employment of them would naturally recall or
evoke a variety of political considerations. The effect of Euripides’ engagement with these
different poetic works and genres is two-fold: on the one hand, he questions the manner in

which poetry and the poetic tradition was used —or, in the case of epinician, ignored —in order

12T return to this question in much greater depth later in this Introduction; please see Section Two below on pp. 14-34.
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to promote certain values and ideologies in Athens; on the other hand, he is able to focus on
specific political issues through the lens of these poetic traditions. In other words, by inserting
traditional poetic genres and works into a contemporary context, Euripides is able to challenge
both the functions of these poetic forms themselves, as well as the values of contemporary
Athens. As such, we see that for Euripides, poetic innovation and social critique are not two
separate and distinct elements, nor is one subordinate to the other: instead, the poetic and
political elements of his tragedies consistently work together to interrogate each other and

Athenian society.

Each chapter focuses on one of Euripides’ tragedies and on his engagement with a
specific poetic genre or work within that play. In the first chapter I discuss the presence of the
Iliad in the Iphigenia at Aulis (IA); in the second, epinician in the Heracles; in the third, paean in
the Ion; and in the fourth, I return to the IA to explore its reworking of Aeschylus’” Agamemnon.
Though poetic experimentation is evident in nearly all of Euripides” extant tragedies, these
three plays are notable for the length and centrality of this experimentation. Each of them
openly engages with the genre or work in question and does so in such a way as to challenge
both Athenian values and ideologies and poetry’s role in propagating them. The A in particular
embodies the issues I wish to address, for it is one of Euripides’ final plays and represents the
culmination of years of poetic exploration. It is extremely rich in poetic allusions and
reconstructions, and opening and closing this study of Euripidean tragedy with discussions of

the IA highlights most distinctly the complexity of Euripides” poetic explorations.



1. Methodological Considerations

At its most basic level, each chapter will undertake an examination of at least three
dimensions of a single Euripidean tragedy. These will be: 1) the political, cultural, or civic
values that are challenged or questioned in the tragedy; 2) the poetic elements of the tragedy
that are not simply intrinsic to tragedy itself, but which serve to call attention to another poetic
work or genre with which the audience is familiar; and 3) the complex relationship that
Euripides develops within each tragedy between these poetic and political elements. Given the
multiplicity and complexity of the arguments that I will be developing in each chapter, a certain

uniformity of approach has been applied throughout.

My primary mode of approach is through close readings of the tragedies I am discussing
and of the poetic works and genres that Euripides employs within these tragedies. Naturally, I
do not rely on my analyses alone. For nearly every passage or section I examine, numerous
critics have already provided interpretations and commentaries. As such, every chapter
includes an overview of the scholarship regarding the Euripidean tragedy in question. The
focus of these reviews is three-fold: to outline the critical consensus regarding the central
themes of these tragedies; to show that scholars have already observed Euripides’ engagement,
within these tragedies, with the poetic forms with which I deal; and to summarize previous

interpretations of the very intertextual activities in which Euripides is engaged. Above all, these



surveys show that while the significance of the political and poetic themes that I discuss has
been identified, considerable work remains to be done in order to fully understand these
aspects, both on their own and in relation to one another. The scholarship on Euripides” Heracles
illustrates this state of affairs. Numerous critics have identified Heracles” struggle for civic
integration as one of the play’s central problems,'> while others have analyzed at length the
epinician odes in the play.* But despite the deep connections between epinician poetry and the
relations between elite individuals and their respective communities, few scholars have
discussed the entanglement of these two aspects of the Heracles.’> In my discussion of the
tragedy, and in my dissertation as a whole, I seek to fuse and expand these two avenues of
inquiry, and in so doing to illuminate the complex relationship between the poetic and political

themes of Euripides” work.

Regarding the external poetic forms that comprise the textual backbone of the
Euripidean tragedies I analyze, the work of other critics is once again central to my project. In
each chapter, I summarize the scholarly appraisals of the work or genre that is embedded in the

Euripidean text, with a particular emphasis on their political and civic dimensions. In

13 E.g. T.A. Tarkow, “The Glorification of Athens in Euripides” Heracles,” Helios 5 (1977): pp. 27-33; Helene Foley,
Ritual Irony: Poetry and Sacrifice in Euripides (Ithaca, 1985), pp. 147-204.

14 Once again Foley, 1985, though she does not connect Heracles’ alienation to the epinician tones of the play. But see
also Hugh Parry, “The Second Stasimon of Euripides’ Heracles (637-700),” The American Journal of Philology 86 (1965):
pp. 363-74; Christopher Carey, “The Victory Ode in the Theatre,” in Receiving the Komos: Ancient and Modern
Receptions of the Victory Ode, eds. Peter Agdcs, Carey, and Richard Rawles (London, 2012), pp. 15-18.

15 Swift, 2010, pp. 155-56 is an exception here, but as I shall demonstrate in Chapter Two, her stance on the political
implications of Euripides” use of epinician differs substantially from my own.
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conjunction with this survey of scholarship, I also provide numerous close readings of these
texts in order to demonstrate more clearly the various values and ideologies that are embedded
in these poetic forms. At times, these close readings are extensive. It would be all too easy, for
example, to select a passage from Pindar’s paeans and compare it with the paeans sung in
Euripides” Ion. But I am not simply looking for similarities and differences between traditional
and Euripidean versions of these poetic forms. I am interested in identifying the common
themes of these poems and genres in order to understand what sort of social and cultural
associations Euripides” audience would make with them, and from there examining the manner
in which the tragedian meets, manipulates, or subverts these expectations. Insofar as having a
precise understanding of the former is crucial to the latter, it is only natural that my

examinations of these different poetic works and genres are lengthy.

My analyses of the tragic texts themselves takes up the bulk of each chapter. In these
sections, I focus on elements of the play that are pertinent to both the principal socio-political
themes of the tragedy and the poetic interplay in which Euripides is engaged. In each chapter, I
demonstrate first of all that these two aspects of the tragedies are inextricably and overtly
connected. Second, I study the manner in which Euripides subverts or upholds poetic
conventions in his engagement with the canon. And finally, I discuss how this poetic
engagement should affect our interpretation of the tragedy’s main themes. Naturally, all this
varies from play to play, but in each case my analysis of the poetic apparatus of the tragedy
aims to provide a greater understanding of the manner in which Euripides uses the poetic
tradition to deal with the socio-political questions at hand, and vice-versa. For example, the

10



many Iliadic themes of the IA serve as a window through which to gaze at the vast differences
in the exercise of military authority that are depicted in Homer and in contemporary Athens. At
the same time, Euripides’ contemporization of the power structures within the Achaean army
clarifies the importance of the Homeric subtext in the IA, and prompts critical reflection on the
relevance of the Homeric epic to Athenian society. In other words, each chapter shows that the
poetic and political are inextricably entwined in the tragedy in question, and that Euripides
simultaneously challenges both Athenian civic or political values and the manner in which

various poetic forms are exploited to propagate these values.

Finally, in each chapter I demonstrate that the political themes that are so central to each
play, and which are so closely related to the poetic themes that Euripides explores, were of
special interest to the Athenian audience at the time of the play’s original production. In order
to do so, I rely on a number of historical sources and on historians’ analyses of these sources.
These primary sources range from Athenian inscriptions that date to the same time period as
the tragedies in question, to historiographical accounts of events in late fifth-century Athens.
Thucydides” History of the Peloponnesian War is of particular importance in this endeavor, not
only because he provides what is by far the most extensive commentary on Athenian society

and affairs during Euripides’ time, but especially because there is a remarkable confluence

11



between his and Euripides’” depictions of the social forces at play in this period.’® By
highlighting the similarities between the central questions of each tragedy and the problems
described by Euripides’ contemporaries, each chapter shows that both the political and the

poetic aspects of the plays were relevant to the world of the Athenian audience.

The “authenticity” of the Iphigenia at Aulis

A special note regarding my approach to the text of the IA is necessary. It has long been
recognized that the manuscript tradition of the tragedy is seriously flawed.” Among other
problems, the tradition presents two different prologues—one iambic and one anapaestic—
which are difficult to reconcile, and the final fifty lines of the play (IA 1578-1629) violate
Porson’s law and are certainly interpolated. Some scholars have been particularly aggressive in
their deletions, while others have argued in favor of the authenticity of much of the text.’® At
this point, however, the only thing of which we can be certain is that there can be no certainty

regarding the provenance of much of the text. Nevertheless, insofar as my analysis is geared

16 Indeed, an unintended by-product of this dissertation may be to show how similar the two writers are with respect
to their interpretations and criticism of Athenian society, a question which certainly merits further attention.

17 For the most complete discussion of the various deletions and modifications to which the text of the IA has been
subject, see Sean Alexander Gurd, Iphigenias at Aulis: Textual Multiplicity, Radical Philology (Ithaca, 2005).

18 Especially skeptical of the text’s authenticity have been Denys Page, Actors” Interpolations in Greek Tragedy (Oxford,
1934); and David Kovacs, “Towards a Reconstruction of Iphigenia Aulidensis,” The Journal of Hellenic Studies 123 (2003):
pp. 77-103. Attempts to restore or reconcile various passages have been made by, among others, Bernard Knox,
“Euripides’ Iphigenia in Aulide 1-163 (in that order),” Yale Classical Studies 22 (1972): pp. 239-61; W. Ritchie, “Euripides,
Iphigenia at Aulis 919-974,” in Dionysiaca, eds. R.D. Dawe, J. Diggle, and P.E. Easterling (Cambridge, 1978), pp. 179-
203; Helene P. Foley, Ritual Irony: Poetry and Sacrifice in Euripides (Ithaca, 1985), pp. 102-05.
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towards understanding how the original Athenian audience might have reacted to the I4, it is
essential that I select passages which it is likely to have witnessed. As such, I propose a hybrid
approach, using as a guideline Diggle’s subdivision of the text into four categories according to
his estimation of their probabilities of authenticity.!® Specifically, unless otherwise noted, all the
passages discussed in this dissertation will belong to the two categories Diggle believes most
likely to be authentic (“fortasse Euripidei” and “fortasse non Euripidei”). For those few
passages which I present that do not fall into these two categories, I will provide a justification
of their usage in a footnote. This should have the twin benefit of using passages of the tragedy
that are most likely to be authentic, as well as avoiding needlessly lengthy discussions of the

text’s authenticity within the main body of the chapters” themselves.

19 Cf. ]. Diggle, ed., Euripidis Fabulae vol. 3 (Oxford, 1994), p. 358.
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2. Genre, Tradition, and the “Competence” of Euripides’ Audience

One topic that, on account of its ancillary yet complex nature, I will discuss here, rather
than in the individual chapters, is the question of the ability of Euripides’ audiences to
recognize his use of and allusions to different poetic forms, and to appreciate their relevance to
the political aspects of his tragedies. To a certain extent, this process is simplified by the fact that
in each case, I will be dealing with what Laura Swift has termed “high-level interaction.”?
While Swift has formulated this classification strictly with regard to tragedy’s reclamation of
various choral genres, her definition of “generic interaction” is such that it can be applied to
each type of poetic interaction that I discuss in this dissertation:

The most sophisticated level of generic interaction is where the reference works

in two ways. Firstly, the play evokes a particular lyric genre by alluding to the

motifs, fopoi, or stylistic features of the genre. Secondly, the evocation of a

particular genre is connected to the play in wider terms. It is thematically

relevant that we are made to think of the genre: doing so develops our
understanding of the purpose of the ode, or brings out a theme in the play.

Furthermore, the reference to the genre may not be limited to one particular ode,

but can be spread throughout the play.”!

This definition is undeniably suitable for the two instances of “lyric interaction” that I discuss in

this tragedy —epinician poetry in the Heracles and the paean in the lon.? But it is equally valid

20 On this type of interaction, cf. Swift, 2010, pp. 30-31.

2 Eadem, p. 30.

22 To wit, Swift herself classifies these as instances of “high-level interaction” and deals with them at some length. Cf.
eadem, pp. 90-101 (lon) and 121-56 (HF).
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with regard to the IA’s interactions with the Agamemnon and the Iliad: in each case, Euripides
goes to great lengths to “allud[e] to the motifs, topoi, or stylistic features” of these two canonical
works, and there is a remarkable confluence of themes and subject matter that exists between
the IA and both the Iliad and the Agamemnon. As such, we may conclude that if Euripides had
an audience that was capable of comprehending this sort of poetic interplay, they would have

had every opportunity to do so.

Regarding the audiences at the City Dionysia and their ability to grasp allusions to other
poetic works within a particular drama, Martin Revermann has called this a question of
“theatrical competence.”? Although Revermann’s study is exclusively concerned with
Aristophanes’ parodies of tragic poetry, much of what he says is germane to the present study.
He correctly argues that we must suppose that there was some variability in the degree to
which Aristophanes’” audiences would have been able to “decode” the many layers of his
comedies, especially the intertextual ones.?* At the same time, given the substantial amount of
experience that the Athenian audiences had in not only watching dramatic (and dithyrambic)
productions at the City Dionysia, but indeed in actually performing in them, we may assume
that the baseline of theatrical competence was reasonably high.?> Moreover, there are a number

of Aristophanic allusions to tragedy in which “the humour can only be fully enjoyed by the

2 Martin Revermann, “The Competence of Theatre Audiences in Fifth- and Fourth-Century Athens,” The Journal of
Hellenic Studies 126 (2006b): pp. 99-124.

2 Ibid.

% Jdem, pp. 107-15.
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spectator who knows both the exact words of the original and its context.”?¢ All this suggests
that the Attic dramatists could expect: 1) that at least some members of their audience would be
able to perceive and understand very subtle allusions to, or even quotations of, other dramatic
texts; and 2) that a large portion of their audiences could appreciate the more obvious references

to earlier tragedies.

Insofar as the composition of Euripides” audiences was substantially the same as that of
Aristophanes’, it is reasonable to expect that they possessed a similar degree of competence.
Looked at in this light, it follows naturally that, on a general level, Euripides” allusions to other
tragedies would have been perceptible to at least part of his audience. Even beyond that,
however, I wish to show first of all, that a sizable portion of his audience was familiar enough
with the Agamemnon to recognize Euripides” engagement with that specific tragedy; second of
all, that Euripides’ public would have been similarly “competent” with regard to epinician
poetry, paeans, and the Iliad; and finally, that many spectators would have understood the

political, social, or civic dimensions of the various poetic forms that Euripides repurposes.

2 Rosemary Harriott, “Aristophanes” Audience and the Plays of Euripides,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies
9 (1962): pp. 2-3, cites fifteen such cases in Aristophanes’ nine complete comedies. This definition is of course
subjective, but Harriott is by and large correct that detailed knowledge of the source-texts would have been necessary
for an individual to derive any meaning or enjoyment from Aristophanes’ citations.
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Euripides” audience and the Agamemnon

On the surface, it may seem incredible that Euripides could count on the audience of the
IA to recall not only the plot, but even specific lines, of Aeschylus” Agamemnon. After all, more
than fifty years separated the original productions of these two plays. Nevertheless, there is
ample reason to believe that Euripides” audience was not only familiar with the Agamemnon,?
but that they had many opportunities to see it (re)performed on Athenian stages. Two sources
mention a decree that, after Aeschylus’ death, anyone who wished to stage a production of his
plays would be granted a chorus,® and Aristophanes also hints at the possibility of seeing
reproductions of Aeschylus’ plays.?? On the basis of this evidence, some scholars believe that the
City Dionysia continued to host reperformances of Aeschylus’ plays throughout the second half

of the fifth century.® Other scholars are even more sanguine regarding this possibility and date

2 William G. Thalmann, “Euripides and Aeschylus: The Case of Hekabe,” Classical Antiquity 12 (1993): p. 130, argues
that “conventions have a way of being realized in particularly memorable form in certain texts, and their use later
will inevitably evoke those texts...[F]or Euripides and his audience, as well as for us, the Oresteia was such a text
because of its historical significance as a major summing-up of Athenian culture.”

8 Vita Aeschyli 1.54; ¥ Aristoph. Ach. 10.

2 On at least two occasions: 1) Acharnians, 9-11: AGAA” wdLVNONV étegov ad TEAYWdLKOV,/GTe OT) “KeXT]VI] TOOCDOKWV
oV Alox0Aov,/0 O dvelmev, eloay’ @ Oéoyvi tov xoeodv. (“But I suffered even more tragically/when I was hungrily
expecting Aeschylus [i.e. a play by Aeschylus]/but heard instead: “Theognis, bring out your choir!”). The Acharnians
was written some thirty years after Aeschylus’ death, so it is safe to say that Dikaiopolis, who speaks these lines, is
not referring to an original Aeschylean production. 2) Frogs, 868-69: 611 1) moinoig ovxi ouvtéOvnké pot,

ToUTE d& oLVTEOVNKEY, 0O EEet Aéyewv. (“Because my poetry did not die with me/as his died with him.) In all
likelihood Aeschylus is boasting that his tragedies are still performed.

3% G.B. Donzelli, “Euripide, Elettra 518-44,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 27 (1980): pp. 115-16; Martin
Revermann, Comic Business: Theatricality, Dramatic Technique, and Performance Contexts of Aristophanic Comedy (Oxford,
2006a), pp. 72-73; Kenneth Dover, ed., Aristophanes: Frogs (Oxford, 1993), p. 23; and N.W. Slater, “The Idea of the
Actor,” in Nothing to Do with Dionysos? Athenian Drama in Its Social Context, eds. ].J. Winkler and F.I. Zeitlin,
(Princeton, 1990), p. 394. Contra see David Bain, “[Euripides], Electra 518-44,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies
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a revival of the Oresteia to the mid 420s—mostly on account of the lengthy allusions to the

Choephoroi in Aristophanes” Clouds and Euripides” Electra.®

Obviously, revivals at the City Dionysia were occasions in which a huge number of
Euripides” audience, too young to have seen the original, could have become acquainted with
Aeschylus” Agamemnon. But this hypothesis does not represent the only chance for them to have
done so. Other dramatic festivals existed in Attica throughout the year, and many of them—
specifically the various Rural Dionysia—almost certainly featured theatrical productions of

plays that had been previously performed at the City Dionysia.*? If reperformances were the

24 (1977b): pp. 111-12; and Zachary P. Biles, “Aeschylus’ Afterlife Reperformance by Decree in 5™ C. Athens?” Illinois
Classical Studies 24/25 (1999/2000): pp. 206-42.

31 Cf. Ar. Clouds, 534-36; E. Electra, 518-44. The canonical position was staked by Hans-Joachim Newiger, “Elektra in
Aristophanes” Wolken,” Hermes 89 (1961): pp. 422-30. Newiger argues for the reperformance primarily on the basis of
the references in Aristophanes’ Clouds to the Oresteia (and secondarily on the basis of the critique of Aeschylus’
“recognition scene” in Euripides” Electra.) Following Newiger are T.B.L. Webster, The Tragedies of Euripides (London,
1967), p. 13 and p. 143; Robert Eisner, “Euripides’ Use of Myth,” Arethusa 12 (1979): p. 161; M.L. West, “Tragica IV,”
Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 27 (1980): p. 20; Alan H. Sommerstein, ed., Aristophanes: Frogs (Warminster,
1996), p. 232; M. Davies, “Euripides’ Electra: The Recognition Scene Again,” Classical Quarterly 48 (1998): pp. 392-93.
Contra see Bain, 1977b, p. 112. Though Bain does not dispute the existence of Aeschylean revivals shortly after
Aeschylus’ death, he argues that nothing “excludes the possibility that revivals became more sporadic as the [fifth]
century progressed,” and is generally skeptical of the notion that one occurred in the 420s; see also Biles, 2006.

32 On the Rural Dionysia, see Eric Csapo and William J. Slater, The Context of Athenian Drama (Ann Arbor, 1995), pp.
121-132; Martha Habash, “Two Complementary Festivals in Aristophanes’ Acharnians,” American Journal of Philology
116 (1995): pp. 560-67. On the existence of theatrical productions at the various Rural Dionysia, cf. Plato, Republic,
475d; David Whitehead, The Demes of Attica: 508/7 —CA. 250 B.C. (Princeton, 1986), pp. 212-22. Whitehead notes that
at least fourteen demes appear to have had their own theaters, and that by the mid-fifth century the deme of Ikarion
already had “regularly organized dramatic festivals in honor of Dionysos” (p. 215); see also Csapo and Slater, 1995,
pp. 121-22. On the probability that the plays performed at the Rural Dionysia had already been put on at the City
Dionysia or Lenaia, see A.E. Haigh, The Attic Theatre (Oxford, 1907), p. 71, who claims that “reproductions were the
rule”; and Csapo and Slater, 1995, p. 3, who note that “we hear, by the early 5% c. B.C., of the reperformance of plays
at the smaller festivals of the Rural Dionysia.” Csapo and Slater infer this from the famous passage in Herodotus in
which we hear that after the first production of Phrynichus” The Capture of Miletus, nobody was ever allowed to
produce the play again (Hdt. 6.21.2: ¢nétalav undéva xoaoOat tovte @ doduatt). See also Biles, 2006, p. 211.
Though Biles argues against the existence of Aeschylean revivals at the City Dionysia, he agrees that the Rural
Dionysias” “potential role in keeping Aeschylus alive during the fifth century is a point that should be kept in mind.”
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norm at the Rural Dionysia, it stands to reason that Aeschylus’ plays would have been a

popular choice for these.

Furthermore, it appears that festivals and dramatic performances were not the only
medium through which Aeschylus’ poetry may have been disseminated. A few (undoubtedly
elite) individuals probably had access to written texts of Aeschylus’ tragedies,® and it is
possible that readings of the tragic poets were part of the educational “curriculum” in fifth-
century Athens.3 Symposia represent an even more likely setting where Athenians might get to
know Aeschylus” works. Once again, it is Aristophanes who allows us to imagine this other
venue for tragic “recitations” when he describes the origin of a violent father-son skirmish in
the Clouds: a disagreement about whether Aeschylus or Euripides ought to be recited at a
symposium.®* As in the other cases, this episode does not provide positive proof that recitations

of Aeschylus’ poetry regularly took place during symposiastic festivities. But it is hard to

3 Cf. Aristophanes, Frogs, 52-54: Dionysus speaks of “reading [Euripides’] Andromeda” (dvaryryvdorovti pot/trv
Avdoopédav) on board a war vessel, a notion that was undoubtedly “ridiculous” but which at least “shows that it
was possible to obtain a book containing a popular Euripidean tragedy,” as is pointed out by Leonard Woodbury,
“Aristophanes’ Frogs and Athenian Literacy: Ran. 52-53, 1114,” Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological
Association 106 (1976): p. 357. Cf. Dover, ed., 1993, pp. 34-35 for a brief yet astute analysis of what these lines can tell
us about “Athenian book culture.” For a variety of views on the question of Athenian literacy, and how widespread it
was (a topic that is still being debated), cf. Eric A. Havelock, Preface to Plato (Cambridge, MA, 1963), pp. 39-40; Alfred
Burns, “Athenian Literacy in the Fifth Century B.C.,” Journal of the History of Ideas 42 (1981): pp. 371-87; Kevin Robb,
Literacy and Paideia in Ancient Greece (Oxford, 1994), esp. pp. 183-97; Andrew Ford, “From Letters to Literature,” in
Written Texts and the Rise of Literate Culture in Ancient Greece, ed. Harvey Yunis, (Cambridge, 2003), pp. 15-37. While
Havelock and Burns are both optimistic concerning the state of literacy in Athens, the current trend appears to be
skeptical regarding this supposed “achievement of general literacy toward the end of the [Peloponnesian] war,”
(Havelock, 1963, p. 40).

3% Though again, only children of the wealthiest Athenians would receive such an advanced education in letters. Cf.
Robb, 1994, pp. 183-97; Sommerstein, ed., 1996, p. 233; Ford, 2003, pp. 24-30. For a fourth-century discussion of
literary curricula, see Plato, Laws, 811a.

35 Ar. Clouds, 1353-79.
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imagine that Aeschylus and Euripides would have been catalysts for this comic fracas if such
recitations were unheard of. It is far more likely that they were commonplace and, as a result,

another source of public knowledge of Aeschylus” works.*

In summary, there is evidence that the members of the audience of the IA had ample
opportunity to familiarize themselves with the language, plot, and themes of Aeschylus’
Agamemnon. These included revivals at the City Dionysia; reperformances at other festivals;
recitations at symposia; and private reading or schooling. While the nature of the evidence,
coming as it does from comedy and later sources, is such that the scenes described cannot
necessarily be taken too literally, the quantity of the evidence suggests that Aeschylus’ poetry
could be—and indeed frequently was—enjoyed well after his death. Thus it is extremely likely
that a sizeable portion of Euripides’ audience had the wherewithal to recognize references to

Aeschylus’ Agamemnon.

Moreover, the likelihood that the audience of the IA could have recognized these
allusions would have been greatly enhanced by the fact that this was not the first time Euripides

had played this game. In fact, Euripides seems to have made a habit of toying with Aeschylus’

% For more on this topic, see Alberta Lai, “La circolazione delle tragedie eschilee in ambito simposiale,” Lexis 15
(1997): pp. 143-48; R.M. Rosen, “Aristophanes, Fandom, and the Classicizing of Greek Tragedy,” in Playing Around
Aristophanes, eds. L. Kozak and J. Rich, (Oxford, 2006), pp. 30-33; Biles, 2006, p. 229, goes even further, noting that
symposia may not have been the only informal public venue at which Aeschylus’ poetry was present, but that quite
simply “reciting Aeschylus was a natural and even socially acceptable thing to do.” Contra see Bain, 1977b, p. 110.
For other ancient evidence on the recitation of dramatic poets at symposia, see Ar. Knights, 526-30 (in which Cratinus’
comic odes are mentioned as banquet singing material); Ar. fr. 161 (= Athenaeus 8.365b): Tolo<t> guvdeinvolg
émawvawv AloxVvAov. For analyses of these two passages, see again Lai, 1997.
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tragedies.’” The most famous (and disputed) example is the recognition scene in Euripides’
Electra (vv. 518-44).% Euripides’ Electra scoffs at the idea that she could identify her brother
Orestes by comparing his hair and footprints to hers —men and women have little in common
in this regard, she argues—and that he might still be wearing a robe she had given him as a
child. The hair, footprints, and robe are, of course, the same signs by which Aeschylus’ Electra
recognizes Orestes, and barring an interpolation, it is nigh on impossible to ignore the allusive
nature of Electra’s remarks. In fact, these lines serve no discernible purpose except to recall

Aeschylus’ play.

Some scholars have taken this to be a matter of Euripides simply poking fun at his stuffy
predecessor, a parody.® But it seems likely that there is also a serious dimension to this
interplay; that he is “criticizing Aeschylus in order to draw attention to his own novel
treatment,”* or more specifically, that he is using Aeschylus “as a backdrop against which to

display the concrete, almost pedantic cast of Electra's thinking and of his play's approach to the

% For more on this, cf. Rachel Aélion, Euripide Héritier d’Eschyle vols. 1 and 2 (Paris, 1983); Richard Garner, From
Homer to Tragedy: The Art of Allusion in Greek Poetry (London, 1990); Thalmann, 1993.

3 Some scholars have argued that this is an interpolation, though the consensus seems to be edging toward
authenticity. Scholars who have argued that these lines are genuine include: Hugh Lloyd-Jones, “Some Alleged
Interpolations in Aeschylus” Choephoroi and Euripides’ Electra,” Classical Quarterly 11 (1961): pp. 171-84; Godfrey W.
Bond, “Euripides” Parody of Aeschylus,” Hermathena 118 (1974): pp. 1-14; Donzelli, 1980; Davies, 1998; Robert L.
Gallagher, “Making the Stronger Argument Against the Weaker: Euripides, Electra 518-44,” The Classical Quarterly 53:
pp. 401-15. Those who have argued against its authenticity include: Bain, 1977b; West, 1980 (West argues that these
lines were a later addition by Euripides himself); and David Kovacs, “Euripides, Electra 518-44: Further Doubts about
Genuineness,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 36 (1989): pp. 67-78.

¥ E.g. Bond, 1974.

40 Davies, 1998, p. 402.
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search for truth.”# This is analogous to Euripides’ treatment of the Oresteia in his Iphigenia at
Tauris, a play so laden with references to Aeschylus’ trilogy that it has been called “a sequel to
the Eumenides.”* As in the Electra, the means by which brother and sister (this time Orestes and
Iphigenia) recognize each other are highly reminiscent of the Choephoroi.#* But the play is also
closely related to the Agamemnon, most obviously in the parallels between Euripides’ Orestes
and Aeschylus’” Agamemnon, and between Euripides” Iphigenia and Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra:
Agamemnon arrives at Argos to “a wife who is planning on killing him,” while Orestes is
“received [in Tauris] by a sister who is planning to kill him.”# Orestes avoids his father’s grisly
fate thanks to the very recognition mentioned above, at which point the IT ceases to mirror the
Agamemnon and turns its attention to the Choephoroi.*> Scholars have taken the IT’s engagement
with Aeschylus more and less seriously. Caldwell, for example, argues that Euripides reenacts
the Oresteia merely to highlight the romantic and playful nature of his tragedy. David Sansone

and Froma Zeitlin, on the other hand, see Euripides” engagement with the Oresteia as taking on

4 George Gellie, “Tragedy and Euripides’ Electra,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 28 (1981): p. 4.

4 Anne Pippin Burnett, Catastrophe Survived: Euripides’ Plays of Mixed Reversal (Oxford, 1971), p. 71.

4 Cf. Isabelle Torrance, “In the Footprints of Aeschylus: Recognition, Allusion, and Metapoetics in Euripides,”
American Journal of Philology 132 (2011): p. 193: “The verbal proofs in Iphigenia among the Taurians are 1) reference to a
piece of weaving (like Aeschylus), (2) reference to an offering of lustral water sent by Clytemnestra (also a feature in
Aeschylus), (3) reference to the cutting of a lock of hair (like Aeschylus).”

4“4 R. Caldwell, “Tragedy Romanticized: The Iphigenia Taurica,” The Classical Journal 70 (1974): p. 24.

4 Caldwell, 1974, p. 26. Torrance, 2011, pp. 195-96, notes that this “reversal” is foreshadowed by another allusion to
the Agamemnon: “[a]nticipating his imminent death, Orestes ask Iphigenia, “Will you [kill me] yourself with a sword,
female sacrificing male?’ (avtr) Elpet Ovovoa ONAvVS dooevag, IT 621)... Thlis] phrasing strongly recalls Agamemnon
1231 where the horrified chorus had described Clytemnestra as ‘female murderer of the male’ (6Avg &ooevog
@ovevg), with Agamemnon’s death presented as a sacrifice.”
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a deeper meaning.* For them, the IT is either “an answer to, or rejection of, the theology of the

Oresteia,”*” or a rejection of Aeschylus” “radical solution” to the problem of matricide.*

Given this pattern of using the Oresteia as a loom upon which to weave retellings of the
House of Atreus, it is clear that the Athenian public was familiar not only with Aeschylus’
tragedies, but also with Euripides’ tendency to rework them. (It seems highly unlikely that
Euripides would continue making such overwrought allusions to Aeschylus’ tragedies if
nobody in the audience “got it.”) Many spectators then, though of course not all, would easily
recognize that this was happening in the IA; a few might even have hoped for it.# But what
matters here is that Euripides had already proven himself to be willing and able to make
intertextual fodder of Aeschylus’ Oresteia, and that he did so not only for the purpose of
entertainment but also in order to critique ideas or ideologies that were inherent in these earlier
plays. There is every reason to expect that his constant allusions to the Oresteia in the IA serve
the same dual purpose, and that his audience, seasoned by years of Euripidean spectatorship,
would have been able to grasp the IA’s complex relationship to the Agamemnon. Moreover, the

specific question that the IA addresses through its meditation on the Agamemnon—the dishonest

4 As does Torrance, 2011, though her interests have more to do with the “metapoetic reflections” (p. 178) of the text.
4 David Sansone, “The Sacrifice-Motif in Euripides’ IT,” Transactions of the American Philological Association 105 (1975):
p. 292.

4 Froma I. Zeitlin, “Redeeming Matricide? Euripides Rereads the Oresteia,” in The Soul of Tragedy: Essays on Athenian
Drama, eds. Victoria Pedrick and Steven M. Oberhelman, (Chicago, 2005), p. 218.

4 As R.P. Winnington-Ingram, “Euripides: Poiétés Sophos,” Arethusa 2 (1969): p. 136 notes, “[tlhe number of people in
the audience who enjoyed a hit at Aeschylus may not have been large, but need not have been small.”
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speech of male leaders—was of great concern in late fifth-century Athens, so the relationship

between these two plays would have stood out all the more to the audience.

Euripides” audience and the Iliad

The matter of Athenians’ familiarity with the Iliad is reasonably straightforward. Setting
aside the more general problem of Homeric performance and reception in classical Greece,™ it is
certain that Athenians in the fifth century BCE had regular opportunities to become acquainted
with the great epic poems. For those few who had received some type of formal education, the
Homeric epics had served as a foundation of this paideia.>* More universal access to Homer was
provided at the Greater Panathenaia,* a quadrennial festival that included rhapsodic recitations

of the Iliad and Odyssey.?®* And in fact, it may not have been necessary for Athenians to wait for

% Regarding which there is little consensus. For an overview, see for example: Robert Lamberton, “Homer in
Antiquity,” in A New Companion to Homer, eds. Ian Morris and Barry Powell (Leiden, 1997), pp. 33-54; Andrew Ford,
“The Inland Ship: Problems of Performance and Reception of Homeric Epic,” in Written Voices, Spoken Signs: Tradition,
Performance, and the Epic Text, eds. Egbert Bakker and Ahuvia Kahane (Cambridge, MA, 1997), pp. 83-109; Barbara
Graziosi, Inventing Homer: The Early Reception of Epic (Cambridge, 2002).

51 The extent and nature of Homer’s role in classical paideia is still debated. For different takes on the matter, cf.
Havelock, 1963, pp. 61-86; W.]. Verdenius, Homer, the Educator of the Greeks (Amsterdam, 1970); Robb, 1994, pp. 159-
213; Andrew Ford, Origins of Criticism: Literary Culture and Poetic Theory in Classical Theory (Princeton, 2002), pp. 188-
213.

52 For an overview of the Greater Panathenaia, cf. Jenifer Neils, “The Panathenaia: An Introduction,” in Goddess and
Polis: The Panathenaic Festival in Ancient Athens, ed. Neils (Princeton, 1992), pp. 13-27.

5 Once again, our sources are rather vague concerning nearly every aspect of these competitions. For example, “the
songs of Homer,” as Plato refers to them (Hipparchus 228b: 1ot Ourjoov €mn)), could theoretically refer to all the poems
in the epic cycle attributed to Homer. But the prevailing scholarly consensus is that by the fifth century, recitations at
the Panathenaia were restricted to the Iliad and Odyssey. For a full discussion of the problem, see Jonathan S. Burgess,
“Performance and the Epic Cycle,” The Classical Journal 100 (2004b): pp. 1-23.
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the Panathenaic festival to appreciate Homer’s poetry in public: in Xenophon's Symposium, a
dialogue written in the mid-fourth century but set in the late fifth, one of the interlocutors
(Niceratus) claims that he listens to rhapsodes reciting Homer “nearly every day.”>* Even
though Niceratus himself is clearly a special case—his father had forced him to learn the
entirety of the Iliad and Odyssey by heart (X. Symp. 3.5)—his unfettered access to the rhapsodes
strongly suggests that there was an abundance of public recitations of Homer in classical
Athens. As a result, there is every reason to believe that the vast majority of the audience for the

IA would have been able to recognize the many thematic and textual allusions to the Iliad.

Regarding the audience’s ability to connect this Homeric material to the political
apparatus of the IA, we may feel secure of their competence on two grounds: first and foremost,
the epic material that is embedded in the IA is overtly political, insofar as the Iliadic conflicts
that Euripides reclaims are the very same ones that Homer uses to illustrate the hierarchies and
political organization of the Achaeans; and second, it is likely that Euripides’ audience was
accustomed to seeing the exploitation of these same Homeric episodes for political purposes
even outside the tragic stage.”® In a sense then, Euripides’ intertextual excavation of the Iliad in

the IA is the most blatantly political case that will be discussed in this dissertation.

5 X. Symp. 3.6 (0Alyov av’ éxdotnv fuéoav), cited by Robb, 1994, p. 196.
5 Another complex issue that I will address in the chapter itself, see below pp. 104-109.
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Paeans in classical Athens

The problem of the Athenian audience’s understanding of paeans is an entirely different
question, for it presupposes not the knowledge of a specific text, but a general awareness of
whole bodies of work—what we call genres. With this, I do not mean to suggest that Euripides’
audience had conceived of formal definitions for different poetic genres; numerous scholars
have demonstrated that this process of classification did not truly begin until several decades
after Euripides” death.® Nor is it my intention to articulate a theory of genre, or of this genre in
particular, that might easily explain how Athenians could connect paeanic poetry to the
political and social themes of the Ion. Instead, I shall seek to show first of all that Euripides’
audiences were familiar with these types of odes, and that they would be able to recognize them
in a tragic setting. And second, that they were able to connect these songs to specific occasions
and experiences, which in turn would lead to an implicit recognition of their social and political

functions.

The strongest evidence, I believe, that classical Athenians and Greeks were capable of
imagining or recognizing a paean is provided by the fact that time and again in archaic and

classical poetry, we see references to paeans or the performance of paeans with little or no

% See A.E. Harvey, “The Classification of Greek Lyric Poetry,” The Classical Quarterly 5 (1955): pp. 157-75; Thomas G.
Rosenmeyer, “Ancient Literary Genres: A Mirage?” Yearbook of Comparative and General Literature 34 (1985): pp. 74-84;
and Ford, 2002, pp. 250-71. Ford, 2002, pp. 10-21, also provides a nuanced analysis of how different poetic forms may
have been understood and differentiated in the archaic and classical eras, based primarily on generic connections to
specific performative contexts and occasions.
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description of the songs beyond the name itself. Even the earliest references to paeans consist of
declarations such as “they sung the noble paean” (Hom. II. 1.473: kaAov deldovtec mamova),”
a bare utterance that suggests that nothing more was needed to transmit the generic notion.
This trend continues in the classical era. The tragedians, for example, do this repeatedly: in
Aeschylus’ Persians, a messenger narrating the events of the battle is able to refer to this type of
song simply by noting that “the Greeks sang the holy paean” before starting their attack;* in
Sophocles OT, Oedipus says that his plague-ridden city “is full of...paeans and groans”;* and
in Euripides’ Heracles, the chorus compares itself to “the Delian maidens [who] sing paeans
before the temple [of Apollo].”® Each of these passages is marked by two features: the simple
mention of a “paean”; and a reference to the context in which the paean is performed. Insofar as
none of these authors provides any other information, it is obvious that these two features are

on their own sufficient to give a clear impression of the song that is being performed.*!

To be sure, the mention of the performative contexts conveyed a substantial amount of
information to fifth-century Athenians. Scholars have for some time now realized that to the

extent that classical Greek notions of “genre” existed, they were tied to the function and

% See also Hom. . 22.391; Homeric Hymn to Apollo 518 (though here they are modified as “Cretan”); Arch. fr. 121 West
(a “Lesbian paean”).

5 A. Pers. 393: mawaxv’ épupvoov oepvov EAAnvec.

% S. OT 4-5: yépeL...maldvwv Te Kal otevayudtwv:

60 E. HF 687-88: mawava pev AnAtddec/<vawv> VUvovo” apel moAag.

¢! Looking beyond tragedy, we see that even Thucydides trusts in his readers’ implicit understanding of the genre
when he refers to the “prayer and paeans” that accompanied the departure of the Sicilian Expedition. Th. 7.75.7:
eUXNG TE KAl TALAVWV.

27



occasions of a song’s performance.®?> In each of the passages above, the singing of the paean is
directly connected to contexts in which we know that the performance of paean-songs was
common: as a prelude to battle (Aeschylus and Thucydides); in times of sickness and plague
(Sophocles); and at the festivals for Apollo on Delos (Euripides).®* The respective (Athenian)
audiences of these passages would surely have understood the authors’ references to paeans in
the light of their own experiences with these specific occasions and with the songs that were

performed during them.*

At the same time, there is also evidence that classical Athenians could conceive of
paeans even beyond the confines of familiar contexts. This is again visible in tragedy, especially
in those moments when references are made to the singing of paeans in contexts and occasions
that were decidedly unfamiliar, perhaps even perverse. One clear example of this occurs in

Euripides’” Alcestis, when Admetus asks the chorus to “cry out the libation-less paean for the

62 See especially Claude Calame, “Réflexions sur les genres littéraires en Grece archaique,” Quaderni Urbinati di
Cultura Classica 17 (1974): pp. 113-28; and more recently, Lutz Kappel, Paian: Studien zur Geschichte einer Gattung
(Berlin, 1992), pp. 3-7; and Ford, 2002, pp. 10-22.

6 Regarding the “generic” connection between paeans and these occasions, see Rutherford, 2001, pp. 29, 35-36
(paeans at Delos), 36-42 (sickness), 42-45 (war).

¢ These experiences could have been direct or indirect. For example, by the end of the fifth century, Athens sent
“theoric” choruses to Delos each year, and these choruses would have almost certainly sung paeans. (I discuss the
evidence for regular Athenian performances of paeans at Delos in Chapter Three: see below pp. 218-220.) Any
member of the audience for Euripides’ Heracles who had participated in such a theoric expedition would surely be
able to relate the mention of the “Delian maidens sing[ing] paeans” to their own paeanic experiences. Of course,
much of the audience would presumably not have had this direct experience, but given the fame and importance of
these expeditions (cf. e.g. Pl. Phaedo 58a-c; Plut. Nicias 3.4-6), it is reasonable too conclude that many of them would
nevertheless understand the type of performance and song to which Euripides is alluding.
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god below.”% To our knowledge, no such thing as a “paean for the god below” existed beyond
the tragic stage. As in the passages above, Euripides provides no details as to what such a paean
would look or sound like. As such, for this line to have any meaning whatsoever it is necessary
that the tragic audience be able to grasp some notion of a paean that is entirely divorced from,
perhaps even opposed to, any normal performative context or occasion. In other words, the
audience must have been able to understand this paean as a type of song on its own, even if its
performative context contrasted with their own experiences regarding paeanic occasions and

functions.

All of this is not to suggest that a formal definition of the paean as a genre existed in the
late fifth century. Indeed, the fact that tragic references to paeans in the fifth century were
consistently devoid of any descriptions of the song, save that of context or occasion, may
suggest that classical Greeks had not yet even determined the formal features of the genre. But
the very fact that no such definition had been developed implies that it was not necessary; that
the term “paean” was sufficiently descriptive. As such, when Creousa portrays Apollo singing a
paean in the Ion, Euripides’ audience would have some notion of what this song was. The
spectators would also be able to compare their abstract notions of this particular tragic paean to

their own experiences in both observing and participating in the performance of actual paeans,

65 E. Alc. 423-24: avinxnoate/maxva 1@ katwOev domovdov Oeq. See also A. Ch. 151: maave tov Bavovtog.
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and understand how Creousa’s conception of the paean was similar to or different from these

experiences.

This same familiarity with paeans and paeanic performances would naturally help them
interpret not only references to paeans in tragedy, but also tragic paeans themselves. For
example, when Ion introduces himself with a monody that is twice marked by “the only true
niatdv-refrain in extant tragedy,”® Euripides” audience, either consciously or sub-consciously,
would recognize this song as a paean, and they would again be able to relate it to their own
experiences. Undoubtedly, both the similarities and differences would stand out, and by no
means would this process play out in the same way among every member of the audience.
Nevertheless, we can reasonably conclude that the audience of the Ion was adequately equipped
to understand Euripides” manipulation of (or conformance to) their own expectations for a
paean. And given that the occasions and contexts of (non-tragic) Athenian paeans were closely
related to the questions of Athenian and Ionian identity that the tragedy poses,® we can
suppose that the lon’s tragic paeans might inspire a certain amount of reflection on these

political and civic themes.

6 Rutherford, 2001, p. 111.
7 An issue I discuss at length throughout Chapter Three.
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Epinician poetry in classical Athens

While epinician poetry has, in a sense, much in common with the paean—both were
forms of choral lyric, and both have since been classified as genres—the approach one must take
to understand Athenian perceptions of epinicians is entirely different. Indeed, when one seeks
to conceptualize the audience’s ability to associate the odes of the Heracles to the broader corpus
of epinician odes, two large problems manifest themselves: the first has to do with the dearth of
performances of epinician poetry in Athens in the late fifth century; and the second has to do

with the name “epinician” itself.

In a way, our designation of a specific body of work as “epinician” perfectly
encapsulates the difficulties inherent in talking about ancient Greek genres. On the one hand, of
all forms of ancient lyric, epinician seem to be the most well-suited for classification, for these
odes were all composed with the same occasion in mind, namely the celebration of an Olympic
victor.® In other words, they meet the most basic and consistent criterion for the classification of
ancient Greek genres.®” On the other hand, despite the fact that epinician odes were typically

performed under a specific set of circumstances, they are not consistently called “epinikia” until

% A few exceptions to this rule may be seen in Pindar’s Pythian Three and Four, which Harvey, 1955, p. 160, defines
as “poetic epistle[s].” But by and large we see in the epinician odes of Pindar and Bacchylides a remarkable
confluence of occasion and function.

% Compare to the paean, for example, for which Rutherford, 2001, pp. 36-58, identifies some ten types of
performance-functions.
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the third century BCE.” Pindar himself refers to them far more often as komoi (“songs for
celebration”)”! or as enkomia (“encomiastic songs”),”? something that has led scholars to believe
that epinician was considered a sub-genre of encomiastic poetry in classical Greece.” But such a
rigid hierarchy of classification obscures the fact that the ancient Greeks used a number of
terms—including “epinikia” —nearly interchangeably when talking about the various aspects
(both poetic and non-poetic) of victory celebrations.” The best approach to this problem, in my
view, is to set aside concerns about distinctions that the Greeks themselves did not make, and to
focus on the convergence of occasion, function, and poetic topoi that would lead a tragic

audience to recall the epinician (or encomiastic) canon.

With such a premise, it is of course important to show that Athenians were familiar with
the poetry of Pindar, Bacchylides, and the other epinician poets. Here we find some difficulties.
One problem is that the production of epinician poetry seems to have essentially halted with

Pindar’s death shortly after 450 BCE; as Swift notes, “the genre as a whole...seems to go out of

7 Harvey, 1955, pp. 159-64.

7' E.g. Ol 4.9, Ol. 8.10, Pyth. 5.22, etc.

"2 E.g. Pyth. 10.53, Nem. 1.7.

78 Harvey, 1955, pp. 163-64; Hugh M. Lee, “The ‘Historical’ Bundy and Encomiastic Relevance in Pindar,” The
Classical World 72 (1978): pp. 65-70; N.]J. Lowe, “Epinikian Eidography,” in Pindar’s Poetry, Patrons, and Festivals: From
Archaic Greece to the Roman Empire, eds. Simon Hornblower and Catherine Morgan (Oxford, 2007), pp. 167-68. I agree
with these scholars, with the (rather substantial) caveat that it is difficult to rely on the existence of any fixed generic
classifications within classical and archaic Greek lyric poetry.

74 Both Pindar and Bacchylides do refer to their poems as epinicians: Pi. Nem. 4.78: éruvuciowow aowaic; Bacch. 2.13:
émwviciots. But Aristophanes (fr. 448 [= Athenaeus 9.387f]: Attayag 1jdotov épelv év émvikiols koéac) seems to be
referring to the celebration meal (or meals) with which Olympic victors were often honored; and Plato certainly uses
“ta epinikia” to refer to a celebratory banquet (Pl. Symp. 173a). Furthermore, in this latter case it is not even an athletic
victory that is being honored, but a poetic one. In short, not only was the term epinikia simply one of many ways to
refer to poems in honor of Olympic victors, but it could also refer to non-poetic forms of compensation for non-
athletic victors as well.
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fashion.”” A second problem is represented by the fact that the aristocratic tone and milieu of
epinician poetry appears fundamentally antithetical to the idealogy of democratic Athens, and
so it has been presumed that such performances were discouraged in Athens.” Nevertheless,
citations by Aristophanes (among others) of specific odes of Pindar and Simonides suggests that

their epinicians remained well-known in Athens in the late fifth and early fourth centuries.”

More compelling in this regard is the fact that around the same time as the production of
the Heracles, Euripides had composed an epinician in honor of Alcibiades” Olympic victory in
the chariot race.” If we presume, as seems reasonable, that this ode was performed in Athens,
then we have evidence that a substantial portion of the audience of the Heracles would have
witnessed —or at least known of —a specific epinician performance and all that it entailed. The
combination of these experiences suggests that much of Euripides” audience would have had no
difficulty in recognizing the strong epinician tones that run throughout the Heracles. And

insofar as epinician poetry regularly and overtly broadcasts its “intrinsic political loading,”” we

75 Swift, 2010, p. 108.

76 C.M. Bowra, “Xenophanes and the Olympic Games,” The American Journal of Philology 59 (1938): pp. 267-68; H.T.
Wade-Gery, Essays in Greek History (Oxford, 1958), pp. 247-52. I discuss this question in greater detail in Chapter Two,
but contra Bowra and Wade-Gery, see Simon Hornblower, Thucydides and Pindar: Historical Narrative and the World of
Epinikian Poetry (Oxford, 2004), pp. 247-61; and Swift, 2010, pp. 106-15.

77 Cf. Ar. Clouds, 1354-58, Birds 924-30, discussed by Swift, 2010, pp. 112-14. Swift’s points are generally correct,
though it is worth noting that since the comedy itself was not destined for theatrical production, the audience of the
Clouds was limited, so it is less significant than it might otherwise be that Aristophanes expected them to “recogniz/e]
a particular epinician ode.”

78 This is also treated in far greater detail in Chapter Three, but on Euripides” epinician see esp. C.M. Bowra,
“Euripides’ Epinician for Alcibiades,” Historia: Zeitschrift fiir Alte Geschichte 9 (1960): pp. 68-79; and Swift, 2010, 115-18
(though Swift is reluctant to attribute the ode to Euripides).

70 Swift, 2010, p. 106.
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may deduce that the recognition of the poetic form would on its own recall the ideology and

values espoused by Pindar and others.

3. Summary of Chapters

In my first chapter, I examine the echoes of the Iliad in the Iphigenia at Aulis. Of primary
interest to me in this light are two Iliadic conflicts that Euripides recasts in the world of Aulis: a
dispute between Agamemnon and Achilles over the possession of a woman; and the difficult
decision about whether to undertake the war against Troy. In Homer, the same two issues®
serve to illustrate the power structures that exist within the Achaean army. In the IA, Euripides
also uses these problems to (re)frame the exercise of military authority, and he does so with
many overt references to Homer’s treatment of the same. In the end, however, Euripides
resolves the disputes in a manner that would have been unthinkable in the world of Homer, but
typical in democratic Athens: through the direct intervention of the Achaean army. I will argue
first of all that these Homeric echoes serve to emphasize the vast gulf that lay between the
world of the Iliad and the world of the JA—and by extension that of fifth-century Athens—

particularly regarding the manner in which political and military authority were exercised;

8 In the Iliad the debate is whether or not to continue the war against Troy, but this is roughly equivalent to the
question of whether or not to begin the same war.
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second, that by emphasizing these differences the tragedy forms an implicit critique of the
dynamics of power in democratic Athens; and third, that the play should be read in the light of
contemporary debates concerning Homer’s educational role in the matters of leadership and

authority.

In my second chapter, I discuss the role of epinician poetry in the Heracles, and argue
that the values of this genre are portrayed as vital to the contemporary polis. As Leslie Kurke
has argued at length, one of the main purposes of epinician poetry was to ease its dedicatees’
return from the games and to facilitate their re-integration into their communities.®® The
function of epinician poetry is thus overtly political, in that the genre seeks to redress the
potential alienation of an elite victor within his own polis due to resentment felt by his fellow
citizens. In the Heracles, this “epinician” problem is addressed at length, for we see Heracles first
struggle to find a place in his adopted home of Thebes, and later be forced to settle in Athens.
For not the first time in Greek tragedy, Thebes and Athens are set against each other as political
antitheses,® but here the principle way in which they manifest this opposition is through their
treatment of Heracles. Heracles himself is repeatedly portrayed as an ideal epinician hero, and
epinician odes dominate the lyric apparatus of the tragedy. Nevertheless, Thebes refuses to

accept Heracles upon his return from his labors, and it is ultimately up to Athens to

81 Kurke, 1991.

82 For other instances, see the seminal paper by Froma Zeitlin, “Thebes: Theater of Self and Society in Athenian
Drama,” in Nothing to Do with Dionysus? Athenian Drama in Its Social Context, eds. John J. Winkler and Zeitlin
(Princeton, 1990), pp. 130-67.
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accommodate the hero. As I argue, Athens does so through an explicit subscription to the
values of epinician poetry. As such, the play suggests that it is necessary for a contemporary
polis to provide some degree of recognition to outstanding individuals, and that adhering to the
principles of epinician poetry is an effective means of doing so. Moreover, this issue was
especially relevant in the period in which the Heracles was produced,®® when Athens was
struggling to come to terms with a prodigal son— Alcibiades—who was not only an Olympic

victor, but also the commissioner of an epinician poem from Euripides.

In my third chapter, I analyze the role of the paeans in Euripides” Ion, and I demonstrate
that the presence of the genre is at once unifying and problematic. On the one hand, the paean
fits perfectly with the central themes of the play, which concern the fusion of Athens’
autochthonous civic identity with a collective Athenian-Ionian identity that was based on
common descent from Ion, the protagonist of the tragedy. Insofar as paeans, as a genre,
expressed and encouraged the unity of a group or polis, often with “the integrative function of
articulating a sense of community among the members,”8 the presence of paean-songs in the
tragedy seems most fitting. At the same time, the paeanic songs of the Ion are highly
unorthodox and seem to undermine any sense of community by focusing not on solidarity, but

on the isolation of the singers. This subversion of theme and genre is especially important since

8 Godfrey W. Bond, ed., Euripides: Heracles (Oxford, 1981), p. xxxi, suggests that “metrical features” allow us to
tentatively date the Heracles to a period “within (or just before) the last decade of Euripides” work.”
8 Jan Rutherford, “Apollo in Ivy: The Tragic Paean,” Arion 3 (1995a): p. 115.
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the Ion was produced at a time in which Athens was struggling with and recalibrating its
attitudes regarding the purity of Athenian citizens and the city’s relations with its (non-
Athenian) Ionian allies. As such, it appears that Euripides uses these songs to challenge
contemporary notions of Athenian and Ionian identities, and to question the paean’s role in

consolidating and projecting these identities.

In the fourth chapter, I return to the Iphigenia at Aulis in order to examine the play’s
many allusions to Aeschylus’ Agamemnon. In this chapter, rather than focusing on the power-
struggle between Agamemnon and Achilles, I will analyze the speech and actions of
Agamemnon and his wife Clytemnestra. I will argue that Euripides has deliberately inverted
each character’s role as compared with their appearances in Aeschylus’ play. In the Agamemnon,
one of the main themes is Clytemnestra’s use of deception in order to kill her husband. In the
IA, conversely, it is Agamemnon who attempts to exploit deceitful speech in order to effect a
murderous plot of his own, and the scenes in which he does so are laden with imagery from
and references to Aeschylus’ play. A contemporary concern is once again evident in this shift,
insofar as we can trace a growing concern about dishonest male speech in late-fifth-century
Athens, particularly in the political sphere. I thus argue that the IA rejects the Agamemnon’s
portrayal of deceptive speech as a peculiarly “female” method of communication, and instead

suggests that male figures have become the main culprits of such deviant behavior.
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Chapter One

Echoes of the Iliad at Aulis:

Agamemnon, Achilles, and the Reconsideration of

Homeric Authority

Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis shares an intimate and peculiar relationship with Homer’s
Iliad. The setting of the tragedy is the encampment at Aulis where the Achaean army awaits a
favorable wind for Troy, and the question at hand is whether or not Agamemnon will sacrifice
his daughter Iphigenia to Artemis. This is the condition upon which the army’s departure for
Troy rests, so we may see the IA as a sort of prequel to the Iliad, its outcome predetermined by
the very existence of Homer’s epic. Even beyond that, the high volume of allusions to the Iliad,
some as obvious as the choral “Catalogue of Ships” found in the parodos,' suggests that

Euripides is deeply engaged with the Homeric tradition. In short, the Iliad is embedded in the

! The second half of the parodos is of dubious authenticity, but the first half (vv. 164-230) is certainly adequate
evidence of the song’s Homeric heritage. On the probable authenticity of the first part of the parodos, cf. Denys Page,
Actors’ Interpolations in Greek Tragedy (Oxford, 1934), p. 142; ]. Diggle, ed., Euripidis Fabulae vol. 3 (Oxford, 1994), ad
loc.; David Kovacs, “Towards a Reconstruction of Iphigenia Aulidensis,” The Journal of Hellenic Studies 123 (2003): p. 83.
For a broader discussion of the problems inherent to the text of the IA, as well as my approach to these problems, see
the Introduction to this dissertation, on pp. 12-13. In general, I will avoid bringing up questions of “authenticity”
unless serious doubts have been raised about a particular passage I am discussing.
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very fiber of Euripides’ text. Moreover, this intertextual relationship is dramatized before
spectators that were fully capable of recognizing the existence and importance of the Homeric
subtext, not least due to their similar and recent experience with Euripides’ Helen.? As such,
there is every reason to believe that the Iliad’s presence would have a palpable influence on the

audience’s perception of the IA.

Among the many echoes of the Iliad at Aulis, two specific issues stand out for the
attention which Euripides gives them: the conflict between Agamemnon and Achilles, which is
central to the Ilind and ever-simmering in the IA; and the decision about whether to fight the
Trojans, which hovers over the IA and is the subject of numerous debates in the Iliad. In Homer,
these two issues are the clearest windows through which we may observe the structures of
power and authority among the Achaeans. To wit, the Homeric debates about whether to
remain at Troy demonstrate that the basileis of the Iliad retain a monopoly of authority at Troy,
insofar as their decisions cannot be challenged by the common soldiers of the army. The Iliadic

dispute between Agamemnon and Achilles, on the other hand, results in an irresolvable “crisis

2In the Helen it is the Odyssey rather than the Iliad that provides a traditional model through which to understand the
events of the play. On this vast subject, cf. Charles Segal, “The Two Worlds of Euripides’ Helen,” Transactions and
Proceedings of the American Philological Association 102 (1971): pp. 553-614; Robert Eisner, “Echoes of the Odyssey in
Euripides” Helen,” Maia 32 (1980): pp. 31-37; Karelisa V. Hartigan, “Myth and the Helen,” Eranos 79 (1981): pp. 23-31;
Helene P. Foley, “Anodos Drama: Euripides” Alcestis and Helen,” in Innovations of Antiquity, eds. Ralph Hexter and
Daniel Selden (New York, 1992), pp. 133-60; Diane M. Juffras, “Helen and Other Victims in Euripides’ Helen,” Hermes
121 (1993): pp. 45-57; Ingrid E. Holmberg, “Euripides’ Helen: Most Noble and Most Chaste,” The American Journal of
Philology 116 (1995): pp. 19-42; Rachel D. Friedman, “Old Stories in Euripides’ New Helen: TTAAAIOTHX TAP TQI
AOT'QIT” ENEXTI TIX (Hel. 1056),” Phoenix 61 (2007): pp. 195-211; Aspasia S. Stavrinou, “The Opsis of Helen:
Performative Intertextuality in Euripides,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 55 (2015): pp. 104-32.
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of leadership,”® and shows that the relations between different basileis cannot be defined or
resolved by a strict or simple hierarchy. In Homer, then, these issues are closely bound to
questions of authority and leadership, and it is perhaps no surprise that the IA uses them to

shed light upon the same subjects.

In the IA, the question of Iphigenia’s sacrifice sets in motion both a debate about
whether to bring war to Troy and a dispute between Agamemnon and Achilles over the girl’s
fate. Just as in Homer, these questions are the prisms through which we understand the
leadership of the Achaeans at Aulis. But even though the outcome of the IA is superficially the
same as that of the Iliad—the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles is resolved, and the
war will go on—the manner in which Euripides” Achaeans reach these conclusions is decidedly
un-Homeric: the army as a whole takes control of the situation and forces the basileis to follow
their lead. Such a dynamic is on the one hand inconceivable within the world of the Iliad, but it
is strikingly similar to the way in which similar conflicts unfolded in the contemporary Greek

world.

In this chapter, I will demonstrate that the IA consistently uses its Iliadic backdrop to re-
evaluate questions of authority among the Achaeans within an overtly contemporary, one
might even say democratic, context. As I will show, this process has two principal effects. On

the one hand, the IA illustrates the difficulties of leadership in the world of his audience, for the

3 As it is called by Walter Donlan, “Reciprocities in Homer,” The Classical World 75 (1982): p. 161.
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Achaean army’s expropriation of power mirrors circumstances, described by Thucydides and
others, in which masses of citizens or soldiers used violent coercion to take control of the
decision-making process. At the same time, the tragedy challenges the canonical status of the
Homeric epics in classical Athens. In fact, we shall see that this too is a theme to which the
audience could relate, for it reflects a hotly contested contemporary debate about the usefulness

of Homeric poetry as “educational” texts in the classical Greek world.

The originality of this study lies more in its conclusions than in its focus. Indeed, critics
have long noted the many echoes of the Iliad that resound at Aulis. The parodos, for example,
practically spells out its Homeric lineage over 140 lines, and scholars have handled this
particular allusion most deftly, arguing that Euripides uses it to initiate a sort of “poetic agon”
with Homer.* The dispute between Agamemnon and Achilles, kept at a constant simmer
throughout the IA, has also been seen as a clear allusion to the two heroes’ quarrel over Briseis
in the Iliad. Just as in Homer’s poem, in the IA the crux of the disagreement is a girl over whom

both the heroes feel they have some claim. The situation in the IA is somewhat more

4 The term belongs to Andrew Ford, “Being There: Poetics of Earliness in the Parodos of the Iphigeneia at Aulis,”
(forthcoming). Ford looks at the competition that Euripides initiates from the perspective of what he calls the “poetics
of earliness” (ibid.), which has the effect of “tak[ing] the oldest parts of the oldest story and present[ing] them with
such freshness and spontaneity that it must excite anyone who is there to see.” Froma Zeitlin, “The Artful Eye:
Vision, Ekphrasis, and Spectacle in Euripidean Theatre,” in Art and Text in Ancient Greek Culture,” eds. Simon Goldhill
and Robin Osborne (Cambridge, 1994), pp. 138-96, also examines the “possible contest between verbal and visual
means, between epic narrative and theatrical vista,” (p. 164), but her interest lies mainly in the way that Euripides’
proposes a new means for establishing memory and kleos. (See also Zeitlin, “Art, Memory, and Kleos in Euripides’
Iphigenia in Aulis,” in History, Tragedy, Theory: Dialogues on Athenian Drama, ed. Barbara Goff [Austin, 1995], pp. 174-
201.)
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complicated than it is in the Iliad,> but in the end, as Luschnig points out, we are led to

“understand that Briseis is not the first bride stolen from Achilles by his commander-in-chief.”®

But while scholars have long noted these similarities, they have yet to examine the
manner in which the echoes of the Iliad are woven into the IA’s exploration of the structures of
power and authority among the Achaean army. Indeed, the inevitability of Iphigenia’s eventual
sacrifice, Achilles” efforts notwithstanding, has suggested to many that the Iliad’s authority on
the TA is “suffocating”;” that “Agamemnon’s and Iphigenia’s choices cannot bear the
significance necessary to tragedy because they are limited by the imposition of the myth”;® or
even that “tradition has worked to close down choices and alternatives in political, social, and
artistic terms.”® But such an enlarged focus on the Iliad’s “influence” on the IA has come at the
cost of understanding the tragedy’s consistent impulse to reconsider and revise the dynamics of

Homeric society. Insofar as I argue here that the IA’s Iliadic backdrop serves primarily to

5In the IA, Achilles only becomes aware of his “claim” as the tragedy progresses. As we learn in the prologue,
Agamemnon had used the prospect of a marriage to Achilles to lure Iphigenia to Aulis, but once Achilles learns of
this ruse, Achilles boldly claims that now that Iphigenia “has been promised to me, she will never be sacrificed by her
father” (IA 935-36: koUmOTE KOQN OT) TEOG MATEOG OPaynoeTaL/éun patiodeio’s). On the nature of Achilles’
commitment, see esp. Helene P. Foley, “Marriage and Sacrifice in Euripides’ Iphigeneia in Aulis,” Arethusa 15 (1982):
pp. 159-80. Foley argues—correctly, in my view —that “Achilles...agree[s] to act as Iphigeneia’s bridegroom...[and]
the fictional marriage between Achilles and Iphigeneia takes on an ever-increasing reality” (pp. 162-63).

¢ C.A.E. Luschnig, Tragic Aporia: A Study of Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis (Berwick, Australia, 1988), p. 67. The
connection has also been noted by Christina Elliot Sorum, “Myth, Choice, and Meaning in Euripides Iphigenia at
Aulis,” The American Journal of Philology 113 (1992): p. 532; and Ann Norris Michelini, “The Expansion of Myth in Late
Euripides: Iphigenia at Aulis,” Illinois Classical Studies 24/25 (1999/2000): p. 48 fn 38.

7 Luschnig, 1988, p. 78.

8 Sorum, 1992, p. 542.

® Mary-Kay Gamel, “Introduction: Iphigenia at Aulis” in Women on the Edge: Four Plays by Euripides, eds. Ruby Blondell,
Gamel, Nancy Sorkin Rabinowitz, and Bella Zweig (New York, 1999), p. 320.
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subvert the political structures of Homer’s epic, this chapter represents a sharp divergence from

what has heretofore been the critical consensus.

1. Authority, Conflict, and Structures of Power in the Iliad

Euripides’ revolutionary use of Homeric story lines will be readily apparent only if we
first see how Homer uses the same episode-types to depict the nature of power and authority in
the Iliad. It is in that light that I shall provide a brief overview of the “politics” of the Iliad,'* as
well as a more thorough examination of the picture of elite authority that is developed through
the Agamemnon/Achilles conflict and the debate about whether to continue the war in Troy.
These questions have been the subject of endless discussions among scholars, and it is fair to say
that no true consensus has been found. Nevertheless, we may at least say that Moses Finley’s
famous statement that “neither [Homeric] poem has any trace of a polis in its political sense,”"" a

view once so en vogue,'? is no longer a commonly held opinion. Indeed, the very existence of a

10T will restrict myself here to a discussion of the Iliad (rather than including episodes from the Odyssey) primarily
because it is with the Iliad that Euripides engages in the IA.

T MLIL Finley, The World of Odysseus (New York, 1979), p. 34.

12 Among many others and to varying degrees, Finley is followed by: A.W.H. Adkins, Moral Values and Political
Behaviour in Ancient Greece: From Homer to the End of the Fifth Century (New York, 1972), pp. 11-12, 17; Richard Posner,
“The Homeric Version of the Minimalist State,” Ethics 90 (1979): pp. 27-46; John Halverson, “Social Order in the
Odyssey,” Hermes 113 (1985): pp. 129-45; Halverson, “The Succession Issue in the Odyssey,” Greece & Rome 33 (1986):
pp. 119-28; Lowell Edmunds, “Commentary on Raaflaub,” Proceedings of the Boston Area Colloquium on Ancient
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book entitled The Iliad as Politics suggests that the premise of such “politics” is at least
permissible.’® Indeed, a number of scholars have either argued explicitly that the Iliad includes a
political dimension,** or have done so implicitly by attempting to describe and analyze the

political world of Homer’s epics.'®

The results of these studies have been varied, but the most successful interpretations of
Homer’s politics have not failed to stress the participation of a broad group of people
throughout the decision-making process. As Raaflaub points out:

The fact is...that the Homeric assembly plays a crucial role. Every action and

decision with importance to the community takes place in an assembly, whether
at war, on an expedition, or in the peaceful polis. The people witness such

Philosophy 4 (1988): pp. 27-33; and to a lesser extent, Stephen Scully, Homer and the Sacred City (Ithaca, 1990), pp. 101-
14.

13 Dean Hammer, The Iliad as Politics: The Performance of Political Thought (Norman, OK, 2002).

14 On this subject, see esp. Hammer, 2002, pp. 20-29. Hammer, a professor of political science, astutely applies the
notion that a “political field is not defined by institutional and territorial boundaries but rather is constituted by
groups who are engaged in a political activity” (p. 26). But see also Kurt A. Raaflaub, “Homer and the Beginnings of
Greek Political Thought,” in Proceedings of the Boston Area Colloquium on Ancient Philosophy 4 (1988): pp. 1-25;
Raaflaub, “Homeric Society,” in A New Companion to Homer, eds. Ian Morris and Barry Powell (Leiden, 1997a), pp.
624-48; Raaflaub, “Soldiers, Citizens, and the Evolution of the Early Greek Polis,” in The Development of the Polis in
Ancient Greece, eds. Lynette G. Mitchell and P.J. Rhodes (London, 1997b), pp. 49-59; “Politics and Interstate Relations
in the World of Early Greek Poleis: Homer and Beyond,” Antichthon 31 (1997c): pp. 1-27; Peter W. Rose, “Ideology in
the Iliad: Polis, Basileus, Theoi,” Arethusa 30 (1997): pp. 151-99; William Allan and Douglas Cairns, “Conflict and
Community in the Iliad,” in Competition in the Ancient World, eds. Nick Fisher and Hans van Wees (Swansea, 2011),
pp- 113-46.

15 These are too numerous to mention (though many will be discussed below), but a brief sample may include: Ian
Morris, “The Use and Abuse of Homer,” Classical Antiquity 5 (1986): pp. 81-138; William Merritt Sale, “The
Government of Troy: Politics in the Iliad,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 35 (1994): pp. 5-102; Ruth Scodel,
Listening to Homer: Tradition, Narrative, and Audience (Ann Arbor, 2002), esp. pp. 173-212; Joel P. Christensen, The
Failure of Speech: Rhetoric and Politics in the Iliad (PhD diss. at New York University, 2007); Elton Barker, Entering the
Agon: Dissent and Authority in Homer, Historiography, and Tragedy (Oxford, 2009). Contra (to a certain extent), see Paul
Cartledge, Ancient Greek Political Thought in Practice (Cambridge, 2009), pp. 29-40. While Cartledge admits that “there
[is] evidence of political thought in Homer” (p. 39), elsewhere he stresses the lack of any political institutions and
asserts that “the world of the Iliad is pre-political” (p. 33).
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actions, listen to the debate, express their approval or dissent collectively...and
share the responsibility for the outcome.!

In other words, even though the elite basileis’” dominate the political landscape at Troy, Homer’s
world is still one in which everyone witnesses and appraises the deliberations of the assembly.'s
And although the will of the démos has little effect on the outcomes of the deliberations, it is

still desirable, perhaps even necessary, for the basileis to establish consensus among them.2

16 Raaflaub, 1997b, p. 55.

17 The term basileus may be translated as “king” or perhaps “chieftain,” but insofar as there is no true consensus on
the status of these basileis, I will simply use the Greek term throughout this chapter. For different takes on the precise
status of Homer’s basileis, see Robert Mondi, “XKHITTOYXOI BAXIAEIX: An Argument for Divine Kingship in Early
Greece,” Arethusa 13 (1980): pp. 203-16; Bjern Qviller, “The Dynamics of the Homeric Society,” Symbolae Osloenses 56
(1981): pp. 109-55; Robert Drews, Basileus: The Evidence for Kingship in Geometric Greece (New Haven, 1983), pp. 99-104;
A.G. Geddes, “Who’s Who in Homeric Society?” The Classical Quarterly 34 (1984): pp. 17-36; Walter Donlan, “The
Social Groups of Dark Age Greece,” Classical Philology 80 (1985): pp. 304-05; Hans van Wees, Status Warriors: War,
Violence, and Society in Homer (Amsterdam, 1992), pp. 281-98; Raaflaub, 1997a, pp. 633-34; Naoko Yamagata, “&val
and BaoiAeve in Homer,” The Classical Quarterly 47 (1997): pp. 1-14; Sarah Hitch, King of Sacrifice: Ritual and Royal
Authority in the Iliad (Washington, D.C., 2009).

18 Raaflaub, 1997a, p. 632.

19 Van Wees, 1992, p. 33: “[t]he people at large thus play no active part in decision-making, but are passively involved
in it...[they] may shout in agreement or silently disapprove, but they have no vote or any say in the matter.”

2 Along these lines, and to varying degrees, cf. Walter Donlan, “The Structure of Authority in the Iliad,” Arethusa 12
(1979): pp. 51-70; Donlan, “Chiefs and Followers in Pre-State Greece,” in From Political Economy to Anthropology:
Situating Economic Life in Past Societies, eds. Colin A.M. Duncan and David W. Tandy (Montreal, 1994), pp. 34-51;
Donlan, “The Relations of Power in the Pre-State and Early State Polities,” in The Development of the Polis in Archaic
Greece,” eds. Lynette G. Mitchell and P.J. Rhodes (London, 1997), pp. 39-48; Peter W. Rose, “Thersites and the Plural
Voice of Homer,” Arethusa 21 (1988): pp. 5-25; Rose, 1997; Rose, Class in Archaic Greece (Cambridge, 2012), pp. 93-133;
W.G. Thalmann, “Thersites: Comedy, Scapegoats, and Heroic Ideology in the Iliad,” Transactions and Proceedings of the
American Philological Association 118 (1988): pp. 1-28; Hammer, 2002; Bruce Heiden, “Common People and Leaders in
Iliad Book 2: The Invocation of the Muses and the Catalogue of Ships,” Transactions and Proceedings of the American
Philological Association 138 (2008): pp. 127-54; Allan and Cairns, 2011; and David F. Elmer, The Poetics of Consent:
Collective Decision Making in the Iliad (Baltimore, 2013). Scodel, 2002, p. 182, provides a particularly nuanced example
of this view: “Homeric epic is the genre of social cohesion. This cohesion requires the people to accept elite
dominance but simultaneously allows them to view individual aristocrats with a critical gaze. It celebrates a shared
moral perspective that gives the common people a decisive voice, even as it defines their opinions as based on...those
of the elite.” Contra see Morris, 1986, David W. Tandy, Warriors into Traders: The Power of the Market in Early Greece
(Berkely, 1997), pp. 142-44, 149-52, who insist that the Iliad portrays a purely “oligarchical” political landscape.
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Nevertheless, beyond the need for the basileis to appeal to the wishes of the démos
(“people”), the authority of the basileis at Troy remains nearly absolute.? On a general level,
numerous aspects of the assemblies make this readily apparent: a basileus such as Agamemnon
may feel free to ignore the wishes of the démos;* only the basileis are allowed to hold the floor at
the assemblies;* at no point do the common soldiers disobey the commands of their leaders;*
the soldiery’s only means of expressing dissent is by refusing to applaud the suggestion of a
basileus, a silence that does not have any persuasive power; and the only common soldier who
attempts to speak out against an Achaean basileus—Thersites—receives a severe beating for his
temerity.?> Once a basileus decides on a particular course of action, there is nothing the démos can

do to influence proceedings.

21 Donlan, 1997, pp. 40-41, considers this the distinction between “power” and “authority.” He argues that while
power suggests the ability to “[rule] by compulsion,” authority “rules mainly through persuasion and example, and
tradition.”

22 For example in Book One, when all the other Achaeans (. 1.22: &AAot pév mavteg...Axaot) are in favor of
returning Chryses’” daughter to the priest, an idea that Agamemnon decisively rejects. For a Trojan example, see II.
7.345-97, in which Antenor proposes that they bring the war to an end by forcing Paris to give back Helen. Paris
roundly refuses to do anything of the sort, though we learn that “the Trojans would have him do it” (II. 7.393: 1} unv
Towég ye kéAovtau). On this episode, cf. Raaflaub, 1988, esp. pp. 1-5.

2 Van Wees, 1992, p. 33; Hermann Strasburger, “The Sociology of the Homeric Epics,” in Homer: German Scholarship in
Translation, eds. and tr. G.M. Wright and P.V. Jones (Oxford, 1997), p. 50: “[t]he assembly of the army in the Iliad and
the peaceful assembly of the people in the Odyssey are mute assemblies, in which the crowd receives announcements
and instructions.” This latter interpretation is perhaps an exaggeration, but a large kernel of truth lies within it.

2 Donlan, 1979, identifies forty instances in which an individual’s “Leadership Authority” (i.e. command) is rejected,
but none of these instances of disobedience belongs to the common soldiers.

% Cf. II. 2.211-75. This episode is by no means irrelevant to the discussion at hand, but in the interest of space it will
be elided. For more, cf. esp. N. Postlethwaite, “Thersites in the Iliad,” Greece & Rome 35 (1988): pp. 123-36; Rose, 1988;
Thalmann, 1988. For the view that Thersites is not actually a common soldier, but instead a member of the elite, cf.
G.S. Kirk, The Iliad: A Commentary vol. 1 (Cambridge, 1985), p. 139; and J. Marks, “The Ongoing Neikos: Thersites,
Odysseus, and Achilleus,” The American Journal of Philology 126 (2005): pp. 1-31.
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The hierarchy among the basileis themselves is somewhat more complicated. Even
though Homer makes it clear that “Agamemnon is accepted by the other PaociAnec as overall
leader,”? this does not give him unlimited power over the other Greek leaders, nor indeed over
the Greek army as a whole. As Raaflaub affirms, Agamemnon is more of a “primus inter pares”
within a “fiercely competitive group of equals.”” His authority is subject to challenges
throughout the Iliad, and he has essentially no power over the troops brought to Troy by his
fellow basileis. In short, his position is unstable and ambiguous,? but the debate about whether
to remain at Troy, and the conflict between Agamemnon and Achilles, are episodes through

which we may better understand the complex dynamics that exist within the Achaean army.

The authority of the basileis and the “fight or go home” question

In the Iliad, the debate about whether or not to remain at Troy arises at three separate
points in the Iliad. In each case, Homer makes it clear, albeit in different ways, that the decision
of whether “to fight or go home” lies with the basileis, but not with Agamemnon alone. The first
instance arises in Book Two, where Agamemnon devises a poorly conceived plan to test his

army with a disingenuous suggestion that they should flee Troy (II. 2.100-41). Agamemnon’s

2 Kirk, 1985, p. 81.

7 Raaflaub, 1997a, p. 634. The definition of Agamemnon as primus inter pares goes back at least a hundred years: cf.
Carl Friedrich Lehmann-Haupt, “Griechische Geschichte bis zur Schlacht bei Chaironeia,” in Einleitung in die
Altertumswissenschaft vol. 3, eds. A. Gercke and E. Norden (Leipzig, 1914), p. 105.

28 An argument that is presented in great detail by Donlan, 1982.
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design is to have the other basileis restrain the soldiers (II. 2.75) but his proposal to flee is taken
up with rather too much zest by the army, and a mad rush to the ships ensues (Il. 2.142-54).
During the tumult, we see Odysseus corral the troops and urge them to stay and fight. In doing
s0, he provides a reasonably coherent picture of the Achaean hierarchy (II. 2.188-91; 198-206):

OV Tva pév PaciAna kat EEoxov avdpa kixein

TOV O &yavoic €méeaoLy €QNTUONOKE TTAQAOTAC:

dalovl ov o€ €otke Kakov Qg dedlooeodat, 190
AAN” avtde te kABnoo kat dAAovg dove Aaovc:

ov & al dnjpov T dvdea ot BodwvTd T Epevool,

TOV OKNMTOW EAQRCAOKEV OHOKAT|OOOKE Te HUOQ-

dapovl ateépac Noo kat AAAwv pobov dkove, 200
ol oéo @éptepotl elot, oL O AMTOAEHOG KAl AVAAKIS

oUTé ot &v MoAéw évaplOutog o0t évi fOvAR:

0V 1€V MwG TIAVTES PaciAevoopey €vOad Axatol:

oVk drya®ov moAvkowavin: eig koipavog €otw,

elg Baorevs, @ dawke Kpdvouv maic aykvAountew 205
OKNTTEOV T 1d¢ Béotag, tvd oot BovAevnot.

Whenever he encountered some basileus, or man of influence,

he would stand beside him and with soft words try to restrain him:
“Excellency! It does not become you to be frightened like any 190
coward. Rather hold fast and check the rest of the people.’

When he saw some man of the people who was shouting

he would strike at him with his staff, and reprove him also:

“Excellency! Sit still and listen to what others tell you, 200
to those who are better men than you, you skulker and coward

and thing of no account whatever in battle or council.

Surely not all of us Achaeans can be as kings here.

Lordship for many is no good thing. Let there be one ruler,

one basileus, to whom the son of devious-devising Kronos 205
gives the scepter and right of judgment, to watch over his people.’?

» All translations of the Iliad from Richmond Lattimore, The Iliad of Homer (Chicago, 1962), unless otherwise noted.
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Naturally, we cannot take Odysseus” words as a precise description of power-relations among
the Achaeans; they are, after all, designed to persuade his audience. But as Scodel argues, the
hierarchy he describes is not so much an invention as an exaggeration,® and the efficacy of his
speech attests to its verisimilitude. As such, we may take as meaningful Odysseus” division of
the army into two distinct groups: the basileis and the common soldiers (laos or démos). It is also
telling that he treats these two groups so differently. “Soft words” and an encouragement to
restrain the army are reserved for the basileis, while the troops receive blows from the scepter
and a command to follow their basileis. A very clear dynamic thus emerges: the basileis are to
lead, the common soldiers to obey. Of particular interest here is Odysseus’ claim that the demos
is “a thing of no account...[in] council.” While this does not precisely match what we see
throughout the Iliad as a whole,®! it nevertheless shows that Odysseus has little regard for the

soldiery’s input in the “fight or go home” decision.

Of more difficult interpretation are the final lines of the passage, where Odysseus claims
there should be “one ruler, one basileus” for all the Achaeans. Were we to take Odysseus at his
word, we would understand that a strict hierarchy exists among the Greeks, with Agamemnon
(presumably) at the top and all the other Achaeans subject to him. Put quite simply, this in no

way conforms to what we see enacted throughout the rest of the Iliad.> A less literal more

% Scodel, 2002, p. 210.
31 Cf. esp. Raaflaub, 1997a, pp. 634-36.
32 As for example in the other debates about whether to stay at Troy, on which see more below.
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accurate interpretation of Odysseus” comment is provided by Oliver Taplin, who argues that he
“is not saying that the whole army should have one single BaoiAelg, but only that every
common man should have one.”® In other words, each basileus may decide when and how his
own soldiers will fight, but he does not have authority over other basileis, nor over the personal

contingents of these other basileis.>*

A similar dynamic is revealed the next time the Greeks take up the “fight or go home”
question. At the beginning of Book Nine, Agamemnon, downtrodden and apparently defeated,
once again brings up the prospect of retreat (II. 9.9-28). Unlike in Book Two, Agamemnon is
completely serious, but rather than making for their ships, the entire army reacts with a stunned
silence (9.29-30).% Diomedes is the first to respond to Agamemnon, and both his words and the
army’s response are of a different tone (Il. 9.32-33, 42-49):

AtQeidn ool mE@Ta Lo )OOHaL APEADEOVTL, 32
1 Oéuig €otiv, aval, ayogr): ov d¢ un Tt XoAwOG.

el 0é toL VT Ovpog Eméoovtal g te véeoOat 42
€ox €0 A tot 00d¢, Ve d€ toL ayxL BaAdoong
éotao’, atl tot émovto MuknvnOev paAa moAAaL.

3 Oliver Taplin, “Agamemnon’s Role in the Iliad” in Characterization and Individuality in Greek Literature, ed.
Christopher Pelling (Oxford, 1990), p. 63. Contra see Cartledge, 2009, pp. 33-39. Cartledge appears to take Odysseus’
statement quite literally, though he glosses over the rather considerable contributions of the other basileis in the
assemblies.

3 Elsewhere, Oliver Taplin, Homeric Soundings: The Shaping of the Iliad (Oxford, 1992), p. 58, describes relations
between Agamemnon and the other basileis thusly: “the summoned basilées are committed to the supervision of
[Agamemnon], who acts as a co-ordinator and spokesman. At the same time they retain substantial independence,
both off the field, where they can, for instance, call together an agoreé or boulé, and on, where they lead their own

men.
% Hammer, 2002, p. 89, suggests that their silence is perhaps due to their memory of the trick in Book Two.
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AAN &AAOL pevEéovol kAQT KOUOWVTES Axatol 45
eig 6 ké meg Toolnv duamtépooplev. el d¢ kal avTol

PeLYOVTWV CLV VILOL PIATV € TaTEdA Yalav:

VLY éyw LOEVvEAS e paxnooped’ eic 6 ke TEKUWQ

TAlov ebowpev: oLV Yoo Be@ eiAnAovOpev.

Son of Atreus, I will be first to fight with your folly, 32
as is my right, lord, in this assembly; then do not be angered.

But if in truth your own heart is so set upon going, 42
go. The way is there, and next to the water are standing

your ships that came —so many of them! —with you from Mykenai,

And yet the rest of the flowing-haired Achaians will stay here 45
until we have sacked the city of Troy; let even these also

run away with their ships to the beloved land of their fathers,

still we two, Sthenelos and I, will fight till we witness
the end of Ilion; for it was with God that we made our way thither.”

Here, Diomedes insists upon his right to speak in the assembly of the Achaians,* and in order
to do so, he invokes themis (9.33)—the “law.” Whether we are to understand this themis as a
“divine sanction” of authority®” or simply as the “social rules...within which the individual

works,”% it is clear that Diomedes appeals to a widely accepted concept of his rights.®

Given the opportunity to speak, Diomedes openly questions Agamemnon’s judgment,

and he does so in a manner that verges on hostility, calling Agamemnon aphradeonti

% While it is true that he sets a conciliatory tone by asking Agamemnon not to become angry, as Bryan Hainsworth,
The Iliad: A Commentary vol. 3 (Cambridge, 1993), p. 64 notes, “his words are easily referred to the events of book I
where Agamemnon, O¢pc...yoon or no, could not abide the maponoia of Achilles.” Similarly, Jasper Griffin, ed.,
Homer: Iliad IX (Oxford, 1995), p. 78.

% Mondi, 1980, p. 207. And similarly, T.A. Sinclair, A History of Greek Political Thought (Cleveland, 1967), pp.16-17.

3 Charles Fuqua, “Proper Behavior in the Odyssey,” Illinois Classical Studies 16 (1991): p. 53.

% In fact, as is noted by Emma J. Stafford, “Themis: Religion and Order in the Archaic Polis,” in The Development of the
Polis in Ancient Greece, eds. Lynette G. Mitchell and P.J. Rhodes (London, 1997), p. 158, there is some evidence that
“themis initially signified the right that every man has to speak freely in the assembly.” In other words, Diomedes
invokes a right that is virtually indisputable.
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(“senseless”) and declaring that he will “fight” against him. In short, on the subject of whether
to “fight or go home,” Agamemnon’s word is not final, and the other basileis have the ability,
perhaps even the “duty,”® to challenge his authority. At the same time, by expressing his
willingness to fight on his own, Diomedes concedes that he cannot force Agamemnon or the
other basileis to stay at Troy. It is clear at this moment that while the basileis collectively make
the decision about whether to fight or go home, no single basileus can make that decision for all

the Achaeans.

This same dynamic is even more obvious on the next occasion in which the question is
debated. In Book Fourteen, Agamemnon once again proposes to throw in the towel (II. 14.64-
81). This time it is Odysseus who upbraids Agamemnon for his cowardice, going so far as to say
he wished that Agamemnon “directed some other unworthy army, and were not lord over
us.”# Odysseus” words obviously suggest that Agamemnon holds a special position among the
Achaeans, but they just as obviously indicate that the rest of the basileis have considerable
leeway when it comes to challenging Agamemnon’s authority. Much like Diomedes, Odysseus
shows little compunction in not only rejecting Agamemnon’s proposal, but in doing so in an

aggressive and even disrespectful manner. As for any input from the soldiery, this discussion

40 As Raaflaub, 1997a, p. 643, argues.

4111 14.84-85: cdpeAdeg aetceAlov otoatod daAAov/onuaivery, un d apuy avaooépev. In fact, Odysseus’ tone is so
harsh that .M. Hohendahl-Zoetelief, Manners in the Homeric Epic (Brill, 1980), p. 43 calls his speech “mutinous,” and
compares it to Odyssey 10.429-37, in which one of Odysseus’ men attempts to foment a revolt by recalling Odysseus’
foolish behavior in Polyphemus’ cave. This comparison, however, is unwarranted, since as we have seen it is one
thing for a basileus to challenge the judgment of another basileus, and another thing altogether for a common soldier to
do so.
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takes place in a boulé at which only a select few basileis are present. In other words, in this last
instance in which the “fight or go home” question arises, the common soldiers have no voice at

all.

The authority of the basileis and the conflict between Agamemnon and Achilles

The authority of Homer’s basileis acquires further nuance in the dispute between
Agamemnon and Achilles that begins in Book One. Superficially at least, the possession of a
woman is at the heart of their disagreement, as it is Agamemnon’s threat to “take” Briseis from
Achilles that ignites the quarrel. But the words of the two heroes show that a disagreement
about authority is central to the rift. Agamemnon and Achilles both describe their conflict as a
sort of power-struggle, beginning with Agamemnon’s statement of intent regarding Briseis (II.
1.184-87):

éyw O¢ K’ &yw Bolomida kaAAimaonov

avTog lwv KALoinVvdEe TO 00V Yépag O’ €U €idr)g 185

dooov pépTepdc eipL 0é0ev, otuyén d¢ kat dAAog

toov éuol paoBat kal OpolwOnevaL avTny.

But I shall take the fair-cheeked Briseis,

your prize, I myself going to your shelter, that you may learn well 185
how much greater I am than you, and another man may shrink back

from likening himself to me and contending against me.

Here, Agamemnon explicitly states that the primary reason for which he is taking Briseis is to
demonstrate his superiority to Achilles and indeed the army as a whole. The term pherteros is a

general one, and may simply denote that Agamemnon is “better” than Achilles, but the
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connotation here is that Agamemnon demands the “validation of his rank and of his authority
as leader.”#> He explicitly states he will take Briseis in order to assert his power. Equally
important is the fact that Agamemnon conceives of it not only as a punishment for Achilles’
impudence, but also as a lesson to the rest of the army, lest anyone else be similarly inclined to
disrespect his authority. At the very beginning of the conflict between Achilles and

Agamemnon, it is already clear that a question of rank and power lies at the heart of it.

This emerges even more precisely as the quarrel reaches its climax. After Achilles
responds with an angry outburst and Nestor attempts to soothe the spirits of the two heroes,

both basileis take an unequivocal and intractable stance on the matter. Agamemnon speaks first
(1. 1.287-89):

AAA” B0’ &vr)o €0€AeL epl mAvTwv éupeval AAAWY,
TAVTWV UEV KoaTéewy é0€AeL, mavteooL O avaooeLy,
naoL 0¢ onuaivery, & v’ ov meloeobat Olw:

Yet here is a man who wishes to be above all others,
who wishes to hold power over all, and to be lord of
all, and give them [all] their orders, yet I think one will not obey him.

4 Donlan, 1982, p. 162; similarly, Joseph A. Russo, “Homer against His Tradition,” Arion 7 (1968): p. 284, suggests
that pherteros here should be translated as “more powerful.” Contra see Kirk, 1985, p. 72, who states that “[a]ttempts
to give @épteQog a more specific meaning...are misguided.” But as Simon Pulleyn, ed., Homer: Iliad I (Oxford, 2000),
p. 174 correctly points out, “Nestor expands on [Agamemnon’s comment] at 281 saying of Agamemnon 6 ye
@épTeQog éotwy, émel mAedveoow dvaooel.” Later on, the “political” basis of Agamemnon’s point of view emerges
more clearly in an analogous declaration of his in II. 9.160: ka( pot vtoot)tw 6000V PaciAevTeds ipt (“and let him
yield place to me, inasmuch as I am the kinglier”). Here, Agamemnon restates his intention of showing himself to be
superior to Achilles, but with an important change in the formulation: he is not simply pherteros, but indeed
“basileuteros.” His aim here is fundamentally the same as it is in Book One —to prove his superiority —but the
language in this instance confirms that he is specifically concerned with the matter of his authority and Achilles’
obedience. (It is a small point, but perhaps worth noting, that these two lines are the only instances in which we find
the combination 6ccov + comparative adjective + et in all of the Iliad.)
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Agamemnon clearly interprets Achilles” behavior as a challenge to his authority, and believes
that Achilles wishes to usurp his position and “to be above all others.” In fact, he is so
concerned with this prospect that he repeats the sentiment a full four times. The source of
Agamemnon’s fear could hardly be clearer, and he caps off this eloquent statement by
proclaiming his remedy for the situation, namely his own refusal to yield to Achilles in this

matter.®

Achilles” sentiments are remarkably similar (II. 1.293-96):
1) Y& Kev OeLAGG Te Kol OVTOAVOS KAAEOIUNV

eL dn oot av €gyov Umei€opat Ol kev elmmnc:

aAdolov On TavT ETTéAAED, pr) YaQ EHorye 295
onpaw’- oL yag éywy’ €Tt oot meloeoat Olw.

So must I be called of no account and a coward

If I must carry out every order you may happen to give me.

Tell other men to do these things, but give me no more 295
commands, since I for my part have no intention to obey you.

Achilles actually reclaims two of Agamemnon’s expressions from the preceding passage (vv.
289 and 296: onuatvewv and meioeocOal oilw), so it is obvious that Achilles sees the quarrel
revolving around the same questions. Naturally, his own perspective is diametrically opposed
to Agamemnon’s: rather than seeing himself as a threat to Agamemnon’s authority, he looks at

Agamemnon’s abuse of authority as a threat to him. More specifically, he fears he may lose his

4 Agamemnon rather coyly suggests that someone else will refuse to obey Achilles, but it is fairly obvious he is
actually talking about himself. Cf. Pulleyn, ed., 2000, p. 202.
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status among the Achaeans: if he simply backs down to Agamemnon here, he will become a

nobody, akin to a common soldier.

The words of the two principle actors here demonstrate that the quarrel between them is
a veritable power-struggle, with neither Agamemnon nor Achilles capable of yielding without
losing face. Agamemnon prevails, at least in the sense that he can claim Briseis as his own,* but
we should note that every other element of the episode points to the limits of Agamemnon’s
authority. Achilles does in fact have a choice in the matter, for he can choose to either surrender
Briseis or kill Agamemnon,* and it is only thanks to Athena’s intervention that Agamemnon
survives the quarrel.“ When Achilles publicly states his intention to let Briseis go, he qualifies it
by saying that he does so only because “you [plural] who gave her take her away.”# He thus
implicates the entire army in the decision to seize Briseis, but this is less an affirmation of the

army’s authority*® than a refusal to cede openly to Agamemnon.* In reality, Achilles yields

# For Donlan, 1982, p. 162, this is evidence that “Agamemnon can coerce, of course, because he is politically more
powerful than Achilles.” Similarly, see Pietro Pucci, The Song of the Sirens: Essays on Homer (Lanham MD, 1998), p.
183.

% Donlan, 1982, p. 162, doubts that killing Agamemnon represents a “realistic” choice, but the possibility is realistic
enough that Athena steps in to prevent Achilles from doing so (II. 1.188-222).

4 E.R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational (Boston, 1951), p. 14, has argued that Athena does not actually appear in
person, but that she is rather a “projection...of an inward monition.” Contra, see esp. ].T. Hooker, “The Visit of
Athena to Achilles in Iliad 1,” Emerita 58 (1990): pp. 21-32. Hooker argues that, insofar as Homer frequently shows his
heroes coming to decisions on their own, there is no real reason why Homer should have included the visitation
unless we are to understand it as real.

47111.299: émel W' dpéAecOé ye dovtec: I have modified the word order in Lattimore’s translation here.

4 Few commentators have taken seriously Achilles” claim that the army is fully responsible for the distribution of war
booty. A.W.H. Adkins, “Values, Goals, and Emotions in the Iliad,” Classical Philology 77 (1982): p. 300, calls this a
“convenient fiction,” made necessary by the fact that although “[w]e know...that Achilles has yielded to the two
goddesses...to the others present it must appear that Achilles has backed down before Agamemnon” (p. 297). On a
similar note, see Taplin, 1992, p. 65. Kirk, 1985, p. 83, is less sanguine about Achilles’ reasoning here, but agrees that
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neither to the army nor to Agamemnon but instead to the authority of Athena and Hera (whom
Athena represents), since “it is necessary that [he] obey” the goddesses (II. 1.216: xon
uev...eipvooacBdar). Finally, Achilles ends his short speech by threatening to kill Agamemnon
should he try to seize anything else (Il. 1.297-303)* —a clear sign of insubordination if ever there
was one—and withdraws with his Myrmidons until Book Nineteen. Once Achilles has declared
that he will no longer “obey” Agamemnon, Agamemnon has no ability to command either him
or his Myrmidon army. What emerges from this quarrel, then, is that Agamemnon has little or

no direct power over Achilles, and none over the Myrmidons.®!

No other party, neither the basileis nor the common soldiers, can either compel one of the
two heroes to yield or force a reconciliation between them. Nestor’s attempt to do so is an

unmitigated failure (Il. 1.247-84),> and no other basileus tries to intervene in Book One —not

his implication of the Achaeans is “contrive[d].” Indeed, there is every indication that the decision to take Briseis is
Agamemnon’s and Agamemnon’s alone, and it seems as if the army’s involvement in the distribution of war booty is
symbolic at most: cf. Van Wees, 1992, pp. 299-310; and Donlan, 1992. Contra, to a certain extent, see Allan and Cairns,
2011, p. 115: “[e]ven if de facto Agamemnon wields considerable influence over the distribution (9.328-34), it is
stressed repeatedly in Book 1 that de iure distribution is not the king’s prerogative, but something that he does on
behalf of the community.”

% Adkins, 1982, pp. 300-01; Taplin, 1992, p. 58; Donna F. Wilson, Ransom, Revenge, and Heroic Identity in the Iliad
(Cambridge, 2002), p. 64.

50 Kirk, 1985, p. 83, argues that this is an “imagined case” and thus doubt the seriousness of the threat, but I see no
evidence within the text itself that we should not take Achilles” words at face-value.

51 Generally speaking, I follow the scholarly consensus in this regard. Cf. Donlan, 1982, p. 162; James F. McGlew,
“Royal Power and the Achaean Assembly at Iliad 2.84-393" Classical Antiquity 8 (1989): pp. 283-95; Hammer, 2002, pp.
85-86. Raaflaub, 1988, astutely points out that the delicacy of the situation, in which “the stronger has to subordinate
himself to the more powerful...require[s] tact and mutual respect.” Lacking both these qualities, Agamemnon has no
means to convince Achilles.

52 On which see esp. Christensen, 2007, pp. 180-97.
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even as Achilles begins to draw his sword in order to kill Agamemnon (II. 1.194).5 The demos,
for their part, make no attempt whatsoever to interfere. Donlan argues that their passivity is
due to the fact that they do not have a stake in the argument. But while “their individual shares
of the spoils are unaffected,”> the dispute is of grave concern for them. Achilles is explicit about
this when he says that “the sons of the Achaians, all of them,” will come to rue his absence,
“when in their number before man-slaughtering Hektor they drop and die.”® Nevertheless,
once the power-struggle between Agamemnon and Achilles has broken out, no other can

intercede.

All this is confirmed in Book Nine, shortly after the Greek basileis have persuaded
Agamemnon to remain at Troy to fight. In light of the heavy losses that the Greek forces have
taken, Nestor now suggests that Agamemnon attempt to pacify Achilles by plying him “with
kind gifts and soothing words.”% Agamemnon agrees to follow Nestor’s advice and to send an
“embassy” consisting of Odysseus, Phoenix, and Ajax to convey a peace offering. For the first
time it appears that other basileis may be able to bring about a reconciliation between the

feuding heroes, and indeed the gifts with which Agamemnon would lavish Achilles are

5 Hartmut Erbse, Untersuchungen zur Funktion der Gotter im homerischen Epos (Berlin, 1986), p. 139, argues that Athena
intervenes at that moment precisely because none of the other basileis can.

5% Donlan, 1982, p. 162.

5 J1. 1.240-43: 1} mot” AxtAAR0g o0 (Eetat viag Axauwv/ovpmavtag...evt” av moAAol O’ "Ektogog avdgopdvoro/
Ovnokovteg mintwot Achilles” prediction is not inaccurate.

5% J1. 9.113: dchoolotv T ayavoiow Eémecot te petdiylooL. Translation by author.
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abundant: tripods, gold, captive women, seven citadels over which to rule,” a daughter’s hand
in marriage, and even Achilles’ prized Briseis, untouched, as Agamemnon swears (cf. II. 9.121-
56). Instead of soothing words, however, Agamemnon ends his message on a familiar note (II
9.160-61):

Kal pot Voo Tw 6000V PACIAEVTEQOG ElplL
1o’ 6000V YeVeT TTEOYEVETTEQOS eVXOUAL ELvaL.

And let him yield place to me, inasmuch as I am the kinglier
and inasmuch as I can call myself born the elder.

Agamemnon’s feelings have changed very little with respect to his stance in Book One. Just as it
had at the beginning, the question of his authority —his “kingliness” —takes pride of place in his
understanding of the quarrel. And despite Nestor’s sage advice, Agamemnon is still intent on

demonstrating his superiority to Achilles.

In truth, Agamemnon’s words simply anticipate the message his gifts will convey. As
numerous scholars have noted, if Achilles accepts this “generosity,” he will essentially become

Agamemnon’s “dependent.”* In both word and deed Agamemnon eschews Nestor’s advice

5 As is noted by Jonathan M. Hall, “Politics and Greek Myth,” in The Cambridge Companion to Greek Mythology, ed.
Roger D. Woodard (Cambridge, 2007), p. 335, these citadels do not seem to be Agamemnon'’s to give, seeing as he is
the king of Mycenae and not Sparta. It is likely that these lines reflect a separate tradition according to which
Agamemnon was in fact a Spartan king.

5% James Redfield, Nature and Culture in the Iliad: The Tragedy of Hector (Durham NC, 1994), p. 16; T.O. Beidelman,
“Agonistic Exchange: Homeric Reciprocity and the Heritage of Simmel and Mauss,” Cultural Anthropology 4 (1989):
pp. 237-38; Walter Donlan, “Duelling with Gifts in the Iliad: As the Audience Saw It,” Colby Quarterly 29 (1993): pp.
155-72; Wilson, 2002, pp. 71-96. Beidelman perhaps puts it best (p. 238): “[t]he lands would possibly place Achilleus
in subservience to Agamemnon; the [marriage to his] daughter would certainly do so. This is underscored by
Agamemnon remarking that no payments of hedna [(“bride-price”)] need to be paid...such payments were vital in
establishing the parity of affines, so that Achilleus would be receiving a binding, demeaning favor.”
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and reveals that his true priority is still imposing his authority. Nor is this lost on Achilles.
Despite Odysseus’ elision of Agamemnon’s parting words—itself an implicit recognition that
the power-struggle is the locus of the dispute —Achilles rejects Agamemnon’s offer out of hand
(1. 9.307-97). Phoenix and Ajax also try to persuade Achilles to return to the fold,* but with no
success. Their failure again shows that the conflict between Achilles and Agamemnon is
immune to the intervention of other basileis. Such is the diagnosis, at any rate, offered by
Diomedes when he hears of the embassy’s outcome: “[h]e will fight again, whenever the time
comes/that the heart in his body urges him to, and the god drives him.”® (II. 9.702-03). In the

meantime, the rest of the Achaeans can only stand by.

Achilles” eventual conciliation with Agamemnon proves Diomedes’ point.®! Ultimately,

it is only through the death of Patroclus, and the consequent transferal of Achilles” anger from

% Phoenix by arguing that Achilles stands to lose a great deal of kleos and timé for refusing to fight (Il. 9.434-605), and
Ajax on the basis of friendship (philotés; Il. 9.624-42). Achilles modifies his position ever so slightly (he will no longer
set sail in the morning, as he first threatened), but he still rejects any possibility of returning to fight before Hector
reaches his ships (II. 9.650-52). On these exchanges, see esp. Adkins, 1982; and Wilson, 2002, pp. 96-108.

60 1. 9.702-03: 10Te ®’ avTe paxnoeTaL OMTOTE K€V ULV/OVHOG évi otifeootv dvayn kat Beog 6or).

o1 For the sake of brevity, I will pass over all too cursorily the so-called reconciliation between Achilles and
Agamemnon, a fascinating episode which can be rightly said to take place between Books Nineteen and Twenty-
Three. For more on this, see Leslie Collins, Studies in Characterization in the Iliad (Frankfurt, 1989), pp. 103-05; J.T.
Hooker, “Gifts in Homer,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 36 (1989): pp. 85-86 (though Hooker insists —
justifiably I believe —that there is no true “reconciliation” between Agamemnon and Achilles); Taplin, 1990, pp. 75-
79; Mark W. Edwards, The Iliad: A Commentary vol. 5 (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 234-35 and ff.; Taplin, 1992, pp. 203-12;
Donlan, 1993, pp. 168-73; Richard Seaford, Reciprocity and Ritual: Homer and Tragedy in the Developing City-State
(Oxford, 1994), pp. 159-64; N. Postlethwaite, “Agamemnon Best of Spearmen,” Phoenix 49 (1995): pp. 95-103; Deborah
Beck, Homeric Conversation (Washington, D.C., 2005), pp. 221-28; Christensen, 2007, pp. 466-511; Barker, 2009, pp. 78-
88.
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Agamemnon to Hector,® that the two basileis find a way to set aside their differences. Even then,
Homer emphasizes the Achaeans’ inability to force the issue, for it is Achilles” mother Thetis,
rather than any mortal, who urges Achilles to make peace (II. 19.34-36). At this point in the epic,
it is already a foregone conclusion that Achilles will rejoin the fold. Nevertheless, it is significant
that, as Athena had done in Book One, it is once again a goddess who is able to sway Achilles’
heart: even though, as Achilles points out, many Achaeans have died and the rest will “too long
remember this quarrel” (II. 19.64: dnoov éung xkat ong €owoc pvrjoeoBau), it is only the
intervention of Achilles” divine mother that persuades him to put an end to the conflict.®® The
reconciliation, like the conflict itself, shows that the Achaean army and the other basileis are

passive spectators in the Achilles/Agamemnon crisis.*

62 Cf. Achilles speaking of Hector in II. 20.425-26: &yyUg avi)p O¢ €uoV Ye HaALoT €éoepdooato Ouuov,/éc pot
étaigov éme@ve tetipévov (“Here is the man who beyond all others has troubled my anger,/who slaughtered my
beloved companion.”).

63 This point is often overlooked, but see Hooker, 1989, p. 85. Contra see Edwards, 1991, p. 238: “Thetis is made to
propose the assembly and public renunciation of Akhilleus” unvig because...it would be implausible to have the idea
enter the hero’s mind in any other way.”

¢ Odysseus is at least able to overcome Achilles” indifference and insist that Agamemnon’s gifts be presented in
public, and that the Achaeans take a meal together (II. 19.154-237), but this is simply a matter of ensuring that the
proper rituals be carried out in the matter of the (already decided) reconciliation (cf. Postlethwaite, 1995, pp. 100-01).

61



2. Conflict and Authority in the IA: (Distorted) Echoes of Homer

As we have seen, the structures of power and authority in the Iliad are revealed most
prominently and extensively through the debate over whether to continue the war and by the
dispute between Agamemnon and Achilles. In the IA, the question of Iphigenia’s sacrifice leads
directly to analogous controversies, and like Homer before him, Euripides uses these issues to
provide a sense of the political landscape at Aulis. What's more, in reworking this Homeric
material as a means to approach contemporary political questions, Euripides actually follows a
tragic predecessor. In his Myrmidons, Aeschylus had also taken up the theme of Achilles’
contentious withdrawal from the army at Troy in order to examine the potential of
contemporary “social and political practices” to resolve conflicts between aristocratic
individuals and the collective.®> As such, his audience was in all likelihood well-versed not only
in the Iliad, but indeed in tragedy’s ability to reconsider Iliadic questions in a different, more

contemporary light.®

% Pantelis Michelakis, Achilles in Greek Tragedy (Cambridge, 2002), pp. 22-57 (quote on p. 24).
% For the audience’s familiarity with the Iliad, see the Introduction, pp. 24-25. On the possibility that late fifth-century
audiences had the opportunity to see reperformances of Aeschylus’ plays, see the Introduction, pp. 16-24.

62



Echoes of Homer amidst the suggestion of change

As Agamemnon explains the tragic dilemma he faces in the prologue, Euripides wastes
little time in alerting his audience to the fact that he too will take up the question of power and

authority among the Achaeans at Aulis (IA 87-100):

nOgotopévou d¢ kal EVVETTWTOS OTEATOD Now that the army is mustered and arranged

1uecd’ amAola xowpevol kat” AVAda. we sit idle at Aulis, suffering for a lack of winds.

KdaAxoc 0 6 péavtic dmopla kexonuévolg The prophet Calchas told us, in our
consternation,

aveidev Toryévewav fiv éomelg” Eyw 90 that if we sacrificed my daughter Iphigenia

AptépdL Ovoat M) T6d’ oikovoT) Tédov, to Artemis who dwells upon this plain,

kat MAobV T éoeofat Kal KataokaQag we would attain our journey and the destruction

Povywv of Phrygia;

Ovoaol, un Bvoaot & ovk etval tdde. but if we did not sacrifice her, those things

KAVwV O &yw tavT’, 0p0iw knevyuaTt would not come to be. When I heard this,

TaAOVBov eimov mMaVT A@Llévat oteatov, 95 straightaway I told Talthybius to send home the
army,

@G oVTOT” AV TAKG OuyaTtéoa KTavelv Eunv. as I could never bring myself to kill my
daughter.

00 o1 ' AdeAPOG TTAVTA TTROOPEQWV AGYOV But my brother brought forth every argument,

€meloe TANVAL deVA. KAV DEATOL TTTLXAIS and persuaded me to dare terribly: so I wrote a

Yoayag EmepPa TEOS dDARAQTA TNV EUTV letter and sent it to my wife, asking her to send

miépmey AxIAAeL BuyatéQ” wg yapovpévny 100 our daughter here to wed Achilles.®”

7 It must be noted that the IA’s prologue, as it is transmitted by the manuscript tradition, is perhaps the most
problematic passage of a text that is full of difficulties. Its format is odd, to say the least: the play begins with a
dialogue in anapaests between Agamemnon and an old slave (1-48); continues with a monologue in trimeters spoken
by Agamemnon (49-114); and then returns to anapaestic dialogue in the final lines (115-63). Beyond that, it presents
numerous inconsistencies and occasionally awkward diction. For all these reasons, the authenticity of the prologue
has been the subject of endless discussions that have, alas, provided no perfect solution to the many questions raised
by the text. Despite these uncertainties, I have chosen to discuss these lines here because we may at least be sure that
the original production of the IA contained a prologue, and that this prologue would have served to introduce the
audience to the main themes and problems of the tragedy. Based on this, we may assume that the “original”
prologue included something like these lines, insofar as they are compatible with what we see in the rest of the
tragedy. (The picture they present is maintained until the middle of the first episode, at which point there is an
abrupt reversal that is best explained if the tragedy had thus far presented the situation as Agamemnon does here.)
For more on the “authenticity” of the prologue, see esp.: Page, 1934, pp. 131-40; C.W. Willink, “The Prologue of
Iphigenia at Aulis,” The Classical Quarterly 21 (1971): pp. 343-64; Bernard Knox, “Euripides’ Iphigenia in Aulide 1-163 (in
that order),” Yale Classical Studies 22 (1972): pp. 239-61; David Bain, “The Prologues of Euripides” Iphigeneia in Aulis,”
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It is immediately clear what the stakes are for Agamemnon’s choice: the Greek expedition to
Troy, and thus the Trojan War itself, requires that he sacrifice Iphigenia; if he does not, the
Achaeans will return home. Already in the prologue, then, Euripides poses a question similar to
that which Homer raises in Books One, Nine, and Fourteen of the Iliad: will the Greeks bring
war to the Trojans? The Homeric background of the issue is further emphasized by the
characters whom Agamemnon mentions: Talthybius and Calchas have only minor roles in the
Iliad,*8 but Menelaus is a major character, and Agamemnon and Odysseus are central players in
the debate over whether to remain at Troy. Just as intriguingly, the dynamic of the decision-
making process is evocative of Books Nine and Fourteen in the Iliad, in which Agamemnon first
suggests disbanding the army only to be dissuaded by a fellow basileus.®” Furthermore, there is
no mention whatsoever of the Achaean army as a whole, which suggests that the soldiers at
Aulis have no say in the matter. Superficially, at least, this passage suggests a situation and a

hierarchy at Aulis that is similar to the one we see in the Iliad.

As Agamemnon continues, however, cracks appear in the Homeric fagade (IA 106-07):

The Classical Quarterly 27 (1977a): pp. 10-26; Helene P. Foley, Ritual Irony: Poetry and Sacrifice in Euripides (Ithaca, 1985),
pp. 102-105; Walter Stockert, Euripides: Iphigenie in Aulis vol. 1 (Vienna, 1992), pp. 66-79; Kovacs, 2003, pp. 80-83.

% Though both are involved in the beginning of the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles: Calchas is the
prophet who tells Agamemnon he must give back Chryses’ daughter in order to end the plague that Apollo has set
upon the Greeks (II. 1.92-100), and it is the loss of this war-prize that prompts Agamemnon to take Briseis from
Achilles. Talthybius, conversely, is the herald whom Agamemnon sends to collect Briseis (II. 1.320-56).

¢ Here it is Menelaus, whereas in Homer it is Diomedes (Book Nine) and Odysseus (Book Fourteen).

64



pHovoLd” Axawv lopev wg €xeL tade We alone of the Achaeans know how things
KaAxag Odvooelg Mevédeaws O'... stand, Calchas, Odysseus, Menelaus, [and I].7

These lines represent a substantial innovation to the picture of decision-making that Homer
provides: according to Agamemnon, not only have the common soldiers been excluded from
the debate about whether to “fight or go home,” so too have the majority of the basilieis. Perhaps
most surprisingly, neither Achilles, who would seem to have a significant stake in the affair, nor
Nestor, whose voice is always heard in the Homeric councils, has been apprised of the situation.
Instead, the Achaean leadership board has dwindled to a paltry four members. Calchas” role
here is particular notable: in the Iliad, Calchas had needed to ask Achilles for protection before
delivering the bad news to Agamemnon about Chryses’ daughter (II. 1.74-83); at Aulis,
however, he seems to have received a substantial promotion, and is a virtual peer of
Agamemnon and Odysseus. Even more intriguingly, his prophecy is known only by this

restricted group of basileis, a fact which leaves the decision entirely in their hands.” Given what

70 These lines are almost certainly corrupted, and possibly interpolated (cf. esp. Bain, 1977a, pp. 23-24; the “impossible
omission of £y as part subject of iouev in 106” is especially disturbing). Nevertheless, the other episodes of the
tragedy present the situation in this very light, so unless we are to delete virtually the entirety of the first episode, as
well as a good portion of the third (as does Kovacs, 2003), we must admit that the information given here is accurate,
and it thus very likely that it was presented to the audience in the prologue.

7t Willink, 1971, and Kovacs, 2003, have both insisted that the “secret prophecy” motif is an invention by a later
(probably 4t-century) “reviser” of the IA. While it is impossible to rule out this possibility, the argumentation
developed by Willink and Kovacs is almost as problematic as the text of the IA itself. Willink, for example, contends
that the prophecy was public on the grounds that “[f]or the story, a public oracle is clearly more portent than a
confidential one, as intensifying Agamemnon’s predicament (especially in this democratic army)” (p. 362). Setting
aside the fact that this a subjective interpretation of the drama’s aesthetics, it is hard to see why Agamemnon’s
predicament is more “intense” if the “democratic army,” which at the end of the play will force Agamemnon to
sacrifice Iphigenia, knows about the prophecy from the get-go. After all, if such a powerful army knew of the
prophecy from the beginning, wherein would Agamemnon’s predicament lie? Kovacs, for his part, argues that
“neither in Homer nor elsewhere in tragedy are important prophecies...delivered, as it were, behind closed doors,
and one would not expect them to be in our play either” (p. 78). This line of reasoning underestimates the originality
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we see here, it appears that the make-up of Achaean leadership at Aulis is substantially more
exclusive than in Homer’s epic, and the decision-making process seems to have been radically

altered.

Moreover, we soon learn that Agamemnon intends to send a slave to Clytemnestra with
a second letter, this time advising her to stay at home (IA 107-23). Such an act would constitute
a massive innovation in both literary and political terms: on the one hand, by writing this letter
Agamemnon is attempting to render the Trojan War impossible, and to create a world in which
the Iliad does not exist; at the same time, he would appropriate the power of judgment
exclusively for himself, determining on his own whether Iphigenia will die and the Trojan War
will occur. As such, the secret letter constitutes a significant adjustment to the dynamics of

decision-making among the Achaeans.

Shortly thereafter, Menelaus arrives and seizes the letter from Agamemnon'’s slave.”? As
one might expect, he is rather displeased to discover that Agamemnon has gone behind his

back. Menelaus takes the issue up with Agamemnon, and in the debate which ensues questions

of Euripides” approach to prophecy in his tragedies (a disappointingly under-discussed topic, but cf. esp. IT 15-24,
and Hel. 744-51, both of which deal specifically with Calchas). In short, neither of these arguments is unassailable,
and they are certainly not convincing enough to call for the excision of two lines, the authenticity of which is
otherwise unquestioned (i.e. IA 518-19, which I will discuss in some detail below). For more on the subject, and in
particular Kovacs” approach to it, see Sean Alexander Gurd, Iphigenias at Aulis: Textual Multiplicity, Radical Philology
(Ithaca, 2005), pp. 139-45.

72 Here too Euripides does not miss a chance to emulate Homer: in a move reminiscent of Odysseus’ assault on
Thersites in Book Two of the Iliad, Menelaus threatens to “bloody” the old slave’s head with his scepter. Cf. IA 311:
OKNTTOW ThYX &oo 0OV kaBapudéw kdoa (I'll bloody your head with my scepter) and Il. 2.265-66: wg &o” €¢n),
OKNTITOW O¢ petagpevov 1)dE kal Opw/TANEeV (“So [Odysseus] spoke and dashed the scepter against [Thersites’]
back and shoulder”). Luschnig, 1988, p. 88, also notes this allusion.
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of power and authority come fully to the foreground. Menelaus is the first to speak, and he
delivers a harsh appraisal of Agamemnon’s poor leadership. He begins with a general critique
of “inconsistent minds,”” and then uses Agamemnon’s behavior as an example (IA 337-44):

olo®’, 6T éomovdales apxev Aavaidaig meog "TAov,

T dOKELY pEV oL xonlwV, T d¢ BovAecOatl 0éAwv,

w¢ tamewvog Noba, maong de&lag meooOryyavwv

kat Bvgag Exwv akAnotoug @ B€éAovtL dnpotv 340
Kkat Oovg TEOTENOLY £ENC Aol — Kel U Tic OéAoL —

Tolg TEOTIOLS {NTwVv TElacOat T PAGTILIOV €k HéTOV;

KA, émel Katéoxeg AoxXas, petaBaiwv &AAovg TdTOVE

Tolg @iAoloy ovKéT NoBa Tolg MRV e MEOTHeV iAog,

You remember when you were eager to lead the Danaans to Ilium,

wishing at once to seem willing yet not covetous—

how humble you were! Taking each man’s hand,

leaving your door open to any common man who wished, 340
and time again giving all a chance to speak —even those who did not wish to—
striving in this way to buy the office” from the middle class??

But when you’d won the command, you changed your ways

and were no longer friendly as before to your friends.

Menelaus” point is that Agamemnon is an inconsistent leader, but he could have made this
argument more easily by simply pointing out his brother’s change of mind concerning

Iphigenia. Instead, Menelaus embarks on a digression about Agamemnon’s actions before the

73 JA 334: voug 8¢ v’ o0 BéPatog dducov kT (“an inconsistent mind is an unjust possession”).

74 Walter Stockert, Euripide: Iphigenie in Aulis vol. 2 (Vienna, 1992), p. 294, suggests that the best way to translate
philotimon here is as “office” or “position” (in the German: “Ehrenstellung” or “Amt”).

7> While this translation may seem anachronistic, the idea conveyed is that Agamemnon wishes to buy his office by
winning over the “middle,” and the term used (mesos) is the same one that Euripides gives Theseus in his famous
discussion of the three “classes” of citizens (E. Supp. 238-49; v. 244: 1 'v péow). Ann N. Michelini, “Political Themes in
Euripides” Suppliants,” American Journal of Philology 115 (1994): p. 226, describes this group as “a class that ideally
would intervene between the quarrelling ranks of the wealthy and the poor as a stabilizing ‘middle.””
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tragedy. We may conclude that this account is included not for its rhetorical effect, but rather

for the other information it conveys.

The crux of Menelaus’ report is that Agamemnon has conducted a campaign to be
chosen as the leader of the Achaean army. Such an event appears nowhere in the Iliad, and
shows that the situation at Aulis is at least in some ways similar to that of fifth-century Athens.”
The target demographic of Agamemnon’s campaign confirms this. According to Menelaus,
Agamemnon has relied on the support of the common soldiers —the mesos —in order to win the
generalship. This last notion is particularly inconceivable in the world of Homer, where
Agamemnon is granted his privileged position simply because “he rules over more men.””” But
it would have been familiar to much of Euripides’ audience, for the Athenian démos elected ten
strategoi annually, and at times may even have chosen specific generals for specific
expeditions.” As Menelaus describes the proceedings at Aulis, the world of the tragedy begins

to sharply resemble that of Euripides” audience.

76 Frangois Jouan, ed., Euripide: Iphigénie a Aulis (Paris, 1983), p. 131.

77 As Nestor reminds Achilles at II. 1.281: 6 ye @é0TeQd¢ €0TLv €Ttel MAEOVETOTLY AVAOOEL.

78 We know all too little about how Athenian stratégoi were chosen, and hear nothing, to my knowledge, of candidates
campaigning (though we do hear of candidates: cf. Dem. 18.285). On the question in general, cf. Marcel Piérart, “A
propos de I'élection des strateges athéniennes,” Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique 98 (1974): pp. 125-46; P.J. Rhodes,
“Notes on Voting in Athens,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 22 (1981): pp. 125-32; and Debra Hamel, Athenian
Generals: Military Authority in the Classical Period (Leiden, 1998), pp. 14-23. Regarding the possibility that Athenians
held special elections in which they would choose one or more generals for specific expeditions, cf. IG I* 93b 2-3 (=
Meiggs/Lewis 78b; cited by Rhodes, 1981, p. 130); and Hamel, pp. 15-19.
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This is confirmed by the term with which Menelaus describes Agamemnon’s objective:
to philotimon (IA 342). Most literally, philotimia” means a “love of honor,” but it was often used
to denote individual ambition or even political office more generally. Even though Homer’s
heroes were quite fond of time and, as we have seen, were not averse to exercising power, the
term philotimia appears nowhere in Homer’s epics. By the end of the fifth-century, on the other
hand, it was commonly used in the context of the social and political arena of democratic
Athens, and it was laden with both positive and negative connotations. Thucydides’ Pericles,
for example, comforts the parents of the fallen Athenian soldiers by reminding them that
philotimia alone is “ageless” (&ynowv), and that “to be honored” (to tiuacOai) is that which
renders old age most enjoyable (2.44.4). A short time later, however, Thucydides laments that
Pericles’ successors were guilty of following their “personal philotimia” (2.65.7: tag diag
@Aotipiag), which caused them to adopt policies that were ruinous for the city. What emerges
from these (and other) analyses is that philotimia could be useful when applied to the public
good, harmful when it was limited to the realm of personal ambition, and above all that it was a

topic of great interest and relevance to fifth-century Athenians.®* The portrait of Agamemnon

7 Philotimia and to philotimon are fundamentally equivalent. Cf. Simon Hornblower, A Commentary on Thucydides vol.
1 (Oxford, 1991), p. 313.

8 The subject of philotimia warrants more attention than I can provide it here, but cf. David Whitehead, “Competitive
Outlay and Community Profit: @lotipio in Democratic Athens,” Classica et Mediaevalia 34 (1983): p. 59, who goes so
far as to say that philotimia was “a basic feature of the society and economy of democratic Athens.” Similarly, Ricky K.
Green, Democratic Virtue in the Trial and Death of Socrates: Resistance to Imperialism in Classical Athens (New York, 2001),
p. 42, argues that “[p]hilotimia in fifth century Athens was nothing less than intense contest for leadership of the
polis.” This competition had both positive and negative connotations. By the mid-fourth century, it seems to have
become a less controversial topic, as it most often referred to the private outlay of expenditures that were crucial to
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seeking to “buy” philotimia raises grave doubts about the quality of his leadership, and it leaves
no question that he is more akin to a contemporary Athenian politician rather than a Homeric

general.

Nevertheless, the question of Iphigenia’s sacrifice seems as if it will be decided by the
two men on-stage, with the army and the rest of the basileis as passive as they were in Homer.
Menelaus” arguments are met by a strong response from Agamemnon, who points out that it is
hardly fair that he should have to kill his daughter in order for Menelaus to salvage his “bad
marriage” (IA 389: kakov Aéxoc). Neither man is willing to budge, and we find ourselves at an
impasse. Indeed, if one looks past the brief reference to Agamemnon’s political campaign, the
tragic agon is in many ways analogous to the quarrel between Achilles and Agamemnon in
Book One of the Iliad: both debates revolves around a woman’s fate; in each case, one basileus
sees himself forced to give up his woman (i.e. Briseis/Iphigenia) to make up for the woman that
a rival has lost (Chryseis/Helen); both Agamemnon (IA 396-99) and Achilles (II. 1.152-60)
justifiably protest that the whole reason for the war —the recovery of Helen—is one that doesn’t

truly concern them; and above all, just as in the Iliad, the quarrel between Menelaus and

the functioning of the polis (e.g. covering military expenses; for a list of examples, cf. K.J. Dover, Greek Popular
Morality in the Time of Plato and Aristotle [Oxford, 1974], pp. 230-33; for the fourth-century flowering of the rhetoric of
philotimia, cf. Whitehead, pp. 59-62). In the fifth century, however, it appears that feelings about philotimia were more
fraught. Pindar, in perhaps the earliest known use of the term, says that “in poleis men are all too interested in
philotimia, [and] they cause obvious suffering” (fr. 210: dyav @ulotipiav pvdpevol év méAeov avdeg: loTaotv
dAyoc Eupavéc). Euripides calls it “the worst of daimones” (Ph. 532: th)¢ kakiotng daptdovwv). And the subject of
philotimia was controversial enough that Protagoras dedicated an entire treatise to it (ITeot puAotipiog, mentioned in
Diog. Laert. 9.55, cited by Whitehead, p. 57).
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Agamemnon appears to be an irresolvable conflict. For all intents and purposes, the situation,
the hierarchy of decision-making, and the relations between individual basileis seem to be

fundamentally the same at Euripides’ Aulis and at Homer’s Troy.

This sensation lasts only a short time, as the parallels between the power structures of
the Ilind and IA begin to break down when a messenger enters to announce the arrival of
Clytemnestra and Iphigenia at Aulis (IA 414-39). Agamemnon weeps with despair at the
knowledge that Iphigenia’s death is imminent, and wonders how he will break the news to his
wife. In truth, he finds no shortage of reasons to feel sorry for himself, and he suggests that such

suffering is the fate of leaders such as him (IA 446-50):

N duoyévela O e €xeL TL XOT|OLLLOV. Low birth does possess some advantages.

Kat yao dakoal 0adlws avTols €xeL, For it is easier for them to cry and to speak
ATOVTA T elmelv. T d¢ Yevvaiw ooy of their sorrows, while to the high-born man
avoABa tavta. mpootdtnyv d¢ Tov Biov these same sorrows come, but we are beholden
TOV OYKOV €XOpeV T T OXAw dovAgVopeV. 450 to the dignity of life, and are slaves to the mob.

While Agamemnon’s plaint is by no means unique within the Euripidean corpus,® it certainly
signals a radical departure from the image of authority that had thus far been projected in the
play. Up until now, every indication has been that the choice to sacrifice Iphigenia would lie
with Agamemnon and his fellow basileis, if not with Agamemnon alone. Here, however, the

Achaean leader suggests that he may have to reckon with the mass of the army as well.

81 For the complaint that it is better to be “low-born,” cf. E. fr. 285; on “enslavement to the mob” cf. E. Hec. 868 (also
noted by Stockert, 1992 vol. 2, p. 331).
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Furthermore, Euripides” choice of the term ochlos (“crowd,” “mob,” or “mass”) is a
loaded one. The term ochlos was unknown to Homer,*? but by the fifth century it was quite
common. Thucydides, for example, uses it 27 times in his History, either in a neutral manner (i.e.
“mass”) or with negative connotations (i.e. “mob”).#* Given the sentiment expressed here —that
Agamemnon is a “slave” to the ochlos—it is proper to translate the word as “mob,” and
reasonable to suppose that Euripides’ audience would have understood it as such. This is
another subtle erosion of our initial impression that the soldiery at Aulis is passive and
essentially akin to Homer’s Achaean army. It is a small moment, an almost imperceptible
contemporization of the Achaean army, and one that would be unremarkable were it to occur in

isolation. As it happens, however, it is the beginning of a larger paradigm shift.

This shift becomes much more obvious as the debate between the two Atreids reaches its
climax. Agamemnon’s tears inspire pity in Menelaus, and in a surprising reversal he urges
Agamemnon not to kill Iphigenia (IA 473-503). Even more astonishing, however, is
Agamemnon’s own change of mind (A 511-19,% 522-35):

Ag: dAA” fikopev Yo el avaykalag toxag, 511  A: We have reached a point where fortune
Ouyatoog atpatnEov ekmeatal eovov. requires me to carry out the bloody murder of
my daughter.

82 Homer used a great variety of terms to describe the soldiery, ranging from laos and démos to homilos or stratos, but
never ochlos. For more on the Homeric terminology, see E.C. Welskopf, “Die Bezeichnungen Aadg, dnjpog, éutAog,
mANn0vg, €0voc in den homerischen Epen,” in Untersuchungen ausgewidhlter altgriechischer sozialer Typenbegriffe vol. 3,
ed. Welskopf (Berlin, 1981), pp. 163-92.

8 Virginia Hunter, “Thucydides and the Sociology of the Crowd,” The Classical Journal 84 (1988): pp. 17-30. I discuss
Thucydides” “negative” uses of the term in greater detail below.

8 Lines 520-21 —a critique of the “race” (oméopa) of prophets —are not without interest but are generally considered
spurious and, above all, are not germane to the argument at hand.
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Men.: mtwg; tic ' dvaykdoeL Og TV YE OT)V KTAVELY;
A: amag Axouwv oVAAoYOG oToATEVHATOC.

M: ovx, fjv viv eic Apyog V' anooteiAng maAw 515
A: A&Botut todT av. AAA” €kelv’ oD Arjoopev.

M: 10 Totov; ovtoL X1 Alarv tagfetv dxAov.

A: KdAxag €€t pavtevpat Agyelwv otoatq.

M: ovx, v Bavr) ye medoBe- tovto O evpagéc. 519
A: éxetvo O oV dédokag O €Y EoépxeTal; 522
M: 6v ur) ov @oalelc, mawc VmoA&Boln’ &v Adyov;

A: 10 Liov@elov omégua mavT oldev TadE.
M: ovk éot’ Odvooevg 6 L 0¢ kApE mnuavel. 525
A: mowidog ael épuke ToL T dxAov péta.

Men: @uAoTipia pev EvExeTal, dELVQ KAKQ.
Ag: oUK 00V DOKELS VIV 0TavT’ év Agyelols péoolg

AéEev & KaAxag Béopat’ éEnyroato,

KW wg vTéotnv Ooua, kAT EPevdouny, 530
ApTéudL BvoeLy; oL EvvapmAoag oTEATOV,

o kap anoktetvavtag Agyelovg kdenv

opaEat keAeVOEL KAV TOOS AQYOG EKPUYW,
eABOVTEC avtols teixeov KukAwriowg
OLVAQTIAOOVOL KAl KATATKAPOLTL YTV. 535

M: What? Who will force you to kill her?

A: The whole assembly of the Achaean army

M: Not if you send her back to Argos.

A: I might get away with that, but not this...

M: What? One must not fear the mob too much.

A: Calchas will tell his prophecies to the
Achaean army.

M: Not if he dies first. An easy thing to manage.

A: But do you not fear the thought that creeps
upon me?

M: How can I understand the word you do not
say?

A: The child of Sisyphus knows all these things.

M: It is not possible for Odysseus to hurt us.

A: He’s always been most cunning with the
mob.

M: He is obsessed with honor, a terrible evil.

A: Then don’t you think he’ll stand amidst the
Argives

to tell them the prophecies Calchas enjoined,

and that I lied and promised to sacrifice a victim

to Artemis? That he’ll seize the army, and order

the Argives to kill you and me and to slaughter

the girl? And then, even if I flee to Argos,

they’ll come as far as the Cyclopean walls

to carry off [Iphigenia] and destroy the land.

The picture that Agamemnon paints is undeniably violent and disturbing, but above all it

suggests that the power structures at Aulis have been radically updated. Unlike with his earlier

ruminations about the ochlos, Agamemnon explicitly states that it will be the army that will

force him to sacrifice Iphigenia (IA 514). According to him, if the soldiers catch wind of the

prophecy concerning Iphigenia, they will insist that Agamemnon sacrifice her. More to the

point, he will be forced to obey them. In other words, once they are informed of the situation,

the common soldiers will decide for themselves (and everybody else) that the war must go on.
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Under these circumstances, it is easy to see why the army would be characterized as a “mob,”

and indeed twice here they are referred to as an ochlos.

This is, of course, very different from the hierarchy that is depicted in the Iliad. A neat
frame through which to view this evolution of authority is the manner in which Calchas and
Odysseus operate. As mentioned above, in order to even speak in the Iliad, Calchas had to beg
for protection from Achilles for fear of (presumably violent) retribution from Agamemnon.®
And there, his prophecy is pivotal not because he wins over the common soldiers® but because
Agamemnon sees that it is better to return Chryses” daughter than to allow his whole army to
die (cf. II. 1.68-116). Here at Aulis, however, Calchas’” prognostication has not convinced
Agamemnon to sacrifice Iphigenia,” but his ability to speak to and move the Achaean ochlos
looks to be a potentially decisive factor. The dynamics of Calchas’ intervention are thus entirely
upended, and the fact that he will speak not to Agamemnon but to the ochlos suggests a

substantial modification of Homeric authority.

8 Cf. I1. 1.80-82: kpeloowV Y BactAeds Ote xaoetal avdol xéoni-/el e yao te xOAov ye kal adtnuag
katamén,/dAA& te kal petomioBev Exel kOTov, 6poa teAéoor (“a basileus, when he is angry with a lesser man, is
far more powerful;/and even if he swallows his anger for one day/he will hold onto his wrath until he fulfills it”).
Hammer, 2002, p. 83, argues that Calchas’ reticence illustrates the fact that “Agamemnon’s ability to command
obedience rests on a fear of retribution.” Menelaus actually seems to allude to this episode by suggesting that it
would be easy to kill the prophet (IA 519); to provide the retribution Calchas feared in the Iliad. Homer’s epic is ever-
present, even, or perhaps especially, when Euripides deviates from that model.

8 The soldiers here are present as silent and passive spectators, and had in fact urged Agamemnon to ransom the girl
a full ten days earlier (cf. II. 1.22-23) —a recommendation that Agamemnon had roundly and rashly ignored.

87 At least not on second thought: as Menelaus (IA 358-63) tells us, Agamemnon had first agreed whole-heartedly to
sacrifice Iphigenia, only to later change his mind. On this change of mind, cf. John Gibert, Change of Mind in Greek
Tragedy (Gottingen, 1995), pp. 210-17.
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Odysseus’ role also speaks to this transition. As in Book Fourteen of the Iliad (cf. 14.82-
102), Odysseus looks set to stand up to Agamemnon and force the war to continue. But whereas
at Troy he had intervened by directly rebuking Agamemnon, here we learn that he is essentially
powerless on his own (IA 525). Instead, just like Calchas he represents a threat because he is
able to appeal directly to the army. The results envisioned by Agamemnon—the murder of
Iphigenia, his own assassination, the sack of Argos—amount to a violent military coup, a
disintegration of the military hierarchy that is never imagined in the Iliad. It is a striking image
of a different type of Achaean army, one whose consensus is not only necessary, but whose
voice is actually decisive in the debate about whether or not to sacrifice Iphigenia and thus

bring war to Troy.

Equally striking is the fact that Odysseus will be able to mobilize the army not through
threats and violence, as he does in Iliad Two, but because he is poikilos with the ochlos —*“cunning
with the mob” (IA 526). This implies that his power comes from rhetorical and persuasive
excellence® rather than physical prowess or his status as a basileus. While the ability to persuade
was certainly desirable for Homeric basileis, it was absolutely necessary for leaders in

democratic Athens,® so Odysseus appears to be a leader more in the mold of Euripides’

8 Jsocrates, for example, implies that poikilia is an integral part of rhetorical persuasiveness: cf. Isoc. 5.27; 12.4; 15.47.
For the overtly negative connotations of Odysseus’ poikilia, cf. my discussion in Chapter Four, pp. 302-304.

8 Among many others, see for example Josiah Ober, Mass and Elite in Democratic Athens: Rhetoric, Ideology, and the
Power of the People (Princeton, 1989), p. 113: “[s]kill in public address was sine qua non for the [Athenian] politician”;
Harvey Yunis, Taming Democracy: Models of Political Rhetoric in Classical Athens (Ithaca, 1996), passim but esp. pp. 11-12;
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contemporaries than his Homeric antecedents. This modernity is further confirmed by the
description of him “standing amidst the Argives” to incite them, as well as the fact that just like

Agamemnon, he too is obsessed with philotimia.

The end result of these circumstances—that Agamemnon feels obliged to sacrifice
Iphigenia—represents a decisive step away from the world of the Iliad and towards that of the
Athenian audience. Strange as it might appear within the context of the Achaean army, the idea
that a general such as Agamemnon could be forced to lead an expedition against his will would
not have been out of place in classical Athens. An intriguing (if inadequately attested) parallel
to the situation at Aulis seems to have occurred in 433 BCE, two years before the onset of the
Peloponnesian War. As Plutarch tells us, after the Athenians had decided to enter into an
alliance with Corcyra, Pericles “persuaded the démos” (émewoe tov dnuov) to send
Lacedaimonius “against his will” (un BovAouevov) with ten ships to their new allies.” If what
Plutarch tells us is true,” we may see this as an analogous case in which one leader uses the

“people” as a sort of wedge to force a colleague to take on a military commission.

and Yunis, “The Constraints of Democracy and the Rise of the Art of Rhetoric,” in Democracy, Empire, and the Arts in
Fifth-Century Athens, eds. Deborah Boedeker and Kurt A. Raaflaub (Cambridge, MA, 1998), pp. 223-40.

% Plut. Pericles 29.1-2. Thucydides discusses the episode (1.44) but says nothing about Lacedaimonius being forced to
lead the campaign.

o1 Rarely has the episode been discussed by scholars at any length. Hamel, 1998, p. 20, is non-committal regarding the
potential veracity of Lacedaimonius’ lack of enthusiasm for this commission (“[he] was allegedly sent to
Corcyra...against his will”); Donald Kagan, The Outbreak of the Peloponnesian War (Ithaca, 1969), p. 244, dismisses it
out of hand as “the charges of an outwitted and outraged faction”; but as is pointed out by G.E.M. de Ste. Croix, The
Origins of the Peloponnesian War (Ithaca, 1972), pp. 76-77, the element of Plutarch’s narration that is most likely to be
invented is that Pericles put Lacedaimonius in charge in order to “insult” him (ephubrizon) and to be able to accuse
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A few years later, the Athenian “demagogue”®> Cleon found himself in similar
circumstances when he was forced to lead an expedition at Pylos. As the summer of 425 came to
a close, the Athenians were occupying Pylos and had trapped a number of Spartan soldiers on
the nearby island of Sphacteria. The situation was troubling enough for Sparta that they sent
envoys to Athens with the offer of a peace treaty (Th. 4.17-20). Cleon, even though he was not a
general at the time, encouraged the Athenians to reject the offer in the hopes of extracting
greater concessions from the Spartans (Th. 4.21.2-3). As the blockade dragged on, the Athenians
became impatient and began to resent Cleon for his earlier, hawkish stance (Th. 4.27.1-3). In
response, Cleon raised the stakes by proposing to attack the Spartans on Sphacteria, even
suggesting that “it would be easy [to do], if the generals were men...and that if he himself had
been in charge, he would have done so.”% Nicias, the general at whom this snide comment had
been directed, responded by resigning his command and telling Cleon to take whatever force he

wanted to attack Sphacteria.”

This caught Cleon off guard. According to Thucydides, Cleon had never actually

wanted the command, and he now attempted to get out of it by reminding everyone that Nicias

him of “Aaxwviopoc” in the event that should somehow fail. Indeed, Lacedaimonius was a son of Cimon and a
Spartan proxenos (de Ste. Croix, p. 76), and it is in my view eminently believable that he should have been reluctant to
take on a position that could have put him in direct conflict with the Spartans.

%2 As Thucydides calls him in introducing this very episode (Th. 4.21.3: &vnp dnuaywyog). A number of scholars
have noted the extreme bias Thucydides seems to show against Cleon, both in general but especially when describing
his role in the Pylos affair: cf. H.D. Westlake, Individuals in Thucydides (Cambridge, 1968), pp. 60-61, 69-71; Hunter,
1988; Simon Hornblower, A Commentary on Thucydides vol. 2 (Oxford, 1996), p. 175. Nevertheless, my interest in the
episode centers on the behavior of the ochlos, a dynamic that must, at the very least, have been credible.

% Th. 4.27.5: 0&dloV elvat TAQAOKELT), €l AvOQES elev ol oTEATNYOL...KAl aVTOG Y v, €l )OXE, IO TAL TOVTO.

% Th. 4.28.1: fjvtiva BovAetatl dOvapy AaBovia o Tt opag etvat EMLYELQELV.
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was the real general (Th. 4.28.2). When Nicias reiterated his resignation and indifference, Cleon
found himself backed into a corner. At this point, the Athenian crowd began to make its voice
heard: (Th. 4.28.3-4):
oL 08¢, olov OxAog @uAel motety, 60w HaAAov 6 KAéwv Omépevye tOv mMAODV kai
eEavexwpel ta elpnuéva, 00w €mekeAevovto 1@ Nikia magadwdval v XNV Kal

ékelvw E€mePéwv mAelv. wote ok EXwv OMws TV elgnpévev Ett Efamaidaym),
veplotatal TOv TAODV. ..

And as the mob is wont to do, the more that Cleon tried to withdraw from the expedition
and back away from his earlier words, the more they demanded that Nicias resign his
command and shouted at Cleon to lead it. So that, having no way to escape his own
words, Cleon undertook the expedition...

While we must be cautious when it comes to Thucydides’ portrayal of Cleon’s thoughts,” there
is no reason to believe he is distorting the basic dynamics of the scene.” In that light, we can
note a number of remarkable similarities between Thucydides’ narration and the situation at
Aulis: in each case, we see a divergence of interests among leaders; at both Athens and Aulis it
is evident that a certain amount of gamesmanship takes place between Nicias and Cleon on the
one hand, and Agamemnon and Odysseus on the other; and most obviously, both Cleon and
Agamemnon find themselves trapped by earlier promises and compelled to follow through
with them by their constituent ochloi, even though neither one actually wants to lead the

campaign in question.

% Cf. esp. Westlake, 1968, p. 71-72, who points out the ways in which Thucydides” account here diverges from the
norm in the way that he attributes specific thoughts and fears to Cleon. But it is reasonable to assume that
Thucydides” description of Cleon’s mindset would have at least have appeared credible to his intended audience, in
which case it is interesting to note that Thucydides and Euripides both describe their presumptive leaders as fearful
(Th. 4.28.2: dediwg; IA 522: 0¥ d€doKAg).

% Especially since, as H.D. Westlake, “The Naval Battle at Pylos and Its Consequences,” The Classical Quarterly 24
(1974): p. 225, points out, Thucydides may well have witnessed this particular debate.
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Perhaps most importantly, Thucydides claims that this sort of behavior was typical of
ochloi, that mobs were wont to apply this very type of pressure on its leaders when they wanted
to go to war.” In other words, Thucydides claims that ochloi tended to behave in the exact same
way that Euripides shows them behaving in in the IA. Moreover, if we dig a little deeper we
may note that Euripides ascribes to Agamemnon and Odysseus the same motivations and
tendencies that Thucydides sees in Athenian leaders after Pericles. Like Euripides’ basileis,
Thucydides sees Pericles” successors (particularly Cleon) as overly interested in their own
philotimia (Th. 2.65.7). And among other disastrous consequences, this obsession with their own
philotimia causes the leaders to be led by the masses (Th.2.65.8), just as we see occurring at Aulis.
In the first episode of the IA then, we observe a series of circumstances, agents, motivations, and
results that are strikingly reminiscent of the debate about Pylos and which seem to mirror
Thucydides” perception of Athenian politics after Pericles. This is not to say that Euripides is
looking back to Thucydides” work in particular or to the Pylos episode itself, but it suggests that
at the very least, Euripides and Thucydides are drawing upon a set of shared contemporary

concepts of how leaders and masses tend to interact.

%7 On this point, it is notable that the only other time Thucydides makes a generalizing statement about ochloi, it is to
describe this very type of behavior. Th. 6.63.2: 1)&iovv Tovg oAt YOUS, olov d1) dxAog PLlet Baporjoag moLety,
ayew opag éntt Katavnv (“they called upon their generals, just as an ochlos is wont to do when it is feeling bold, to
lead them to Catana”).
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Achilles” entrance and the recalibration of Homeric power structures

Far from being the climax of the tragedy’s meditation on the nature of authority at Aulis,
Agamemnon’s submission to the (presumed) will of the army is only the beginning of a lengthy
process. Agamemnon’s goal at this point is to effect the sacrifice of his daughter before his wife
discovers his intentions, but the arrival on-stage of his erstwhile rival Achilles complicates
matters. Achilles is greeted as a son-in-law by Clytemnestra (IA 835-36), and the confusion that
this meeting engenders leads directly to Clytemnestra’s discovery of Agamemnon’s plot. Her
only recourse is to call on Achilles to protect Iphigenia, an appeal to which Achilles accedes (IA
900-74). The prospect of another Agamemnon-Achilles dispute now looms large.

Just as importantly, the terms of the dispute fall along the same lines as in the Iliad, as
Achilles” grounds for accepting Clytemnestra’s appeal explicitly recall the reasons behind the

Homeric conflict and his own stance in the Iliad (IA 928-31):%

% It must be noted that virtually the entirety of Achilles” monologue (IA 919-74), a section upon which I will be
drawing heavily, is of disputed authenticity. Diggle, 1994, ad loc., gives it his second-lowest authenticity-ranking
(“vix Euripidei”); Page, 1934, pp. 175-79, deletes almost the entirety of Achilles’ speech (919-1035) on grounds of
language and style; while Kovacs, 2003, pp. 91-93 excises large swaths because they lack any “relevant point” (919-
31), on account of “oddities” (932-43), or because of repetitions and irrelevance (955-69). Contra, see esp. W. Ritchie,
“Euripides, Iphigenia at Aulis 919-974,” in Dionysiaca, eds. R.D. Dawe, ]J. Diggle, and P.E. Easterling (Cambridge, 1978),
pp. 179-203 (Ritchie also provides a fine synthesis of the history of editorial deletions of those lines); as well as Jouan,
ed., 1983, p. 141, and Stockert, 1992 vol. 2, p. 463, who follow Ritchie. In general, it will suffice to note that the
deletions of Achilles’ speech are generally based on questions of style and aesthetics. Given the relative weakness of
such evidence, and insofar as the plot of the tragedy requires that Achilles explain his decision to intervene on behalf
of Iphigenia, by far the best option seems to me to work with the text we possess. Regarding more specifically the
lines I have cited above, Ritchie, p. 186, points out that 928-31 were “the only part of the speech which no one has yet
held to be spurious,” though Kovacs has since corrected this oversight by arguing that Achilles” “exordium [i.e. 919-
31]...makes no recognizably relevant point” and labelling his statements “abstractions” that are “[not] tied to any
concrete action or decision” (p. 91). At the risk of needlessly extending this discussion, I would simply point out that,
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kat Toig Ateldalg, v Hev yoviat KaAwg, When they lead well, I will obey the Atreides,

nelooped’, dtav d¢ U kaAwe, ov Teioopat. but when they lead poorly I will not.
AAN” EvOAad’ v Toola T €éAcvBégav @Oy 930 Instead, I will maintain my free nature both here
MAQEXWV... and in Troy...

Achilles here provides a perspective on Agamemnon’s authority that is similar to his attitude in
the Iliad, when he boldly proclaims he will not simply “yield to every order” Agamemnon gives
him (II. 1.294: mav éoyov Vmeifopar).” His submission to Agamemnon, both here and in the
Iliad, is conditional, and will depend on the manner in which Agamemnon uses his authority.
Moreover, Achilles mentions he will maintain this attitude in Troy as well —an obvious allusion
to the “Homeric Achilles”'®—and he even directly recalls his words in the Iliad with a double-

use of the future-middle of peitho.'”

As Achilles elaborates on his reasons for standing against Agamemnon, he continues to

describe the brewing conflict in a manner reminiscent of the Iliad (IA 959-61, 968-69):102

oV TV Y&UwV éxkatt — pugiat kéol I'have said these things not on account of my
Onowot AékTEoV TOVOV — elpnTat TOdE: 960 marriage—countless maidens seek my hand —
AAN VP &g Nuag VP’ Ayapépuvav aval. but because lord Agamemnon has committed

an outrage against me!
VOV O’ 000V elplL, mapa 0& tolg oteatnAatalg 968  And now I am nothing, and for the generals it is
&V EVHOQEL [Le OOV TE KOl [UT) D0V KOKQWG. a small matter to treat me well or to treat me ill.

were we to eliminate all the “abstractions” from Euripidean speeches, we would find ourselves committed to the
excision of a number of passages that would be sorely missed.

% On which, see above, p. 55.

100 Ritchie, 1978, p. 186.

101 See again II. 1.296: oV yap éywY’ étL ool meloeoOat diw.

102 Kovacs, 2003, p. 92, deletes the entirety of 953-69 on the grounds that they are “irrelevant” (959-61) or because they
repeat Achilles’ comments in vv. 944-47. The relevance of the first three lines is adequately attested by the fact they
are an overt reference to the Homeric quarrel. Kovacs’ deletion of 968-69 makes little difference to my argument,
since what I say of them is equally true of lines 944-45, which Kovacs upholds. Regarding 962-67, Kovacs (and the
vast majority of commentators) are probably correct that these lines have been subject to some form of interpolation.
Ritchie, 1978, pp. 193-95, gamely tries to salvage them, but his attempt is less than convincing.
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The first two lines of this passage are a direct allusion to Achilles” rejection of Agamemnon’s
offer of a daughter in marriage on the grounds that he could have his pick of “many maidens”
(pollai kourai).!®® They serve to both recall the dispute in Homer while at the same time
emphasizing the fact that, just as in Homer, the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles
relates only superficially to the woman in question. The accusation of hubris is also the same
term with which Achilles describes Agamemnon’s actions in the Iliad, so we are further
reminded of the epic.!™ Finally, we come to the real reason Achilles has decided to come to
Iphigenia’s defense: to protect his reputation. Just like in the Iliad, Achilles fears that he will be
seen as a “nobody” (here: ouden; at Il. 1.293: outidanos).'®> And once again, it is Agamemnon’s (or
more accurately, the two Atreids’) disregard for him that diminishes his reputation and thus
arouses his anger. In short, as Euripides concocts the dispute between his two heroes amidst a
rapid fire of allusions to the Iliad. The audience is thus primed to expect a retelling of the
intractable conflict between Achilles and Agamemnon in the Iliad, and once again, the twin

problems of authority and status appear central to a conflict between two basileis.

Having made his decision to take a stand against the tyranny of the Atreids, Achilles
must now formulate a plan. It turns out to be rather unorthodox: he suggests that Clytemnestra

should attempt to persuade Agamemnon to spare Iphigenia, with his own intervention only

103 Noted by, among others, Ritchie, 1978, p. 192; and Jouan, ed., 1983, p. 142.

104 1. 1.203: OPBorv; repeated by Athena in II. 1.214: Opotoc. Luschnig, 1988 p. 67, and Ritchie, 1978, p. 193, also note this
allusion. These are in fact the only two instances in which the noun hubris appears in the Iliad, so the reference is
perhaps more obvious than one might initially expect.

105 Ritchie, 1978, p. 195, also points out this allusion.
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serving as back-up in the event that she fails. The following episode shows Clytemnestra
gamely following Achilles” advice as she attempts to change her husband’s mind. Agamemnon

is not without pity, but as he regrets to inform his wife, his hands are tied (IA 1259-68):

0000’ 600V OTEATEVHA VAVPEAKTOV TODE, You see how great this ship-fenced army is,

xaAkéwv 0" dmAwv dvaxteg EAANvov doot, 1260 and the many masters of the bronze-clad Greeks

oig véotog ovk €0t TAlov mogyovg Em, who, unless I sacrifice you as the prophet

el un o€ Ovow, pavtic wg KaAxag Aéyel, Calchas says, will never make the journey

o0Ld” éott Tooiag éEeAelv kKAevov PAOgov. to the towers of Ilium, nor sack the famous seat
of Troy.

péunve o Agooditn 1 EAAvwv otoat® Some Aphrodite is inciting the Greek army

TIAEV ¢ Taxlota PagPdowv émt x0ova, 1265  to sail as soon as possible to that barbarian land,

navoatl te Aéktowv agmayas EAANvikav: and to stop the abductions of Greek brides.

ol tag év Agyetl mapBévoug KTevovoti pov And if I defy the decree of Artemis, they will kill

vuag te kapé, 0éopat’ el Abow Oeac. our daughters in Argos, as well as you and me.

The scene that Agamemnon imagines here very closely resembles his closing statement in his
debate with Menelaus (see above, p. 73). In both cases, Agamemnon predicts that a violent
rebellion by his troops will lead directly to the deaths of his daughter(s), himself, and his
interlocutor (here Clytemnestra; before Menelaus). Here too it seems that if need be, the
Achaean army will travel to Argos to effect Iphigenia’s sacrifice. And as in the first episode,

Agamemnon believes that resistance is futile.

These similarities between the two episodes are obvious, but the differences between the
accounts are also glaring. Perhaps most notably, Calchas and Odysseus, the two individuals
whom Agamemnon initially feared most, have been stripped of any agency. In Agamemnon’s
new assessment of the situation, the mutinous army will not even require the guidance of a
basileus. Instead, the leaders are so peripheral to the affair that even though both basileis and the

common soldiers—the anaktes and the strateuma —would be deprived of the glory of the Trojan
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expedition, only the army (stratos) would rise up against Agamemnon. In this new conception,
the army’s voice is not simply a decisive one in the debate; it is the only one that counts. Where
Homer’s basileis had once made such decisions for their armies, Euripides” army now does so

for their basileis.

The Achaean army not only expropriates all decision-making power, it also acquires, for
the first time, a good deal of characterization. To begin, Euripides uses the rare term nauphraktos
to emphasize the fact that this army is specifically a naval one. More poignantly, we find out
their motivation for rebelling: “some Aphrodite” has fallen upon the Argives and impels them
to sail for Troy. The peculiarity of this formulation recalls Thucydides’ similar evaluation of the
Athenian démos as they voted, imprudently, to set sail for Sicily in 416 BCE (Th. 6.24.3-4):1%

Kal €0we €vémeoe TOIG MACWY OpOlwG EKMAeDOAL, TOIG HEV YOO TREOPUTEQOLS WG T
kataoteePopévols E@’ & EmAgov 1) 00dEV &V oPaAeloay HeEYAANV dUVaULY, Tolg O év
N NAkia g te anovong mobw dpewe kal Oewolag, kal eVEATIDES dvTeg cwONoeoOal:
0 0¢ mMOADG OUAOG Kal OTEATIWTNG €V Te TQ TAQOVIL AQYUQLOV Oloewv Kal
ngooktoeoBat dvvapy 60ev aldlov pobopopay DAEEeLy. WOTe dx TV AYAV TV
nAeovowv érbupiay, el T doa kal pr) NEeoke, dEdLWC L] AVILXEROTOVOWV KAKOVOUS
d0&eLev etval ) méAeL jovxiav Nyev.

And an eros fell equally upon everyone to set sail. For the older men [were convinced]
they would either overrun the lands to which they were sailing, or that at the very least a
force of this size could not be defeated. The men of fighting age'"” [were seized] by a
desire for distant sights and spectacles, and had great faith that they would survive. And
the main body of the troops [yearned] to bring home money in the present and besides
that to gain the potential for unlimited income in the future.’® So that due to the

106 Stockert, 1992 vol. 2, p. 554, also notes this similarity.

107 Simon Hornblower, A Commentary on Thucydides vol. 3 (Oxford, 2008), p. 362, believes Thucydides is referring here
to the “officer class.”

108 Following Hornblower, 2008, p. 362.

84



excessive desire for the expedition, if there was anyone to whom it did not appeal,
fearing that by voting against it they might seem unpatriotic, they remained silent.

The proceedings described by Thucydides here are strikingly similar to the situation in the IA:
in each case, a crucial decision must be about made whether or not to embark on a long and
costly military expedition; at both Aulis and Athens, the overriding motivation for the
expedition turns out to be an irrational lust for war;'® in both cases, this passion acts upon the
soldiers, whose will turns out to be the decisive —perhaps even only —factor in the decision-
making process; and finally, Agamemnon’s reaction may be compared to those few who
opposed the Sicilian expedition, for just as the dissenting Athenians maintain their silence,
Agamemnon is too intimidated by the army’s excessive passion to speak out against the
sacrifice of his daughter. In summary, Euripides” image of a passionate soldiery that is in full
command of the situation suggests that a metaphorical gulf lies between his Aulis and Homer’s

Troy, and that the IA hews much closer instead to the world of fifth-century Athens.

As a result of this new vision of Achaean power-structures, the only thing that stands
between Iphigenia and the altar is Achilles. Given the hero’s incomparable prowess, one might
find some comfort in knowing that he is Iphigenia’s last line of defense. But as the final episode

of the tragedy opens, Iphigenia catches hold of an inauspicious sight (IA 1338-39):

109 Eros for Thucydides, “some Aphrodite” for Euripides, though in fact earlier in the play, at a less suspect moment
(IA 808-09) Achilles had used Thucydides” formulation: oUtw dewvog euméntwk’ éows/tNode otoatelas. The
secondary goals here are different—Thucydides’ troops want money while Euripides’ seek to “stop the abductions of
Greek brides” —though of course it would hardly be appropriate for Agamemnon to convince Clytemnestra that
Iphigenia must be sacrificed in order to satisfy the army’s greed.
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Iph.: ® texoboa pnTe, Avopwv OXAov eloopw TéAXG.
Clyt.: Tov te g Beag maida, Tékvov, @ devE’ eéANAvOac.

I: Oh mother, I see a mob of men drawing near!
C: And the son of the goddess, the one for whom you came.

A mass of Achaean soldiers'? is making their way toward Iphigenia and Clytemnestra, and
they are once again called an ochlos. Neither their appearance nor Iphigenia’s definition of them
as a mob bodes well. On the contrary, it suggests that Agamemnon’s prediction is coming true,

and that the army will simply assert itself and demand Iphigenia’s sacrifice.

This sensation is immediately confirmed by Achilles” account of all that has happened

behind the scenes (IA 1345-53):

Ach.: ® yOovat tdAava, Adag Bvyarteo. .. 1345
Clyt.: o0 Pevdn Opocic.

A: detv’ év Agyelowc Poatat. . .

: tiva Porjv; onpavé ot

T Ul oNG TADOG . . .

: TTOVTQOV €T OlwvOov AGYOV.

WG XQEWV TPAEAL VLV.

: tkovdeis évavtia Aéyeyt

€ BoguPov £yw TL kavTog HAVBoV . . .

TV, @ Eéve;

: owpa AevoBnvatl iéteolot. 1350
! H@V kOENV 0lwVv EUNV;

avTO TOvTO.

11ig O &v €TAN TOL oWHATOC TOL 00D Oryelv;

: mavteg ‘EAANvec.

1 0TEATOG O& MUQHWWV 0V 0oL TAQTV;

: MOWTOG NV €ketvog €x000G.

>O>0P0P0>0r0>0

A: Oh wretched woman, daughter of Leda...
C: You do not speak falsely.

A: The Argives are shouting terrible things....
C: Shouting what? Explain this to me.

A: About your child...

C: The words you say are an evil omen.

A: That they must slaughter her.

C: And no one speaks up against this?

A: I myself risked it against their uproar.

C: Risked what?

A: Death by stoning.

C: For defending my child?

A: Yes, exactly.

C: But who would dare take hold of you?

A: All the Greeks.

C: And your Myrmidon army wasn’t on hand?
A: They were my first enemy.

110 T regard as highly unlikely the suggestion made by Stockert, 1992 vol. 2, p. 574, that this ochlos refers to the handful
of “faithful soldiers” who remain by Achilles’ side (cf. IA 1358, in which we learn that at least two comrades are on
hand to arm Achilles). The term ochlos, which appears a full eight times in the IA (191, 450, 517, 526, 735, 1030, 1338,
1546), is in every other instance used in reference to the Achaean army as a whole.
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We might recall, at this point, that when Achilles was pondering the issue with Clytemnestra,
he had framed the question of Iphigenia’s sacrifice as a dispute between himself and
Agamemnon, or at most between himself and other Greek basileis.!'! At no point had he even
spoken of the common soldiers, let alone considered their opinion to be of any consequence,
and his main gripes indicated that he saw the disagreement as a struggle for power and status
among the basileis. Generally speaking, his earlier explanation of the problem fell along the lines
of the Homeric conflict, so one might expect his new report to further highlight the intractability

of a dispute between two basileis.

The scene he describes, however, utterly defies these expectations. Instead of taking the
matter up directly with Agamemnon or the other basileis, Achilles finds himself face to face with
the entire army. The impact of the army’s intervention can hardly be understated: Achilles’
objections to Agamemnon’s unilateral exercise of power, and his displeasure with his loss of
status, are effectively rendered moot. Instead, Achilles must choose between allowing the
sacrifice to go ahead as planned, or losing his life at the hands of the Achaean ochlos. Having
already decided the question of Iphigenia’s sacrifice, it appears as if the army will simply quash
the dispute between Agamemnon and Achilles. Once again, the IA shows us a Homeric
problem resolved through a radical inversion of the traditional hierarchies and power-

structures among the Achaean army.

111 Conlflict specifically between Achilles and Agamemnon: IA 961; between Achilles and the Atreids: IA 928-29; or
between Achilles and the “generals”: IA 968: (Toig oToaTNA&TALS).

87



One detail perfectly illustrates this evolution of authority at Aulis: Achilles tells us that
his Myrmidons were not only involved in this uprising, but that they actually led the rebellion.
As discussed above, despite the complexities of the relations between the different basileis in the
Iliad, it is a general rule that the Achaeans follow their collective lead. With regard to any
individual army (i.e. the Myrmidons, the Boeotians, etc.), the situation is even simpler: each
army follows the orders of its basileus (or basileis). In fact, the strict hierarchical relationship
between a Homeric basileus and his own soldiers is best illustrated by none other than Achilles
and the Myrmidons, as we see in Book Sixteen when Achilles finally addresses his army (II.
16.200-07):

"Muppdoveg ) tic pot amelawv AeAaBéobw, 200
ag émi vnuot Bonow anekeite Toweoot

mavO’ VO UNVIBUOY, katl W NTacBe ékaotoc:

“oxétAte TInAéog L& XxOAw dpa 0’ €tQepe unno,

vnAegég, 0g mapa viuoty ExXeLS dékovtag Etaigoug:

otkadé mep oLV Vot vewpeda ovTomdoLoLy 205
avtig, €mel Q& toL Wde KakoOG XOAog Eumeae Bup@.”

TaUTA W dryelpopevol Oap” épdlete”

‘Myrmidons: not one of you can forget those mutterings, 200
those threats that beside the running ships you made at the Trojans

in all the time of my anger, and it was I you were blaming,

as: “Hard son of Peleus! Your mother nursed you on gall. You have no

pity, to keep your companions here by the ships unwilling.

We should go back home again, then, in our seafaring vessels 205
now that this wretched anger has befallen your spirit.”

Often you would gather in groups and so mutter against me...’

It is evident that the withdrawal Achilles imposes on his troops in the Iliad is by no means
pleasing to them. Nevertheless, at no point had they taken up the issue with him directly,
choosing instead to direct criticism at him from behind his back. It appears that their

unhappiness—and their latent criticism —has had no effect whatsoever. While the Myrmidons
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may wish to either enter the fray or return home, they have instead been doing just as Achilles
ordered: standing idly by their ships. The situation at Aulis, on the contrary, is the reverse: as

soon as the Myrmidons disagree with their leader, they rise up against him.

On its own, the Myrmidon rebellion speaks to how differently authority is exercised in
the IA as compared to the Iliad, but it tells us relatively little about the precise characterization
that Euripides gives the Achaean ochlos, or the specific dynamics that are at work at Aulis. Here,
the type of behavior that Achilles attributes to the Achaeans provides decisive information.
Achilles begins by telling Clytemnestra that the army is “shouting” that Iphigenia needs to die,
and a few lines later, he tells us that this shouting turned into a veritable thorubos (“tumult” or
“uproar”) when he attempted to speak in Iphigenia’s defense. Euripides’ use of the term is
significant. Much like ochlos, the word thorubos was a decidedly contemporary word,!? and it is
laden with specific connotations. It could refer to the tumult in battle when opposing armies
clashed," but just as frequently we hear of thorubos occurring in the context of debate, where it
was common for members of the public to “shout down” (thorubein) a speaker with whom they

disagreed. The latter dynamic is certainly what Achilles has described.

The fact that a popular thorubos resolves the debate at Aulis lends to the proceedings an

air that is at once contemporary and decidedly democratic. Indeed, resolution-by-thorubos was

112 Tt never once appears in Homer, or for that matter in any pre-classical author with the exception of Aesop,
Proverbia 107 and 152. Among authors of the classical era, Thucydides, Euripides, Aristophanes, Xenophon, Plato,
and Demosthenes all use the term regularly.

3 E.g. Th.2.4.2,4.127.1; Hdt. 8.91.
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especially prevalent in democratic poleis.''* In fact, it seems to have been, in a certain sense, an
essential mechanism of ancient democracies. In Athens, for example, it was a common
occurrence both in the law-courts and at assemblies where policy was debated —precisely what
we see at Aulis.""® In all likelihood, thorubos was the easiest, if not only, way for the vast majority
of Athenian citizens to actively engage in or “regulate” public debate and to express a
“negative” opinion regarding a specific proposal.'’® In other words, the primary method
through which the Achaean ochlos resolves the central conflicts of the IA is one that is imported

directly from the democratic world of Euripides” audience.

Of course, the particularly violent nature of the thorubos in the IA was by no means

standard operating procedure. But it was also not unheard of. Just a year before the IA was

114 This is implied by the fact that almost all classical-era descriptions of thoruboi in the context of debate are in
reference to Athenian practices, as indeed are modern analyses of the phenomenon. Confirmation of the
fundamentally “democratic” nature of thorubos may also be seen in its suppression during the oligarchic coups in
Athens in 411 and 404 BC, as is pointed by Robert W. Wallace, “The Power to Speak —and not to Listen —in Ancient
Athens,” in Free Speech in Classical Antiquity, eds. Ineke Sluiter and Ralph M. Rosen (Leiden, 2004), p. 226.

115 On the widespread practice of thorubos in democratic Athens in general, see Wallace, 2004; Melissa Schwartzberg,
“Shouts, Murmurs, Votes: Acclamation and Aggregation in Ancient Greece,” The Journal of Political Philosophy 18
(2010): pp. 461-65; and Ryan K. Balot, “Free Speech, Courage, and Democratic Deliberation,” in Free Speech in Classical
Antiquity, eds. Ineke Sluiter and Ralph M. Rosen (Leiden, 2004), pp. 243-46. Contra, see M.H. Hansen, “Review:
Athenian Democracy,” The Classical Review 40 (1990): p. 350: “[t]horybos, heckling, was ideologically to be avoided...it
was only a tolerated and not an intentional part of Athenian political discourse” [emphasis in original]. But Hansen’s
argument suffers, in my view, from his emphasis that there was a single ideology of “discourse” in Athens, an
orthodoxy that I believe is belied by, among other things, the widespread existence of thorubos itself, particularly in
the law-courts and the assembly. On thorubos during legal proceedings, see esp. Victor Bers, “Dikastic Thorubos,” in
Crux: Essays in Greek History Dedicated to G.E.M. de Ste. Croix on His 75" Birthday, eds. P.A. Cartledge and F.D. Harvey
(London, 1985), pp. 1-15; and Edith Hall, “Lawcourt Dramas: The Power of Performance in Greek Forensic Oratory,”
Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 40 (1995): pp. 43-44. Regarding episodes of thorubos in the assembly itself, cf.
Judith Tacon, “Ecclesiastic Thorubos: Interventions, Interruptions, and Popular Involvement in the Athenian
Assembly,” Greece & Rome 48 (2001): pp. 173-92; but also M.H. Hansen, The Athenian Democracy in the Age of
Demosthenes: Structure, Principles, and Ideology (Oxford, 1991), pp. 146-47.

116 Wallace, 2004, pp. 225-26.
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performed at the City Dionysia, in the aftermath of the Athenian victory at Arginousae, the
assembly had expressed the will of an outraged ochlos by executing, en masse, the generals who
had led the Athenian navy.!” Both Xenophon and Diodorus, our two ancient sources
concerning the episode, emphasize the importance of thorubos in the outcome of the
deliberation. This thorubos was instrumental in two ways: in shouting down those who spoke in
defense of the generals (Diod. Bibl. 101.6); and in terrorizing the prytaneis into allowing an illegal
mass trial to proceed (X. Hell. 1.7.14). In short, thorubos etfectively brought about the death of
some Athens’ leading generals, an outcome that hardly improved the city’s chances in the
Peloponnesian War. The army at Aulis, with its newfound authority, its willingness to exploit
thorubos, and its eagerness to kill its greatest hero, resembles rather too starkly the Athenian

populace on this occasion.

Even beyond the simple fact that the army is threatening to kill Achilles, its thorubic
activity is cast in a particularly negative light. This is evident from the manner in which the
Achaean ochlos intends to enact the execution: with death by stoning. The threat itself is not
exceptional, as stoning was a commonly proposed sanction in the Greek literary tradition,
especially in tragedy.!® But the situation in the IA stands out for the manner in which the

punishment is threatened. Indeed, nearly all other tragic instances in which a character risks

17T discuss this episode in greater detail in Chapter Four, see below pp. 319-323.

118 On the literary tradition more generally, see esp. Deborah Steiner, “Stoning and Sight: A Structural Equivalence in
Greek Mythology,” Classical Antiquity 14 (1995): pp. 193-211. The most notable example, at least within the context of
this study, is II. 3.56-57, where Hector claims that if they weren’t cowards, the Trojans would have already stoned
Paris for stealing Helen. But the fact that the Trojans have not stoned Paris suggests this is not a realistic possibility.
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being stoned, the sentence is decided and delivered by a figure (or figures) in a legitimate
position of power.!” The example that provides the most relevant basis for contrast concerns
another tragic version of Achilles himself, that of Aeschylus” Myrmidons. In the Myrmidons it is
suggested that Achilles might be stoned by the Achaean army (fr. 132¢)'? for refusing to fight at
Troy. On the surface, this is very similar to the uprising at Aulis, but unlike in the IA, Aeschylus
suggests that a “judicial process” is used to arrive at the decision to stone Achilles,'?! and the
news is brought to Achilles by an emissary from Agamemnon, possibly Phoenix.!22
Furthermore, in the Myrmidons, Achilles practically scoffs at the threat,' and the sanction
serves only to make Achilles “more obdurate,” for it is now “psychologically impossible for
Achilles to rejoin battle.”'?* In the IA, conversely, the impetus to stone Achilles arises from the

masses and is taken most seriously by Achilles, who flees. While Euripides is clearly alluding to

119 Either by a tribunal, as in E. Or. 49-50, or by a group’s leader or leaders, as in E. lon 1111-12; Ba. 355-57; S. Ant. 36;
Ajax 251-55). The only exceptions are in Euripides’ IT 240-339, in which a group of shepherds uses stones to attack
Orestes and Pylades for killing their livestock, though this seems less an instance of “justice” being sought through
stoning than a group of people using the only weapons at their disposal to attack armed men; and A. Ag. 1616, in
which the chorus suggests that Aegisthus will eventually be stoned by the people of Argos. Given the utterly
unsympathetic light in which Aegisthus is cast, not to mention the illegitimacy of his tyranny, comparisons between
the threats to stone Achilles at Aulis and Aegisthus at Argos should be limited.

120 This fragment is from a papyrus, and it is itself fragmentary and of difficult interpretation. Even its Aeschylean
provenance has been doubted, e.g. by D.L. Page, Select Papyri vol. 3 (Cambridge, MA, 1942), pp. 137-39. More recent
commentators have generally seen this fragment as genuine, though they have differed in their interpretations of it.
In general I follow here the reconstruction and analysis provided by Michelakis, 2002, pp. 22-57, as this is the most
extensive recent treatment of the Achilleis. For other viewpoints, cf. Bruno Snell, Scenes from Greek Drama (Berkeley,
1967), pp. 1-22; Alain Moreau, “Eschyle et les tranches des repas d’'Homere: la trilogie d”Achille,” in Panorama du
thédtre antique: d’Eschyle aux dramaturges d’Amérique Latine, ed. Moreau (Montpelier, 1996), pp. 3-27; and Alan H.
Sommerstein, Aeschylean Tragedy (London, 2010), pp. 242-45.

121 Michelakis, 2002, p. 24.

122 Moreau, 1996, p. 14; Sommerstein, 2010, pp. 242-43.

123 Achilles notes that he is “everything for the Achaean army” (fr. 132c 11: é¢yw ta mavt’ Axatii® oToaT®).

124 Snell, 1967, p. 3.
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the Aeschylean precedent, he differs in numerous and meaningful ways from that treatment of

the stoning.

But although the situation in the IA is exceptional when compared to tragic precedents,
it is strikingly similar to historic examples of stoning. To be clear, stoning was not a common
practice in archaic and classical Greece. It seems to have been deployed only rarely, and usually
against deposed tyrants or army leaders who ran afoul of their soldiers.’?> We are clearly
dealing with the latter here, and two instances of stoning, one which involves a general and
another a speaker in the Athenian boulé, correspond almost perfectly to the situation in the IA
with respect to the circumstances and the manner in which the stoning arises. Both of these
examples suggest that the stoning would force the audience to recognize that the Achaean army

at Aulis is acting beyond the limits of acceptable behavior.!?¢

One episode occurred near Argos in 418 BCE, where massive contingents of Spartans
and Argives (and their respective allies) had gathered in preparation for what would surely
have been a memorable encounter.'?” Before the fighting could begin, however, the Spartan king
Agis and the Argive general Thrasylus brokered a truce without consulting the army or their

allies. The soldiers on both sides were unhappy with the accord, not least because it was struck

125 Michel Gras, “Cité grecque et lapidation,” Publications de I’Ecole francaise de Rome 79 (1984): pp. 83-85.

126 This point is contrary to the views presented by Gras, 1984, p. 85, who claims that stoning was an “expression of
democracy.” Gras is followed, and at greater length, by Sara Forsdyke, “Street Theatre and Popular Justice in Ancient
Greece: Shaming, Stoning and Starving Offenders inside and outside the Courts,” Past and Present 201 (2008): pp. 3-
50. Nevertheless, the analysis which follows should serve to demonstrate that the stoning of military commanders
was an exceptional and problematic measure.

127 Thucydides calls the Spartan army “the finest Hellenic army that had ever been assembled” (5.60.3).
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without their input. The situation is thus akin to that which we see at Aulis, where Achilles’
faces the wrath of the Achaeans for single-handedly trying to stop the war against Troy.
Thucydides” account of the soldiers’ reactions to the truce is fascinating for its resemblance to
that of the Achaean army, but also for the contrasts, both subtle and obvious, that distinguish
the Spartans and Argives (Th. 5.60.2, 5.60.4-6):128

oL 0¢ Aakedatpoviot kait ol EVpLHaXOL EITOVTO eV WG T]YELTo dLx TOV VOOV, €V aitia O
eixov kat &AANAovS TOAAT TOV AYwy...TO HEV 0DV O0TaTémEdOV oUTWS €V altia
€XOVTEC TOV AYLV AVEXWQEOLV T Kal dLeAvOnoav &’ oilkov ékaotol, Agyelot d¢ Kol
avTol €Tt €V MOAAQ TAéoVL altia elXOV TOUG OTtEloapéVOUS vev Tob AN 0oue...ToV Te
BpdovAov dvaxwEnoavtes €v T XagAadew, oUTEQ TAG ATO oToaTElNG dlkag mELY
gotéval kpivovoy, NEEavTo AgVewy. 0 d¢ Kata@LYwV i TOV BwHoV meQrylyvetatr ta
HévToL xorjpata édnuevoayv avTou.

The Spartans and their allies followed [Agis’] lead out of respect for the law, but amongst
themselves they blamed him loudly [for denying them certain victory]...the army
therefore withdrew blaming Agis, and returned to their respective homes. The Argives,
on the other hand, were even louder in blaming those who had made the truce without
consulting the people...and when they had withdrawn they began to stone [Thrasylus] in
the Charadrus, the very place they hold military trials before entering the city. He
survived by fleeing to the altar; they, however, confiscated his property.?

The differences in the behaviors of the two armies is highlighted by the fact that both sides
consider their leaders to be “responsible” (en aitiai) for costing them the battle. The Spartans and
their allies return to their cities unhappy, but they do not rebel against or otherwise punish

Agis.’ The Argives, on the other hand, look at Thrasylus” action as a betrayal of the collective

128 The segments I have deleted from the Thucydidean passage merely relate the reasons the armies were upset
(namely that each side fancied their chances). A second account of this incident is found in Diod. Bibl. 12.78.5-6, and it
falls along the general lines of Thucydides’ narration.

129 T am indebted to Richard Crawley’s translation for a number of these turns of phrase.

130 Diodorus says that the Spartans took legal action against Agis, but that he escaped punishment by promising to
make up for his error (Bibl. 12.78.6).
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will, and they react with incomparably greater severity by attempting to stone their leader to

death.

The fact that this stoning took place in the normal venue for military trials lends a
veneer of legitimacy to the Argives’ actions, but reading between the lines we see that
Thucydides suggests otherwise. To begin, he specifically emphasizes that the Spartans had
maintained their collective cool “out of respect for the law”; no such explanation is supplied for
the Argives’ reaction, and we may thus infer that Thucydides sees the stoning as a deviation
from legal standards. Moreover, had this stoning actually been mandated by the military
tribunal (such as it may have been), it is unlikely that fleeing to an altar would have been
sufficient to guarantee Thrasylus’ long-term survival. In fact, Diodorus tells us that it was not
the altar that saved him, but a great deal of supplication (Bibl. 12.78.5: moAATg derjoewg), and
Forsdyke correctly points out that this amounts to an “emotional appeal...rather than a formal
defence.”’® This in turn suggests that neither the stoning nor the pardon occurred within the
context of a legal procedure. Finally, the fact that his property was subsequently confiscated
implies that an actual legal ruling was made, and it regarded this confiscation. As such, the
stoning of Thrasylus appears to be an example of spontaneous and extra-legal activity, one that

is enacted by an army that—unlike the Spartans—has little regard for the law.

131 Forsdyke, 2008, p. 30.

95



A similarly problematic dynamic emerges from a second instance of stoning, one which,
although it occurred long before the production of the IA, would have been easily recalled by
Euripides’ audience. In refuge on Salamis in 479 BCE, the Athenian boulé found itself
deliberating recently-received terms of surrender'® from the Persians. One bouleutes, a certain
Lycides, suggested that they “receive the offer...and take it before the demos.”1* As it turned
out, his fellow citizens did not appreciate the suggestion (Hdt. 9.5.2-3):

ABnvaiol d¢ avtika dewvov momodpevol ol te €k TG POVANG kat ol éEwBev wg

émvbovto, meglotavteg Avkidnv katéAevoav PaAAovieg... yevopévou de Bogupov év

™M XZaAapive mepl tov Avkdnv, muvOdvoviar TO YWOHEVOV Al YUVAIKES TV

AOnvaiwv, duaxeAevoapévn d0¢ yuvr] yuvaut kal magaAapovoa €mi v Avkidew

olkinv foav avtokeAées, kal kata HeEv EAevoav avToL TNV Yuvalka kata d& T
Téva.

The Athenians immediately considered [his suggestion] terrible, both those in the boule
and those outside when they learned of it, and they surrounded Lycides and stoned him
to death...and the Athenian women learned of the proceedings after the thorubos about
Lycides in Salamis, and each woman exhorted the next to follow her, and they went to
Lycides” house of their own accord and there stoned to death his wife and his children.

While Lycides is not a general, his position is similar to that of the Argive Thrasylus and the
Aulidan Achilles insofar as he is a central cog in a debate about whether or not to carry on a
massive war. Beyond that, a number of elements in this episode stand out for their similarity to
the proceedings in the IA. As at Aulis, the démos at Salamis resorts immediately to the extreme

measure of stoning when an individual'® stands in the way of a war effort. In both cases, we see

132 Terms which were seemingly generous, though we may of course doubt (as the Athenians surely did) how long
they could have lasted. For the entire Persian proposal, cf. Hdt. 8.140-41.

133 Hdt. 9.5.1: de€apévoug tov Adyov...eEeveliat € TOV dNUOV.

134 Most likely an elite individual, as Forsdyke, 2008, p. 39, points out.
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large displaced armies (the Athenians on Salamis; the Greeks at Aulis), and in both cases the
war is portrayed as a Panhellenic effort against a barbarian foe.!* More generally, the Athenians
at Salamis react with the sort of spontaneous and unconstrained violence that is characteristic of
a mob'*—an ochlos—and they seem to realize Agamemnon’s fears by not only killing Lycides,
but by then turning their rage against his family as well.’” And finally, all of this occurs in the
context of a large thorubos, a charged atmosphere that seems in no way inseparable from the

violence it accompanies.

This episode is notable not only for its resemblance to many aspects of the IA, but also
for its resonance in the collective Athenian memory. Such resonance may be detected in a
number of oblique references to the incident in Greek drama,'® but our most compelling piece

of evidence regarding the after-life of the stoning incident comes a century-and-a-half after the

135 There is no doubt that Agamemnon, and subsequently Iphigenia, frame the Trojan war as just such an effort: cf. IA
1265-66 and 1400-01. How sincerely we are meant to take these claims is another issue entirely, and one into which I
will not wade at this moment. For a selection of views on the subject, cf. esp. Hermann Funke, “Aristoteles zu
Euripides' Iphigeneia in Aulis,” Hermes 92 (1964): pp. 284-99; Gudrun Mellert-Hoffmann, Untersuchungen zur Iphigenie
in Aulis des Euripides (Heidelberg, 1969); Herbert Siegel, “Self-Delusion and the “Volte-Face” of Iphigenia in Euripides’
Iphigenia at Aulis,” Hermes 108 (1980): pp. 300-21.

136 Vincent ]. Rosivach, “Execution by Stoning in Athens,” Classical Antiquity 6 (1987b): pp. 232-48, makes this point
repeatedly. Forsdyke, 2008, pp. 25-26, denies that this is an episode of “mob violence,” and emphasizes instead the
“relative restraint of both men and women in this episode.” Her argument is belied not only by the particulars of
Herodotus’ account—for example that all this occurred during a general thorubos—but also by subsequent reactions
to the episode, which as Rosivach notes (pp. 237-38) include an effort to mitigate the spontaneity and ferocity of the
Athenians’ behavior. (I discuss this in greater detail directly below.)

137 Agamemnon expresses these fears two different times (IA 531-35, 1267-68), but it is notable that in the second
instance he specifically connects the potential murder of himself, his wife, and his children to the army’s desire for
war.

138 Rosivach, 1987b, pp. 242-45, highlights many passages.
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fact, when Lycurgus recalls it to argue in favor of condemning Leocrates to death (Against

Leocrates 122):
a&lov totvuv akovoat kal <toU> meQl TOU €V LaAapivl TEAEVTHOAVTOS YEVOREVOL

Yneiopatog, 6v 1 PouvAn, Ot Adyw poOvov €vexeipet mEodWwdvar TV mOAL,
TteQLEAOLEVT] TOUG OTEQPAVOUS AXVTOXELQL ATIEKTELVEV.

Accordingly, it is worthwhile for you to hear as well of the measure passed concerning
the man who died at Salamis, whom the [men of the] boulé, when he had attempted to
betray the city in word alone, killed with their hands after removing their crowns.

Although Lycurgus does not mention Lycides by name,’® there is every reason to believe that
he is referring to the same episode. The fact that Lycides” execution remained exemplary after
so many generations implies that it was an exceptionally memorable incident. But Lycurgus’
retelling of the event presents some notable variations. In this new version, the members of the
boulé put Lycides’ fate to a vote (pséphisma), and it is specifically stated —unlike in Herodotus—
that Lycides has betrayed the city (prodidonai ten polin) with his proposal. The bouleutai are also
thoughtful enough to remove their crowns, and so seem to have acted with a certain degree of
respect for standard legal procedures.'* Just as remarkably, Lycurgus does not specify that
Lycides was stoned to death, opting instead for the comparatively bland report that they “killed

him with their hands.”

139 This may be because the name was no longer certain. Demosthenes, who also brings up the incident (and who
does not elide the fact that the victim was stoned to death), refers to the “traitor” in question as “Cyrilus” (18.204).

140 Danielle Allen, The World of Prometheus: The Politics of Punishing in Democratic Athens (Princeton, 2000), p. 144,
argues that “[iJn removing their crowns, the councilors handed their power back to the demos as a whole and acted
not as magistrates...but merely as citizens...As such, they did not abuse their magisterial power by punishing
beyond the limits of the magistrates.” Rosivach, 1987b, p. 238, is certainly correct in pointing out that the “detail is of
interest precisely because it is unnecessary to Lycurgus’ account,” and his suggestion that it is meant to tacitly depict
“the stoning...[as] a formal rational act, not a spontaneous outbreak of mob violence” is intriguing.
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On the whole, Lycurgus’ account of the affair is substantially milder than that of
Herodotus, for he adds a fagade of legality to the proceedings and elides nearly all the grisly
details. All this suggests that subsequent generations were concerned with the “lawlessness and
repulsiveness” of the stoning at Salamis,'*! to the extent that a subsequent mitigation of the
tradition was required. Just as with the stoning of Thrasylus by the Argives, the stoning of
Lycides by the Athenians seems to have occurred in a manner that was recognizably
problematic in its deviation from standard legal procedures. As a result, when the Achaeans
react to Achilles” intervention with a thorubos that devolves into a near-stoning, they are clearly

engaging in deviant behavior, and of a sort that makes them most akin to contemporary armies.

This critical characterization of the Achaean army is further enhanced by other
information that Achilles provides about his encounter. Unlike Lycurgus’ description of
Lycides’ crime, or Aeschylus’ portrayal of the leader/army conflict in the Myrmidons,'*> Achilles
does not seem to be accused of treason (rpodooia). Instead, the army has risen against him
because he is “a slave to [his] marriage” (IA 1354: yapwv fjocova). Achilles also reports that he
attempted to defend his position only to be drowned out by “shouting” (IA 1357: kekpayov) —
another apparent reference to the ongoing thorubos. All of this adds to the sense that the

Achaean army is acting not in any rational manner, nor indeed in response to an offense that

141 Ibid.
142 Cf. A. fr. 132¢.20: moodooiav.
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would justify such extreme measures, but rather because it is in the grips of some sort of

madness, just as Agamemnon had foreseen.

Nevertheless, Achilles remains firm in his intention to defend Iphigenia’s life, and he has
brought with him the weapons to prove it. As he prepares to stand his ground, he provides one
final characterization of the army that returns us to the question of authority at Aulis and

completes Euripides’ project of contemporization (IA 1361-66):

Clyt.: f}€e1 0’ 6otic dpetar kdENG; C: Who will come to seize the gir]?

Ach.: pouolory’, a€el d Odvooeve. A: Thousands [will come], and Odysseus will lead her
away.!#

C.: &’ 6 Liovgov yovog; C: The son of Sisyphus?

A.: avTOC 00TOC. A: The very one.

C.: Da mpaoowv, 1) otoatoL taxOeic Umo; C: Pursuing his own interests, or sent by the army?

A.: aige0eic ékav. A: He was chosen willingly.

C.: movnpav v alpeowv, pioaipovelv. C: Murder is a poor choice indeed.

A GAN €yw oxrow viv. 1365  A:ButIwill keep him at bay.

C.: &&el d’ oV)X €kODOAV AQTACAG; C: What—will he drag her off against her will?

A.: dnAadr) EavOng é0eipac. A: Of course, by her golden hair if need be.

Two things immediately stand out in this passage: the first is the extreme violence of the affair,
exemplified by Odysseus’ willingness to drag Iphigenia off by her hair;'* the second is the
return of Odysseus to the center of the fray. As it turns out, the Myrmidons, and indeed the rest

of the Achaeans, are not acting entirely on their own, but in concert with another basileus.

143 Following the note by Stockert, 1992 vol. 2, p. 581. Stockert argues that &Eel is in reference only to Clytemnestra’s
question of “[tic] &petar koene,” but not in reference to the pvgior, who are themselves the answer to
Clytemnestra’s first question ([tic] fj&er). This is feasible on a grammatical level —the particle d¢ suggests we have
two short, separate clauses —but it is especially convincing in light of v. 1364, which shows that a rather peculiar
relationship exists between Odysseus and the ochlos.

144 Jdem, p. 582, points out that such an act is similar to the “humiliation” to which prisoners of war are subject, as for
example in E. Tr. 881-82, and E. Andr. 401-02. Such comparisons hardly put the actions of the Achaean army in a
positive light, in particular since they are theoretically seeking to prevent the very type of abductions of Greek brides
(IA 1266: mavoat e Aéktowv apmayas EAAnvikwv, see above on p. 83) which they are about to commit.
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At first glance, this revelation might seem to bring us a touch closer to the Homeric
vision of authority that we have seen disintegrate at Aulis; after all, one can now say that the
Achaeans are at least following a basileus. On the contrary, however, Euripides is still blazing
his own trail. The wording of 1363-64 is crucial here. Clytemnestra first asks whether Odysseus
is “pursuing his own interests, or [has been] sent by the army.” Neither of these choices
suggests that Odysseus might be providing inspiring leadership for the Achaeans. This is
obvious in the case that he has been “sent” by the army, in which case he would actually be
following their orders. But even if he is coming of his own volition, Clytemnestra’s suggestion
that he is prasson idia is equally alarming. Ta idia were regularly juxtaposed to ta koina'*>—public
matters—and in fifth-century Greek literature a very clear strain of thought emerges that sees
the two as fundamentally incompatible, that the pursuit of private interests was considered to
be deleterious to the interests of the community.'* Regardless of whether Odysseus is following
the ochlos or leading them in pursuit of his own interests, it is certain that he is providing a

negative model of leadership.

According to Achilles, Odysseus is actually doing both: having been “chosen willingly,”
he is now pursuing his own interests and being led by the mob. In this way, Odysseus is

remarkably similar to Athens’ post-Periclean leaders who, at least according to Thucydides,

145 Stockert, 1992 vol. 2, p. 581.
146 Cf. Th. 2.61.4; 4.59.4-60.1; 6.12.2; 8.83.3; S, OT 634-36; E. Hec. 641-43. Though naturally Pindar claims to further both
at once: Ol. 13.49.
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began by looking towards their “private ambition and personal profit” (2.65.7: katx tag dlag
@Aotipiag kal O k€dm) and ended by “surrendering the affairs of the state to the whims of
the démos” (2.65.10: 1dovac e dMuw kal Tt mEdypata &vowdovatl). Everything we hear about
Odysseus in the IA —his obsession with philotimia, his eagerness to pursue his personal interests,
his willingness to follow the Achaean mob —all of this serves to depict him as a contemporary

paradigm of a poor leader.

In summary, Achilles’ report to Clytemnestra serves to confirm Agamemnon’s earlier
fears and to definitively characterize the Achaean army at Aulis as one which is thoroughly
contemporary —and also thoroughly in control of the situation. Achilles” attempt to speak in
Iphigenia’s defense results in a dangerous thorubos, an outcome that is unimaginable in the
world of the Iliad yet common in fifth-century Athens. This thorubos then quickly devolves into
an attempt to stone Achilles, one that recalls rare yet significant episodes of stoning from earlier
in the fifth century. Finally, Achilles” description of Odysseus” particular role in this furious
mob closely resembles Thucydides’” condemnation of Athenian leaders during the
Peloponnesian War. All of this confirms not only the contemporary nature of the structures of
power and authority at Aulis, but also the uniquely negative spin the IA provides through this

contemporization.
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3. Conclusion: Questioning the Authority of Homeric Authority

At this point, at least three things should be clear: that the political setting Euripides
creates for the IA is far more closely based on the world of his audience than that of the
Homeric epic which he constantly recalls; that the Iliadic echoes of the IA serve to highlight this
departure from tradition; and that through this departure the IA constructs an implicit critique
of the mechanisms of authority and leadership in democratic Athens. Still, the revision of
Homeric conflicts and resolutions does more than simply cast a light on the intricacies and
deficiencies of political authority in Athens. It also forces the audience to reevaluate the

meaning of Homer’s literary authority.

This final point is at odds with the opinion of most modern scholars, who, as I have
mentioned, generally argue that Euripides’ engagement with the Iliad results in the
confirmation of the literary authority of Homer’s text, and by extension in the inability of the
tragic text to rewrite or revise the epic tradition. But if it is true that the existence of the Iliad
makes Iphigenia’s death a foregone conclusion, it is also true that the IA raises some troubling
questions about the future in Troy. Indeed, in the aftermath of Euripides” Aulis, it becomes
difficult to imagine just how Homer’s Iliad would unfold; an army such as the one described by
Euripides would hardly allow Agamemnon and Achilles to engage in the prolonged conflict
which marks the Iliad. We might also wonder how successful Odysseus would be in turning

back the tide of retreat once the Achaean soldiers decide they have had enough. In other words,
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while Homer’s text certainly imposes itself on the plot of the IA, the tragedy itself is able to

question the contemporary relevance of the society described in Homer’s epic.

In this light, the IA’s contemporization of the power structures among the Achaeans
calls into question one specific aspect of Homeric authority: its educational purpose. We know
that Homer was highly regarded not only for his poetic abilities, but also for the didactic
potential of his poems.’¥” The educational aspects of Homer’s poetry may not have been a
central concern to the poet himself, but it is clear that by the classical era, many Greeks believed
his epics to be most instructive. Xenophanes, for example, claims that “from the beginning, all
men have learned from Homer.”*® Herodotus notes that it is from Homer and Hesiod that the
Greeks first learned of the gods’ origins, names, and functions.!* And Plato speaks of those who
praise Homer because “the poet has educated Greece,” and is a worthy example for the
“ordering and culture of human affairs.”'® This is not to say that Homer’s usefulness as a
teacher was universally recognized; among others, Plato regularly attacks the notion that the

Homeric texts were valid educational tools. But it is clear that the image of Homer as an

147 If indeed these aspects can be separated; cf. Simon Goldhill, Reading Greek Tragedy (Cambridge, 1986), p. 140. For
more on Homer’s role in Ancient Greek education, see esp. Henri Marrou, Histoire de I'éducation dans l'antiquité (Paris,
1965), pp. 31-41, 246-47; Eric A. Havelock, Preface to Plato (Cambridge, MA, 1963), pp. 61-86; W.]. Verdenius, Homer,
the Educator of the Greeks (Amsterdam, 1970); Kevin Robb, Literacy and Paideia in Ancient Greece (New York, 1994), pp.
159-82, who goes so far as to argue that “to convey an oral paideia was the fundamental cultural purpose of Homeric
speech” (p. 166); and Penelope Murray, ed., Plato on Poetry (Cambridge, 1996), pp. 19-24.

148 Xenophanes fr. B 10 DK: ¢£ apxngc ka0’ ‘Ounoov émel pepadnract mavteg.

149 Hdt. 2.53.2. As is correctly pointed out by Andrew Ford, The Origins of Criticism: Literary Culture and Poetic Theory
in Classical Greece (Princeton, 2002), p. 199, Herodotus does not mean to “praise the poets’ omniscience...but [to form]
a historical argument that Greek images and conceptions of divinity derive from them.”

150 PI. Rep. 606e: 11V ‘EAAGDa memaidevkev o0TOG O TTONTIG Kol TEOG dloiknotv te kal maweiav twv avlownivwy
TOAYHATWY
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educator was accepted by many Greeks in the fifth century, and it is likely that there was a

certain amount of controversy surrounding the idea.

Indeed, the debate about Homer’s educational merits existed not only the general level,
but also regarding specific areas of expertise to which his poetry might be applied. This range of
topics was said to be quite wide,'>! and some of these were especially germane to the problems
set in motion at Aulis. For instance, judging from our classical sources, it was widely believed
that Homer could impart specific lessons on war, the men who fought them, and those who led
them. As Aeschylus asks in Aristophanes” Frogs, “how else did divine Homer win honor and
glory, if not from teaching the most useful things: battle lines, virtues, and the arming of
men.”12 Later on, Plato’s Ion will claim that, thanks to his expertise on Homer matters, he
should know how a general should speak to and exhort his soldiers.’®® And in Xenophon's
Symposium, we see Niceratus suggest that “whoever might wish to become...a leader of people

or a general...should consult [him],” thanks to his thorough command of Homer’s poetry.’* We

151 See Verdenius, 1970, for an enumeration of these topics, which range from the “moral,” “political,” and
“religious,” to the “technical” and “practical.”

152 Ar. Frogs 1034-36: 6 d¢ Oelog ‘Ouneoc/amo tov Tuny kat kAéog €oxev ATV To0d’ 6tL XoNoT €ddatev,/Taéelg
doetag omAloelg dvdowv; Barbara Graziosi, Inventing Homer: The Early Reception of Epic (Cambridge, 2002), p. 177,
argues that “the expression hopliseis andron...could not come closer to describing hoplites.” This is perhaps an
exaggeration, but she is surely correct that these lines suggest that Homer is adept at “teaching how to organise mass
fighting” (ibid.). So too Kenneth Dover, ed., Aristophanes: Frogs (Oxford, 1993), p. 322: “it was still conventional in
some quarters to regard Homer as the source of wisdom on tactics.”

153 P1. Jon 540d. Also mentioned by Dover, 1993, p. 322.

154 X, Symp. 4.6: 60T &v 00V VU@V BovAnTAL...T) dONUNYOQLKOG T OTEATNYIKOG YevéoDat...épue Oepamevétw. We
know from X. Symp. 3.5 that Niceratus” education had consisted of memorizing the Homeric epics in their entirety.
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may doubt the seriousness of Niceratus’ offer,’® but in making it he is clearly drawing on an
idea that was accepted by many of his contemporaries, namely that the Homeric texts were

repositories of knowledge of warfare and leadership.

That there was a widespread belief in Homer’s expertise on war and generalship is
further confirmed by Plato’s fervent refutations of the notion. The Ion itself, of course, merely
serves to ridicule Ion’s claim that his knowledge of Homer made him an expert on “the art of
generalship” (Ion 540d: téxvn otoatnyw)).’® Plato engages in a broader confutation of
Homer’s didactic abilities in the Republic (cf. esp. 598d-600e), and he singles out “wars,
generalships, the administration of cities and the education of men” as the “finest” (kalliston)
subjects on which Homer is reputed to be an expert.” There would be little point in elaborating
such extensive denials if Plato did not believe that this view was common, so we may presume
that many Athenians still claimed, and in all seriousness, that Homer was an expert in the art of

war.

And in fact, the evidence suggests that the individuals who invoked this Homeric
expertise were most variegated. This emerges in unexpected ways, for instance in the treatise

that is known to us as the Certamen between Homer and Hesiod.!*® The surviving work can be

155 See Ford, 2002, p.205.

156 This refutation is the crux of the conclusion of the Ion, cf. 540d-542a.

157 PL. Rep. 599¢-d: moAéuwv Te méQL kail otoatn YV kat dotknoewyv moAewv, kat madeiag mégL dvOowmov.

158 On this curious work, see M.L. West, “The Contest of Homer and Hesiod,” The Classical Quarterly 17 (1967): pp.
433-50; West, ed., Homeric Hymns, Homeric Apocrypha, Lives of Homer (Cambridge, MA, 2003), pp. 297-300; N.]J.
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dated to the Roman era, but it is almost certainly based on a tradition going at least as far back
as the fourth century BCE, and is as such indicative of attitudes to Homer in democratic Athens.
The basic and obviously fictional conceit of the treatise is that Homer and Hesiod meet at Aulis
and engage in a poetic competition. All this would be of little concern to the matter at hand,
except that the passage that Homer chooses as his “finest” passage!® is most unusual: II. 13.126-
33, 339-44—lines which have been seen “as an interpolated or at best problematic depiction of
hoplite-tactics.”'® The choice of this unique passage seems to confirm that Homer was regarded
as a teacher of hoplite battle tactics, and thus especially germane to the world of fifth-century
Athens. Going even further, Graziosi argues that “in democratic Athens Homer becomes the
poet of communal fighting.”'¢! Despite the starkly different realities of war and leadership that
existed in the Homeric epics and fifth-century Athens, the Athenians were nevertheless able to

accommodate Homer as a teacher of these arts in a democratic society.

At the same time, we can also see the exploitation of Homeric texts by those who were
ideologically opposed to Athenian democracy. Two passages, in fact, attest to the utilization of
Homeric poetry within what we may call “oligarchic” contexts. The first is from Xenophon's

Memorabilia, where the author discusses the accusations made against Socrates in the trial that

Richardson, “The Contest of Homer and Hesiod and Alcidamas’ Mouseion,” The Classical Quarterly 31 (1981): pp. 1-
10; and Graziosi, 2002, pp. 168-180.

159 Cert. 12: 10 KAAALOTOV €K TV iwV mompdtwv. Note that “Homer” here seems to agree with Plato, insofar as
both claim that his poems” “finest” (kallistos) moments involve lessons on warfare.

160 Richard Janko, The Iliad: A Commentary vol. 4 (Cambridge, 1992), p. 59; cited by Graziosi, 2002, p. 175.

161 Graziosi, 2002, p. 180.
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led to his execution. One of these charges is that Socrates used to “choose the basest passages of
the finest poets and use them as lessons to teach his companions to be criminals and tyrants.” 62
Xenophon then goes on to cite one of these so-called base passages, and it turns out to be none
other than the lines which Odysseus speaks to the basileis and to the demos in Book Two of the
Iliad, including the ones cited above in which the demos are said to be “of no account whatever
in battle or council.”!®® The obvious implication is that these lines were seen as fundamentally
undemocratic, and that they were wont to be used by individuals who argued in favor of

oligarchy or tyranny.

An even more strikingly politicized example of Homeric citation is found in
Theophrastus’ Characters. In his caricature of an “Oligarchic Man,” Theophrastus states that this
is the type of man who, “of Homer’s words remembers only this, that ‘[l]Jordship for many is no
good thing. Let there be one ruler.””'* These are, again, taken from the very same episode to
which Socrates” “accusers” refer, that is the passage in which Odysseus rebukes the Achaean
army as it flees. Theophrastus’ diagnosis of oligarchic exploitations of Homer is not subtle. In

the light of this evidence, it is virtually certain that Homer, and in particular this passage of

162 X, Mem. 1.2.56: £pn & adTOV O KATIIYOQOS KAl TV EVOOEOTATWY TOMTWY EKAEYOUEVOV TA TTOVIQOTATA Kol
TOUTOLG HAQTLRIOLG XOWHEVOV DIDATKELY TOVG TLVOVTAS KAKOVQYOUG Te elval kal Tupavvikovs. Once again, it is
Graziosi who brings this passage to my attention (2002, pp. 178-79)

163 X. Mem. 1.2.58, citing II. 2.188-91, 198-203 (which are in turn cited and discussed at length above at pp. 48-50).
164 Theophr. Char. 26.2: kai t@wv Oprov énav tovto €v povov katéxety, 0t ‘Ovk ayabov moAvkowavin, ig
kolpavog éotw.” This passage was brought to my attention by Josiah Ober, Political Dissent in Democratic Athens:
Intellectual Critics of Popular Rule (Princeton, 1988), p. 365.
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Homer, were used by opponents of democracy as a “lesson” in how power and authority

should be exercised in an ideal society.

The IA’s consistent manipulation of the Homeric text must be read in the context of this
highly charged debate concerning the educational merits and uses of Homer’s poetry. By
presenting the dynamics of the Achaean army in an overtly contemporary manner, he
emphasizes the distance that lies between contemporary and Homeric societies. This gap, which
becomes ever more apparent as the tragedy reaches its climax, suggests that there are severe
limits to the lessons that can be imported from Homer’s world. Achilles” plight exemplifies the
irrelevance of the Homeric text. The young hero, who sees the conflicts along very much the
same lines as his Homeric counterpart, discovers almost too late that he is living in a new
world, one in which his elite status does not even grant him authority over his own Myrmidons,
much less the rest of the Achaeans. As we watch Achilles complete this journey of discovery, we

a7

understand that these educational readings of Homer, whether “democratic,” “oligarchic,” or
unaffiliated, are undermined by Euripides” depiction of the Achaeans at Aulis. Insofar as the
world of Aulis is a mirror of contemporary Athens, a world in which the Achaean army has
acquired a definite political consciousness and in which even Homer’s heroes must adjust to
this new reality, the audience sees most clearly the incongruity of their world with that of the

epic basileis. The IA thus illustrates the utter impracticality of using the Iliad to impart lessons on

leadership and military authority.
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In the following two chapters I will examine a different kind of poetic engagement, one
that concerns not a particular text but specific genres: epinician and paean. Here too the
dynamics of the poetic interaction will be complex and significant, for we will see that the plays
in question—the Heracles and the Ion—both use external poetic expressions in order to
emphasize the problematic nature of political issues explored in the play, and indeed to

challenge Athenian uses of the poetic genres through which these issues are explored.
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Chapter Two

Heracles in the City:

Euripides and the Case for Epinician Poetry

DUVTOQAL OTEQAVW IR [O-
XOwv ou" evAoyiac OéAw.
yevvaiwv 6’ apetal movwv

toic Oavovow ayalua.

[ wish to sing, through fine praise,
a crown for [Heracles’] toils.
For the virtues of noble labors

Are a pleasing gift to the dead.

(Euripides, Heracles 355-58)

Considering the range, scope, and ostentation of the epinician tones in the Heracles, the
relative dearth of scholarship on the issue is startling. To be sure, it was necessary for Leslie
Kurke and others to lay bare the “integrative” aspects of Pindar’s poetry before we could begin
to understand how the socio-political function of epinician poetry operates in the context of

Euripides’ play. But even in the two decades since Kurke’s seminal work,! little has been written

! Le. Leslie Kurke, The Traffic in Praise: Pindar and the Poetics of Social Economy (Ithaca, 1991).
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about the relationship between the tragic hero’s struggle to secure himself a home in the poleis
of the play, and the epinician odes and tones that dominate the Heracles. In this chapter, I
redress this dearth by examining the tragedy’s epinician apparatus and its relationship to the
tragic questions and problems concerning Heracles” eventual integration. After a brief review of
previous scholarly interpretations of the tragedy, I begin by discussing the contexts in which the
play is set, focusing in particular on the contemporary setting of the play, on Euripides’
depiction of Thebes as a negative paradigm for the modern polis, and on how this negativity

expresses itself solely through the devaluation of Heracles” heroism.

In the main section of the chapter, I analyze Euripides” many uses of epinician poetry in
the Heracles, and compare them to the major themes and values that emerge in Pindar’s
epinician odes. Here, I demonstrate that the initial struggle for Heracles” acceptance in Thebes,
and the success of his ultimate incorporation into Athens, are spoken or sung of in terms that
are decidedly epinician, and that these poetic and political processes very closely reflect ideas
that Pindar sets forth. Finally, I contrast the place of epinician poetry and values in the Heracles
to the actual reception of the genre in fifth-century Athens, with a particular focus on the period
in which the play was produced (around 415 BCE).2 I thus make two separate but closely

related points: that epinician poetry and values are shown in the Heracles to be beneficial —

2On the date, cf. Godfrey W. Bond, ed., Euripides: Heracles (Oxford, 1981), pp. xxx-xxxii. Bond uses metrical evidence
to date the Heracles to a period “within (or just before) the last decade of Euripides’ work.” See also James Diggle, ed.,
Euripidis Fabulae vol. 2 (Oxford, 1981), p. 116.
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perhaps even necessary —for a community attempting to resolve the question of a hero’s place
in a polis; and that this depiction of epinician mediation does not fit easily with the manner in
which Euripides’ Athenian public generally perceived the place of epinician poetry—or the

Olympic victors these odes celebrated —in the democratic polis.

1. Euripides’ Heracles: Problems and Interpretations

Herakles of all the extent plays raises with greatest urgency the perennial
Euripidean questions about the nature of dramatic unity, the role of the gods,
and the uses of cult and legend; and it has been impossible for interpreters to
proceed, while leaving these central issues unresolved.’

The seemingly “broken-backed”# nature of Euripides’ Heracles has indeed, as Michelini
suggests, caused much consternation regarding the meaning or unity of the tragedy. Scholars
have, perhaps not surprisingly, offered and rejected numerous themes around which the

tragedy may be said to center itself. These range from virtue (arete)> to violence,® from human

3 Ann Norris Michelini, Euripides and the Tragic Tradition (Madison, 1987), p. 231.

4 Gilbert Murray, Greek Studies (Oxford, 1946), p. 112, commenting on the apparent incoherence of the play’s dramatic
action.

5 H.H.O Chalk, “Areth and Bia in Euripides’ Herakles,” The Journal of Hellenic Studies 82 (1962): pp. 7-18; S. Taragna
Novo, “L’”APHTH” di Eracle e la sorte dell’'uomo nel contrasto tra Lico e Anfitrione (Eur. H.F. 140-239),” Rivista di
Filologia e Istruzione Classica 101 (1973): pp. 45-69. Contra see Arthur W.H. Adkins, “Basic Greek Values in Euripides’
Hecuba and Hercules Furens,” The Classical Quarterly 16 (1966): pp. 193-219.

¢ Shirley A. Barlow, “Structure and Dramatic Realism in Euripides’ Heracles,” Greece & Rome 29 (1982): pp. 115-25;
Mark W. Padilla, “Heroic Paternity in Euripides’ Heracles,” Arethusa 27 (1994): pp. 279-302.
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friendship (philia)” to divine justice (or injustice),® and from combinations of these various
themes’ to the “unity of contrast” suggested by Bond.!* Michelini’s own solution to the problem
is attractive, not least because it absolves us of the need to “defend” the tragedy: “Herakles
presents us with a part of reality usually left out of drama, a sequence of events that, like many
sequences in life, is arbitrary, senseless and contradictory...it is designed to be unintelligible.”!!

If no true “sense” can be found in the tragedy, then we are free to attack other problems.

Perhaps following Michelini’s lead, in more recent years many scholars have turned

their attention elsewhere.'? Some have focused on the very contradictions, reversals, and odd

7].T. Sheppard, “The Formal Beauty of the Hercules Furens,” The Classical Quarterly 10 (1916): pp. 72-79.

8 Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Euripides: Herakles vol. 1 (Berlin, 1895), pp. 120-30; and Anne Pippin Burnett,
Catastrophe Survived: Euripides’ Plays of Mixed Reversal (Oxford, 1971) pp. 175-80. Both argue in favor of the “justice” of
Hera’s provocation of Heracles” homicidal madness, and the resultant death of his wife and children. Contra see
Michael R. Halleran, “Rhetoric, Irony, and the Ending of Euripides’ Herakles,” Classical Antiquity 5 (1986): pp. 171-81,
who argues that “the entire drama raises the question of divine justice” (p. 179) and that the play “ends with two
different views of the gods...The meaning of the drama does not lie with one or the other but, rather, in the
interaction of the two.”

°E.g. D.J. Conacher, “Theme, Plot, and Technique in the Heracles of Euripides,” Phoenix 9 (1955): pp. 139-52; and J.A.
Shelton, “Structural Unity in Euripides’ Hercules Furens,” Eranos 77 (1979): pp. 101-10. Both Conacher and Shelton
argue that the Heracles brings to light the injustice of the gods and the necessity of philia as a remedy for this problem.
J.C. Kamerbeek, “Unity and Meaning of Euripides’ Heracles,” Mnemosyne 19 (1966): pp. 1-16, argues that “the
connecting links between the three parts of the tragedy are many,” including ideas about areté, philia, and divine
justice. In a similar vein see Harvey Yunis, A New Creed: Fundamental Religious Beliefs in the Athenian Polis and
Euripidean Drama (Gottingen, 1988), pp. 139-71. Yunis argues that the issue of human/divine reciprocity is the
question that dominates the tragedy.

10Bond, ed., 1981, p. xxiv. The title of Michelini’s chapter on the play (1987, pp. 231-76), “Herakles: Tragedy in
Paradox,” suggests that she essentially follows Bond’s theory of a “unity of contrast,” though she is less explicit in
endorsing this as a unifying theme.

1 Michelini, 1987, p. 232.

2 Though of course not all. A more recent article attempting to establish a central theme is E.M. Griffiths, “Euripides’
Herakles and the Pursuit of Immortality,” Mnemosyne 55 (2002): pp. 641-56.
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repetitions the play presents, attempting to illuminate rather than solve them.?® Others have
concentrated on particular problems or points of interest in the play, such as the question of
“divine agency,”'* or the nature of Heracles’ madness.> And a few have even attacked the
problems with which this chapter will engage: the centrality of epinician poetry within the
Heracles, and the meaning of the hero’s struggle to find for himself a place in the poleis of the

tragedy.

Of these, however, no one has discussed the manner in which epinician poetics, and
their place in the play, work in conjunction with Heracles’ transitions throughout the tragedy
and with his ultimate integration into the Athenian polis. Foley discusses both the significance of
praise poetry and the issue of Heracles’ marginalization from society, but for her these
arguments remain separate.'® Papadopoulou notes that “the tragedy problematizes the nature

of Heracles” heroism and the ways in which this heroism can be accommodated in a civilized

13 In this category, which should of course be considered approximate rather than restrictive, one can include Mark
Padilla, “The Gorgonic Archer: The Danger of Sight in Euripides’ Heracles,” The Classical World 86 (1992): pp. 1-12;
Christina S. Kraus, “Dangerous Supplements: Etymology and Genealogy in Euripides” Heracles,” The Proceedings of the
Cambridge Philological Society 44 (1999): pp. 137-57; Francis M. Dunn, “Ends and Means in Euripides’ Heracles,” in
Classical Closure: Reading the End in Greek and Latin Literature, eds. Deborah H. Roberts, Dunn, and Don Fowler
(Princeton, 1997), pp. 83-111.

14 As Michelini, 1987, puts it in her section heading (p. 267). This is particularly tricky since Heracles essentially
denies that the gods can act out of need or spite, despite the fact that the audience has witnessed them doing so. In
Michelini’s terms (p. 275), “[i]n the plane of the play’s mimesis of reality, what Herakles says [about the gods] is
patently untrue.” For more on this subject, cf. esp. S.E. Lawrence, “The God That Is Truly God and the Universe of
Euripides’ Heracles,” Mnemosyne 51 (1998): pp. 129-46, in which can also be found a helpful synthesis of previous
interpretations; and Yunis, 1988, pp. 139-71.

15 Karelisa Hartigan, “Euripidean Madness: Herakles and Orestes,” Greece & Rome 34 (1987): pp. 126-35; Brooke
Holmes, “Euripides” Heracles in the Flesh,” Classical Antiquity 27 (2008): pp. 231-81.

16 Helene Foley, Ritual Irony: Poetry and Sacrifice in Euripides (Ithaca, 1985), pp. 147-204.
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world,” but she makes almost no mention of the epinician language and odes of the play."” Swift
is the first to engage both problems simultaneously, but she explains Euripides” use of the genre
as a “renegotiation of epinician values” that eliminates the “political overtones” of the genre.!
This argument overlooks the emphasis in the play on the political consequences of either
accepting or rejecting Heracles, and in particular the fact that it is only through epinician
mediation that first Thebes, and later Athens, are shown to accept the hero. A fuller analysis of

the Heracles” epinician apparatus is fully warranted.

2. Context and Setting: A Contemporary World, a Sick Polis

One might be pardoned for supposing, during the prologue, that the Heracles takes place
in the archaic past of its protagonist’s legendary endeavors. Such is the impression given by
Amphitryon, Heracles” father, when he describes Thebes” famous foundation by an “earth-born
crop of sown-men” (HF 4-5: 0 ynyevnc/omagtwv otayxvc) as if their successors—the
Cadmeians—were still in power. The image of a primordial world is further developed by his
report of Heracles’ whereabouts: according to Amphitryon, he has left home “to tame the

earth,” (HF 20: é¢Enueowoat yaiav) and is currently in the underworld completing his final

17 Thalia Papadopoulou, Heracles and Euripidean Tragedy (Cambridge, 2005), p. 57.
18 L. A. Swift, The Hidden Chorus: Echoes of Genre in Tragic Lyric (Oxford, 2010), pp. 155-56.
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mission. Thus far, it appears that the hero is well-entrenched in the age of most of his myths, the
pre-modern world in which his civilizing prowess is still needed and in which he can be

referred to, unhesitatingly, as kleinos (famous, renowned; cf. HF 12).

This illusion of an archaic setting is soon broken by Amphitryon’s admission of the
turmoil which seized Thebes after Heracles’ descent into Hades. As it turns out, the old dynasty
has succumbed to stasis, and the city has fallen into the hands of the Euboian usurper Lycus (HF
26-34). Having killed the Cadmeian ruler (Creon), Lycus now intends to dispatch Heracles” wife
and children, the rightful heirs to the throne (HF 39-43). This violent rejection of the Theban
dynasty is emblematic of a certain type of political strife, and it is a reflection of contemporary
concerns. As Solon and Alcaeus attest, stasis was certainly not a new phenomenon in Greece."
But the universality which Thucydides ascribes to it,** as well as the belief he espoused that
stasis was a natural consequence of war,? implies that this problem was of particular relevance
at the end of the fifth century BCE. Even the emphasis on Lycus’ status as an outsider (HF 32:
Kadpueiog ovk wv; HF 257: énmnAvg wv) specifically recalls contemporary correlations of stasis
and the interference of outsiders.? In the space of a few lines in the prologue, the setting of the

play subtly shifts from dynastic to revolutionary, from primordial to contemporary.

19 Solon fr. 4.19; Alcaeus fr. 326.1

2 Thucydides notes that after the revolution in Corcyra “the whole of Greece, so to speak, was convulsed [by stasis]”
(3.82.1: Boteodv ye kat mav wg eimelv 10 EAANvKov ékivrion).

21 Th. 3.81.1-2.

22 As we see in Th. 3.82.1, and Plato, Rep. 556e.
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Within this contemporary tragic setting, it is obvious that Thebes, in its stasiotic state,
represents a negative paradigm of Greek society. Finley calls stasis “the greatest evil and the
most common danger” within the Greek world.?® Thucydides is, if anything, more pessimistic.
Speaking of the civil war in Corcyra, he states quite frankly that “on account of the staseis, every
kind of iniquity arose in the Greek land.”?* An even starker description of stasis is found in a
document called the Peri Politeias, ostensibly a speech by an anonymous orator in 404 BCE:?»
“stasis surpasses war [in evil] to the same extent that war does peace.” Lest any uncertainty
remain as to Thebes” malignance, the stasis is described several times as a disease that has
overcome the city. Amphitryon refers to it as such in the prologue (HF 34), as does Megara
upon Heracles” return (HF 542). But the most significant reference to Thebes’ sickness appears

in a lament by the chorus (HF 272-74):

0V Y&Q €V PQOVEL TTOALG For the city, sick with
OTAOEL VOOOLOQ KAl KaKoLlG BovAevuaoty. stasis and evil resolutions, has lost its mind.
oV Ya&Q Mot &v 0€ dETTOTNV EKTIOATO. Otherwise it would never have taken you as
its leader.

2 M.I. Finley, “Athenian Demagogues,” Past and Present 21 (1962): p. 6.

24 Th. 3.83.1: maoot D€ KATETTN KAKOTEOTIAG X TAG OTATELS T EAANVIKQ.

2 Peri Politeia 11: o pévtot peyéBet tov méAepov 1) otdots UneoBaAAel, 60wmeQ 0 MOAEHOG TNV elQrvnV.

This document, attributed in antiquity to Herodes Atticus, is a speech exhorting the citizens of Larisa to join Sparta in
their war against Macedonia, hence the precision of the presumed date. The debate over the actual date extends back
at least a century and shows no sign of being resolved. Cf. William Scott Ferguson, Greek Imperialism (Boston, 1913), p.
21. Ferguson, quoting the same passage as above, argues that the writer of the speech was a “pamphleteer” from
Larisa, but that “with characteristic conservatism the English scholars, Adcock and Knox...uphold the attribution of
this pamphlet to Herodes Atticus” (see p. 21 fn 1). Contra Ferguson cf. D.A. Russell, Greek Declamation (Cambridge,
1983), p. 111. More recently, Simon Hornblower, The Greek World 479-323 BC (London, 2013), p. 186, argues that the
speech is indeed original, and that the attribution to Herodes Atticus is false. Elsewhere, Hornblower argues that
even if the text must be dated to the second century AD, “is it not possible that the author was after all using
authentic Thessalian material?” Cf. Hornblower, “Sicily and the Origins of the Corinthian War,” Historia: Zeitschrift
fur Alte Geschichte 41 (1992a): p. 121.
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The chorus equates stasis with disease, with poor judgment, and even with insanity, and notes
that it is only thanks to this disease that Lycus is now the tyrant of Thebes. Moreover, even
beyond the fact that a stasis brought him to power, Lycus’ tyranny is on its own a negative
outcome. As Raaflaub has convincingly argued, tyranny and tyrants were anathema to the
Athenian public to the extent that “[i]t helped Athenians define what they were not...[and]
encompassed everything that was hostile to democracy.”? Constitutionally speaking, Thebes is

everything that Euripides” Athens eschews.?”

Yet though Thebes is described as an abhorrent version of a polis, this perversion
expresses itself in only one manner on-stage: with the denigration and marginalization of
Heracles and his family. The connection between the two is emphasized from the very
beginning. Shortly after his description of Lycus as a tyrant (HF 29) and of Thebes as a city “sick

with stasis” (HF 34), Amphitryon portrays the effects on his family in no uncertain terms (HF 38-

40):

0 Kavog o0Tog TNode NG doxwv AUKOG This new ruler of this land, Lycus,

toUg ‘HoakAelovg maidac éEeAelv OéAel wishes to remove the children of Heracles
KTavwv dapaota <0">, wg povw oféor) eovov 40 and kill his wife, to quench blood with blood.

2% Kurt A. Raaflaub, “Stick and Glue: The Function of Tyranny in Fifth-Century Athenian Democracy,” in Popular
Tyranny: Sovereignty and Its Discontents in Ancient Greece, ed. Kathryn A. Morgan (Austin, 2003), p. 83. On this subject
as it pertains to tragedy, see in the same volume Richard Seaford, “Tragic Tyranny,” pp. 95-115.

27 This is, of course, a trend in Athenian tragedy: cf. Froma Zeitlin, “Thebes: Theater of Self and Society in Athenian
Drama,” in Nothing to Do with Dionysus? Athenian Drama in Its Social Context, eds. John J. Winkler and Zeitlin
(Princeton, 1990), pp. 130-67.
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Having established his tyranny, Lycus’ first order of business is to eliminate potential rivals. His
reason for killing the family is that he has no desire to see Heracles’ children, his own potential
“avengers,” reach adulthood.” In other words, as tyrant Lycus wishes to consolidate his own

position, which essentially means removing all traces of Heracles from Thebes.

Part and parcel with this operation is Lycus’ attempt to sully Heracles’ reputation as a

means of justifying the murders he intends to commit (HF 151-56):

T 01 TO oeUVOV 0@ KaTelpyaoTal mOOEL, What great thing has your husband done,

VOpav €Aelov el dlAeTE KTAVWV if he wiped out that marshy Hydra or killed

1 tov Népewov Onoa; 0v €v Booxols EéAwv the Nemean beast that he took out with a noose

Poaxiovog pno’ dyxovaiowy éEeAelv. but claims to have crushed in the coils of his
arms?

0100 éEaywviCeoBe; TV aQ’ olveka 155 These are your arguments? Because of these

touc HpakAelovg maidoag ov Bvijokey X0ewv; deeds the children of Heracles ought not die?

Lycus” argument is that Heracles has done nothing to warrant the salvation of his children; that
the hero is “worthless” (HF 157: ovdev wv), and that he is owed not even this minimal
compensation for his toils or virtues. This denigration of Heracles’ labors must have seemed
radical to an audience accustomed to seeing sculptural representations of his “battles with
beasts” (HF 158: Onowv év aixun)—side-by-side with those of Theseus no less—on a regular
basis.? Lycus” words are shocking, and in conjunction with the accusation of cowardice which

soon follows, they emphasize that the Theban stasis has one principal consequence: the

28 HF 168-69: 00KOULV TOAPEVTWV TWVIE TIUWEOVS oS/ xo1lw AttéaBat twv dedoapévwy diknv. (I do not wish,
when these [children] are grown, that my avengers remain as punishment for the things I have done.)

» These labors, including his battles with the Hydra and the Nemean Lion, were represented on the east metopes of
the temple of Hephaestus in the Athenian agora. Cf. Homer A. Thompson, “The Sculptural Adornment of the
Hephaisteion,” American Journal of Archaeology 66 (1962): pp. 339-47.
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dishonest devaluation of Heracles” heroic stock as a means to justify the extirpation of his

family.

The tragic crisis that the family faces is thus explicitly related to the question of Heracles’
heroism and of how to receive and accommodate such a hero in the contemporary polis. This
question is one that epinician poetry is also deeply concerned with. What is more, Heracles is
himself a vivid reminder of epinician poetry, for he is the hero whom Pindar most frequently
cites and was the mythical founder of the Olympic games, the occasion at which, Pindar
suggests, epinician poetry was first performed.®' Both the plot and characters of the tragedy
thus imply that epinician poetry will play a crucial role in the Heracles. In the following section,
I will provide a brief overview of the formal and ideological features of epinician poetry, after
which I will examine, through an epinician lens, a series of six responses to Heracles” heroism in

the tragedy.

% M.P. Nieto Hernandez, “Heracles and Pindar,” Metis 8 (1993): p. 76 (along with fn 2).

31 On Heracles’ founding of the Olympic games, cf. Pi. Ol. 10.57-59. On the performance of epinician songs at these
first games, see Ol. 10.76-77: &eideTo d¢ MAV TéeVOG TEQMVALOL OaAlaG/TOV EyKOULIOV AppL TooToV (“and the
whole precinct resounded with the sound of praise at joyous feasts”).
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3. Epinician Poetry: A Survey of the Genre

As with most questions of genre, many of the principal elements of epinician poetry,
even some of the most basic ones, remain up for debate.®> Among these is the question of
epinician performance, specifically where and by whom the odes were performed. Most
scholars agree that the majority of Pindar’s epinician odes were sung in the victor’s home city.*
This notion is especially convincing given the emphasis, in a number of the poems, on the
victor’s return to his polis.3* Regarding the matter of who performed these odes, scholars appear
to have returned to the consensus that most epinicians were performed by choruses, though

some have argued that the genre was primarily monodic in form.* Heath is certainly correct in

321t is of course beyond the purview of this chapter to enumerate all the generic attributes of epinician poetry, a task
which has, besides, been taken on by many other scholars. For more ample discussions of the genre and its features,
cf. Elroy Bundy, Studia Pindarica (Berkeley, 1962); Kevin Crotty, Song and Action: The Victory Odes of Pindar (Baltimore,
1982); Gregory Nagy, Pindar’s Homer: The Lyric Possession of an Epic Past (Baltimore, 1990), esp. chapters 5, 6, and 7;
Kurke, 1991; N.J. Lowe, “Epinikian Eidography,” in Pindar’s Poetry, Patrons, and Festivals: From Archaic Greece to the
Roman Empire, eds. Simon Hornblower and Catherine Morgan (Oxford, 2007), pp. 167-76.

3 E.g. Bundy, 1962, p. 81; Kurke, 1991, pp. 3-5; Swift, 2010, p. 105.

3 Cf. Crotty, 1982, pp. 104-38.

% Malcolm Heath and Mary Lefkowitz have questioned, in a series of articles, the general consensus that epinician
was a choral genre. Cf. Lefkowitz, “Who Sang Pindar’s Victory Odes?” The American Journal of Philology 109 (1988):
pp- 1-11; Heath, “Receiving the x@pog: The Context and Performance of Epinician,” The American Journal of Philology
109 (1988): pp. 180-95; and Heath and Lefkowitz, “Epinician Performance,” Classical Philology 86 (1991): pp. 173-91.
But contra, see Anne Burnett, “Performing Pindar’s Odes,” Classical Philology 84 (1989): pp. 283-93; Christopher Carey,
“The Performance of the Victory Ode,” The American Journal of Philology 110 (1989): pp. 545-65; Carey, “The Victory
Ode in Performance: The Case for the Chorus,” Classical Philology 86 (1991): pp. 192-200; and Kathryn A. Morgan,
“Pindar the Professional and the Rhetoric of the KOMOXL,” Classical Philology 88 (1993): pp. 1-15. Morgan makes the
rather ingenious argument (p. 12) that the textual ambiguity regarding the performers may be intentional, and that
while the odes were intended to be performed chorally in the first instance, Pindar leaves the door open for future
solo performances at symposia. More recently, the consensus seems to have returned to choral performance. Cf.
Carey, “Pindar, Place, and Performance,” in Pindar’s Poetry, Patrons, and Festivals: From Archaic Greece to the Roman
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asserting that “there is no reason to insist on a single context and a uniform mode of
performance,”? but the evidence suggests that choral performance was the norm.?” The choral
performance itself is often described as a komos—a celebration or procession—a form that
suggests the participation of a relatively large group of people.’® Given the evidence, then, it is
reasonable to assume that the victor’s return to his polis often occurred in the midst of a public

celebration that was accompanied by, perhaps even driven by, epinician poetry.*

One of the primary goals of epinician poetry is to provide praise for the athletic victor.
This is the subject of all extant epinicians,* and while it may not be the “single purpose” of

Pindar’s poems,* it is certainly a central feature of all of them. This poetic praise can take

Empire, eds. Simon Hornblower and Catherine Morgan (Oxford, 2007), pp. 199-210; Carey does not even mention the
controversy or the possibility of original solo performance. More broadly, the inclusion of seven chapters on
epinician poetry in a volume on choral song implies that the choral hypothesis still holds a great deal of currency
among scholars. Cf. Archaic and Classical Choral Song: Performance, Politics, and Dissemination, eds. Lucia Athanassaki
and Ewen Bowie (Berlin, 2011).

% Heath, 1988, p. 192. Heath’s suggestion appears to have been followed in full by Antonio Aloni, “Epinician and the
Polis,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 55 (2012): pp. 21-37, as Aloni never refers to either choral or monodic
performance alone, but only to both possibilities at once.

% Furthermore, epinician odes that appear in extant Athenian drama were generally performed by or with the
chorus, typically in or near the victor’s polis. Beyond the three stasima of the Heracles, see also Ar. Ach. 1227-34; E. Alc.
435 ff.; E. Electra 859 ff. (though in this case the ode takes place outside the polis); A. Ag. 782-809; and S. Trach. 497-530.
On these last three, cf. Christopher Carey, “The Victory Ode in the Theatre,” in Receiving the Komos: Ancient and
Modern Receptions of the Victory Ode, eds. Peter Agécs, Carey, and Richard Rawles (London, 2012), pp. 1-29; on the
epinician ode in the Alcestis, cf. Laura Swift, “Paeanic and Epinician Healing in Euripides’ Alcestis,” in Greek Drama
IV: Texts, Contexts, Performance, eds. David Rosenbloom and John Davidson (Oxford, 2012), pp. 149-168. Based on the
evidence, we can infer that Euripides” audience would have thought of epinician praise poetry as a genre that was
performed by a chorus in the home city of the laudandus.

3 On the victory komos, cf. Carey, 1989; Morgan, 1993.

% Even more concise is Bundy’s formulation (1962, p. 22): “song and revelry are the two elements of the victory
celebration.”

40 With the exception of Pindar’s eleventh Nemean, though the athletic prowess of the laudandus is still a prominent
feature of that ode.

4 As Bundy, 1962, pp. 3 and 35-36 (quoted), argues.
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several forms. As one might expect, much of it focuses on the victor himself. Pindar and
Bacchylides consistently emphasize the arete of their laudandi*? They also stress the toil and
suffering (ponos or mochthos) their laudandi endured in order to achieve success.® In the context
of epinician poetry, this toil can obviously refer to the struggle of athletic competition, but there
is a spatial element that cannot be ignored: in order to compete and win at the games, one must
depart from home.* In this way, Pindar and Bacchylides assimilate their laudandi to the heroes
of yore, for mythical heroes and Olympic victors share the experience of leaving home to take

on considerable toils.4

The prize for this toil is glory, and it is both guaranteed and embodied by the epinician
poem itself. This interrelation of arete, toil, victory, and poetic praise is neatly encapsulated in
these lines from Pindar’s eleventh Olympian (Ol. 11.4-6):

€L 0& OUV MOV TIC €V MEACOOL, HEALYAQUEG DVOL
VOTEQWV AOXA AOYWV 5
TéAAeTal Kal MOTOV OQKLOV HEYAAALS AQETAILG.

If anyone achieves success through toil, sweet-voiced hymns
are the foundation of future fame 5
and a faithful oath to great aretai.

4 Cf. idem, passim; Mary R. Lefkowitz, “TCQ KAI EI'Q: The First Person in Pindar,” Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology 67 (1963): pp. 177-253; H.M. Lee, “Athletic Arete in Pindar,” The Ancient World 7 (1983): pp. 31-37; Debra
Hawhee, “Agonism and Arete,” Philosophy and Rhetoric 35 (2002): pp. 185-207.

4 Other synonyms include aethlos and kamatos. On the topos of toil in epinician, cf. Lee, 1983; Charles Segal, “Pindar’s
Seventh Nemean,” Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological Association 98 (1967): pp. 431-80 (but esp.
436-45); Nagy, 1990, pp. 138-40, 152. A different type of toil is represented by the expense (dapané) of breeding horses
for the equestrian competitions. When relevant, Pindar often equates this with ponos, and poses it as another cause for
celebrating the victor’s exploits: cf. Pascale Hummel, “Le labeur et la grace: étude d’une constellation lexicale (dapane,
ponos, et charis dans Pindare),” Revue de Philologie 70 (1996): pp. 247-54.

4 On this, see Kurke, 1991, pp. 15-34.

4 For more on the victor-hero comparison, see also Segal, 1967, pp. 444-45; Nagy, 1990, pp. 150-51, 196-206.
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In this relatively straightforward formulation, Pindar states that epinician songs are the prize
for the victor’s toils. Poetic praise is, of course, a form of gratification in itself, but Pindar is at
pains to point out that it also grants ever-lasting fame —a fame predicated on the victor’s virtues
and achievements.* Furthermore, Pindar sees the composition of epinician songs as a veritable
necessity (OI. 11.2: xonoic): “a fitting wage for good deeds” (Nem. 7.63: motigogog & dryaBoiot
moBog ovtog”).¥” Arete and toil thus lead to victory and require praise, and this praise confers

both present and future glory.

Praise for the victor is not the only concern of the epinician poet. Another aspect of the
genre, and one which is central to the Heracles, is the attempt to mediate the tensions that may
arise between the victor and his community. Heroic returns (nostoi) in Greek mythology and
literature are fraught with difficulties, and often even violence.*® This appears to have been true
of athletic victors as well, elite individuals who leave their communities and return imbued

with even more honor and prestige, but who do not always encounter an easy reception.* As

46 M.M. Willcock, ed., Pindar: Victory Odes (Cambridge, 1995), p. 57, notes that dpetaig here refers to both the victor’s
“achievements” and “the qualities of skill and courage that gave rise to them.”

47 On the “necessity” of praise, cf. esp. Bundy, 1962, pp. 10-11, pp. 53-70.

4 Cf. Crotty, 1982, pp. 110-11. Examples include Oedipus, Theseus, Perseus, Odysseus, et al.

4 Joseph Fontenrose, “The Hero as Athlete,” California Studies in Classical Antiquity 1 (1968): pp. 73-104, discusses
several cases in which Olympic victors encounter problematic nostoi. See also the case of the Athenian Cimon in Hdt.
6.103.1-3. Herodotus implies that Cimon was put to death by the tyrant Hippias as punishment for winning one
Olympic chariot race too many, and the episode shows that it was credible to claim that Olympic victory endowed
the victor with a great deal of cachet within his polis. Naturally, Athens in the fifth century had a considerably
different constitution than it did under the tyranny of the Peisistratids, but there is reason to believe that concerns
persisted in democratic Athens about the excessive prestige endowed by Olympic victory. I discuss this issue in
greater depth below, see pp. 168-173.
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such, they are “potentially disruptive figure[s] who need to be reintegrated.”* One of the main
purposes of epinician poetry, then, was to assist in this process of reintegration; to facilitate an

athletic victor’s return to his oikos or polis.>!

There are two integrative elements that are both common to epinician poetry and of
particular relevance to the Heracles. One of these is the epinician poet’s constant attempt to allay
the envy (phthonos) of the victor’s fellow citizens, who may begrudge a success which is
unattainable for them, or even the praise of that success.”? Such envy could be perilous, for it
jeopardizes the victor’s return and positive reception by his community. This unfavorable
outcome may take the relatively benign form of slander (cf. Pyth. 11.28-29) or censure (Ol. 6.74-

76; Pyth. 1.81-86), but at its worst, Pindar suggests that phthonos can lead even to the exile (Pyth.

% Simon Hornblower, Thucydides and Pindar: Historical Narrative and the World of Epinikian Poetry (Oxford, 2004), p. 28.
5 Crotty, 1982, noting Pindar’s frequent references to both athletic and heroic nostoi, was the first to convincingly
argue that “the purpose of epinician poetry was to secure the victor’s reception by his fellow citizens” (p. 108). He
compares the mediation offered by epinician poetry to that of ritual initiation, insofar as both the returning victor and
the young initiant have an ambiguous or liminal status (cf. Crotty, 1982, pp. 112-21; and Nagy, 1990, pp. 140-45).
Kurke, 1991, expands upon this point considerably, correctly noting that the process of epinician mediation differs
depending on the community to which the victor is returning, whether it be oikos or polis, or indeed a democratic polis
or a tyrannical one. Kurke shows that Pindar uses a variety of poetic techniques and conceptual frameworks to
facilitate these different processes.

52 On Pindar’s conception of phthonos, see esp. Gordon M. Kirkwood, “Blame and Envy in the Pindaric Epinician,” in
Greek Poetry and Philosophy: Studies in Honor of Leonard Woodbury, ed. Douglas E. Gerber (Chico, 1984), pp. 169-84;
Kurke, 1991, pp. 195-224; Patricia Bulman, Phthonos in Pindar (Berkeley, 1992); and Glenn Most, “Epinician Envies,” in
Envy, Spite, and Jealousy: The Rivalrous Emotions in Ancient Greece, eds. David Konstan and N. Keith Rutter
(Endinburgh, 2003), pp. 123-42. Most makes two observations about Pindar that are especially worth singling out:
that phthonos is a subject of much greater interest to Pindar than to his epinician colleague Bacchylides; and that most
of Pindar’s references to phthonos occur in poems dedicated to individuals who hailed from “situation[s] of
exceptional political instability or unrest to which the victor was directly exposed” (p. 135).
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7.18-19)% or the death of an exceptional individual (Nem. 8.21-23, which I discuss in more detail
below, see pp. 133-135). Insofar as the epinician poet claims that he composes for the benefit of
his laudandus and strives to engender good will for him within his community, it is obvious that
warding off phthonos is a crucial aspect of this poetic project.

The second integrative element of epinician poetry, and one which is intimately related
to the suppression of phtonos, is the encouragement of widespread public celebration. This often
takes the form of a precept, which can be either direct or oblique, as in the following Pindaric
passages:

Nem. 11.17-18:

&v Adyolc O aotwv ayaboiot viv atvelobat xpewv,
Kat peArydovmotot dadaABévta peAllépev dowaic.

It is necessary that he be praised by the noble words of his townsmen,
and that we celebrate him, adorned in sweet song.

Nem. 2.24:

OV, @ mMoAltal, kwpdEate Tyodrw oLV eVKAEL VOOTQ:

Celebrate [Zeus], oh citizens, with a glorious return for Timodemus.
Isth. 1.50-51:

0c & ap’ aé0Aolg 1) moAepilwv donTal kKDdOS aPEOV,
evaryoonOeig kédog Drotov déketat, moAlatav kal E€évwv YADooAS AwTov.

And the one who takes up delicate glory in war or contests
wins the loftiest reward of praise, a blossom of words from citizens and strangers.

5 The reference to Megacles’ ostracism in this passage is oblique, but Kirkwood, 1984, p. 178, is right to see that this is
Pindar’s point.

127



In each of these passages, Pindar emphasizes the importance of granting the victor> a worthy
return. In the first passage, songs of praise are posed as a veritable necessity (Nem. 11.17:
chreon), and it is evident that this praise must come not only from the poet, but also from his
fellow citizens (aston). The same is true in the second passage, but we also learn that the
glorification of Timodemus should take place within the context of a komos (komaxete) and that it
is intimately connected to the celebration of Zeus. In the third passage, the necessity of praise is
only implicit, but it is also extended beyond the confines of the victor’'s polis and applied to
citizens and strangers alike. In each case, the epinician poet asserts that the proper way to
receive the returning hero is with praise and celebrate, and in this way seeks to facilitate the

reintegration of his laudandus into a broader community.

To that end, the epinician poet does not merely issue injunctions. He also seeks to “make
the entire polis feel that it participates in the victory”® by stressing the tangible benefits that the
victor bestows on his city. This may be in the praise of the city that is often embedded in
Pindar’s victory odes.®® More concretely, Pindar emphasizes the fact that the victor shares his
glory with the whole polis, for example by naming his city in the announcement of victory.” On

a more symbolic, but still important, level, Pindar goes to great lengths to show that the victor

5 It is true that Nemean 11 was composed not in honor of an athletic victory but for Aristagoras’ election to the boule.
But since the call for praise is followed directly by the statement that Aristogaras “crowned his fatherland” with
sixteen victories (Nem.11.19-21), it is implicit that athletic success constitutes grounds for communal praise.

% Kurke, 1991, p. 208.

% Among many others, cf. Ol 13.3 ff; Pyth. 7.1; Pyth. 8.21 ff.; Nem. 10.1 ff.

5 E.g. OL. 5.8; Ol. 8.20; Pyth. 1.33; Pyth. 9.69-70, etc.
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shares not only the praise he has earned, but also the kudos he has won.*® As Kurke has argued,
this kudos is a sort of “magical, talismanic force that guarantees victory.”* By sharing it with the
polis, the victor becomes a source of strength for his entire community. The poet thus
encourages the community to accept and celebrate the victor in recognition of his ponoi and
aretai, which benefit the polis both directly and indirectly. As we shall see, a similar relationship

is imagined between hero and polis in the Heracles.

4. Epinician Poetry and the Heracles:

Rejection, Praise, Celebration, and Integration

Lycus, envy, and the rejection of an epinician hero

From the beginning of the tragedy, Euripides presents Heracles as a hero of
unquestionable prowess. Having departed to “tame the earth” (HF 20), Amphitryon tells us that

his son, before his disappearance in Hades, had nearly finished the task (HF 22-25):

58 Cf. Kurke, 1991, pp. 203-09. Kurke cites, among others, Ol. 4.10-12; Ol. 5.7-8; Isth. 1.10-12.

5 Eadem, p. 206, drawing on the work of Emile Benveniste, Indo-European Language and Society, tr. Elizabeth Palmer
(London, 1973). See also Leslie Kurke, “The Economy of Kudos,” in Cultural Poetics in Archaic Greece, eds. Carol
Dougherty and Leslie Kurke (Cambridge, 1993), pp. 131-63. Poulheria Kyriakou, “Epidoxon Kydos: Crown Victory and
Its Rewards,” Classica et Mediaevalia 58 (2007): pp. 119-158, has recently argued against the “talismanic” qualities of
kudos, claiming that in Pindar it is essentially equivalent to doxa or kleos (“glory” or “fame”). Her conclusions are
certainly compelling, but while she assigns less symbolic power than Kurke does to these crown victories, by no
means does she suggest that these victories were not considered to be of great value to the victor's community.
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Katl Toug pév dAAovg €EepoxOnoev movoug, He has toiled through his other labors,

0 AoioOov d¢ Tovdgov dix otdua and last of all he has gone to Hades through the
mouth

BéPNK’ €c Adov, TOV TOLOWHATOV KUV of Taenarum to bring to the light

€6 g avalwv, EvBev oL TjKeL TTAALY. 25 the three-bodied dog, whence he has not
returned.

Lest there be any doubt that the earth-taming efforts to which Amphitryon refers are Heracles’
famous labors, he specifically mentions the capture of Cerberus, traditionally one of Heracles’
final chores,® as the end of the cycle. The phrase “é¢£epuoxOnoev movovc” (HF 22) lends a
distinctly epinician flavor to this narration. Pindar constantly recalls the toils required for
athletic success in order to emphasize the victor’s self-sacrifice, but also to establish a thematic
connection between his laudandi and Heracles.®® The connection between Amphitryon’s phrase
and the Heracles of epinician poetry is multi-layered and subtle, but the tragedian follows this
reference with a much more obvious one: the first of his many uses of the adjective kallinikos (HF

49), a word with unequivocally epinician connotations.®> Already in the prologue, then, astute

6 Cf. Charles H. Morgan, “The Sculptures of the Hephaisteion: I,” The Journal of the American School at Athens 31
(1962): pp. 216-17, for a list of the different sequences of the Heraclean labors in ancient depictions. Though there is
no one established sequence, Heracles’ struggle with Cerberus consistently comes at or near the end of the cycle.

61 Chris Carey, “Pindar and the Victory Ode,” in The Passionate Intellect: Essays on the Transformation of the Classical
Tradition, ed. William W. Fortenbaugh (New Brunswick, 1995), pp. 88-89. Cf. e.g. Pi. OI. 5.15; Nem. 7.74; Nem. 10.23-24;
Isth. 6.10-14.

62 The word kallinikos was closely connected with both Heracles and athletic competition: it seems to have originated
in an Archilochean hymn celebrating Heracles (Arch. fr. 324): tjveAAa kaAAlvike xaige dva& HodkAelg,/avtog te
kat IoAaog, atxpnta dVw (“Teénella hail the kallinikos lord Heracles/and Iolaos, two warriors”). The hymn was sung in
honor of athletic victors at Olympia (Cf. Pi. Ol 9.1-4, and esp. £ OI. 9.1d, in which the scholiast reports that the victor
himself would sing the hymn with his philoi by the altar of Zeus). As such, it was considered a sort of “proto-
epinician,” a term I borrow here from Maria Pavlou, “Metapoetics, Poetic Tradition, and Praise in Pindar Olympian
9,” Mnemosyne 61 (2008): pp. 533-67. What is more, prior to the Heracles the term was used almost exclusively by
Pindar in our extant sources, typically to refer to Olympic victors or to the rewards for their victories. According to
the TLG database, only ten uses of this term survive prior to Euripides. One of these is found in the Archilochus
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members of the audience would have been aware of the epinician tones that will come to

dominate the play.

While this smattering of epinician vocabulary is perfectly consistent with Pindar’s use of
the same, the first overt reference to the ideals and values of the genre comes, oddly enough, by
way of Lycus’ rejection of them. Lycus comes on stage after the parodos and immediately
confirms his intention to kill Heracles” family. The episode that follows consists primarily of a
debate between Lycus and Amphitryon regarding Heracles” prowess and the relative merits of
archery and hoplitic combat. On the one hand, the structure of the agon recalls the dissoi logoi of
sophistic rhetoric,®® and thus further highlights the contemporary nature of the tragic setting.
Even more importantly, the debate confirms the antagonistic role that Lycus is to play in the

tragedy, and it marks his antagonism as antithetical to epinician ideals (HF 148-58):

oL pev kad” EAAQDY éxPaiwv kOUTIOUG KEVOUG, You who toss empty boasts around Greece

WG VY YOG 00L ZeVG TEKSVOU TE K>OLVEWY, that Zeus had a share of your bed and child,

oV O’ WG &EIOTOL PWTOS EKANOTG dApaQ. 150  And you who claim to be wife of the finest man:

Ti O1) TO oeUVOV 0@ Katelpyaotal doel, What noble feat has your husband done

VOpav €Aelov el dlwAeoE KTAVWV if he wiped out a marshy Hydra or killed

1 tov Népewov Onoa; ov €v Booxols EéAwv the Nemean beast, that he took out with a noose

Poaxiovog pno’ dyxovaiowy éEeAelv. but claims to have crushed in the coils of his
arms?

0100’ éEaywvileoOe; Twvd &’ obveka 155 These are your arguments? And because of them

touc HpakAelovg maidoag o0 Bvijokey X0ewv; the children of Heracles ought not to die?

0¢ €oxe dOEav oVdEV WV evuxing He’s worth nothing but has a reputation of great

fragment cited above; another in an Aeschylean fragment (fr. 190); the remaining eight are all found in Pindar, and
exclusively in his epinician odes. Euripides himself was quite fond of the term, using it over 30 times in his career
(among extant tragedies and fragments). The eight uses in the Heracles, however, are the most of any of his tragedies,
with only the Electra (three) and the Phoenissae (six) containing more than two instances.

6 On this, see esp. Bond, ed., 1981, pp. 106, 108-09.
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Onowv &v aixum, TdAAa O 00dEV AAKLHOG courage from battles with beasts, in all else
helpless

Insofar as these words are a defense of Lycus’ plan to murder Heracles’ family, it is normal to
expect some rhetorical flourishes on his part. Nevertheless, it is impressive how much false
information Lycus conveys in these few lines. He questions Heracles’ divine fatherhood, about
which there was no doubt.* More generally, he rejects every claim to valor that the most
renowned Greek hero had, going so far as to imply that the Hydra was a generic marsh snake,®
and denying that Heracles engaged in hand-to-hand battle with the Nemean lion.*® These are

radical claims, and they run counter to basically the entire tradition of Heracles’ labors.

Classical Athenians were, of course, intimately familiar with the tradition surrounding
Heracles’ labors. In the nearby Hephaisteion, for example, the hero is actually depicted with the
Nemean lion in the “coils of his arm,”¢” so many members of the audience would have regularly
seen Heracles engaged in the very acts Lycus is attempting to debunk. Moreover, the veracity of

Heracles’ feats is reaffirmed throughout the rest of the play, first by the chorus’ insistence on the

¢ While it is true that Euripides problematizes the relationship between Heracles and his natural father Zeus, and
indeed with fatherhood in general, there is no question in the play that Zeus is in fact his natural father. In lines 1263-
65, Heracles claims that even though he considers Amphitryon his father instead of Zeus (1265: matéoa Y& avti
Znvog 1yovpat 0’ éyw), it is in fact Zeus who begat him (1263: p’éyeivato). On this passage, see Papadopoulou, 2005,
pp. 85-86. On paternity in the Heracles more generally, see Michelini, 1987, pp. 254-58; and Mark W. Padilla, 1994, pp.
290-91.

% Bond, ed., 1981, p. 106: “the addition of the adjective éAelov serves to devalue this highly individual beast and turn
it into a mere marsh snake.”

% Lycus’ new reading of the situation is emphasized by the play on words he uses to suggest that Heracles had used
a noose (Booxoc) rather than the “coils of his arm” (Boaxiwv).

7 Cf. Thompson, 1962, plate 91; it should be noted that while Heracles is using his left arm to put the lion in a
stranglehold, he does stoop to using a sword with his right hand, presumably to finish the task.
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heroism of Heracles’ exploits, and later (and even more compellingly) by the goddess Lyssa (HF
849-54), and by Theseus’ confirmation that Heracles had rescued him from the depths of Hades
(HF 1169-70). In other words, Euripides’ audience would have had little doubt that Lycus’
speech was replete with lies, and any doubts that lingered would have been banished by the

end of the play.

This mendacious effort to deny Heracles” fame and worth is Lycus’ longest cohesive
utterance of the play, and as such it is vital to any assessment of his character. It obviously casts
him as an enemy of Heracles, but it also makes him a character reminiscent of Pindar’s greatest
antagonists, such as the envious men who denied Ajax’s rightful claim to Achilles” arms, and
who in so doing caused Ajax’s death (Nem. 8.21-25):

Opov d¢ Adyor @bovepoiotv:
antetald oAV del, xelpdveool & ovk €plleL.
kelvog kat TeAapwvog daev vIOV PaoyavE au@ucLAloals.
N T &dyAwooov pév, 1110 O’ dAkLov, AdBa kaTéxel
€V Avyo@ veiker péylotov O aldAw Pevdel Yépag avtétatat. 25

Words are a delicacy for the envious:
and [envy] always fastens onto noble men; it vies not with the lesser sorts;
and it devoured the son of Telamon, wrapping him around his sword.
Oblivion holds down, in baneful strife, the man ineloquent
but strong in heart; and the greatest gift is held up to a nimble lie.... 25

The logoi of line 21 are the words of praise such as those which Pindar offers his laudandi, and

they are “a delicacy for the envious,” which is to say they inspire envy.® This phthonos (implied

% Andrew M. Miller, “Phthonos and Parphasis: The Argument of Nemean 8.19-34,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies
23 (1982): p. 112; C. Carey, “Pindar’s Eighth Nemean Ode,” Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society 22 (1976): p.
30.
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subject of vv. 22-23)® fastens itself exclusively onto “noble men,” who may be the laudandi of
Pindar’s epinicians or the heroes of his myths. The effects of this phthonos, if unmitigated, are
devastating. In the case in question, it leads to Ajax’s unfortunate demise, and it poses a threat
even for the dead hero, which is to leave him in “oblivion” (v. 24: latha). This is precisely the

reason that Pindar is so interested in warding off phthonos from the dedicatees of his poems.

Pindar’s choice of latha (i.e lethé) is particularly meaningful, for the word is also the
“verbal opposite” of truth (aletheia).”” The implication is that Ajax is ignored and forgotten as a
result of envious deceit. Pindar makes this concept more explicit in the following line, warning
that the “greatest gift” —whether it be glory or Achilles” arms—is won by the “nimble lie” (Nem.
8.25) and he returns to this idea a few lines later (Nem. 8.32-34):

....£X0oa 0’ doa mAoPaoic TV KAl aAad, 32

AUVAWY POV OHOPOLTOG, DOAOPEADNIS, KAKOTIOLOV OVELDOG:

& TO HEV AaUTQOV BLatat, TV O dPAavTwy KDOOG dvteivel cabQov.

...Malignant” misrepresentation existed even long ago, 32
the wily-minded companion of seductive tales, malicious blame.
It violates the illustrious, and holds up the corrupt glory of the obscure.

Parphasis, a “perversion of the truth,””? picks up on the concepts of oblivion and falsehood in the

lines above (vv. 25-26). It is “an aspect of phthonos,””® and it works to the detriment of worthy

® Following Miller, 1982, pp. 114-15, and Bulman, 1992, p. 44. Taking phthonos as the implied subject of &mtetat and
€oiCer also explains the masculine demonstrative keivog in the following line.

70 The quote is from Bulman, 1992, p. 45, but the general concept is fully examined in Marcel Detienne, The Masters of
Truth in Archaic Greece, tr. Janet Lloyd (New York, 1996), pp. 64-67.

71 Following Carey, 1976, p. 32.

72 Miller, 1982, p. 117. Miller also suggests “persuasion through the misrepresentation of facts” as a more complete
translation.

134



men and for the benefit of the “obscure.” What emerges from these lines is a deep anxiety that
envy may be inspired by the praise of significant deeds, and that the envious may exploit
deceptive speech for their own gain, and to deny noble men the praise and honor they have

earned.

This same process is played out, at length, in the Heracles. The logoi of praise which
inspire envy (Nem.8.21) may be compared to the praise offered by Amphitryon and Heracles’
wife Megara in the opening of the play. Amphitryon recalls Heracles’ divine paternity by
claiming to be “a partner of Zeus’ bed” (HF 1: tov Atog cUAAekTEOV) and reminds the audience
of Heracles” earth-taming exploits (HF 20-25), while Megara calls her marriage to Heracles, and
by extension Heracles himself, “glorious” (HF 68: értionuov). It is implicit that these mountains
of praise inspire phthonos in Lycus, for he responds directly to each of these claims: he echoes
and rejects Amphitryon’s “sullektron” by calling this “suggamos” (HF 149) an empty boast; he
picks up on Megara’s description of Heracles as episemon by asking, sarcastically, “what semon
feat” he accomplished (HF 151); and he questions both the value and the veracity of Heracles’
battles with the Hydra and with the Nemean lion (HF 152-54), deciding in the end that the hero
is “worth nothing” (HF 157). Each of these verbal assaults is blatantly false, and they serve three
related purposes: denying Heracles’ glory; justifying the execution of his family; and securing

Lycus’ tyranny in Thebes. As such, Lycus’ speech is perfectly analogous to Pindar’s parphasis

73 Carey, 1976, p. 33.
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(“misrepresentation”). Though he is not called such specifically, he is nevertheless cast as a

representative of phthonos.

Amphitryon’s response: the lamented loss of epinician values

Lycus’ stunning denial of Heracles” worth naturally calls for a response, and this is
provided forthwith by Amphitryon. It has gone relatively unnoticed that epinician language
and values abound in this defense of Heracles.”* To begin, Amphitryon focuses not on the
matter of his family’s impending death, but rather on condemning Lycus’ ignorance (&pa0ia).
In order to do so, he describes Heracles’ valor in the gigantomachy, and recalls that he
“celebrated [ekomasen], with the gods, the kallinikos [hymn]”7> (HF 180: tov kaAAtvikov peta
Oewv éxwpaoev-). These terms are highly reminiscent of Pindar, who frequently describes the

victory celebration as a komos, and his victors as kallinikos.”® Indeed, in his ninth Olympian, when

741t is likely that this fact has been overlooked because so many of the discussions about the debate have revolved
around its curious structure (e.g. Lycus speaks far fewer lines [30] than Amphitryon [66], and the seemingly disparate
nature of the points made by each character have prompted many questions about the “unity” of the agon). For
example, Bond, ed., 1981, pp. 101-02, criticizes the debate’s lack of balance. But contra see Taragna Novo, 1973; and
Richard Hamilton, “Slings and Arrows: The Debate with Lycus in the Heracles,” Transactions of the American
Philological Association 115 (1985): pp. 19-25. Even the identity of the participants of the agon have become a point of
contention: Taragna Novo and Bond both consider this to be a debate between Lycus and Amphitryon alone, while
Hamilton argues that the participants are Lycus, Amphitryon, and Megara, with Megara responding to some of
Lycus’ points. Regarding the “unity” of the agon, Chalk, 1962, argues that areté is at the center of all the points made;
Taragna Novo believes that the main question is that of Heracles’ divine heritage; and Hamilton sees the debate
presenting a number of “fundamental themes in the play” (p. 25).

75 Following, Bond, ed., 1981, p. 115.

76 For more onn kallinikos, cf. above p. 130 fn 62.
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he refers to Archilochus” “proto-epinician””” he directly connects the kallinikos hymn and the
celebratory komos, noting that the “triple kallinikos song sufficed...for Epharmostos celebrating
[komazonti] with his companions.””® In his opening gambit, then, Amphitryon describes the
divinely blessed celebration of his son’s exploits in the very same terms that Pindar uses to
describe celebrations of Olympic victories. He thus places his defense of Heracles in a context

that is specifically epinician.

From here, Amphitryon departs from his defense of Heracles to criticize Lycus’ attack
on archery,” and to lament about the general unfairness of the situation. But before he closes his

speech, he launches a broad critique that again raises questions central to epinician poetry (HF

217-28):
pev- Alas!

@ vaio Kadpov: kal yo ég ot dgi&opat O land of Cadmus, for even to you shall I come

AOGYOULG OVEDLOTHEAS EVOATOVHEVOG: apportioning reproachful words!

o0t apvved” ‘HooakAet tékvolot te; Thus do you defend Heracles and his children?

06 €ic Mwvvatot maot dx Haxns HoAwv 220 He who came alone in battle against all the
Minyans

Onpaic €0niev S éAevOegov PAETeLy. and let Thebes look forth with free eyes?

o0d” EAAGY 1fjved” — o000’ avéEoual mote Nor do I praise Greece —never shall I suffer

oY@V — KakiotVv Aappavov éc maid Euov, in silence —for she treats my son worst of all!

v Xo1V veooooig tolode oo Adyxag dmAa She who most of all should come to these
hatchlings

77 See again p. 130 fn 62, and Pavlou, 2008, pp. 541-45.

78 Pindar, OI. 9.1-4: 0 pév AgxtAdxov péAoc/pwvaev OAvpTig, kaAAivikog 6 totmAdog kexAaddg,/aokece Kodviov
naQ” 0xOov ayepovevoaykwpalovtt pirows Egaouootw ovv étaigols: (“The hymn of Archilochus resounding at
Olympia, the exultation of the triple kallinikos [song], sufficed for Epharmostos, celebrating with his beloved
companions, to lead the way along Cronos’ hill.”)

7 Amphitryon’s defense of the merits of archery also has a contemporizing effect, both because the argumentation
that Amphitryon uses is distinctly sophistic in nature (cf. Michelini, 1987, 245-46), and because the Peloponnesian
War had, to some extent, demonstrated the tactical necessity of using bowmen (cf. Papadopoulou, 2005, pp. 141-42).
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péoovoav éA0elv, movTiwv kabagudTtwy 225  bearing fire, arms, and spears, repayment for his

xéoo0v T ApoLBAag — wv EuoxOnoag xaoLv. cleansing of land and sea, gratitude for his toils.
T d', © téxV, DUy oUte OnPaiwv TOALS All this, oh children, neither the city of Thebes
000" EAAaG aoxet: nor Greece itself provides you.

Amphitryon here focuses not on Lycus” malice, but rather on the fact that Thebes and Greece
have been remiss in their consideration of Heracles. Seen in this light, the crisis is not simply a
matter of a tyrant refusing to grant Heracles his due, but rather one of widespread and systemic
neglect. Moreover, Amphitryon contrasts the benefit that Heracles has bestowed (freedom) to
the lack of regard with which these deeds were received. He considers recompense (HF 226:
amoibas) for these deeds a “necessity” (HF 224: chren), and in this he imitates Pindar in both style
and substance (cf. above p. 127 on Nem. 11.17 and Nem. 2.24). But unlike the world that Pindar
describes, in Amphitryon’s world this necessity has gone unheeded. By claiming that the whole
of Greece is indebted to Heracles, and by emphasizing, once again, Heracles’ role as a civilizing
force, Amphitryon reiterates that the problem of a hero’s place in the contemporary world is
one of the central issues of the tragedy. Thus, while Amphitryon’s defense of Heracles is not as
obviously epinician as the choral ode that follows, it is nevertheless rife with epinician motifs
and language, and it implies a pervasive indifference to the ideals that Pindar promotes in his

victory odes.

The situation, as the chorus (HF 252-74) and Megara (HF 275-311) successively argue, is
essentially hopeless. All that remains for Megara is to ask that she be allowed to return home to
obtain funeral garments. Lycus’ response is simple yet telling (HF 333):

KooUelol’ 0w HoAGVTEG: O POOVQD MEMAWV. Go inside and bedeck yourselves; I have no
phthonos for robes.
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We find here the first mention of phthonos in the Heracles, one that is sharply ironic. Lycus’
“generosity” in this circumstance underscores his lack thereof in all other matters: while he may
“have no phthonos for robes,” the implication is that in all else, he does. The first episode thus
opens with Lycus’ explicit rejection of praise for Heracles; it continues with Amphitryon’s
description of the gods” epinician appreciation of Heracles and his intimation that Thebes and
Greece should (but do not) act the same; and it closes with the implicit recognition that Lycus,
representing Theban and Greek attitudes toward Heracles, is the descendant of Pindar’s

phthoneroi. The stage is set for epinician’s entrance.

The first stasimon: epinician song and praise

Up to this point, all references to epinician poetry have been, at least to some extent,
cloaked. Any subtlety, however, vanishes with the first stasimon, an ode that is dominated by
the poetic praise of Heracles’ aforementioned conquests. Curiously enough, the song first
advertises itself as a thrénos,® beginning with the word ailinon (HF 348) and a dedication to “the
one gone to the darkness beneath the earth” (HF 352-53). Such a proem does not seem especially
auspicious, nor does it fit easily with the rest of the ode. But it is by no means unique within the

tragic canon. A striking parallel is to be found in the second stasimon of Euripides” Alcestis, for

8 Both Bond, ed., 1981, p. 146, and Carey, 2012, p. 17, classify the ode as a thrénos, though both also stress the
abundance of encomiastic motifs that run throughout.
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here too the chorus begins to sing a threnos for Alcestis only to transition into a song of praise
which “evokes the conventions of encomiastic song” (Alc. 393-476).8' More generally, the
juxtaposition of different generic topoi within a single ode was a technique commonly used by
the tragic poets.’? Thus, while the first stasimon of the Heracles is unquestionably anomalous
when compared to Pindar’s poems, Euripides” audience would have been accustomed to seeing
this type of “generic interaction,” and it is not too much to expect that they would recognize the

epinician overtones of the song despite the threnodic elements.

The threnodic introduction to the stasimon lends a certain power to the song that follows.
The chorus here is of course proceeding on the assumption that Heracles is dead, so the fact
that they now sing a song of praise for him implies by necessity that such a song still has power
after the death of a hero; that it can fulfill a principal goal of epinician poetry by ensuring that
Heracles” fame outlives him. As such, we might say that the stasimon is at once a confirmation of

this fame’s survival, as well as a guarantor of its future endurance.

To this end, the chorus quickly turns from mourning to celebration, drawing on
vocabulary and imagery that an audience even remotely familiar with Pindar would easily
recognize (HF 355-58):

VUVToAL OTEPAVWHA PLO- 355 I wish to sing, through fine praise,
xOwv dU evAoyiag OéAw. a crown for [Heracles'] toils.

81 Cf. Swift, 2012, pp. 158-61 (quote on p. 158).
82 In fact, nearly all of the odes discussed by Swift, 2010, present significant amounts of what we might call generic
dissonance. On the phenomenon more generally, see Swift, 2012, pp. 152-54.
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vevvalwv O agetal mOVwv For the virtues of noble labors
Toig Oavoboty &yaAua. Are a pleasing gift to the dead.

Each of these four lines is laden with Pindaric language and ideas. The explicit mention of
praise fits easily into an encomiastic context, and the references to Heracles’ ponoi and mochthoi
are, as discussed above, normal epinician fopoi.#® Epinician is of course deeply concerned with
the question of arete,** so it should be no surprise to find such a mention here. And stephanoma is
another term employed almost exclusively by Pindar prior to the Heracles,* and one which he
used to refer to his songs of praise,® just as Euripides does here. As Kurke argues, “Pindar
represents the victory ode as a crown offered to the victor, fashioned out of the most precious
materials imaginable... Thus epinikion has it both ways: it is a crown and an agalma.”¥ So too is

the first stasimon of the Heracles.

This promised crown of praise lasts a full seventy-one lines (HF 359-429) before the
chorus closes the ode in the threnodic mode with which it started (HF 430-41). The encomiastic
section thus takes up the vast majority of the ode. It consists of an account, practically in list

form, of the twelve labors to which Amphitryon had already referred.®® The structure and meter

8 Cf. above, p. 124; Carey, 1995, pp. 88-89.

8 Cf. Bundy, 1962, passim; Lee, 1983; Hawhee, 2002.

% Pindar uses stephanoma seven times in his epinicians. The only other early poets to use the term are Alcaeus and
Theognis (one time each). Sophocles uses the term twice, but only once prior to the Heracles (Ant. 122; OC 684).

8 Cf. Isth. 4.44 for song as stephanoma. For a more complete treatment of Pindar’s use of the “song as crown”
metaphor, cf. Frank J. Nisetich, “Olympian 1.8-11: An Epinician Metaphor,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 79
(1975): pp. 55-68.

87 Kurke, 1991, p. 105. On this see also Segal, 1967, pp. 460-69.

8 Euripides’ version of the twelve labors is: victories over the Nemean lion, the Centaurs, and the Golden Hind;
taming the horses of Diomedes; defeating Cycnus; winning the Golden Apples of the Hesperides; ridding the sea of
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of the ode have Pindaric precedents,® and the terms with which Heracles’ endeavors are
described are overtly epinician.”® Given the chorus’ introduction to this section, there can be no
doubt that it would have been understood as a song of praise in honor of Heracles —exactly the
sort of thing Lycus had so recently proscribed. The contents of the second and third stasima, as
we shall see, are more interesting from a communal or “integrative” point of view. But the first
stasimon serves to truly bring the epinician mode of the Heracles to the foreground of the play for

the first time, and it sets the tone for much of what is to follow.

The second stasimon: epinician song and the hero’s just reward

As the chorus breaks from the song, the mood becomes somber again: Megara,
Amphitryon, and the children approach in their funerary garments; Megara recalls the
seemingly empty promises of power and weapons Heracles had made to his sons, and wonders
which of her children she should embrace first (HF 451 ff.); and Amphitryon, for his part,
accuses Zeus of abandoning them in their time of need, bemoaning his fall from fame to

misfortune. The stage is now fully set for Heracles’ triumphant return.

pirates; holding up the sky; victory over the Amazons and the seizure of the girdle of the Amazon queen; defeating
the Hydra and Geryon; and descent into Hades for Cerberus.

8 Shirley A. Barlow, ed., Euripides: Heracles (Warminster, 1996), p. 139.

% Among others, the typical references to his labors as ponoi (HF 388, 427) and “colorful compound epithets” (Barlow,
1996, p. 139) such as mouwciAévwrog (HE 376; Pi. Pyth. 4.249) and Eevodatktne (HF 391; Pi. Fr. 140a).
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Before Heracles arrives, however, Amphitryon makes one final, gnomic remark: “I do
not know anyone for whom great wealth and fame are secure” (HF 511-12: 6 0" 6APoc 6 puéyac 1y
te DOE ovk old" Otw/BéPande éotl). The combination here is a curious one: while prosperity
was, for the Greeks, famously tenuous,” ever-lasting fame was precisely what Pindar, much like
Ibycus and Simonides before him, promised to provide with their praise poetry.”? In his
disillusionment, however, Amphitryon makes the two equivalent by refuting even the enduring
nature of doxa. This judgment is surprising in and of itself; as Bond points out, “Euripides’
characters, who question most things, are seldom cynical, as here, about the value of fame.”*
But coming as it does on the heels of a long epinician ode—one which presumes to provide a
“bebaia doxa” —it is especially striking, for it almost seems a wholesale refutation of the first
stasimon. At this climactic moment of the play, the very moment at which the entire audience

expects Heracles” return, Amphitryon places the notion of his son’s doxa front and center, and

1 The most famous assertion of this traditional line of thought is made by Solon in Herodotus 1.30-33. But Pindar
endorses this view frequently: among others, cf. Pyth. 3.105-06; Pyth. 12.28-32; OI. 12.7-12; and on these passages (and
the general idea), see Hanna Boeke, The Value of Victory in Pindar’s Odes: Gnomai, Cosmology, and the Role of the Poet
(Leiden, 2007), pp. 57-61.

%2 Indeed, Willcock, 1995, p. 17, asserts that “[t]his is, not surprisingly, the commonest of Pindar’s gnomic themes,
appearing in virtually every ode.” Among others, cf. Ol. 11.4-6 (discussed above on p. 124). But see also Nem. 6.28-30,
which Rosalind Thomas quotes to support her statement that “Pindar’s choral odes leave no doubt that they brought
a victor fame in his lifetime, and memory far beyond it” (Thomas, “Fame, Memorial, and Choral Poetry: The Origins
of Epinikian Poetry —an Historical Study,” in Pindar’s Poetry, Patrons, and Festivals: From Archaic Greece to the Roman
Empire, eds. Simon Hornblower and Catherine Morgan [Oxford, 2007], p. 141). As Thomas (p. 151) and Willcock (p.
17) both point out, the claim that poetry could secure ever-lasting fame goes as far back as Homer (cf. Od. 8.203-04).
But the concept of poetic fame is stated especially clearly in encomiastic poetry. Ibycus, in his encomium to
Polykrates (cf. fr. 1a, 46-48), claims that his poem will grant the tyrant “imperishable fame” (&¢@Ottov kAéoc), while
Simonides, Pindar’s most famous epinician predecessor, directly correlates poetic praise (értatvog) and memory
(nvaotc) in his epitaph to the fallen warriors of Thermopylae (fr. 531.3). In general, we might say that the idea that
poetic praise leads to immortal fame is a recurring theme in encomiastic poetry in general, and in epinician poetry in
particular.

% Bond, ed., 1981, p. 197.
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questions both the natural endurance of his fame and the chorus’ ability to perpetuate it with

song. The very power of epinician seems in doubt.

As if to disprove his father’s claim, Heracles himself is immediately spotted by Megara
(HF 514). His arrival is naturally a source of joy for his family, who see in him their salvation,
but the hero himself is dismayed to learn of their dire situation. All of this is fairly predictable,
as is Heracles” promise to punish those responsible —both the tyrant and his supporters —with
his “kallinikos club” (HF 570: Tt kaAAwvikwt Twwe 6mAwt). Amphitryon suggests that he wait
in ambush for Lycus’ return, after which Euripides allows time for what will turn out to be a
final moment of tenderness between Heracles and his children. The happy family exits together,

and the chorus begins the second stasimon.

As Parry notes, this song “seems basically to be an epinician ode, and one particularly
reminiscent of Pindar’s songs in honour of mortal victors.”* Nevertheless, “its adherence to the
conventions of encomiastic poetry”® is perhaps of less interest than the way the chorus intends
to use this song. The actual praise of Heracles does not begin until the second strophic
sequence, but the first strophic sequence constructs the framework through which the audience

can better understand the purpose and importance of poetic praise.

% Hugh Parry, “The Second Stasimon of Euripides” Heracles (637-700),” The American Journal of Philology 86 (1965): p.
364.
% Idem, p. 374.
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The opening strophe (HF 637-54) develops the conventional view that youth is better

than old age, while its accompanying antistrophe (HF 655-72) highlights the difficulty of

distinguishing good and bad. The importance of this first antistrophe, in particular, has been

undervalued,” and its relation to the strophe which follows it has not been properly

understood. This is likely due to the curious rhetorical approach that the chorus adopts (HF 655-

66):

€L d¢ Beoic Nv EVveoig 655
Kat copla kat” avdgag,

dldvpov av fpav Epegov

POAVEQOV XXQAKTNQ AQETAS

doolowv péta, katBavovteg T 660
elg avyac maAw aAiov

dlooolg av €Pav davAovg,

a dvoyévelr O amAovv av

eixev Coag piotov,

Kal T 1V TOUG T KAKOUS AV 665
yvavat kat toug dyaboig

If the gods had understanding

and wisdom concerning men,

they would offer a second youth

as a visible stamp of aretai

for whoever had it, and after death
these men would return to the light
of the sun for a second run at life,
while base men would have

but a single course to live,

and in this way one might recognize
both the bad and the good

The chorus’ main lament is that human areté often goes unnoticed, precisely the issue that

epinician poetry claims to resolve. At the same time, the mention of a second youth and life are

quite obviously a reference to Heracles, on the one hand since he himself has just “return[ed] to

the light,” but also because, according to tradition, he would go on to marry the goddess of

Youth (Hebe).”” Considered in this light, it would appear that not only has Heracles already

% To wit, Yunis, 1988, dedicates only a few sentences to a discussion of the second stasimon (pp. 146-47), despite the
fact that the chorus’ criticism of the gods and suggestion of a reward for agathoi would seem to be relevant to the

question of divine reciprocity which he addresses in his chapter.

7 Cf. Ruth Scodel, “Hesiod Redivivus,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 21 (1980): pp. 308-11; Bond, ed., 1981, p.
232; Papadopoulou, 2005, pp. 33-34. On Heracles’ marriage to Hébe, see Hes. Theog. 950-53.
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received the “stamp of arete” that the chorus longs for, but that he will earn it again. Thus, the

problem of “recognizing” Heracles’ excellence, at least, has been resolved.

The chorus” use of a contra-factual condition, however, implies that Heracles” personal
“solution” to the universal problem of discerning human excellence is not especially practical.

This is confirmed by the end of the antistrophe (HF 669-72):

VOV O’ o0delg 0006 €k Bedv But in truth there is no clear marker
XOMNOTOIG OVOE KAKOLS CAPT|S, 670 from the gods of either the good or bad,
AAA” elAlooOUEVOS TIS al- but in its turning, time

@V MAODTOV HOVOV aDEEL increases wealth alone.

The term horos refers to a distinct landmark or boundary — precisely the type of “visible stamp”
which the chorus calls for above. Despite Heracles” successful return from Hades, the chorus
still bemoans the lack of such a horos. This does not, as Papadopoulou argues, “question and
undermine the validity of the identification of Heracles with pure virtue.”* Rather, it suggests
that Heracles” areté is so extraordinary that he alone has earned this mark, and that it is not a
solution that is adequate for all, or really any, mortals.” Indeed, most mortals risk being cast
aside by individuals—such as Lycus—whose “wealth” time has favored. The first antistrophe
thus eloquently articulates the difficulty of distinguishing good men from bad, and poses it as a
central problem. This neatly encapsulates what the audience sees throughout the first part of

the play, in which Lycus audaciously tries to cast Heracles as a kakos—and nearly succeeds. The

% Papadopoulou, 2005, p. 34.
» Bond, ed., 1981, p. 232: “[t]he chorus, mindful of Heracles as an exemplum, are in fact asking why all good people
(like themselves) should not receive the distinction of a second life.”
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hero’s return restores his status, but the chorus remains justifiably concerned that Heracles’

“second youth” is not a viable marker of a man’s excellence. Another measure must be found.

Fittingly, the following strophe describes the only practical solution to the problem of

providing proper recognition of outstanding individuals (HF 673-86):

oL mavoopatL TG XAQLTag
Movoalc ovykataperyvog,
adiotav ovluyiav.

pr) Comnv pet’ apovoiag,
atel O &v otepavolowy el-
nv- €t toL Yéowv dot-

00¢ KeAadel Mvapoovvav:
€t tav ‘HooakAéouvg
KaAAVIKOV deidw

napd te Boopov otvoddtav
QA te XEAVOG EMTATOVOL
HOATIAV Kal AlPuv aVAGV-
0UTW KATATIAVOOLEV
Movoag, al i’ éxogevoav.

675

680

685

I will never stop blending

the Graces with the Muses,

the sweetest union.

May I not live among the Muse-less,
but always be among the crowned.
Still now the old singer

cries forth Remembrance!'%

I still sing Heracles’

kallinikos [song]'"!

alongside wine-giving Bromios
and the tune of the seven-stringed
lyre and the Libyan flute.

Not yet shall I hold back the Muses
who roused me to dance.

Here, the chorus affirms its intention to heap poetic praise upon Heracles, that most epinician of

strategies for ensuring the preservation of a deserving individual’s status and renown.

References to the Graces, to garlands (stephanoisin), and, naturally, to “Heracles’ kallinikos song”

all give this passage a distinctly Pindaric flavor, as does the choral use of a first-person singular

100 T.e. Mnemosyne, the mother of the Muses.
101 Following Bond, ed., 1981, pp. 180, 242.

147



aeido.'”? The instruments mentioned (lyre and aulos) are the ones that generally accompanied

epinician songs.!® In short, the strophe is unmistakably epinician.

The context here is also worth highlighting: immediately after lamenting the lack of a
clear “marker” for agathoi and kakoi, the chorus dives headlong into a song of praise for
Heracles. They emphasize this act by opening and closing the strophe with the statement that
they will never desist from this song of praise. The song thus poses itself as the solution to the
very problem the chorus has been lamenting: epinician poetry alone can establish the proper

boundary between kakoi and agathoi, and it can keep the memory of that boundary permanent.

This solution is perfectly in line with the epinician tradition that Euripides has been
evoking throughout the play. Indeed, we find in Bacchylides a perfect epinician parallel to the
chorus” argumentation (Bacch. 3.88-92):104

AvdpL O’ ov B€ug, TMoALOV magévTa
ynoac, BaAelav avtig aykopiooat

Tpav. ageTac ye eV o pHvvOel 90
Pootwv &pa ocwpatL PEYYOS, AAAX
Movod viv toépet.

For a man it is not allowed to pass over
grey old-age and to recover again blooming
youth. At least the splendor of mortal
excellence does not dwindle with the body,
but the Muse nurtures it.

102 Pindar often speaks of the Graces accompanying or favoring his epinician poems. Among others, cf. Isth. 3.8; Pyth.
9.89; Nem. 4.7, etc. For more on this point, cf. Parry, 1965, pp. 369-72. On the stephanos in Pindar, see above, p. 141.
Pindar in fact uses the term more than all his predecessors combined. For aeido, see Ol. 14.18; Nem. 10.31; Isth. 2.12.

103 Carey, 2007, p. 208.

104 This parallel was first identified and analyzed by Parry, 1965, pp. 369-71.
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Just like Euripides” chorus, Bacchylides notes that a second youth is impossible, but that the
memory of a man’s areté may nevertheless be secured by the muse, which is to say by songs of
praise. In fact, the only way that Bacchylides’ formulation of the question differs from
Euripides’ is in his explicit expression of the solution. Pindar’s understanding of the problem is
also comparable. As discussed above, Pindar was just as concerned as the chorus of the Heracles
that a heroic individual might find obscurity instead of fame. The culprit he identifies in Nemean
8 are the phthoneroi who use slander to destroy their superiors and raise themselves up—
individuals analogous to Lycus. And in the end, Pindar suggests that it is only by “praising the
praiseworthy, and sowing blame for the wicked” (Nem. 8.39: aivéwv aivntg, pougpav
éruomelpwv aArrpoic) that the epinician poet can ward off phthonos from his laudandi, and to
guarantee their enduring fame.!®® In short, Pindar and Bacchylides both pose the same problem
as the chorus of the Heracles, and all three suggest that praise poetry is the only way to ensure

that arete is properly and permanently recognized.

The final antistrophe of the ode continues to advance epinician motifs, but here the

chorus broadens its base, so to speak, by implicating the Theban citizenry as a whole (HF 687-

700):
nioava pev AnAiadeg Just as the Delian maidens sing
VUVOLO’ Al TOAAG TOV a Paean, twisting around the
Aatoig evmada yovov gates a fair dance for
elAlooovoat kKaAALXoQov: 690 the noble son of Leto,

105 Carey, 1976, p. 34: “the form of the expression suggests especially the role of the poet and chorus as remembrancer
of great deeds.”
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niaavag O €mi ool HeAR- So shall I, like a swan, an aged

Bo1c KUKVOG G YEQWV AoL- singer, cry forth Paeans

d0¢ MOALAY €K YEVOWV before your chambers from
KeAadN oW TO YOQ €0 greying jaws. For the good

Toig uvoloy VTI&QY el 695 lives in these hymns: He is
AL0g 6 malic: g O evyeviag the son of Zeus; yet surpassing
niAéov UTeEPAAAWV <dQeTar> even his nobility in virtue
pHoxOnoag tov dKvpov he labored and made the world
Onkev Blotov Bpotoig safe for mankind, when he
népoag delpata ONEwv. 700 slayed the beastly horrors.

The chorus here transitions from a song whose central focus is the praise of Heracles, to the
performance of a paean in the hero’s honor. This poetic progression has two principal and
conflicting effects.!® On the one hand, by invoking the paean, a type of song that “had the
integrative function of articulating a sense of community among the members, and of
expressing this sense before the polis as a whole,”'?” the chorus turns its attention directly to
Thebes and the city’s relationship with the hero. The implication is that the entire polis should
celebrate Heracles” deeds, both his now-inevitable defeat of Lycus as well as the fact that he has
“made the world safe for mankind” by “slay[ing] the beastly horrors.”'% In other words, the

benefits he has conferred upon Thebes and upon humanity should be properly and widely

106 Setting aside the fusion of different poetic genres within a single ode, a common tragic technique that I discuss
above on pp. 139-140 in relation to the first stasimon.

107 Jan Rutherford, Pindar’s Paeans: A Reading of the Fragments with a Survey of the Genre (Oxford, 2001), pp 61-62: See
also Swift, 2010, p. 63: “In public paianes, the chorus not only represents the polis as a whole but often symbolizes a
communal response to a potential disaster which could affect the group. Thus...the paian represents the community’s
response to the crisis they face or to their salvation.”

108 In fact, his defeat of Lycus is by no means totally divorced from the beast-slayings that the chorus is invoking; the
word lukos, after all, means “wolf.” Parry, 1965, p. 373, and Foley, 1985, p. 181, both briefly mention this
correspondence.
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repaid, just as Amphitryon had suggested earlier.'® In this sense, at least, the final antistrophe
does not represent a sharp break from the praise-song of the first three strophes, for it adopts
the same epinician strategy that Pindar uses when he encourages his victors’” communities to
accept and celebrate their heroes by emphasizing the advantages they have conferred upon the

polis.110

At the same time, the excessive nature of the chorus’ praise represents a sharp
divergence from the epinician tradition. By comparing their song for Heracles to the paeans
sung by the Delian maidens, the chorus essentially accords Heracles the same status as
Apollo." As Hubbard points out, “[tlhe laudator’s praise should not be so excessive and
unqualified as to make even the gods jealous. [He] must distinguish man from god.”*'? This is
precisely what the chorus does not do. This transition from the conventional to the
unconventional —from crowning a mortal with a song of praise to honoring him with a paean—

is an act that brings with it great risk, namely that “he might obtain from the envious gods a

109 HF 222-28; on which see above, p.137.

110 Cf. above, p. 128.

111 Bond, ed., 1981, p. 243; Ian Rutherford, “Apollo in Ivy: The Tragic Paean,” Arion 3 (1995a): p. 125.

112 T.K. Hubbard, “Pindaric Harmonia: Pythian 8, 67-69,” Mnemosyne 36 (1983): p. 291. For a more complete analysis of
this poetic dynamic, see Bulman, 1992, esp. pp. 31-36; and Hilary Mackie, Graceful Errors: Pindar and the Performance of
Praise (Ann Arbor, 2003), pp. 22-27.
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change in fortunes.”"> The second stasimon thus ends on a note that is at once enthusiastic and

ominous.

The third stasimon: epinician song, the call to praise, and a komos in Thebes

The third stasimon begins a mere forty lines after the end of the second, and the short
episode that lies between the two odes consists mainly of Amphitryon convincing an ever-
boastful Lycus to go inside, where Heracles awaits in ambush. The outcome —Lycus” death—is
predictable, and it occurs during the beginning of the third stasimon, with the tyrant’s death-
screams punctuating the chorus’ triumphant song. The second strophe of the third stasimon
begins immediately after the chorus announces Lycus’ death (HF 760-61), and it picks up where

the second stasimon left off, with a call to the city as a whole to join with their song (HF 763-67):

X0QoL xoQot Dances, dances

kat OaAton péAovol On- and celebrations enthrall

Bag legdv kat doTv. the holy town of Thebes.
pHeTaAAayal yaQ dakQvuwy, 765 Changes of tears,

puetaAAayat ovvtoxiag Changes of fortune

< > ETEKOV AOWAG. < >have given birth to songs.

While only implicit in the second stasimon, the civic dimension of the choral odes is explicit
here. According to the chorus, Heracles” victory has “given birth to songs” —presumably songs

of praise. Most importantly, the entire city of Thebes is envisioned joining in this celebration of

113 Pi. Pyth. 10.20-21: un @Oovepaic éx Oewv/petatooniong émkvooatev. Even though phthonerais obviously modifies
metatropiais in the Greek, in order to render the sense more clearly I have translated it as if it were modifying theon.
This is, in any case, the point that Pindar is making.
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the hero, and it is apparent that the polis as a whole benefits from the “changes of fortune”

wrought by Heracles.

A few lines later, the universal aspect of this celebration is even clearer —and indeed

even more clearly epinician (HF 781-88):

Tounv’ @ otepavagpodpet, Ismenus, deck yourself with garlands,
Eeotal 0 émttamtvAov OAewg And raise a choral dance, polished
avaxopevoat dyviad, streets of the seven-gated city.

Algra 0" & kaaAAppéeBoc, Come, beautifully-flowing Dirce,

oUv U Acwmiadeg koL, 785 And with you the daughters of Asopus,
TatEog VOwE Pate ALTtoLOL TLVAOLOOL, Leave your father’s water to sing,
Nopegat, tov HoakAéouvg Nymphs, in harmony, of Heracles’
KaAAVIKOV dyova. gloriously triumphant struggle.

Perhaps the most striking feature of these lines is the series of imperatives the chorus delivers.
The addressees—the Ismenus, the streets of the city, the Dirce, and the daughters of Asopus—
represent the city as a whole, a metonymic strategy that Pindar also exploited."* According to
the chorus, Thebes must welcome Heracles with song and dance, and by bearing the crown
Heracles has bestowed upon the city. Since the subject of the song and dance will be Heracles’
kallinkos agon, it is clear that the chorus is calling for the performance of praise poetry in his
honor. The use of imperatives, implying that this act is not only desirable but indeed necessary,
is an “injunction of praise,” the sort of which are ubiquitous in Pindar’s work."> And finally, the

mention of a crown is especially suggestive, since it can only be a reference to the crowns with

114 This is obviously true of the “streets of the city”; the Ismenus and the Dirce were both bodies of water associated
with the city; and the daughters of Asopus include Thebe, after whom the city is named (cf. Pi. Isth. 8.15-20). Pindar
and other poets frequently used Dirce to refer “metonymically” to the entire city of Thebes. Cf. Pi. Ol. 10.85; Bond, ed.
1981, p. 272; Daniel Berman, “Dirce at Thebes,” Greece & Rome 54 (2007): pp. 21-24.

115 Cf. above, pp. 127-128; Bundy, 1962, pp. 54-59; Kurke, 1991, pp. 97-107.
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which victors were rewarded at the Olympic games, and we know from Pindar that the
“bearing of the crown” (i.e. stephanophoria) was often an integral part of epinician celebration.!'®
Hence, what the chorus imagines is unmistakably akin to the komos that would greet athletic
victors in their home cities, and the strophe is a typical epinician demand that a local hero be

received with celebratory praise.

Moreover, the chorus here does not simply call for the celebration and praise of
Heracles’ victory: it also explains why this is a necessary recompense for the great benefit he has
conferred on the Thebes. We know that victors would often dedicate their crowns to their home
cities upon their arrival.'” As Kurke has argued, this act symbolized the transferal of kudos from
victor to polis, a major boon for the city as a whole.!”® Pindar frequently refers to this
simultaneous sharing of crown and kudos, and he does so in order to both encourage and justify
the accordance of poetic praise to the victor.”” Within this epinician framework, “[t]he city
‘receives’ the kudos...and the individual ‘receives’ praise from everyone, but first and foremost

from his fellow citizens.”'® In other words, Pindar proposes a straightforward dynamic of

116 Cf, e.g. Ol. 8.9-10, in which the the komos and the stephanophoria occur simultaneously: dAA” @ [Tiocag eddevdgov
e’ AA@pe@ AA0OG,/TOVOE KWHOV Kol OTeEPavapogiav déEat.

117 William J. Slater, “Nemean One: The Victor’s Return,” in Greek Poetry and Philosophy: Studies in Honor of Leonard
Woodbury, ed. Douglas E. Gerber (Chico, 1984), p. 245 (and fn 24); Kurke, 1993, p. 140.

118 Cf. above, p. 128; Kurke, 1991, pp. 203-09; 1993, pp. 137-41.

119 Kurke, 1991, pp. 203-09. Among other sources, Kurke cites Pindar’s Ol. 4.8-12; Ol. 5.1-8; Pyth. 12.4-6; and Isth. 1.10-
12

120 Eadem, p. 209.
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reciprocity between victor and polis—kudos in exchange for poetic praise—and this is precisely

what the chorus suggests must take place in Thebes.

The end of the strophe represents this dynamic of reciprocity in an even more concrete

manner, claiming for Heracles the honor of having restored the original Theban dynasty (HF

792-97):
abEet 12! evyaOel kKeAADW Exalt my city, my walls,
EUaV TIOALY, EHa TElXT), with a cheerful cry,
Znagtwv tva yévog épave where the race of Sown-men
XoAkaomidwv Adxog, 6¢ yav 795 appeared, a bronze-shielded host
TEKVWV TEKVOLC PETAUEPEL, that delivers this land to its children’s children,
Onpaic tegdv pac. a sacred light for Thebes.

Heracles” defeat of Lycus, then, is not merely another one of his labors. Rather, it symbolizes the
return of the descendants of Cadmus—Thebes” “sacred light” —to their rightful place. Once
again, Heracles’ benefaction is stressed, and the communal celebration and praise of Heracles is
required as compensation for his work on behalf of the entire city. Euripides’ chorus not only
mimics Pindar’s language,'? they also adopt his poetic and rhetorical strategy.’?® In so doing,
they appear to resolve the problem of Heracles” acceptance in the contemporary polis through
the performance of epinician poetry and the application of epinician principles. Freed of stasis,

Thebes can now properly welcome its hero.

121 Following Bond’s editorial correction of fi€et’, which “must be corrupt” (1981, p. 275). The subjects here are
actually “the Pythian rock” and the muses (HF 790-91), though given the context it is obvious that they are to join in
the general celebration that reverberates throughout Thebes.

122 E.g. stephanophorei and kallinikon agona.

123 Bond, ed., 1981, 272, notes the “encomiastic use of geography, of which there is much in Pindar,” though in his
analysis of the passage he does not go beyond this basic enumeration of epinician elements.
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A new crisis, or,

How Athens saves the day: epinician reciprocity and Heracles” integration in the polis

As the third stasimon comes to a close with one final, celebratory stanza,'** one gets the
sense that the chorus might make good on their claim to “never stop” singing Heracles’ praises
(HF 673-75). Alas, a rude interruption awaits them. Just as they are wrapping up the final
antistrophe of their encomium, darkness, in the form of Iris and Lyssa, rises above the stage (HF
815-21). Madness descends on the hero and turns him against his family (HF 875 ff.). His wife
and children are, of course, no match for Heracles” bow and club, both of which he uses to great
effect. Amphitryon alone survives the onslaught, only thanks to Athena, who arrives and

knocks Heracles unconscious.!2

Many attempts have been made to explain the motives behind Heracles” downfall, 2 but

the grounds that Iris specifically enumerates are ultimately the most credible (HF 840-42):

YV pév tov "Hoag oldg €01’ avt xoAog, 840 That he may know the depth of Hera’s anger,
HAaOn) O TOV EUov- 1) Oeot pLev ovdAUOD, and so he may learn mine; for the gods will be

124 The third antistrophe (HF 798-814) continues to develop the encomiastic themes developed throughout the first
five stanzas, referring to Heracles” divine heritage, his strength (HF 806: dAxav), and his victory over Cerberus.

125 The scene is described by a messenger: HF 910-1015.

126 For surveys of early explanations of Heracles’ madness, see Bond, ed., 1981, pp. xix-xxii. More recently, scholars
have tended to emphasize one of the two explanations provided by Iris (i.e. Hera’s anger or the gods’ desire to show
their superiority): cf. e.g. Foley, 1985, p. 192; M.S. Silk, “Heracles and Greek Tragedy,” Greece & Rome 32 (1985): p. 17;
Halleran, 1986, pp. 177-78; Hartigan, 1987; Yunis, 1988, p. 151; Justina Gregory, Euripides and the Instructions of the
Athenians (Ann Arbor, 1991), p. 136. In a slight variation of this theme, Griffiths, 2002, has posited an innovative
though ultimately unconvincing argument, namely that Heracles is punished for his “capture of Kerberos [which]
threatens to destroy the fundamental basis of human/divine interaction, namely mortality” (p. 650).
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T OvnTa O €otal peydAa, pr) 06vTog diknv. held of no account, and mortals considered
great, if he does not suffer.

The first reason is relatively straightforward: Hera is angry because Heracles is the illegitimate
child of her philandering husband Zeus. The second reason—that Heracles” punishment will
serve as a lesson to mortals—is somewhat more complex. On the surface, there is no obvious
reason that the gods should be threatened by Heracles” prowess; great hero that he is, Heracles
is nevertheless destined to die. Laura Swift, however, has recently made a crucial observation
that both helps explain the gods” reasoning and connects this episode to the epinician apparatus
of the play: as she points out, the epinician odes of the first half of the play are, in their “lack of
moderation,” an inflammatory element; by assimilating Heracles to a god, the chorus paves his

road to ruin.!?”

On the one hand, this observation reaffirms the importance of epinician poetry within
the Heracles, for we see that the values of the genre are relevant even during the tragic crisis
which threatens Heracles” identity as a hero worthy of celebration. As Iris suggests, epinician
praise is not enough to secure for Heracles his proper place in the polis; epinician moderation is
just as necessary. The divine backlash against the chorus’ lack of epinician moderation creates

doubts about the role that the genre is to play in the tragedy, and raises the need for a

127 Swift, 2010, p. 149. I discuss the excessive nature of the chorus’ praise in the second stasimon above on p. 151; Swift
(pp. 147-49) notes that all three choral stasima contain elements of this excess. The fact that Heracles later cites Hera’s
phthonos (HF 1309: @Oovovoa) as the cause of his madness seems to confirm Swift’s hypothesis.
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reaffirmation of these epinician values. As it turns out, this reaffirmation can only be provided

by Theseus, who arrives shortly thereafter and offers to bring Heracles to Athens.

Scholars have either failed to connect this pivotal episode to the epinician framework
that dominates the first half of the tragedy, or have underestimated the extent to which
Theseus’ reasoning recalls epinician ideology. For Swift, in fact, the outcome of the tragedy
actually “undermines epinician values,”'?® since when Athens accepts Heracles into the polis, the
“political overtones [of the genre] are effaced...and the emphasis is on the role of the
community to protect individuals, rather than their capacity to glorify it.”'? This argument,
however, overlooks the fact that Theseus brings Heracles to Athens precisely because the polis
stands to gain by its association with the hero—just as Pindar suggests—and that he uses
epinician language to make this point. In this light, the ideals of epinician poetry appear very

much alive in this tragic Athens.

It is worth looking more closely at the final episode of the tragedy, for in it we see
Heracles once again at risk of exclusion from the modern polis, but with Athens now able to
provide appropriate recompense for his earlier heroic deeds. Following an ample period of
lamentation by the chorus, Amphitryon, and finally Heracles (HF 1016-1162), Theseus arrives

on-stage to find Heracles covering his face in shame. Theseus learns of the murders from

128 Eadem, p. 151.

129 Eadem, p. 156. See also Gregory, 1991, pp. 141-49, who argues more generally (and with no reference to epinician
poetry) that Euripides creates out of Heracles a hero who fits more easily with the anti-individualist ideals of
democratic Athens.
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Amphitryon (HF 1178-95) and commands Heracles to desist from hiding (HF 1214-15). Heracles,
however, is inclined to die (HF 1241), and in a somewhat surprising defense of this desire he
notes that it is not simply the death of his children, but rather his life-long suffering that is

driving him to suicide (HF 1255-78).

The situation in which he finds himself is eerily familiar, and appears to take us full
circle to the beginning of the play. Even though Theseus recognizes that Heracles is a
“benefactor to mortals,” (HF 1252: evegyétng Pootoiot) the hero can justifiably echo
Amphitryon’s earlier lament'** and respond that “mortals do not help me at all” (HF 1253: oi &’
ovdev w@eAovot ple]). This lack of reciprocity is exemplified by the universal exile which

Heracles fears awaits him (HF 1281-88):

Tk O dvdyxrng g téd"- 00T Epaic @iiaig I've come to this point of need; it is not holy
Onpaic évoucetv dotov- v d¢ kal Hévw, For me to live in my beloved Thebes; even if I
€g moloVv LeQOV 1) TavTyveLv @iAwv did stay, to which temple or group of friends
el’; o0 Yo &tag eDTEOOTYOQOUG EXw. would I go? For my curse is not easy to address.
AAN Agyoc EABw; Mg, émel peVvyw matoav; 1285  Might I go to Argos? But how, an exile from my
@£Q" AAN Ec AAANY O] TV’ OpUTOW TOALY; own land? Then to what other city shall I turn?
kameld vmoPAemwped’ we Eyvwopévoy, When recognized I shall be held in suspicion,
YAOoOMNG TKEOIG kévtoolot tkAndovyxovuevolt: and pricked by the bitter spurs of men’s words.

Just as Heracles” family was cast out from Thebes at the start of the play, so too does the hero
now find himself beyond the city walls and without a home. The cause this time is different—
Heracles” “curse” and pollution rather than Lycus’ tyranny —but the result is fundamentally the

same: rather than receiving praise and acceptance, Heracles will be banished and subject to

130 HF 222-26; see above pp. 137-138.
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insults. Moreover, just as Amphitryon had pointed out earlier, this problem exists not only in
Thebes but in all of Greece. Little has changed with respect to the beginning of the play: the
hero will receive no compensation for his toils, and the respect for epinician values in this

contemporary world again appears lacking.

Were the play to end here, without any further reference to epinician poetry, one might
be tempted to agree with arguments that the Heracles ultimately rejects or depoliticizes epinician
values. But Theseus” analysis of the situation is quite different from Heracles’, and indeed he
revives the idea of reciprocity in a manner that recalls Pindar’s poetry and the chorus’ earlier
ruminations. The first hint of Theseus’ attitude comes directly after his arrival with a band of
Athenian youths (koroi). Unaware of the massacre that has just occurred, he declares that he has
come to aid in Heracles’ battle against Lycus, in order to “give recompense” (HF 1169: tivwv
d’apoiBac) for his recent rescue from Hades. On the one hand, Theseus’ ignorance of the
situation and Heracles’ cowering stance cloud the argument that there is a reassertion of
epinician ideals; Heracles now hardly seems to fit the role of the epinician hero. At the same
time, however, the terms with which Theseus describes his intentions are reminiscent of both

Amphitryon’s earlier calls for amoibai, and Pindaric formulations of epinician reciprocity.’® As

131 As for example in Pyth. 2.24, in which Ixion is imagined enjoining all mortals to “repay [tinesthai] your benefactor
with gentle requitals” (tov evepyétav ayavaic apoBaic émotxopévoug tiveoBar). It is worth noting that Euripides
twice emphasizes, in this episode, the fact that Heracles is an euergetés (HF 1252, 1309).
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such, the audience is reminded that, despite his divinely inspired mishap, great debts are still

owed to Heracles.!32

A short time later, Theseus brings the notion of a widespread obligation to Heracles into
sharper focus. He does so by proposing that Heracles come to Athens, using notions of both

individual and collective reciprocity to persuade the hero to accept his offer (HF 1325-35):

OOLOUG TE dDWOW XQNUATWY T €UV UEQOG. 1325  Ishall give you a home and a share of my
possessions.

A0’ €k MoALT@V WY’ €XW TWOAS KOQOLS What I received from the citizens when I saved

dig £, Tavov Kvaolov kataktavay, the fourteen youths and killed the Cnosian bull,

ool tavTa dWow. TavToayoL dé pot xOovog I shall give these to you. In all the land precincts

Tepévn dédaoTaL TAVT ETWVOUAOTLEVOL have been given to me; and these shall be named

gé0ev TO AOLTIOV €K BROT@WV KeKANTETAL 1330  for you and will be celebrated!®® thus by mortals

Caovtog: Bavovta d’, e0T v eig Awdov HoéAng, while you live; and when you have died and
gone to Hades,

OQuolaiot Aaivoloi T é€oykapaot the whole city of Athens shall lift you up,

tipov avalel mao’ ABnvaiwv moALS. honored by sacrifices and marbled mounds.

KaAOG yag aotols otépavos EAAvwv Umo For to earn great glory among the Greeks

avde’ ¢00A0V wpeAovvtag evkAelag Tuxelv 1335 by helping a noble man is a beautiful crown

for citizens.
A number of Pindaric principles are explicitly raised in these eleven lines. Theseus’ gift of
various lands is a case of reciprocity that falls well within the range of the closed circle of
aristocratic gift-giving. Even more compellingly, Theseus asserts that the civic dimension of
reciprocity is also crucial. In fact, such reciprocity seems to be common in Athens, for the

Athenian citizens had rewarded Theseus with great honors in exchange for his heroic battle

132 Jt's true that Theseus understands the “debt” to occur within a more closed, aristocratic circle than the chorus had
previously imagined, that is to say strictly between Theseus and Heracles. But Pindar’s poetry is also replete with
references to this very type of private gift exchange (cf. Kurke, 1991, pp. 85-159), and Theseus will soon show that he
is aware of the need for a broader, civic recognition of Heracles’ actions.

133 Following Bond, ed., 1981, p. 396.
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with the Minotaur. In other words, Theseus had already received in Athens the reception that
Heracles so richly deserved in Thebes, and for the same beast-killing feats that Lycus had earlier
mocked. It is thus apparent that Theseus’ offer of honors in Athens is not simply a one-off, but

rather part of a pattern of recognition and recompense for great deeds within the polis.

The epinician tones emerge even more directly in the final four lines. The word stephanos
alone suffices to recall Pindar’s poetry. As mentioned above, the concept of the crown is tied to
epinician poetry in a number of ways, most obviously by virtue of being, quite literally, the
prize for athletic success. But the epinician crown also functions on a number of symbolic levels,
not least of which is the fact that it is the physical manifestation of the kudos with which the hero
returns, and which he shares with his polis.’* Theseus—much like Pindar’®—suggests that the
hero himself is the stephanos; that Heracles’” very essence and presence in Athens bestows this
kudos on all its citizens. But in order for Athens to gain this kudos, it will have to integrate him
into the polis and provide him with honors in return for his benefaction. Theseus thus adopts a
common epinician formulation: that the glory of an individual such as Heracles may be
refracted throughout a larger community, but that the community must first accept him into its
fold. In the world of the tragedy, then, epinician celebration is necessary on a city-wide level for
two reasons: to provide proper recompense for Heracles’ labors; and to allow the polis a share of

his kudos.

134 For more, see above pp. 153-155.
135 E.g. Pyth. 9.4.
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The epinician nature of Theseus’ offer is also borne out in the specific honors that he
guarantees. That the precincts shall be named after Heracles is an obvious boon for the hero, as
it will serve to preserve his memory in eternity; to ward off the léethe (“oblivion”) that Pindar
warned was the gravest danger for his laudandi.’* Regarding the promises of ”sacrifices” and
“marbled mounds,” scholars have pointed out that this basically amounts to the establishment
of a hero cult for Heracles.!”” Here too there is an intriguing connection to epinician poetry. As
Bruno Currie has argued, “epinician poetry was...anchored to hero cult at both ends of its
production: at the games where the victory was won, and at the victor’s city where the ode was,
most often, performed.”’® Currie suggests that the analogies between victor and hero, as
frequent in Pindar as they are in the Heracles, might be literal on a certain level; that great
achievements, combined with epinician poetry, could actually “anticipate a posthumous cult of
the laudandus.”* As such, in proposing that lands be named after Heracles, and by
establishing posthumous honors for the man he calls the “crown” of Athens, Theseus uses the
principles of epinician poetry to mediate the integration of Heracles into the Athenian polis. It
need hardly be said that Athens plays the role of a virtuous polis in the Heracles. But just as
Thebes’ sickness was manifest exclusively in Lycus’ denigration of Heracles, so too is Athens’

excellence exemplified by their acceptance of the hero.

136 See above p. 134. Cf. also Charles Segal, “Naming, Truth, and Creation in the Poetics of Pindar,” Diacritics 16
(1986¢): p. 72: “[t]he very act of naming the victor in the epinician ode overcomes the potential threat of ‘oblivion’
brought by silence.”

137 E.g. Foley, 1985, pp. 165-67, 192-95.

138 Bruno Currie, Pindar and the Cult of Heroes (Oxford, 2005), p. 58.

139 Jdem, p. 408. This concept is, in fact, argued for throughout much of Currie’s book.
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Less than a hundred lines remain after Theseus extends his invitation. In his reply, the
hero addresses a number of different topics, among which are his view of the gods and his grief
at the loss of his family.'** His acceptance of Theseus’ offer seems inevitable, but it is worth

noting the terms on which he does so (HF 1351-53):

elpLd’ €¢ MOAWVY I will come to your city,
TV 01V, XAOw Te LUolwv dwowv EXw. and I bear great thanks [charis] for your countless gifts,
atop mévwy On Hulwv Eyevodunv: though I have tasted countless troubles.

Heracles considers Theseus” offer an act of charis, a gift that is either the obligatory return of a
prior favor, or one which establishes new obligations. This idea runs through nearly every area
of Greek thought (or poetry), but the last line of the passage provides a definitively epinician
flavor to Heracles” formulation.'*! Heracles conceives of the “countless gifts” he will receive
from Theseus and Athens as proper compensation for the “countless troubles” he has
undergone. This recognition of the charis he has earned mirrors Pindaric formulations, such as

when the poet notes that it is “not with an un-toiled heart...that he [i.e. the laudandus] asks for

140 Scholars have interpreted Heracles” response in a number of different ways, focusing variously on his puzzling
analysis of the divine sphere (puzzling because he appears “call into question the fundamental presuppositions of the
plot” —Lawrence, 1998, p. 129) and on his true motivations in deciding to live. For more on these questions, the
complexity of which makes a discussion here impossible, cf. Halleran, 1986; Michelini, 1987, pp. 267 ff.; Yunis, 1988,
pp. 155 ff.; Lawrence, 1998; Papadopoulou, 2005, pp. 173 ff.

141 While his use of atar might indicate that a new, unrelated thought is being introduced, Euripides” anaphoric use of
murion belies that interpretation, and suggests we must consider the two lines to be completely connected. See the
note ad loc. in Bond, ed., 1981, p. 404.
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charis.” ¥ In short, Heracles understands perfectly the purpose and intrinsic benefits of epinician

mediation.

As he wraps up his acceptance speech, Heracles dwells on the question of whether he
should take his weapons. Holding them before the audience, he imagines them reminding him
of the murderous role they have just played (HF 1380-81). Nevertheless, he decides he cannot be
deprived of the weapons with which he accomplished “the noblest of deeds in Greece” (HF
1383: tax ka&AAoT EEémpoal’ év ‘EAAGdL). He does so specifically in order that he not “die
shamefully” (HF 1384: aioxows Odvw), under the power of his enemies. The use of aischros here
is important, for it confirms that, despite Heracles’ travails, his reputation is still of great import.
It is on account of this that he brings “the symbol[s] of his arete”!*3 with him to Athens, the one

polis that can guarantee a reception worthy of his fame.

142 Nem. 10.30-31: 000" apoxOw kapdia... magatteitat xaowv. Here the victor (Theaeus of Argos) is praying for charis
from Zeus, but the point is the same: charis can only be given as a result for toil. Cf. Bonnie MacLachlan, The Age of
Grace: Charis in Early Greek Poetry (Princeton, 1993), p. 90.

143 Chalk, 1962, p. 14. Kamerbeek, 1966, p. 6, makes the same point. Contra see Dunn, 1997, pp. 96-101.
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5. Conclusions: A Contrast of Receptions in Euripides’ Two Athens

Epinician in the Heracles: some conclusions

Throughout the Heracles, Euripides examines the twin problems of heroic glory and the
communal recompense it is due, and he does so with a backdrop that is consistently epinician.
These questions are of such import in the play that they are the focus of not one, but two
different tragic crises. In the first part of the play, the possibility of praise for Heracles is
blatantly rejected by the tyrant Lycus, an attitude that is the fundamental expression of Thebes’
stasis. Against Lycus stand the chorus and Amphitryon, both of whom consistently describe
Heracles as a prototypical epinician hero, and both of whom insist that he has earned a certain
civic reciprocity. The chorus, in particular, describes the relationship between the hero and his
polis, or indeed the world as a whole, in terms that are unmistakably epinician: poetic praise is
described as the only way to both recognize and compensate Heracles” heroic travails, and the
whole city of Thebes is called on to participate in an epinician komos. Yet the polis, as
represented by Lycus, has failed to do so. Heracles” victory over Lycus seems to resolve this
problem, as the city of Thebes, now led by the chorus, appears ready to give him the praise and

reception he deserves.

Nevertheless, the interference of the gods makes this impossible, and Heracles’
integration into a contemporary polis is once again endangered. Theseus resolves this second

crisis, and just like the chorus before him, he does so under the guise of epinician principles:
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Athens will welcome Heracles; it will accord him the honors he has earned; and in so doing, the
city will earn a share of the glory and kudos that Heracles brings with him. In other words,
Athens and Heracles will enact the very same dynamic that Pindar is ever at pains to encourage
and cultivate. In the end, epinician poetry and principles earn the redemption that Heracles
himself does; the genre’s search for and discovery of a place in the contemporary polis mimics

that of the hero.

Epinician in Athens: a different story

In the world of the tragedy, the reliance on epinician principles in order to accomplish
the integration of Heracles into Athenian society seems perfectly natural, perhaps even
inevitable given the constant references to the genre. In many ways, however, this tragic
acceptance of epinician poetry and values is at odds with the genre’s reception in the Athens of
Euripides” audience. To be sure, a great many Athenians were familiar with Pindar’s epinician
odes.'* But there is evidence that democratic Athens was particularly reluctant to welcome
athletic victors in the celebratory manner that Pindar prescribed, or indeed to view them so

favorably as to consider them “crowns” for the city. Moreover, there is compelling evidence that

144 On this question, please see the Introduction, pp. 30-34.
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suggests that the question of whether or how to do so was of particular relevance in the specific

period in which the Heracles was produced.#

The traditional view has long been that democratic Athens was naturally “hostile” to
epinician poetry.¢ The basis for this argument generally rests on the relative dearth of epinician
odes composed on behalf of Athenian victors,'¥” on the supposition that all of these may have
been composed before 486 BCE, !¢ on the fact that no Athenian is mentioned by Pindar after the
radicalizing reforms of Ephialtes in the late 460s BCE,'* and on a Thucydidean passage which
shows Alcibiades lamenting the unfair reception that greeted his Olympic victory at home.!*

Various motives have been adduced to explain this apparent indifference to athletic victors,

145 Te. c. 415 BCE, cf. above p. 112 fn 2.

146 As espoused by C.M. Bowra, “Xenophanes and the Olympic Games,” The American Journal of Philology 59 (1938):
pp. 267-68; and H.T. Wade-Gery, Essays in Greek History (Oxford, 1958), pp. 247-52. Charles Segal, Pindar’s
Mythmaking: The Fourth Pythian Ode (Princeton, 1986a), p. 124, implicitly follows this view when he argues that
“Pindar writes for aristocratic patrons at a time when in many parts of the Greek world they are embattled against a
rising wave of democratic feeling.” And this dichotomy has been examined more recently, and in a more nuanced
manner, by Zinon Papakonstantinou, “Alcibiades in Olympia: Olympic Ideology, Sport and Social Conflict in
Classical Athens,” Journal of Sport History 30 (2003): pp. 173-82.

147 Three or four (Pi. Pyth. 7 and Nem. 2; Bacchylides 10; and Pindar’s fr. 6¢, an “Oschophoricon” of which only the
title remains). This is far fewer, especially considering the number of Athenian victors, than poleis such as Aegina (14)
or Syracuse (7 or 8). All numbers listed here are based on those presented in a helpful chart in Aloni, 2012, p. 31.

148 As expressed by Bowra, 1938, p. 268, and Mark Golden, Sports and Society in Ancient Greece (Cambridge, 1998), p.
86. Golden specifically says that “the last datable epinician” for an Athenian victor was composed in 486 BC (Pyth. 7),
but this does not include the undatable second Nemean. Aloni, 2012, p. 33, states that “[a]ll three epinicia...date back
to the early decades of the fifth century.”

149 Wade-Gery, 1958, p. 247.

150 Th. 6.16, on which more below.
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above all that Athenian democratic ideology was fundamentally incompatible with the

ostentatious celebration of an elite individual that epinician poetry entailed.!!

While these arguments are compelling, this traditional stance has been recently and
justifiably questioned by scholars such as Hornblower and Swift.!>> They note, variously, that
the three or four epinicians composed for Athenian victors, while scanty in comparison to
Aegina, are more than can be found for other major cities such as Corinth, Argos, and Sparta;'
that insofar as it is completely undatable, Pindar’s second Nemean, in honor of Timodemus of
Acharnae, may well post-date the radicalization of Athenian democracy in the 460s BCE;'>* that
epinician poetry seems to have “died out” throughout Greece a short time after Ephialtes’
reforms;'* that other, non-epinician honors were accorded to athletic victors, such as “meals at

public expense in the prytaneion”;'* and that athletes appear to have been widely admired,

151 Once again in Bowra, 1938; Segal, 1986a; and Papakonstantinou, 2003. Other ideological reasons for this aversion
have been suggested, such as the fact established cities such as Athens (or Sparta) “had little need of Pindar’s public
relations business,” cf. T.K. Hubbard, “Pindar and Athens after the Persian Wars,” in Gab es das Griechische Wunder?
Griechenland zwischen dem Ende des 6. und der Mitte des 5. Jahrhunderts v. Chr., eds. Dietrich Papenfuss and Volker
Michael Strocka (Mainz, 2001), p. 397; or, as Aloni, 2012 argues, that epinician self-promotion was generally
discouraged in cities with “’strong’ polities where civic identity prevailed over ties to genos and family” (p. 37).

152 Hornblower, 2004, pp. 247-61; Swift, 2010, pp. 106-18.

153 Swift, 2010, p. 107.

153 Hornblower, 2004, p. 248 fn 468, followed by Swift, 2010, p. 107. Hornblower (ibid.) argues that the same may be
true of OI. 8, in which the Athenian trainer Melesias is singled out for praise by Pindar. I would argue, however, that
even if Ol. 8 does post-date 460 BC, it says little about the relationship between Pindar and democratic Athens insofar
as the poem, written for the Aeginetan victor Alcimedon, was not intended for performance in front of an Athenian
audience.

15 Swift, 2010, p. 108. Swift also mentions the possibility that victors were given “cash bonuses on their return home,”
though she herself notes that, since we hear of this only from Plutarch (Sol. 23.3) and Diogenes Laertes (1.55), the
evidence “may be a retrojection of later practice” (ibid., fn 19).

15 Eadem, p. 110.
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while their training was, to some extent, publicly funded.’ In short, Hornblower and Swift
effectively show that the evidence for democratic incompatibility with epinician poetry is

problematic at best.

Nevertheless, there is still substantial reason to believe that the question of athletic
honors, and of epinician honors in particular, was a complex problem for Athens throughout
the fifth century. To begin, the existence of epinician poems for Athenian victors—whether
before or after 460 BCE—cannot be unilaterally interpreted as evidence that the city had a
completely easy relationship with the genre. The seventh Pythian, for example, was composed
for Megacles while he was in exile from Athens, and is in fact overtly critical of Athenian
attitudes towards the victory and his elite family.!® Bacchylides 10, another undatable!>
epinician written for an unknown Athenian victor, features other anomalies. In particular,
Bacchylides explicitly mentions the phulé (civic tribe) to which the victor belonged, noting that
he has “brought kudos to broad Athens and fame [doxan] to the Oeneidae.”'® This appears to be
one of only two times epinician poetry refers to the victor’s civic group, rather than his oikos or

polis.’®' On this basis, Aloni argues that the ode privileges civic institutions over family

157 Ibid. For a much more in-depth look at these questions, see Donald G. Kyle, Athletics in Ancient Athens (Leiden,
1987).

158 Cf. Pyth. 7.18-19, where, after noting the numerous athletic successes achieved by Megacles and his “forefathers”
[progonon, i.e. the Alcmaeonidae], Pindar states that he “grieve[s] at the envy with which noble deeds are repaid” (o
o axvupar/@0dvov apelBopevov T kadx égya). On this, see more below, p. 177.

1% Following Hornblower, 2004, p. 257, whose skepticism in this case seems prudent. Contra cf. Aloni, 2012, p. 33.

160 Bacch. 10.17-18: k0dog evpelaig ABavais/Onkag Otvedaig te d6Eav.

161 At Jeast in the extant odes of Pindar and Bacchylides. On the second instance, see below, p. 172.
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connections. Aloni may be going too far here, not least because the fragmentary state of the
poem prevents us from knowing with any certainty whether the victor’s family is also singled
out for praise.'2 But given the rarity of Bacchylides’ tribal reference, it is fair to believe that he is
modifying essential elements of the epinician tradition in order to conform to the peculiar civic

reality of Athenian democracy.!¢®

Pindar’s second Nemean, conversely, appears to follow epinician conventions in
repeatedly naming the victor and his family,'* and the final lines include one of the most
straightforward calls for city-wide praise that can be found in Pindar’s poetry.'®® In these ways,
it presents itself as a perfectly normal epinician ode, attempting to mediate the potentially
complex relationship between a polis and an elite victor and his family. Nevertheless, it is
difficult to call the second Nemean an obvious example of Pindar applying traditional epinician
principles within the context of Athenian democracy. Despite the call for celebration of
Timodemus by his fellow citizens, the place of performance is very much in question. Due to
the relative brevity of the poem (only twenty-five lines), Gelzer has suggested that it was

performed at Nemea on the day of Timodemus’ victory.'® Instone is doubtful that the ode was

162 Though Aloni argues (p. 33 fn 69) that it is “unlikely on the basis of the legible remnants that the verses contain
anything more than the victor’s name.”

163 Thanks are due to Prof. Jonathan Hall for his insight on this question.

164 Timodemus is named in Nem. 2.14 and 2.24; his father (Timonous) is named in 2.10; and even his offspring (2.18:
the “Timodemidai”) are singled out for praise.

165 Nem. 2.24 (on which, see also above p. 127): tév [scil. Aia], © moAtltal, kwpa&ate Tipodiuw oLV eVKAEL vooTw:
166 Thomas Gelzer, “Movoa avOryevric: Bemerkungen zu einem Typ Pindarischer und Bacchylideischer Epinikien,”
Museum Helveticum 42 (1985): p. 109.
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performed at all, but is otherwise cautious in noting that “if indeed so short an ode was
performed, [the place] must remain uncertain.”’¥ Most recently, Aloni has ingeniously
proposed that the ode was performed not in Athens proper, but in Timodemus” “rural deme” of
Acharnae,'®® which Pindar rather singles out for praise (Nem. 2.16-17) in what is the second
mention of a specific civic group in lieu of the oikos or polis. In short, there is no consensus on
the question of where—or even if —the second Nemean was performed. But what is certain is
that Nemean 2 is another case in which traditional epinician motifs are elided in a concession to

Athenian civic institutions.

In summary, the difficulties presented by each of these Athenian epinicians precludes
any firm conclusions on the “compatibility” between Athens and epinician poetry, but they do
suggest that the genre’s status in the city was peculiar. Non-literary evidence also suggests that
the relationship between Athens and Olympic victors was complicated. For instance, unlike
other Greek poleis, Athens did not permit statues of athletic victors —another type of “epinician

commemoration”'®—to be erected in the agora.””’ Similarly, Athens stood out in the fifth

167 Stephen Instone, ed., Pindar: Selected Odes (Warminster, 1996), pp. 144-45.

168 Aloni, 2012, pp. 34-35.

169 Jdem, p. 25. For more on victory statues, cf. RR.R. Smith, “Pindar, Athletes, and the Early Greek Statue Habit,” in
Pindar’s Poetry, Patrons, and Festivals: From Archaic Greece to the Roman Empire, eds. Simon Hornblower and Catherine
Morgan (Oxford, 2007), pp. 83-136.

170 Currie, 2005, p. 145; Swift, 2010, p. 110; Aloni, 2012, p. 27. The ancient evidence regarding the lack of statues is
admittedly scant, and consists essentially of a contrast made by Lycurgus between Athens and other cities in which
one “will find [statues] of athletes erected in the agora,” while the Athenians reserve this right for “generals and the
tyrant-killers” (Lyc. 1.51: ebprjoete 8¢ mapax HeV Tolg AAAOLS €V TALS ayooaic aBANTAg dvakelévoug, a” ULV dE
oTEATIYOUG AyaBolg Kat ToUG TOV TVPAVVOV ATOKTEIVAVTAG.).
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century for its reluctance to heroize “historical persons,”'”! one of the potential aspirations of
epinician poetry. Finally, there is evidence of remarkable hostility among Athens towards the
breeding of horses for athletic competition (hippotrophia),'”? the very activity Pindar sees as the

most worthy of his epinician praise.'”?

All of this evidence dates from the fifth century, and it suggests that the place of athletics
in Athens was sensitive, at least compared to other Greek cities.!” Moreover, there is reason to
believe that these complexities had come to the foreground right around the time of Euripides’
Heracles. In particular, Alcibiades Olympic victory in chariot racing in 416 BCE!”> seems to have
generated a certain amount of hostility towards him among the Athenian populace. Certainly
this was due in no small part to the extravagant nature of Alcibiades” Olympic delegation and
subsequent victory celebration—a celebration that included an epinician ode which was said to
be written by Euripides himself.”® But it is meaningful that Andocides specifically laments that

Alcibiades had sought to present himself as “having crowned the city” (Andoc. 4.31:

71 Currie, 2005, p. 146.

172 Hornblower, 2004, pp. 250-51. Hornblower introduces as evidence of “the antipathies which horse-
breeding...could generate” (p. 250) two ostraka inscribed with the words “Megacles son of Hippocrates the horse-
breeder” (SEG 46.84 MEI'AKAEL HITTTIOKPATOX HITTTIOTPO®OY). This is, of course, the same Megacles whom
Pindar praises in Pyth. 7 for his victories in equestrian events. See also Th. 6.15 on Athenian suspicions regarding
hippotrophia.

173 Kurke, 1991, pp. 185-87.

174 Some scholars have recently questioned this assertion —see esp. David M. Pritchard, Sport, Democracy and War in
Classical Athens (Cambridge, 2013). Nevertheless, the case of Alcibiades” Olympic victory, which I discuss here below,
confirms that the relationship between Athenian victors and the polis could become very problematic indeed.

175 On the date of this victory, cf. Simon Hornblower, A Commentary on Thucydides vol. 3 (Oxford, 2008), p. 343.

176 T discuss the Euripidean epinician in some detail below. Concerning the delegation and other aspects of the
celebration, see esp. Andocides 4.25-32, and especially, David Gribble, “Alcibiades at the Olympics: Performance,
Politics, and Civic Ideology,” Classical Quarterly 62 (2012): pp. 45-71.
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ote@avwkwe v moAwv) with his Olympic success. If this assertion is at all accurate,'”” it
shows first of all that Alcibiades attempted to leverage his Olympic victory in exactly the way
that epinician poetry was wont to do, and secondly that this attempt was received with some

resentment by his fellow citizens.

Confirmation of this dynamic is provided by Alcibiades” own description of Athenian
attitudes toward athletic victors at the end of the fifth century, as relayed by Thucydides (Th.
6.16.1-3):

Kal moorkel Hot paAAov €téowv, @ ABnvaiol, doxewv (&vaykn yoao €vtevBev
ap&aoBay, émedn pov Nikiag kabrjbato), kai d&log Gpa vopilw eivat.ov yag mégt
ETUPRONTOG ELHL TOIG HEV TTQOYOVOLS OV Kol EoL dOEav pépel TaDTa, TN 0& maTEdL Kal
w@eAiav. ot Yoo ‘EAANvec kat vmég dvvauy pellw MUV v oAV Evopoav t@ EUe
dwamgemet g OAvumiale Oewplag, TEdTeQOV EATIILOVTES ATV KatamemoAeunoOat,
dLOTL dopata pev EMTa Kabnka, 6oa ovdelc Tw LTS TEOTEQOVY, Eviknoa d¢ Kal
0eUTEEOC Kal TETAQTOG EYEVOUNV Kal TAAAX &EIWS TS VIKNG MAQETKELATAUNV. VOUW
HEV YAQ TLUT] T& TOLAXDTA, €K O& TOL OQWHEVOL Kat dVVALS dua TToVoELTaL. kat 6oa ad
&v T moAeL xoonylaug 1 aAAw tw AapmeUvopat Toig eV aotoig @Boveltat @UoEl,
mEOC ¢ Tovg EEvoug Kkal altn loxUg @aivetat kat ovk axonotog 10" 1) avoia, 6¢ av
TOIG DI0LG TEAETL UT) EAVTOV LOVOV AAAX KAl TV TTOALY W@EAT).

Athenians, it is both more suitable for me to rule than others (indeed it is necessary that I
begin here, since Nicias has attacked me), and I also believe myself to be worthy of doing
so. For I am derided for those very things which bring both honor to me and my
forebears, and a benefit to my fatherland. For the Greeks, when before they hoped our
city was beaten down by war, thought it to be even more powerful than it is because of
the magnificence of my performance at the Olympic games, both because I entered seven
chariots in the competition, a number no private citizen had ever before managed, and
because I placed first, second and fourth and provided all things worthy of my victory. In
custom such things are honorable, and from their performance one derives the
appearance of power. And the ways in which I have distinguished myself in the city,

177 The authenticity of this speech has often been doubted, but even if it was written at a later date, it seems that its
author took great care to present accurate historical details and to create an atmosphere that was compatible with the
presumed late fifth-century context: cf. David Gribble, “Rhetoric and History in [Andocides] 4, Against Alcibiades,”
Classical Quarterly 47 (1997): pp. 367-91.
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whether by supplying choruses or otherwise, are at once a natural source of envy to my
fellow citizens, while to foreigners they appear a strength. And such folly is not useless,
when someone by private means benefits not only himself but also his city.

Alcibiades makes a number of points in this passage, including the rather bold assertion that he
is especially worthy of exercising power. Naturally, he must justify such a statement, and it his
striking to see that his justification is strewn with epinician elements.'”® The most obvious of
these epinician elements is the ample narration of his Olympic conquests, victories that would
have been the very sort that epinicians were made to praise and which, furthermore, he appears

to see as a basis for his place of privilege in the polis.'”

Other points are even more epinician in tone. On an ideological level, we have seen that
Pindaric poetry regularly presents the notion that Olympic success generates glory for the
victor, his family,® and his polis.!®! This is precisely what Alcibiades does when he claims that
his victories “bring both honor to me and my forebears, and a benefit to my fatherland.”
Although it is “rare to find all three—victor, city and family —mentioned” in such quick

succession in epinician odes, it is certainly not unheard of.'®? Indeed, we find a similar

178 On the question of whether or not Thucydides was familiar with epinician poetry, cf. Hornblower, 2004, pp. 57-59.
179 Hornblower, 2008, p. 343. This is of course also reflected in Andoc. 4.31.

180 Including one’s forefathers. Cf. Pi. OI. 14.20-24, and esp. the fine analysis of this and other passages provided by
Charles Segal, “Messages to the Underworld: An Aspect of Immortalization in Pindar,” The American Journal of
Philology 106 (1985): pp. 199-212.

181 While Thucydides uses a term —ophelia (assistance, advantage) —that is decidedly un-epinician, it is clear from its
juxtaposition with doxa, and from the fact that it endows the city with the appearance of power, that the “advantage”
Alcibiades claims to confer upon Athens is an enhanced reputation.

182 Kurke, 1991, p. 203; cf. Pi. Isth. 3.9-16, in which the victor Melissos (vv. 9-11), his hometown of Thebes (vv. 12-13).
and his family (vv. 14-16) are all conferred a share of glory by Pindar’s ode; or OI. 5.5-8, in which oikos and polis are
both celebrated in short succession. (These passages are discussed in Kurke, 1991, pp. 202-04.)
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formulation in Bacchylides 10, in which the poet equates the stephanos with which the Athenian
victor has crowned himself (10.16), the kudos he has won for Athens (10.17), and the doxa he has
brought the Oeneidae (10.18). The difference is that Bacchylides emphasizes the victor’s
connection to a civic group, while Alcibiades still focuses on his own family associations. In
other words, where Bacchylides adjusts the tone of his ode to fit the political community for
which he is composing, Alcibiades retains the more standard epinician trifecta of

victor/oikos/polis, but notes that there has been little appreciation of his benefaction.

Alcibiades then moves on to discuss his generosity in local liturgies. This is apparently
beyond the realm of epinician, which typically restricted its focus to the glory gained from
athletic victory. But Alcibiades” mention of the phthonos he inspires cannot help but recall, once
again, Pindar’s poetry, since the fact that success often engendered phthonos is one of Pindar’s
main concerns.'® Alcibiades then returns to the point with which he began: that his actions
benefit the city (ten polin opheléi). The notion that he is obviously advancing is that the phthonos
which Athenians reserve for him is totally unwarranted on account of the great advantages he
provides Athens. In so doing, he mimics Pindar, who time and again stresses the civic benefits

his victors provide in order to “defus|e] the phthonos of his fellow citizens.” 8

The crux of Alcibiades” comments is that he is reviled for the very deeds which most

become him, and he notes that this outcome is only natural (phusei). A similar point is made by

183 Eadem, esp. pp. 195-209. And cf. above, pp. 126-127.
184 Eadem, p. 209.
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Pindar in his ode dedicated to Megacles, the exiled Athenian victor who was also one of
Alcibiades’ forefathers (both were Alcmaeonidae): “I grieve at the envy with which noble deeds
are repaid” (Pyth. 7.18-19: 10 d" axvupat/@Oovov apepouevov ta kada €oyoa). Much like
Thucydides” Alcibiades, albeit in an unsurprisingly more subtle manner, Pindar suggests that
phthonos is a natural, almost inevitable reaction to all types of kala erga. The fact that Megacles
was in exile at the time of the ode suggests that Pindar’s formulation essentially doubles as a
condemnation of Athens’ failure to reciprocate its benefactors. Some seventy years later, it
would appear that this problem still existed. While it is unwise to see Athens’ aversion to
athletic success and epinician poetry as rigid and intractable—Alcibiades was, after all, quite
successful in the realm of Athenian politics—it nevertheless seems true that the city had a

difficult relationship with its Olympic victors.

Such is the general context in which we must understand Euripides’ Heracles and its
constant references to epinician poetry. This survey of the reception of athletic victors and
epinician poetry in Athens shows some contrasts with the image of the genre that is transmitted
by Euripides’ tragedy. While Athenian attitudes towards the epinician commemoration of elite
victors were ambivalent at best, and hostile at worst, in the Heracles this type of celebration is
posed not only as proper, but indeed as a mark of a good polis. Conversely, the rejection of
epinician ideals, the symptom of Thebes’ tragic stasis, appears to have been common in Athens,
perhaps even widespread. The Heracles thus promotes the epinician genre in a way that appears
fundamentally discordant with the way his audience perceived the place of the genre in the
polis. In so doing, the tragedy questions Athenian attitudes towards outstanding individuals
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such as Heracles or Alcibiades, and it appears particularly critical of the place to which

epinician was relegated in the polis.

Such criticism is notable in its own right, but it is made even more striking by the final
piece of epinician evidence that can be dated to the fifth century: fragments of a poem written in
honor of Alcibiades” victory, and attributed in antiquity to none other than Euripides. This is
the only epinician from the classical era of which we have any knowledge after Pindar’s death
in 446 BCE.'® Euripides” authorship, although it has been contested by some scholars,!® should

be considered probable.!s” As such, the remaining lines constitute a unique piece of evidence in

185 Swift, 2010, p. 108.

186 Most recently by Lowe, 2007, p. 176, though his arguments against authenticity are brief and confined to a section
of a footnote (fn 30).

187 For the longest argument in favor of authenticity, cf. C.M. Bowra, “Euripides’ Epinician for Alcibiades,” Historia:
Zeitschrift fiir Alte Geschichte 9 (1960): pp. 68-79. Other scholars who regard the Euripidean attribution as secure
include Denys Page, ed., Poetae Melici Graeci (Oxford, 1962), p. 391; Nagy, 1990, p. 187; Papakonstantinou, 2003, p.
175; Hornblower, 2004, pp. 28, 56-58. Many scholars do not contest the attribution but remain essentially non-
commital, e.g. Swift, 2010, pp. 115-16; Aloni, 2012, p. 36. Our fragments of the ode for Alcibiades come from two later
authors, Plutarch, who quotes it twice (Dem. 1; Alc. 11), and Athenaeus, who cites it once (Deipnosophistae 1.5.10-11).
Plutarch expresses some doubt about the authorship in one instance, referring to “the author...of the encomium for
Alcibiades, whether it was Euripides, as most believe, or someone else” (Dem. 1: O pév yodag to...eic AAkiBLadnv
gykwpov, elit’ Evoumidng wg 6 moAvg koatet Adyog, el0” €tepog Tig 1v). But on the other occasion, in which he
quotes the ode more fully, he expresses no such reservations (Alc. 11.3: Aéye1 8’6 Evoumtidng), and the same is true of
Athenaeus, who merely notes that “Euripides wrote an epinician” for Alcibiades’” victory in the chariot race (Deipn.
1.5.10-11: Evoumidng éyoapev émvikiov). On balance then, out of three citations we have two unequivocal statements
of Euripidean authorship and one tepid endorsement of it, and we also know that Euripidean authorship was widely
believed around 100 AD (Plutarch tells us this much). While such late attributions are not irrefutable evidence that
Euripides did in fact write the ode for Alcibiades, they nevertheless point in that direction. Additionally, Bowra,
1960, has identified several stylistic points in the remaining lines of the ode that confirm Euripidean authorship.
While the sample size of the poetic affinities is, in my opinion, too small to serve as definitive proof of any sort, there
is a third argument for authenticity that has not yet, to my knowledge, been made. To wit, insofar as the very
purpose of commissioning an epinician ode was to bolster one’s reputation, it seems exceedingly likely that
Alcibiades would have hired a poet of great repute. While Euripides is certainly not the only such poet active in
Athens at this time, he was certainly one of a select few. And if another famous poet, say for example Agathon, had
written these lines, it seems unlikely that later generations would have so broadly attributed the ode to Euripides
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an attempt to establish the specific cultural context of the Heracles and its epinician tones (E.
Epinician for Alcibiades fr. 1):

oe & ayapay,

@ KAewiov mat- kaAov a vika,

KaAAoTov &', O unftic dAdog ‘EAAGvawv,

AQUATL TOWTA DQAELY Kal deVTeQa Kl TolTa<Tor>,

prival v amovnti Atog ote@Oévt Aaiatl 5

KAQUKL FOAV TTaQad0LVALL.

I'marvel at you,

Oh son of Cleinias; victory is a beautiful thing,

but the most beautiful thing, which no other Greek has done,

is to take first, second, and third in the chariot race,

and to go effortlessly, crowned with Zeus’ olive,

and make the herald shout...

As we might expect at this point, Euripides appears to be quite familiar with the formal features
of epinician poetry. Not surprisingly, this passage is riddled with elements that are classically
epinician, such as the description and celebration of the Olympic victory and the references to
the official crowning. The mention of the herald’s cry is also a typical motif, though we are left
frustratingly ignorant of just what was called out. It could certainly be Alcibiades” name, as
Bowra argues.!$® But it could just as easily be Athens itself, which would certainly represent an

effort, on the poet’s part, to mediate the tensions inherent in the victor-polis relationship.

Whatever the subject of the herald’s call, the other surviving fragment confirms that the

victor’s polis received special mention in the ode. Plutarch gives us only another three words—

when the actual author was in fact quite well-known. Again, no definitive proof exists that Euripides composed the
epinician, but the balance of the evidence leans strongly in favor of such an attribution.
188 Bowra, 1960, p. 74
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Tav eLOOKIHOV TIOALV—but his comment about the quote help us understand their place in
Euripides” poem: “he [scil. Euripides] says that for a happy man, the most important thing is to
have ‘a well-famed city.””'® Based on this fragment, it seems certain that Euripides stressed the
specific benefit that Alcibiades had brought the city of Athens, namely to increase its fame. In so
doing, he is exploiting a traditional epinician strategy for ingratiating the victor with his fellow
citizens. What is more, he is also saying essentially the same thing as Thucydides” Alcibiades,
who emphasizes the benefits his Olympic victory had brought the city as a whole. It is
noteworthy, however, that in Thucydides” analysis of the situation, the ill-will felt towards
Alcibiades in Athens persisted, and was in fact quite widespread. It would seem that the

epinician mediation attempted by Euripides and Alcibiades was not wholly successful.

There are striking congruities, both poetic and chronological, between the Heracles
(produced around or shortly after 415 BCE) and this epinician fragment (presumably composed
in 416 BCE). One could potentially read the tragedy as a response to Athens’ lack of
appreciation for Alcibiades” victory and by extension Euripides’ epinician for him. Alas, the
complete lack of evidence of any sort on this question makes such an argument difficult to make
and impossible to prove. But some conclusions may be drawn. First of all, the fact that
Euripides produced a tragedy with such obvious epinician overtones within just a few years of

his composition of the only known epinician ode of the period suggests that the genre was, at

189 Plut. Dem.1: gnot xonvat t@ evdai{povt mEwtov DTTAQEaL “Tav TOALY eVdOKLUOV-”
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this time, one of particular interest for the tragedian. Second, we see that in both cases,
Euripides’ stance on the genre, so to speak, is at odds with that of many Athenians, and this too
is noteworthy: at the very least, Euripides seems to problematize mainstream notions about the
relevance (or lack thereof) of epinician poetry in Athens, and he thus challenges popular
concerns about extraordinary Olympic victors such as Alcibiades. Finally, and perhaps most
germane to the broader scope of this dissertation, the Heracles shows how Euripides’ interests in
choral lyric are directly related to the social and political questions he explores in his tragedies.
Indeed, one cannot fully understand the Heracles’ epinician tones in isolation, nor yet the
broader themes of the tragedy, for too strong a confluence exists between the issues explored by
the play and those with which epinician poetry was concerned. In the following chapter, I will
examine a similar poetic dynamic: the role of the paean in the Ion’s exploration of Athenian civic
and colonial identies. Once again, we shall see that the use of a specific genre is closely tied to
the dramatization of specific political issues, an intersection of poetics and politics that will

further demonstrate the interdepence of these aspects of Euripidean tragedy.
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Chapter Three

The Paean and Euripides’ Ion:

A Song for Athens and Ionia?

1. Ion and the Myth of Ion:

Euripides and the Fusion of Autochthonous and Ionian Bloodlines

It has long been recognized that Euripides’ Ion addresses and ultimately fuses two
different notions of Athens’ mythical origins: the myth of autochthony, according to which

Athenians were descendants of the original and earth-born inhabitants of Attica;! and the idea

! Depending on the tradition, the Athenians” mythical ancestor was known as either Erichthonios or Erechtheus.
Erichthonios/Erechtheus was said to have been born from the earth in Attica after Hephaestus’ aborted rape of
Athena resulted in the god’s semen spilling on and impregnating the earth. According to the myth, Cecrops was the
king of Attica at the time, and it was to him (or his daughters) that Athena entrusted the infant. For a reasonably
coherent version of the myth, cf. Apoll., Bibl. 3.14. On the meaning and importance of this concept in fifth-century
Athens, see Enrico Montanari, Il mito dell’autoctonia: linee di una dinamica mitico-politica ateniese (Rome, 1981); Vincent J.
Rosivach, “Autochthony and the Athenians,” Classical Quarterly 37 (1987a): pp. 294-306; Nicole Loraux, The Children of
Athena: Athenian Ideas about Citizenship and the Division between the Sexes, tr. Caroline Levy (Princeton, 1993); Loraux,
Born of the Earth: Myth and Politics in Athens, tr. Selina Stewart (Ithaca, 2000); W.R. Connor, “The Problem of Athenian
Civic Identity,” in Athenian Identity and Civic Ideology, eds. Alan L. Boegehold and Adele C. Scafuro (Baltimore, 1994),
pp. 34-44; Jonathan M. Hall, Ethnic Identity in Greek Antiquity (Cambridge, 1997), pp. 53-56.
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that the Ionian peoples of Asia Minor and the Cycladic islands shared an “ethnic” identity with
the Athenians by virtue of their common descent from Ion, son of Xouthos. Xouthos was
decidedly not Athenian, so Ion was variously connected to Athens either by his mother Creousa
(daughter of Erechtheus),> or simply because he had at one point served as their general.’
Because his Athenian bloodline could be traced solely to his mother’s side, Ion’s autochthonous
bona fides was, as Parker has noted, “precarious.”* Euripides, however, “purifies” Ion’s
bloodline by eliminating Xouthos from his lineage and replacing him with Apollo as his natural
father, all while maintaining Creousa as his autochthonous mother. The (re)construction of this

mythical genealogy lies at the very heart of the Ion.

Whether this Apolline genealogy was a Euripidean innovation or an adaptation of a less
well-known myth is still the subject of debate. Given Plato’s uncritical citation of the very same
bloodline a mere twenty-five years after the Ion was produced, I would suggest that the
tradition must have pre-dated Euripides in some form, though this evidence is hardly

unassailable.> Regardless, Euripides appears to be the first to so fully articulate this

2 This is the genealogy presented by Pseudo Hesiod fr. 10a, 20-24.

3 Hdt. 8.44.2. Regardless of the details of the Athenians” and Ionians’ shared origins, Solon’s claim that Athens was
the “oldest land of Ionia” (fr. 4a, 2: moeoPutatnv yaiav [TJaoving) makes it clear that the idea of a shared ethnicity
existed long before Euripides’ time. For more on the subject, see Noel Robertson, “Melanthus, Codrus, Neleus,
Caucon: Ritual Myth as Athenian History,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 29 (1988): pp. 201-61; W.R. Connor,
“The Ionian Era of Athenian Civic Identity,” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society 137 (1993): pp. 194-206;
Hall, 1997, pp. 42-44, 51-53.

4 Robert Parker, “Myths of Early Athens,” in Interpretations of Greek Mythology, ed. Jan Bremmer (London, 1988), p.
206.

5 Plato, Euthydemus 302d, names Apollo as Ion’s father and cites this as the reason that Athenians and Ionians
celebrate Apollo Patroos: a0t 1) énwvvopia [scil. Zeus Patroos] Tdvwv ovdevi, ovO” 6oot €k tode TG TMOAews
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http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.uchicago.edu/help/BetaManual/online/SB.html
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mythological tradition, and the fact that he does so in terms that are overtly political has
suggested to most scholars that the Ion deliberately presents a merger of two myths with the
potential to resolve, or perhaps challenge, highly charged issues of identity. But beyond these
bare facts there is little consensus. Scholars have variously seen the tragedy as an instructive
example of Athenian patriotism or as a sharp critique of Athenian nationalism, and the vast and

fertile ground between has not remained fallow.

amnklopévol eiotv ovd’ Nuiv, AAAA ATOAAWV TatE@og dix TV tov Twvog yéveowv- As H.A. Shapiro, “Apollo and
Ion on Classical Athenian Vases,” in Apolline Politics and Poetics, eds. Lucia Athanassaki, Richard P. Martin, and John
F. Miller (Athens, 2009), p. 271, points out, “[t]his does not sound like a recently invented genealogy.” On the whole,
it seems rather unlikely that Plato, who was not necessarily known for gleefully passing on the less savory
mythological innovations of the dramatic poets, would have so blithely mentioned Apollo as Ion’s father had
Euripides been the sole originator of this myth. Nevertheless, many scholars have taken the lack of extant literary
evidence of a prior tradition of Apolline paternity as evidence that Euripides’ Ion is totally innovative in this regard:
cf. Parker, 1988, p. 207, and 213 n 80; Jan N. Bremmer, “Myth as Propaganda: Athens and Sparta,” Zeitschrift fiir
Papyrologie und Epigraphik 117 (1997): p. 12; and R.D. Cromey, “Apollo Patroos and the Phratries,” L’Antiquité
Classique 75 (2006): pp. 44-45. Other scholars, relying on the (presumed) existence of the cult of Apollo Patroos in
Athens at the time, see the Jon as presenting an alternative, possibly Attic but certainly pre-existing, genealogy: cf.
D.J. Conacher, “The Paradox of Euripides’ Ion,” Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological Association 90
(1959): pp. 24-25; Anne Pippin Burnett, lon by Euripides (Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 1970), p. 1; K.H. Lee, ed., Euripides: Ion
(Warminster, 1997), p. 39; Katerina Zacharia, Converging Truths: Euripides’ Ion and the Athenian Quest for Self-Definition
(Leiden, 2003), pp. 44-45. Quite intriguingly, Shapiro, 2009, has argued that several heretofore unidentified figures
found on mid-fifth-century Attic vases are in fact Ion in the presence of Apollo, an identification which, if correct,
would essentially prove that Euripides is working with an established Attic tradition. For more on the cult of Apollo
Patroos in Athens, the foundation of which is typically dated to the 6% century BC, see Homer A. Thompson, “The
Buildings on the West Side of the Agora,” Hesperia 6 (1937): pp. 77-84, who identifies a 6t century BC structure in the
Athenian agora as a temple to Apollo Patréos; Xavier de Schutter, “Le Culte d’Apollon Patroos a Athenes,” L’Antiquité
Classique 56 (1987): pp. 103-29, who generally follows Thompson’s identification of the temple; Charles W. Hedrick
Jr., “The Temple and Cult of Apollo Patroos in Athens,” American Journal of Archaeology 92 (1988): pp. 185-210, who
notes that there are “grave problems with the standard interpretation” of the archaic temple to Apollo Patrdos and
that “even [its] existence” is not “beyond doubt” (p. 191), but who nevertheless does not dispute the Peisistratid
foundation of the cult itself. Contra, see Mark L. Lawall, “The Temple of Apollo Patroos Dated by an Amphora
Stamp,” Hesperia 78 (2009): pp. 387-403. Lawall puts forth a strong argument that the temple of Apollo Patroos in the
agora should be dated to the end of the fourth century BC, and he even doubts the existence of the cult in archaic or
classical Athens.
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One subject that has gone neglected, however, is Euripides’” use of paeans in the Ion, and
its bearing on the tragic themes. Doubtless the difficulty of approaching the topic, due not least
to the nebulous nature of the genre, has dampened enthusiasm for any analysis of this sort. But
there is ample reason to believe that such rocky terrain could bear rich fruits. To begin, paean-
songs were traditionally performed in contexts where questions of civic and colonial identity
were of central importance, and these are the same issues with which the Ion engages.
Moreover, the play contains two paeanic monodies that appear to approach, albeit in a highly
unconventional manner, these very same questions of identity. There appears to be a deep and
multifaceted connection between the civic problems that Euripides explores in the Ion, and the

lyric genre that he employs throughout this exploration.

In this chapter I examine the Ion’s paeans in order to better understand their relation to
the central questions of the play, and argue that they serve both to question the origin myths
that the play proposes, and to challenge the means by which these myths were created and
propagated. I begin by outlining the plot and mythical apparatus of the play so as to illustrate
the Ion’s emphasis on Athenian autochthony and Ionian descent, and by discussing scholarly
reactions to the tragedy’s focus on these complex questions of identity. The next and main
section of the chapter consists of an examination of the Jon’s paeans in contrast to traditional
fifth-century examples of the genre. Here, I begin with a brief overview of the genre before
moving on to an analysis of the paean Ion sings at the beginning of the play, where I emphasize
what I call the “internal dissonance” of Ion’s song. I then move on to an exploration of the texts
and contexts of five Pindaric paeans, each of which illuminates the manner in which Ion’s paean
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deviates from the audience’s expectations. Here, we shall see that paeans were frequently used
in the fifth century BCE to celebrate or propagate civic and ethnic identities and to promote
communal solidarity —the very things the Ion purports to do. Ion’s deviation from these themes
is striking, for with his paean he emphasizes his “isolation from community,”® and creates for
himself an identity the audience knows to be fictional. Ion’s song thus begins the process of
undermining the fusion and dissemination of Athenian and Ionian identities Euripides claims

to effect.

After I have fully explored the dissonance, both internal and external, of Ion’s paean, I
discuss the episodes that follow it. These scenes work to develop many themes introduced by
the ode, in particular that of Ion’s “fictional identity.” The problems with Ion’s identity
culminate in another dissonant paean, this one an “anti-paean” sung by Creousa which recalls
Ion’s earlier paean and re-elaborates the problems with Apolline song and fictional “Ionian”
identities that Ion had introduced with his monody. As I show, these problems are never fully
resolved —even at the end of the play tensions remain between Ion’s multiple identities —but
they are expressed most poignantly in the two tragic paeans. Rather than aiding in the
construction and propagation of a “new” version of Athenian/Ionian identity, the Ion’s two
paeanic songs challenge the very solutions that Euripides poses in the play, and highlight the

artificial manner in which mythical identities, be they Athenian or Ionian, are created. Looked

¢ Jan Rutherford, “Apollo in Ivy: The Tragic Paean,” Arion 3 (1995a): p. 131.
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at through the lens of the paeans he creates, Euripides” Ion appears less a cohesive merger of
competing ideologies—Athenian autochthony and Ionian “imperialism” —and more a critique

of way these ideologies are developed.

2. Beyond the Tragic Plot: The Politics of Ion’s Identity

From Hermes to Athena: Ion as the guarantor of Athenian/lonian relations

The Jon opens with Hermes standing before the temple of Apollo. The god wastes little
time in exposing the tragedy’s relevance to Athens, mentioning “[the] famous city of the
Greeks/named after golden-speared Pallas”” and its autochthonous ancestors (lon 10-11). In the
following lines we learn of Apollo’s rape of the Athenian Creousa and her secret parturition and
abandonment of his child (Ion 10-27). The heretofore unbroken line of autochthonous descent is
spelled out: we are told that Creousa is the daughter of Erechtheus (lon 10-11) and a descendant
of “earthborn Erichthonios” (lon 20-21: ynyevous/EotxOoviov). Her child, as we learn, is still
alive and well: at Apollo’s behest, Hermes had rescued the infant and delivered him, and the
basket in which he had been left with traditional Athenian ornaments, to Delphi (lon 28-40). The

Pythian priestess, though ignorant of his origins, had raised the child at the temple (Ion 41-53).

7 Jon 8-9: €otLv Yo oUk aonpog EAAvwv oA,/ xovooAdyxov TTaAAadog kekAnpévn.
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Now a young man, he remains at Delphi and serves as the “god’s gold-keeper and loyal
steward of all things” (lon 54-55: xyovoo@UAaka tov Oeov/taplav te mavtwv Totov). The

child’s name, as we learn, will be Ion.

Meanwhile, Creousa is on her way to Delphi with her Achaean husband Xouthos. Both
wish to consult the oracle about her current inability to conceive. As Hermes tells us, “Loxias is
driving fortune to this point” (lon 67-68: Ao&lag de v TOXNV/EG TovT éAaviver). His plans for

the future are even more curious (lon 69-73):

dwoeL ya eloeABOVTL pavTeilov TOdE For when he comes to this oracle he will give to

Eov0w tov adToD Taiday, kal me@uiévor 70 Xouthos this child [Ion] as his own, and will say

Kelvov o@e PrioeL, PNTeos we EABwV dopovg he was born of him, so he’ll be recognized by
Kreousa

YvwoOn) Koeovor), kat yapot te Aolov when he comes to her home, and Apollo’s rape

KQUTITOL YévwvTal maic T €x1) T medooA. will remain secret while the boy has his due.

In other words Apollo, whom Hermes has just told us “ever reveals to mortals the present and
the future” (Ion 6-7: Pootoic/tx v Ovia kat péAdovta BeoniCwv aet), will lie to Xouthos in
order to conceal what should be considered, in this light, a transgression.® The plots—both
Apollo’s and the tragedy’s —seem convoluted and contradictory, but Hermes is confident of the

outcome: thanks to Creousa’s ability to “recognize” her own child, Ion (and the audience) will

8 Not all scholars agree that Apollo’s actions are depicted negatively in the play, but Francis Dunn, “The Battle of the
Sexes in Euripides’ Ion,” Ramus 19 (1990): p. 131, correctly points out that the “unsettling topic” of Apollo’s rape of
Creousa “persistently returns,” and that his actions are repeatedly “condemned as ‘criminal’ or “unjust.”” Along these
lines, see also Michael Lloyd, “Divine and Human Action in Euripides” Ion,” Antike und Abendland 32 (1986): pp. 36-
38; Stanley E. Hoffer, “Violence, Culture, and the Workings of Ideology in Euripides’ Ion,” Classical Antiquity 15
(1996): pp. 289-318. Contra see Felix M. Wasserman, “Divine Violence and Providence in Euripides’ lon,” Transactions
and Proceedings of the American Philological Association 71 (1940): pp. 589-90; and Anne Pippin Burnett, “Human
Resistance and Divine Persuasion in Euripides” Ion,” Classical Philology 57 (1962): pp. 90-91. Finally, George Gellie,
“Apollo in the Ion,” Ramus 13 (1983): pp. 93-101, skillfully straddles the line between condemnation and defense.
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learn he is blessed with pure autochthonous descent. This revelation will have major
consequences throughout the Greek world, for Ion will come to be the progenitor of the Ionian

Greeks (lon 74-75):

Twva & avtov, ktiotoQ” Aoitadog xBovadc, [Apollo] shall see to it that all over Greece he,
Ovopa kekAnoOat Orjoetat ka®” EAA&Oa. 75 founder of the Asian land, shall be called Ion.

Apolline paternity and guidance are the decisive factors when it comes to Ion’s fate, and the
god thus becomes the guarantor of both Athenian purity and of Athens’ genealogical and
colonial connection to its Ionian allies. The stakes are high: Athenian identity, both at home and

abroad, will be tested and proved by the tragedy.

As mentioned above, by making his father Apollo Euripides creates a significant and
meaningful departure from Ion’s traditional genealogy. The consequences are three-fold: Ion
becomes an autochthonous Athenian untainted by foreign blood; all Ionians become
descendants of Athenian autochthony; and both parties share Apollo’s divine blood. Euripides
seems to find a solution to fit everyone’s needs. In the process, he merges two Athenian
ideologies that had heretofore been kept separate: the concept of autochthony, which granted
the Athenians superiority over the rest of the Greeks while bolstering a sense of democratic

equality among their own civic body;’ and the idea of a common ancestry with the Ionians,

o Cf. Isoc. 12.24; Plato Menexenus 237e-238a; Rosivach, 1987a; Connor, 1994; Loraux, 2000, pp. 33-38. It is also worth
noting that the Athenian conception of autochthony did not arise until much after their theorization of a common
Ionian ancestry: while Solon already speaks of Athens’ conception of Ionia in the early sixth century BC (see above, fn
3), we hear nothing of Athenian autochthony until after the advent of democracy in the early fifth century (see esp.
Rosivach, 1987a).
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which had been used by Athenians and Ionians alike to justify Athenian involvement in Ionia
and the Cyclades.!® At the risk of oversimplifying, one might state that the concept of
autochthony was used more in the democratic sphere of internal politics, while Ionianism was
exploited within the imperialist sphere of Athens” dealings with its allies and subjects.!’ But
regardless of the spheres within which these ideologies operated, it is obvious that Euripides’

play engages in some serious way with Athenian and Ionian origin myths.

Lest anyone in the audience miss this point or underestimate the stakes, Euripides
makes sure to frequently emphasize the tragedy’s connections to both Athenian and Ionian
identity. References to Athens’ “earth-born” past are scattered throughout: Creousa tells Ion the
story of her autochthonous roots when they meet in the first episode of the play (Ion 267-82); a
general preoccupation with “Athenian racial purity”'? throughout the tragedy confirms that
Athenian identity is one of the lon’s central topics, and that this identity is autochthonous; and
when Athena arrives at the end to confirm Apollo as Ion’s father, she proclaims that “it is right
that he rule [her] land since he was born from Erechtheus,” (Ion 1573-74: ¢k yao twv Eoex0éwg

Yeywc/dlkalog aoyxewv g Y €ung 6de xOovaoc). In total, Euripides refers to Erichthonios,

10 Cf. Hdt. 5.97.2; Th. 1.95.1; 3.86.3; see also John P. Barron, “Milesian Politics and Athenian Propaganda c. 460-440
B.C.,” Journal of Hellenic Studies 82 (1962): pp. 1-6; Connor, 1993; Bremmer, 1997; John Alty, “Dorians and Ionians,”
Journal of Hellenic Studies 102 (1982): pp. 1-14.

11.On the “elite” and “imperialist” associations of Ionianism, cf. Connor, 1993, pp. 200-04; Carol Dougherty,
“Democratic Contradictions and the Synoptic Illusion of Euripides’ lon,” in Demokratia: A Conversation on Democracies,
Ancient and Modern, eds. Josiah Ober and Charles Hedrick (Princeton, 1996), pp. 252-54; On the “democratic”
associations of autochthony, cf. Connor, 1993, pp. 204-06; Connor, 1994; Dougherty, 1996, pp. 254-57; and especially
Rosivach, 1987a, pp. 302-06.

2T borrow the term from George B. Walsh, “The Rhetoric of Birthright and Race in Euripides” Ion,” Hermes 106 (1978):
pp- 301-15 passim.
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Erechtheus, Cecrops,’® and autochthony more times (each) in the Ion than he does in all his
other extant plays combined.* Athens’ autochthonous ancestors are never far from the minds of

Euripides” audience.

Regarding Ionian identity, as long as Ion is in the limelight (the entire tragedy, more or
less), it is difficult to forget about his mythical descendants. Nevertheless, this issue appears to
be of only relative importance until Athena, filling in for Apollo at the last minute, fully

articulates the ethnic and indeed military stakes of the autochthon’s future (Ion 1581-94):

ol twvde & av And later still
TOOEC YEVOUEVOL OV YOOV TETIQWHEVQ at the allotted time [Ion’s grandchildren]
KukAadag émowkrjoovot vijoatag moAelg shall settle the Cycladic island cities
xéooouvg te apdAovg, 6 00évog tun xOovi and the sea-side lands, which give strength
ddwov: avtimogOua O freigotv dvotv 1585  to my land. They shall colonize the plains
Tedlot KATOKT|ooLOLY, AoLXdOC Te YN of the two opposing continents, Asia
Evowniag te: tovde O OVOUATOS XAQLV and Europe; and called Ionians in his honor
Tooveg ovopaoBévteg éEovoty kA€oc. they shall win great glory.
Eov0w 0¢ Kal ool yiyveTal kovov yYévog, You [Creousa] and Xouthos shall also share
Awpog pév, évhev Awolc pvnonoetat 1590  a family: first Doros, after whom the Dorian city
oA kat” adav [MeAoTtiorv- 6 devtepog shall be sung of throughout the land of Pelops;
Axoudg, 6¢ yng magadiag Piov méAag and second Achaios, who shall be the ruler
Tooavvog éotal, KATuonpuavOioetal of the coastland near Rhion, where an
Kelvov kekANoBaL Aaog dvol” Em@vupog. eponymous people shall be named after him.

Several things emerge from this description: Ionian descent from Erechtheus and Athens’ status

as “mother-city” of Ionia is reaffirmed; Athenians and Ionians are given primacy—both

13 Each of these mythical characters was associated with the various retellings of Athens’ autochthonous roots. On
which, see above fn 1.

14In the Ion, Erichthonios is mentioned four times; Erechtheus (including references to “Erechtheids”) eighteen times;
Cecrops (including references to Cecropians) six times; and autochthony three times. One can presume that these
names and terms were used quite frequently in Euripides’ lost Erechtheus, but that play also dealt closely with the
concept of Athenian autochthony.
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chronologically and genealogically —over the Dorians and Achaeans; and perhaps most
intriguingly, the Ionian colonies that make up the Delian league are said to “give strength” to
Athens. Whether this is a reference to Ionian military assistance or, as Hoffer suggests, to the
tributes upon which Athens so heavily relied,' it is explicit that the Ion’s mythical apparatus is
closely related to the propagation of Athenian alliances in the Cyclades and Ionia. Implicit is the
idea that the Ionian Greeks win “great glory” on account of both their privileged descent from
autochthonous Athenians, and their present status as allies of the city, a subtle encouragement
to remain loyal. In all senses, Euripides’ aetiology encourages and justifies Athens” hegemonic

role in the Delian League, while also guaranteeing the purity of Athens’ autochthonous stock.

Athenian/lonian identity and the date of the Ion

The date of performance can help us understand why Euripides may have chosen to
address such complex issues of Athenian and Ionian identity. The precise year of production
cannot be established, but the tragedy can in all likelihood be placed within a limited range.
Metrical considerations (i.e. the percentage of “resolved” trimeters) suggest that the Ion was

performed after the Trojan Women and before the Helen, or between 416/15 and 412/11 BCE."®

15 Hoffer, 1996, pp. 313-14.

16 The Ion contains resolution in 25.8 percent of its trimeters, as opposed to 21.2 percent in Trojan Women and 27.5
percent in Helen. On this subject, cf. E.B. Caedel, “Resolved Feet in the Trimeters of Euripides and the Chronology of
the Plays,” The Classical Quarterly 35 (1941): pp. 66-89 (see esp. the table on p. 70).

192



The metrical criterion is, of course, approximate,”” and earlier scholars attempted to ante-date
the Ion based primarily on historical considerations.’® In more recent years, however, scholars
have generally placed the Ion in the later years of that range, generally between 413 and 411
BCE.” Such a date situates the production of the Ion either just before or during the revolt of

many of Athens’ Ionian allies, an event which certainly weighed heavily on Athenian minds.2 It

17 To wit: the dating of the Trojan Women is itself highly uncertain, as it is based almost entirely Aelian’s imprecise
assertion (nearly five centuries after the fact) that the play was produced in the 91% Olympiad (cf. Varia Historia 2.8).
And in fact, in a recent paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Philological Association, Erika Jeck
(Dating Trojan Women: The Chronology of Euripidean Tragedy Reexamined,” presented at the APA in 2012) has
analyzed compelling evidence, in the form of a parody of the Trojan Women found in Aristophanes” Wasps (v. 1326),
that suggests that Euripides’ play must have been produced some time before 422 BC.

18 A.S. Owen, ed., Euripides: Ion (Oxford, 1939), pp. xxxvi-xli, argues that the “patriotic” leanings of the Ion show that
it must predate the incident on Melos, and thus assigns it to 418/17 BC; Conacher, 1959, pp. 26-29, also proposes a
date closer to 420 BC, insisting that Athens’ setbacks in 413 (Sicilian expedition) and 412 BC (Ionian revolt) would
make the subject matter of the Ion appear a “tasteless mockery” (p. 28) if performed after those events. Contra see esp.
Walsh, 1978, pp. 313-15.

19 Scholars who lean toward 413 BCE include: J. Diggle, ed., Euripides Fabulae vol. 2 (Oxford, 1981), p. 306; Lee, ed.,
1997, p. 40. For a compelling argument in favor of 412 BCE, cf. Zacharia, 2003, pp. 1-7. For 411 BC, see Walsh, 1978,
pp. 313-15. And a slightly later date (410 BC) has been proposed by Rainer Klimek-Winter, “Euripides in den
dramatischen Agonen Athens: Zur Datierung des lon,” Gymnasium 103 (1996): pp. 289-97.

20 Cf. Th. 8.2, 8.5 ff. Thucydides’ narration of the “Ionian War” lasts almost the entirety of Book 8. The Ionian allies
who revolted included the island of Euboia (Th. 8.5, 8.60, and esp. 8.91 ff.), Chios (Th. 8.6 ff., passim), Miletus (Th. 8.17
ff., passim), et al. The seriousness of the situation for Athens, to which the considerable space dedicated to it by
Thucydides is certainly a testament, is encapsulated by Th. 8.15.1: “In their present state of terror, [the Athenians]
immediately dissolved the penalties for anyone proposing [to use] the thousand talents which they had striven not to
touch throughout the entirety of the war, and they voted to use it and man many ships” (Th. 8.15.1: t& te xiAx
TAAXVTA, OV X TAVTOG TOV TTOAEHOL EYAixovto un dpacBat, eDOVS EAvoav tag émucepévag Cnpiag t@ elmévTt
N émumeloavtt OTO TS TaEovong kAN Eews, kal EPmn@loavTto KIvelv kal vavg mTANQEoLV oUk 0ALyac). In other
words, after eighteen war-weary years during which they managed not to touch this nest-egg, which even the
disaster of the Sicilian expedition and subsequent fear of a Syracusan invasion had not tempted them to use, the
Athenians immediately [euthus] decided that the potential revolt of their Ionian allies represented such an extreme
danger that an exception to their previous thrift in the matter was necessary. The fact that such a swift and drastic
decision was made implies that the Athenians were well-aware of the delicate nature of their relationships with their
allies, and the danger a revolt would represent, even before it actually happened. This is confirmed by Thucydides’
earlier comment that the Athenians “looked out most of all for the affairs of their allies, in order that they not revolt
from them” (Th. 8.4: pdAlota d¢ T TV EVUUAXWV DIAOKOTOVVTES OTWGS UT) 0wV amootrjoovtat). All of this
suggests that the Ionian apparatus of the Ion would have easily caused the Athenian audience to think of the critical
role of their Ionian allies, even were the play produced before the revolt. For a brief synopsis of the “Ionian War,” cf.
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also coincides with the only period in which democratic Athens “willingly relaxed”? Pericles’
citizenship law of 451/450 BCE by allowing Athenians to “marry one woman and to have
children from another.”?? In short, regardless of the precise year in which the Ion was produced,
an abundance of evidence indicates that the questions of Ionian and Athenian identity
discussed in the tragedy were highly charged topics. Euripides is clearly and deliberately

broaching sensitive issues.?

Simon Hornblower, The Greek World: 479-323 BC (London, 2011), pp. 178-82. For much more, see Donald Kagan, The
Fall of the Athenian Empire (Ithaca, 1987), pp. 24-105.

21 Susan Lape, Race and Citizen Identity in the Classical Athenian Democracy (Cambridge, 2010), p. 21. Lape notes that
other changes were made to the law in 411 and 404/3 BC, but only under the duress of oligarchy (p. 21 fn 76).

22 Diog. Laert. 2.26: yapetlv pév oty piav, mawomnoteioBat d¢ kal €€ étépac: Note the emphasis in the Greek on
the wife being a citizen; whether or not the “other woman” was required to be a citizen is open to interpretation,
though the construction of the sentence (astén = heteran) implies that the second woman was supposed to be an
Athenian as well. Lape, 2010, pp. 263-65 argues that this was the original intent of the law, but that because of various
difficulties (e.g. the unwillingness of Athenian citizens to “sacrifice their daughters to a life of concubinage” [p. 264]),
the application of the law was probably fluid. Daniel Ogden, Greek Bastardy in the Classical and Hellenistic Periods
(Oxford, 1996) pp. 72-75, provides a good overview of the “bigamy law,” but is non-committal in his assessment of
potential collateral effects.

2 An interesting dramatic comparative is found in Aristophanes’ Lysistrata 582-86, in which the protagonist compares
all the Athenian colonies (582: 6Tt6oat TG YNg Tod” eloiv &moukot) to strands of wool that need to be gathered
together in order to “weave a new cloak for the demos” (586: éx TavTNG TQ dMw XAaivav Venvat). As Jeffrey
Henderson, ed., Aristophanes: Lysistrata (Oxford, 1987), p. 145 points out, apoikoi is used here as an umbrella term for
all “[t]he allied cities [who] were, with few exceptions, Ionian and thus descended...from Attic migrants.” According
to Henderson, the metaphor functions on a practical level as a call “for their incorporation into a single Athenian
state with a single citizenship.” But on a secondary metaphorical level, insofar as weaving had long and vast
associations with the creation of poetry, Lysistrata’s proposal also suggests the creation of a new mytho-poetic
apparatus that gathers into one the various strands of Athenian and colonial identity. In other words, Lysistrata calls
for something akin to the Ion. (On the weaving-as-poetry metaphor, cf. Jane McIntosh Snyder, “The Web of Song;:
Weaving Imagery in Homer and the Lyric Poets,” The Classical Journal 76 [1981]: pp. 193-96.) While it is perhaps too
much to see Aristophanes” words as a direct allusion to Euripides’ tragedy (although Owen, ed., 1939, p. xxxvi, does
just that, and thus establishes 411 BC as the terminus ante quem for Euripides’ tragedy), these lines certainly
demonstrate that these questions of identity were of tremendous importance at the time of the lon, and that
Euripides” audience was used to dealing with such questions in a dramatic context.
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Critical interpretations

Given such a loaded context, scholars have naturally been eager to determine whether
Euripides is attempting to challenge or support mainstream Athenian notions of identity.
Naturally, the question of a poet’s intentions will always be subject to a range of interpretations,
but it is fair to say that critical interpretations can be placed within three basic categories: those
which see the Ion as a positive and patriotic celebration of Athenian autochthony and its
successful merger with Ionian identity; those which see it as a negative critique, either pointed
or ironic, of Athenian politics of identity, exclusion, and imperialism; and those which find a
middle ground, generally by conceding that the complexities of the drama do not allow for a

clear understanding of Euripides” goals.

A number of elements have been adduced as evidence for the “negative” argument.
George B. Walsh, for example, argues that by showing Ion to be a potential victim of Athenian
“xenophobia,” and by associating Creousa’s Paidagogos, a character depicted in a profoundly
negative manner, with “an extreme doctrine of racial purity, the poet invites his audience to
reject it.”?* Nicole Loraux points out that the tragedy exposes the uncertainty of Athenian origin
myths, and argues that by making a woman (Creousa) solely responsible for “carrying the

weight of autochthony,” Euripides fundamentally undermines his own genealogical creation.?

2 Walsh, 1978, p. 313.
% Loraux, 1993, p. 236.
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Others insist variously that the play’s emphasis on ignorance,? violence,”” complex notions of
bastardy,” or the final and presumably prolonged deception of Xouthos, who will continue to
mistakenly believe that Ion is his natural son,? all function to question not only Athenian civic

myths but indeed the process of Athenian civic mythmaking.*

Earlier critics, conversely, were nearly unanimous in their assessment of the Ion as a
“patriotic” play intended to “gratify the pride of the Athenians and to make closer the bonds
that linked the Ionian cities with Athens.”3! After a period of unpopularity, this more “positive”
interpretation of the Ion has returned, albeit in a more sophisticated fashion. Carol Dougherty
emphasizes the political dimension of the tragedy and argues that Euripides successfully
proposes “a new world in which Athenians emerge as both autochthonous and Ionian,
simultaneously democratic and imperial.”? For Froma Zeitlin, though the play is not without its

difficulties, Ion “sets an example to colonists...[and] becomes the principle of unity in diversity,

2% Andrew Farrington, “I'NQOI ZAYTON. Social Self-Knowledge in Euripides’ Ion,” Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie
134 (1991): pp. 120-136.

27 Hoffer, 1996; and to a lesser extent Dunn, 1990, pp. 130-33.

28 Cynthia B. Patterson, “Those Athenian Bastards,” Classical Antiquity 9 (1990): pp. 66-68. Patterson argues that by
making Ion a “bastard” child of Apollo and Creousa, Euripides “exposes the ironies of Athenian social conventions
and pretensions” (p. 67).

» Arlene Saxonhouse, “Myths and the Origins of Cities,” in Greek Tragedy and Political Theory, ed. J. Peter Euben
(Berkeley, 1986), pp. 252-73, esp. 271-72; Charles Segal, “Euripides Ion: Generational Passage and Civic Myth,” in
Rites of Passage in Ancient Greece: Literature, Religion, Society, ed. Mark W. Padilla (Lewisburg, PA, 1999), pp. 67-108,
esp. 97-98.

% Segal, 1999. Other interpretations that fall into this first category include Page DuBois, Sowing the Body:
Psychoanalysis and Ancient Representations of Women (Chicago, 1988), pp. 79-80; and Edward E. Cohen, The Athenian
Nation (Princeton, 2009), pp. 85-87.

31 The quote is from Owen, ed., 1939, p. xxxiii, but this is largely the same view taken by Burnett, 1970, p. 1.

32 Dougherty, 1996, p. 250.
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the central point of an expanding periphery.”?* Katerina Zacharia considers the play a lesson of
sorts for the Athenians, who “learn to confront honestly the complexity and ambiguity of
reality”34 as they see their city become a “unto6moAis” and thus mirror Creousa’s discovery of
her maternity.®> And most recently, Laura Swift has directly countered several claims made by
the “ironic” readers of the Ion and argues that these more negative interpretations are generally

the result of an entrenched “belief that Euripides” work is fundamentally subversive.”3

Finally, numerous commentators have avoided arriving at definitive conclusions about
the message Euripides” seeks to transmit with the Jon. This view is concisely propounded by
Kevin Lee, who warns that “one should be careful of finding in the play any simple critique of
its implications.”¥” A more recent exponent of this non-committal stance is Susan Lape, who
focuses on the ideas of identity in the Ion in the light of evolving notions of citizenship in
archaic and classical Athens.’® Lape notes the problems inherent in the play’s emphasis on a
violent mythical past,® and she is particularly interested in Ion’s identity as a nothos and how
that compares to the parameters for citizenship set by Pericles (and others).# According to the

Periclean law of 451/50, which stipulated that only freeborn children of an Athenian father and

3 Froma L. Zeitlin, Playing the Other: Gender and Society in Ancient Greek Literature (Chicago, 1996), p. 338.
3 Zacharia, 2003, p. 102.

% Eadem, p. 100.

% Laura Swift, Euripides: Ion (London, 2008), pp. 94-100, quote on p. 99.

% Lee, ed., 1997, p. 36.

3 Lape, 2010, pp. 95-136.

% Eadem, pp. 119-27.

4 Eadem, pp. 127-36.
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mother could be considered citizens,* Ion would not in fact qualify for citizenship. Lape notes
the not-so-subtle irony in this situation, but while she “would not argue that Euripides is fully
complicit in the racial ideology he depicts,” she also doesn’t believe “Ion’s bastardy to be the
loose end leading to its unraveling.”# In short, according to Lape, Euripides’” mythical

apparatus is neither a simple celebration, nor an open critique, of Athenian ideology.

3. Generic Dissonance: Paeans and the Ion

Given the nexus of myth and civic identity that scholars have seen in the Ion, it is
surprising that so little attention has been given to the paean, a genre that is both germane to
the mythical and political issues at hand, and remarkably present in the tragedy itself. As
mentioned above, this is no doubt due to the difficult nature of the genre itself, for which only a
handful of fragments provide relevant fifth-century testimony. These scanty remains
nevertheless provide convincing evidence that the genre, as it was perceived in the fifth century

BCE, was an ideal vehicle for transmitting and reinforcing the very ideas and myths of identity

4 Ath.Pol. 26.3; Plut. Pericles 37.3. On the law, see A.L. Boegehold, “Perikles’ Citizenship Law of 451/0 B.C.,” in
Athenian Identity and Civic Ideology, eds. Boegehold and A.C. Scafuro (Baltimore, 1994), pp. 57-66; and Cynthia
Patterson, “Athenian Citizenship Law,” in The Cambridge Companion to Ancient Greek Law, eds. Michael Gagarin and
David Cohen (Cambridge, 2006), pp. 278-83.

# Lape, 2010, p. 129. She takes a similar stance on the problem of violence in the play (p. 125): “[a]lthough the plot
may well exploit the dark side of autochthony, I am not certain that this is tantamount to a critique.”
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with which the Ion purports to engage. As such, an examination of the tragedy’s paeans,
especially in comparison to contemporary Athenian uses of the genre, should provide crucial

color and shading to our interpretations of the civic myths Euripides creates and employs.

In the rest of the chapter, I offer a new assessment of the Ion, and in particular of its
paeanic monodies, in the light of the actual forms and uses of Apolline paeans throughout
Greece in the fifth century BCE. I begin with a general presentation of the features and functions
of Greek paeans in order to demonstrate that the Delphic setting and the issues of the tragedy
form a natural context for paeanic song. I follow this discussion with an analysis of Ion’s
paeanic monody, which follows immediately on the heels of Hermes prologue, and I
demonstrate that Ion’s song is remarkably anomalous. I then present and discuss a number of
fifth-century paeans, Athenian and otherwise, in order to elucidate the typical features and uses
of Athenians paeans, and in particular to show just how strikingly Ion’s paean differs from
these standards. The following section is dedicated to an examination to the manner in which
the tragedy develops and explores the themes that are central to Ion’s paean, and culminates
with a close reading of Creousa’s monody, a song which presents itself as a sort of anti-paean

and which sets in motion a serious tragic crisis.

An overview of the Paean: a song for Apollo, a song for the community

First and foremost, it is important to note that no fifth-century definition of the paean

has survived. Influenced no doubt by Proclus” proclamation that paeans were “sung to allay
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plagues and diseases”# scholars have long persisted in the notion that the genre was
primarily —even exclusively —apotropaic in nature.* Proclus’ definition, however, comes nearly
a thousand years after the classical era, and as such cannot be considered an accurate reflection
of the genre’s function in Athens and Greece at the time the Ion was produced. Indeed, the
evidence that we have from the fifth century BCE suggests that the paean was remarkably
flexible in every respect, to the extent that Andrew Ford justifiably points out that “among all
archaic genres, paeans have proven the most resistant to definition and categorization.”*
Nevertheless, the fact that Greeks were able to simply use the word “paean” to express a
specific kind of poetic performance* implies by necessity that the Greeks were able to conceive

of such a poetic form, and to associate with this genre specific, if varied, elements and functions.

A few general points may be made. The paean was a form of lyric poetry that was

typically performed by choruses of young men* and most often associated with Apolline cult.*

4 Photius, Bibliotheca 320a23-24: émti KatamavoeL AOH@V KAl VOOWV AdOUEVOG.

4“4 E.g. Lutz Kappel, Paian: Studien zur Geschichte einer Gattung (Berlin, 1992).

% Andrew Ford, “The Genre of Genres: Paeans and Paian in Early Greek Poetry,” Poetica 38 (2006): p. 178.

46 As we see for example in the Ion itself (v. 906), but also in Aeschylus (Persians 393, Ch. 870), Archilochus (fr. 121),
Thucydides (7.75.7), Plato (Symposium 177a7), and many others. I discuss this issue at greater length in the
Introduction: see pp. 26-28.

47 Jan Rutherford, Pindar’s Paeans: A Reading of the Fragments with a Survey of the Genre (Oxford,2001), p. 58, and pp. 58-
68 on the performance of paeans in general; William D. Furley and Jan Maarten Bremer, Greek Hymns: Selected Cult
Songs from the Archaic to the Hellenistic Period vol. 1 (Tiibingen, 2001), pp. 90-91.

4 Paeans to Artemis and Asclepius would also fall under the umbrella of Apolline cult, according to scholars both
ancient and modern. Photius tells us that Proclus had identified the paean as a type of song that “in antiquity was
assigned to Apollo and Artemis” (Bibliotheca 320a22-23: t0 d¢ maAaiov dlwg AmevEéeTo T¢) ATMOAAWVL KAl TN
Aoptéud). But Kappel, 1992, pp. 61-62, 344-46, identifies a number of paeans which were not “Apolline”; and
Rutherford, 2001, pp. 47-50, identifies other (non-Apolline) cults that may have called for the singing of paeans,
though he is non-committal regarding the chronology of these cultic paeans, i.e. whether they were classical or
hellenistic. Contra see Stephan Schroder, Geschichte und Theorie der Gattung Paian: Eine kritische Untersuchung mit einem
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Although this association was not exclusive, as the survival of Philodamus’ fourth-century
Paean for Dionysus* shows, there are a number of reasons to insist on a link between Apollo and
paeans. Most obviously, “Ilaidv” was, at least by the classical era,® one of Apollo’s titles.! We
may also note that the vast majority of extant paeans are dedicated to Apollo; that the Homeric
Hymn to Apollo presents an aetiology for the invention of the paean,” which was in this
(fictional) origin dedicated to the god in question; that the majority of extent fifth-century
paeans were written for performance at either Delphi, Delos, or other festivals of Apollo;> and
that Pindar—our greatest fifth-century source on paeans—refers to “the seasonal paean songs of
the children of golden-distaffed Leto.”> Furthermore, Delphi itself may have been the place

most closely associated with the performance of paeans, and it “must have resounded on many

Ausblick auf Behandlung und Auffassung der lyrischen Gattungen bei dem alexandrischen Philologen (Stuttgart, 1999), pp.
10-49, who denies that the songs identified by Kédppel as non-Apolline paeans were indeed paeans at all.

% Though even this paean was intended for performance, and indeed inscribed, at Delphi. On the Paean for Dionysus,
see Kappel, 1992, pp. 207-84; Jenny Strauss Clay, “Fusing the Boundaries: Apollo and Dionysos at Delphi,” Metis 11
(1996): pp. 83-100; Claude Calame, “Apollo in Delphi and in Delos: Poetic Performances between Paean and
Dithyramb,” in Apolline Politics and Poetics, eds. Lucia Athanassaki, Richard P. Martin, and John F. Miller (Athens,
2009), pp. 167-91.

% On the evolution of the divinity ITaurjwv, who was considered a healing god distinct from Apollo at least as late as
Homer (cf. Il. 5.401, 900), cf. Rutherford, 2001, pp. 10-17.

51 Cf. LS] s.v.; Rutherford, 2001, p. 11.

52 HH 3.516-19; on the aetiological nature of these lines, see Furley and Bremer, 2001 vol. 1 p. 80.

5 Following Rutherford, 2001, we find paeans for Apolline festivals in Delphi: Pindar, Paean 6, Paean 8 (probably);
Delos: Pindar, Paean 5, Paean 7b; and Thebes: Pindar, Paean 1, Paean 9.

5% Pindar fr. 128c: “&vtL pév xovoadakatov tekéwv Aatovg aowai/w[p]at mawdvides.” In my translation I closely
follow Furley and Bremer, 2001 vol. 1 p. 83.
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occasions of the year to the choral paians performed by both local choirs and foreign theoriai.”>

In short, the Delphic setting of the Ion practically begs for the performance of paean-songs.

Beyond its Apolline associations, fifth-century paeans are so inconsistent and varied in
their forms that it has been decried that the genre has “practically no rules at all.”* The only
generic markers we consistently find within the texts of extant paeans are the presence of the
name (or word) “Paean,””” and what has been called the paean “refrain” —something along the
lines of the “in i¢ ITaukv” found at the end of each strophe in Pindar’s second Paean.*® But even
this refrain is not a universal feature of the genre: at times the refrain was simply “denoted by
the verb (-)maiwaviCw,” and some fifth-century paeans seemed to have lacked it altogether. In

short, the paean is not a genre that can be easily defined or recognized by its formal features.

In that light, an understanding of the paean’s performative contexts, and its functions
within those contexts, may be the best way to determine how the Greeks conceived of the
paean. Naturally, this too is easier said than done. The evidence shows that paeans were sung
on a wide variety of occasions. These certainly included requests for divine aid —the apotropaic

function mentioned above—but paeans were also sung in celebration of victories in battle, and

% Furley and Bremer, 2001 vol. 1 p. 83. Calame, 2009, argues this on the basis of Philodamus’ Paean for Dionysus, but
even more compelling evidence is provided by Bacch. 16.18-22 (also cited by Furley and Bremer, 2001 vol. 1 p. 83,
and vol. 2 p. 22): &’ ik moundévwv/avBea medotyvelv,/TTVOU AmoAAov,/téoa xoool AeApwv/oov keAddnoav mag’
ayorAéa vaov (“and you come in search/of flowers of paeans/Pythian Apollo,/which the Delphic choruses/sing
beside your glorious temple”).

% A.E. Harvey, “The Classification of Greek Lyric Poetry,” The Classical Quarterly 5 (1955): p. 173.

57 Schroder, 1999, pp. 50-61; Rutherford, 2001, pp. 68-69; Furley and Bremer, 2001, vol. 1 p. 90; Ford, 2006, pp. 287-89.
5 I.e. Paean 2.35, 71, 107. On the refrain and its possible variations, cf. Rutherford, 2001, pp. 69-72.

% Idem, pp. 19-23 (quote on p. 19).
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even at weddings.®’ Such a broad spectrum of uses could be seen as a lack of generic unity, but
Rutherford has developed an intriguing hypothesis regarding the genre’s “coherence”: insofar
as paeans are “usually performed by a group of men...performing the maikv act on behalf of
the polis as a whole,” these songs “were perceived as promoting the safety and stability of the
polis,” and were “an assertion of the strength of the community” as a whole.®! In other words,
the paean is an expression of communal solidarity: whether it was sung to prepare an army for
battle,®? in celebration of a victory won,® by theoriai who performed at Apolline festivals,® or
even for apotropaic purposes,® paeans were performed by groups of men that represented and
advanced the interests of their communities. To Rutherford’s analysis I would add one final
point, and one that will emerge quite clearly from my analysis of fifth-century paeans below:
the Apolline paean was used throughout Greece as a means of forging, reaffirming, or

celebrating the collective identity of a single polis or of a group of poleis.

% For a general typology of the different instances in which paeans were employed, cf. Rutherford, 2001, pp. 36-58.

¢l Idem, pp. 85-86. On this point, see also Rutherford, 1995a, pp. 115-16. Rutherford is followed by Furley and Bremer,
2001 vol. 1, pp. 88-91, and Ford, 2006, pp. 284-85.

©2 As we see in Aeschylus, Persians, 392-94, and in Pindar’s second Paean.

6 E.g. Pindar, Paean 2, which has the double function of celebrating a past victory and preparing for a future battle.

¢+ Jan Rutherford, “x000¢ €ig €K TNode g MOAews (Xen. Mem. 3.3.12): Song-Dance and State-Pilgrimage at Athens,”
in Music and the Muses: The Culture of ‘Mousiké’ in the Classical Athenian City, eds. Penelope Murray and Peter Wilson
(Oxford, 2004), p. 67, defines theoriai as “sacred delegations...sent out by their city-states to perform religious
functions abroad.” Examples of such theoric paeans include in all probability Pindar, Paean 5, Paean 6 (at least the first
two strophes), and Paean 7b and Bacch. 17 (if it is indeed a paean, on which more below).

6 E.g. Pindar, Paean 9; the paean in the parodos of Sophocles” OT (151-215).
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lon’s paeanic monody: internal dissonance

Given the Delphic context and the questions of Athenian and Ionian identity that
Hermes refers to in the prologue, it is not surprising that paeans play a role in the Ion, nor
indeed that the genre makes an appearance early on. Immediately after Hermes departs, Ion
arrives on-stage, laurel broom in hand, and prepares to fulfill his daily task of sweeping the
entrance to the temple. As he works, he introduces himself and the setting with a series of
recitative anapaests.® These lines are rich in Apolline imagery, another frequent feature of fifth-
century paeans: Ion sings of the temple’s sacred tripod (Ion 91), of Delphi’s prophetic workings
(Ion 92-94, 98-102), of the Kastalia’s “purifying waters” (lon 96: kaOapaic d¢ dpdooig), and of

the laurel branches with which Ion is making the temple’s entry “pure” (Ion 105: kaOap&g).

The words and images are reminiscent of the Delphic Septerion,® a festival at which an
apeOaAnc kovpog (a young man with two living parents) re-enacted Apollo’s post-Pytho
purification by burning down a small hut in front of the temple at Delphi, traveling to Thessaly
to purify himself in the river Peneius, and then collecting branches of laurel —the same ones

with which victors at the Pythian games were crowned —before leading a procession to Delphi,

% Lee, ed., 1997, p. 168. On recitative anapaests, cf. Edith Hall, “Actor’s Song in Tragedy,” in Performance Culture and
Athenian Democracy, eds. Simon Goldhill and Robin Osborne (Cambridge, 1999), pp. 105-08.

7 Each occurs with relative frequency in paeans to Delphic Apollo. The tripod: Aristonous, Paean in Apollinem, 9;
Limenius, Paean Delphicus in Apollinem II, 21. Apollo’s prophetic abilities: Pindar, Paean 6.2; Paean 7.1, Paean 8.1, et al.
And the Kastalian spring: Pindar, Paean 6.8; Aristonous, v. 42; Paean Delphicus in Apollinem 1, 5. (In order to determine
simple generic markers, as opposed to establishing the paeans’ social roles in the fifth century BC, I am expanding
the parameters to include later paeans as well.)

6 Rutherford, 2001, p. 112.
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branches of laurel still in hand.®® Central to this festival was the performance of paeans.”” And
given its connection to the Pythian games,”! one might imagine that the ritual was fairly well-
known. In this light, it is significant that Ion closes the anapaestic section of his monody with
the declaration that, rather than being augOaArc, he is “motherless and fatherless” (Ion 109:
AUATWO ATdTwE Te Yeywe). lon thus creates an early expectation that his song will express
some sort of connection to an oikos or family, only to then immediately defy this expectation. In
doing so, he anticipates the striking divide between form and content that will dominate the

entirety of his song.

Following this strange proem, Ion then begins a lyric monody that at once trumpets its

paeanic essence while presenting a number of themes that are incongruous with the genre (Ion

112-27):
ay’, @ venbaAéc @ Come, o fresh-blossomed
KaAALOTAG TIQOTIOAELH X DA~ lovely laurel servant
pvag, & tav Poifov BupéAav who sweep the hearth beneath
oalpelg VO vaoig, 115 the temple of Phoebus,
KNTwv €€ abavatwv, from immortal groves
tva dgoooL Téyyouvo’ tepad, where sacred dew sends forth
00aV &évaov an ever-flowing

% On these rituals, cf. Plut. De Def. Or. 417e-418d; Rutherford, 2001, pp. 201-05; and Walter Burkert, Homo Necans: The
Anthropology of Ancient Greek Sacrificial Ritual and Myth, tr. Peter Bing (Berkeley, 1983), pp. 127-30.

70 Rutherford, 2001, pp. 28, 202-05. Rutherford makes a compelling argument that Pindar, Paean X(a) was destined for
performance at the Delphic Septerion. Given the preponderance of themes that perfectly match the festival (not least
of which is an ample narration of the very Apolline purification the Septerion purported to reenact!), I suspect that
Aristonoos of Corinth’s fourth-century BC Paean to Apollo (inscribed on the temple of Delphi) was also associated
with the Septerion, though other scholars have argued that it was performed during the Delphic Daphnephoria: cf.
Arthur Fairbanks, A Study of the Greek Paean (Ithaca, 1900), p. 28.

7t Burkert, 1983, p. 130: “[w]hen the procession [of the Septerion] arrived in Delphi, the games could begin”;
Rutherford, 2001, p. 202 fn 4.
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MAYAV €KTIQOLElOAL, stream and wets

Hvooivac tegov @ofav: 120 the sacred lock of myrtle

a oalpw damedov Beod with which I sweep the god’s ground
TIAVAULEQLOG Gt AA LoV all day long alongside the swift
ntéguyt o wing of the sun,

AatEebwV TO KAT TUAQ. serving day-by-day.

o IMTawv @ oy, 125 O Paean, o Paean,

gvalwv evaiwv blessed, blessed

eing, @ Aatovg mat may you be, o child of Leto.

The strophe is dense with Apolline imagery —the laurel, the sun, the temple—and in its closing
refrain (vv. 125-27) it fully and unmistakably defines itself as a paean. It is in fact striking to
note, as Rutherford does, that this is “the only true maudv-refrain in extant tragedy.””? And
thanks to this refrain, the audience must have readily identified Ion’s song as an exemplar of the
genre.”> At the same time, however, they would also easily recognize that Ion’s paean is in many
ways anomalous, beginning with the fact that he sings alone and defines himself as a slave and

orphan.

The next strophe continues in the same vein and culminates in the same refrain, thus
eliminating any doubt that the song purports to be a paean. But the puzzling aspects of the first

strophe are only magnified (lon 128-43):

KaAOV Ye TOV MOVoV, @ A beautiful toil, o Phoebus,
®oife, ool MEO dOUWYV AaTEED- I'minister for you before the prophetic

72 Rutherford, 2001, p. 111.

73 Contra, see Lee, ed., 1997, p. 172, who calls this a “Delphic Hymn”; and Furley and Bremer, 2001 vol. 1 pp. 322-23
(and esp. fn 14), who argue that “the cultic refrain of Ion’s song is intended by Euripides to show Ion’s deep
familiarity with the type of songs which rang out constantly at the oracle.” In my view, it is far less likely that the
audience would come to this conclusion than that they would simply interpret this song as a “solo” paean, given the
presence (and eventual repetition) of the paean refrain surrounded by a multitude other paeanic elements.
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W THQV pavTelov €doav- 130 seat of your honored home.

KAEWVOG O’ O mMOVOG 1oL It is a glorious toil for me

Beolowv dovAav x€o  Exewv to keep my hand in slavery to the gods,
oL Bvatolg, aAA’ aBavatolg: not to mortals but to immortals;
eVPALIOVS OE TTOVOLS and I do not tire to labor at

HoXOelv 0K ATOKAVQ. 135 auspicious toils.

DoiB0c pot yevéTwo TaTrQ- Phoebus is to me as an ancestral father;
OV BOCKOVTA YAQ EVAOYW, for I praise the one who feeds me,

T0 O WPEALHOV oL TaTéQOG and I call by the name of father

ovopa Aéyw the beneficence

Doifov ToL KaTX VAoV. 140 of the Phoebus of this temple.

o IMTawv @ oy, O Paean, o paean,

gvalwv evalwv blessed, blessed

eing, @ Aatovg mat may you be, o child of Leto.

The focus here is obviously on Ion’s toils at the temple. Such a topic is, in a sense, suitable for
paeans.” Typically, however, the toil to which a hymnal or paeanic chorus refers is the very act
in which it is engaged —the song and dance.” Here, on the other hand, the ponoi to which Ion
refers are the janitorial duties in which he is engaged. His use of this paeanic motif thus serves
to emphasize the unconventional nature of his paean. This incongruity is further highlighted by
the fact that Ion calls his toils “auspicious” (v. 134: euphamous ponous). The paean itself was
considered a form of euphemia,’”® so by using the adjective to refer to his mundane task, Ion again

seems to be using a paeanic formula in a most unusual manner. Euripides thus overtly

74 Rutherford, 1995a, p. 130, notes that this is “a theme that can be paralleled in nondramatic paeans,” pointing to
Simonides, fr. 35b.6 (=PMG 519), and Pindar, Paean 7b.21-22.

75 As Rutherford, 2001, p. 249 indeed notes regarding Pindar’s seventh Paean. But cf. also Pindar, fr. 70c.16 (a
dithyramb): mévot xopwv.

76 Jan Rutherford, “Paeans by Simonides,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 93 (1990): p. 173, makes a similar point
(“there seems to be an association between the word e0¢nuog and its cognates and the paean-refrain”), and the
examples he cites point to how close this association was: rather than speaking of “singing a paean,” a number of
ancient authors simply say (ep)eufémed paiana or even simply (ep)eufémed (A. Pers. 389; Ar. Eq. 1316-18; E. IT 1403-04;
IA 1467-68; Macedonius, Paean, 3).
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manipulates the generic conventions of the paean, and in so doing he draws the attention of the

audience to the innovative nature of the song itself.

In this vein, Ion’s words about Apollo are crucial. Ion speaks of Apollo as a father:”” a
father in “name,” but not, it would appear from his formulation, in actuality.”® He recalls his
earlier claim to be “motherless and fatherless” (Ion 109), and affirms this fictional identity by
referring to Apollo as “tov Bookovta,” a term that befits a shepherd rather than a parent.” The
irony here is obvious,* for of course Apollo actually is his father.®* This underscores a crucial
aspect of Ion’s song: throughout the paean, but especially in the second strophe, Ion is intent on
defining himself, and the definition he gives himself is erroneous: rather than stressing that he
belongs to a community of Athenians or Ionians, or indeed any community, Ion instead defines
himself as a temple slave who knows not who his actual parents are. His paean in fact
“symbolizes his isolation from community,”®? and it celebrates the fictional identity that Apollo
has imposed upon him. As the audience might expect from the prologue, the question of Ion’s

identity will be central to the play. And as we shall see, this question will be marked by a

77 The line could of course also be interpreted as “Apollo is my father,” but given the emphasis on Ion’s ignorance of
his origins, it seems unlikely that the audience would interpret it in such a way, and very likely that the double-
entendre would only add to the sense that Ion is using his paean in a most unconventional manner.

781 discuss the Greek opposition of logos (or onoma) and ergon in ch. 4 (see below, pp. 284-285). See also Adam Milman
Parry, Logos and Ergon in Thucydides (New York, 1981).

7 Euripides uses this term several times in the Phoenissae as well (Pho. 396, 400, 405), but here too it is used to
emphasize an individual’s (i.e. Polyneices’) exile and lack of community. To my knowledge the Ion is the only case in
which Euripides uses fookw to refer to an actual parent; he generally uses the more appropriate Teépw.

8 Lee, ed., 1997, p. 173, also notes it.

81 Though at the end of the play Apollo will refuse that name, for all intents and purposes.

82 Rutherford, 1995a, p. 131.
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constant tension between his real and fictional identities, a tension that is anticipated in this
song. Ion’s paean, with its inability to provide an accurate narrative, emphasizes the artificiality

of myth and thus challenges the reliability of paeanic origins and mythical identities.

At this point, Ion’s monody changes tone and becomes an “astrophic song”® that is
unmarked by the paean refrain (Ion 144-83). In this section of the ode, we see Ion chasing birds
from the premises, bow in hand (lon 154-179), lest they sully the temple he has been cleaning.
Among those that Ion abuses is a swan, Apollo’s bird, whose “beautifully-resounding songs” he
threatens to “bloody” (Ion 168-69) with his arrows.®* While there is undoubtedly an element of
humor in this scene,® there is also a sense that Ion has exceeded the bounds of propriety: to kill
one of Apollo’s swans “would surely constitute a form of sacrilege.”® Even more disturbing is
his preface to the threat (Ion 164-65):

0LOéV 0’ & PopuLYE & Doiffov Phoebus’ lyre, your accompaniment,

oUUpOATOG TOEWV pLoAUT &V. 165 will not protect you from my bow.

On the surface, Ion’s dismissal of Apollo’s ability to preserve the swan may seem reasonable

enough; in theory, a lyre would offer little protection against arrows. But the lyre in question

belongs to Apollo, so Ion’s suggestion that his own instrument is more powerful smacks of

8 Lee, ed., 1997, p. 171.

8 Jon 168-69: atpaieis. . ./tac kaAApOoyyous @das. With atpdaéels I follow the manuscript reading of, though
Diggle, ed., 1981, accepts Nauck’s emendation of aiEei. For recent defenses of aipudéels, see Walther Kraus,
“Textkritische Erwagungen zu Euripides” Ion,” Wiener Studien 102 (1989): pp. 36-37; Maria Serena Mirto, ed., Euripide:
Ione (Milan, 2009), p. 229; and John P. Harris, “The Swan’s Red-Dipped Foot: Euripides Ion 161-9,” Classical Quarterly
62 (2012): pp. 514-15.

8 As is emphasized by Bernard Knox, Word and Action: Essays on the Ancient Theater (Baltimore, 1979), p. 259; and
Katerina Zacharia, “The Marriage of Tragedy and Comedy in Euripides’ Ion,” in Laughter down the Centuries, eds. S.
Jakel and A. Timonen (Turku, 1995), pp. 49-50.

8 Furley and Bremer, 2001 vol. 1, p. 323.
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hubris. Such a remark is particularly out of place in a paean. In essence, he is using an Apolline
song to question the power of Apolline music. Though the event is made to seem insignificant
by its triviality, it nonetheless speaks to the tension with which Ion’s paean is laden, and it
anticipates the serious criticism that Creousa will later direct at the god and, above all, his

music.

lon’s paean and paeans in fifth-century Greece: dissonance by contrast

While the oddities of Ion’s paean stand out on their own, it is in contrast to other fifth-
century paeans that the song’s dissonance is most remarkable. Indeed, it is obvious that Ion’s
solo paean does little to advance the outcomes that Hermes leads us to expect in the prologue,
such as Ion’s successful integration into the Athenian polis and the consequent fusion of Athens’
more exclusive autochthonous identity with its broader Ionian identity. But it is only when
compared to extant fifth-century paeans that it becomes apparent how boldly Ion’s paean defies
the standards for a genre that was consistently deployed to promote and celebrate these very

civic and colonial identities.

An excellent starting point for this comparison is provided by Pindar’s fifth Paean, which
is in fact the only Pindaric paean that we know, with relative certainty, was commissioned by
Athens (Pindar, Paean 5.35-43):

[Ev-] 35 [The Athenians]

Bowav éAov kat Evaooav: took and inhabited Euboia.
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inie AGAU AmtoAAov- Iéie Delian Apollo!

Kol 0TI00AdAG peQeUr|Aovg And they settled the scattered

EkTiIoav vaooug €oukudéa T Eoxov flock-bearing islands and held

AaAov, émel oprv ATIOAAwVY 40 much-famed Delos, since

dWKEV O XQUOOKOUAG golden-haired Apollo gave them
Aotegiag dépag olkelv: the body of Asteria to settle.

inie AGAU AmtoAAov- Iéie Delian Apollo!

This paean, of which only ten other lines remain,? was almost certainly intended for a theoric
pilgrimage to Delos.®® The surviving strophe emphasizes Athens’ early settlement of Euboia,
Delos and the “flock-bearing” Cycladic islands,® all of which were Athenian allies and
members of the Delian League. In what appears to be an “assertion of Athenian claims to
leadership in the region,”® the paean emphasizes the allies” descent from Athenians.” Just as
importantly, the Athenian colonization of Euboia and the Cyclades is explicitly endorsed by
Apollo, the god to whom the song was dedicated. Moreover, it is implicit that the Athenians, as
forebears of the Ionian people and the beneficiaries of Apollo’s “gift” of Delos, had founded the
very festival at which this song was performed. As such, the paean suggests that Athens’

hegemony of the Delian League is justified by its status as mother-city, its foundation of the

87 Five of which are the paean refrain seen in v. 37.

8 The context alone (settlement of Euboia and the Cycladic islands) points overwhelmingly to the Athenians, an
assumption that is supported by the various surviving scholia (e.g. £ 35: amo AOnvaiwv). Scholars generally agree
on this point, and on the fact that it was destined to be performed in Delos. Cf. Rutherford, 2001, 296-97; Barbara
Kowalzig, Singing for the Gods: Performance of Myth and Ritual in Archaic and Classical Greece (Oxford, 2007), p. 84; G.B.
D’ Alessio, “Defining local identities in Greek lyric poetry,” in Wandering Poets in Ancient Greek Culture: Travel, Locality
and Pan-Hellenism, eds. Richard Hunter and Ian Rutherford (Cambridge, 2009), p. 146.

% On the identification of these islands as the Cyclades, cf. Rutherford, 2001, p. 295.

% Rutherford, 2004, p. 85.

1 And given the presence of a scholion mentioning a son of Erechtheus (X 45: ITavdwpov Epéx[0ewc]AliAov), he
may even have connected them to autochthonous Athenians.
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festival in question, and its appointment by Apollo’s divine will. It is a powerful promotion of

shared Ionian identity, and a stark contrast to the “isolation” that Ion projects in his paean.

While the scarcity of Athenian paeans does not facilitate the task of confirming that
Athens regularly used paeans to reinforce the solidarity of their allies via claims of kinship, we
may use other evidence to buttress that argument. Pindar’s second Paean is another ode which
provides an interesting comparison to Ion’s paean. While this ode, composed for the city of
Abdera (also a member of the Delian League), focuses primarily on creating, perhaps even
“performing its civic identity,”* it also shows the city forging ties with a broader community.
After opening with an invocation of the city’s mythical founder Abderus, the poet states his
intention to “pursue this paean for the Ionian people.”* This may be the only instance that the
word “Ionian” is found in all of Pindar in reference to a group of people,®* so we may assume
that the poet’s choice is not casual and that he intends to emphasize Abdera’s ties to a

community outside the polis.

A large lacuna from lines 6-23 follows and unfortunately obscures much of what the
poet may have done in this regard. But the contents of the first epode (directly after the lacuna)

confirms the colonial character of the song (Paean 2.28-34):

%2 D’ Alessio, 2009, p. 157.

% Pindar, Paean 2.3-4: Taovt tovde Aaq/na]ava [dw. ..

% With the probable exception of another paeanic fragment, in which we read only “Tovt [-” (cf. Rutherford, 2001, p.
346), though of course this only increases the possibility that Pindar considered the idea of Ionian identity to be
particularly appropriate for paeans. It is fair to say that Pindar’s mentions of the “Ionian” sea in Pyth. 3.68, Nem. 4.53,
and Nem. 7.65, are distinct from the second Paean’s references to an Ionian people.
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VEOTIOALG Ll HATQOG I am a new city; but all the same

0t patép’ éuag étexov éumav I gave birth to my mother’s mother
mtoAepie oot mMAayet- 30 when she was struck by hostile fire.

oav. el d¢ Tic dgkéwv pirolg If anyone helps his friends and
€xBooiot tpax g vavtialel, stands up fiercely to his enemies,
HoxOoc novylav @éet the toil, arriving in due time,

KA Katafatvwy. will bring peace.

Pindar boldly insists that the chorus is connected to both a local community —the city of
Abdera—and a broader, colonial one. The former connection is obvious: the chorus actually
embodies and speaks in the voice of Abdera. The remarkable phrase “I gave birth to my
mother’s mother” has caused much consternation among scholars,” but what Pindar refers to
here is actually Abdera’s re-foundation of its own mother-city Teos after the latter had been
burned to the ground.” In this context, the gnomic lines that follow about “helping one’s
friends” gain new meaning: they specifically encourage the idea of mutual assistance between
mother-cities and their colonies. Paean 2 thus provides another important contrast to Ion’s song.
Abdera’s relationship with its “mother” may be peculiar, but unlike Ion it certainly does not
consider itself to be “motherless,” nor is there any doubt that the chorus, and by extension the

city, is composed of members and representatives of a broader community.

% Bernard P. Grenfell and Arthur S. Hunt, eds., The Oxyrhynchus Papyri 5 (London, 1908), p. 83, incorrectly saw this as
a reference to Athens. In this identification they were later followed by C.M. Bowra, Pindar (Oxford, 1964), p. 41, and
others.

% Stefan Lorenz Radt, Pindars zweiter und sechster Paian: Text, Scholien und Kommentar (Amsterdam, 1958), pp. 33-39,
was the first to make the point that the “mother’s mother” is certainly Teos. He was followed some time later by
George Huxley, “Teos in Pindar,” in Studies Presented to Sterling Dow on His Eightieth Birthday, ed. A.L. Boegehold
(Durham, NC, 1984), pp. 149-52. This stance is by now the consensus: cf. Carol Dougherty, “Pindar’s Second Paean:
Civic Identity on Parade,” Classical Philology 89 (1994): p. 210; Rutherford, 2001, pp. 268-69.
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A similarly colonial, and indeed Ionian, dynamic emerges in Bacchylides 17. There has
been a great deal of debate regarding the genre of this ode, with scholarly opinion divided
between dithyramb,”” paean,” and some mixture of the two.” The strongest arguments in favor
of its identification as a dithyramb remain its classification as such by the Alexandrian scholars,
its presentation of the narrative “ex abrupto,”'® and its (possible) performance in a circular dance

(kuklios choros).'®* None of these arguments is unassailable.®> Meanwhile, a number of the ode’s

7 D. Comparetti, “Les Dithyrambes de Bacchylide,” in Mélanges Henri Weil: Receuil de Mémoires, ed. A Fontemoing
(Paris, 1898), pp. 27-28; Arthur Wallace Pickard-Cambridge, Dithyramb, Tragedy and Comedy (Oxford, 1927), pp. 26-27;
Lee T. Pearcy Jr., “The Structure of Bacchylides” Dithyrambs,” Quaderni Urbinati di Cultura Classica 22 (1967): p. 93; G.
Ierano, “Il ditirambo XVII di Bacchilide e le feste apollinee di Delo,” Quaderni di Storia 30 (1989): pp. 157-83; Calame,
2009, esp. pp. 177-79.

% Richard C. Jebb, ed., Bacchylides: The Poems and Fragments (Cambridge, 1905), p. 223; R. Merkelbach, “Paonische
Strophen bei Pindar und Bakchylides,” Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 12 (1973): pp. 45-55; Kappel, 1992, pp.
156 ff.; Herwig Maehler, Die Lieder des Bakchylides vol. 2 (Leiden, 1997), pp. 167-70; Schrdder, 1999, pp. 51 ff.; Stephan
Schroder, “Das Lied dem Bakchylides von der Fahrt des Theseus nach Kreta (C. 17 M) und das Problem seiner
Gattung,” Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie 143 (2000): pp. 128-60; Maria Pavlou, “Bacchylides 17: Singing and
Usurping the Paean,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 52 (2012): pp. 510-39.

% This is essentially the argument put forth by Christos C. Tsagalis, “Blurring the Boundaries: Dionysus, Apollo, and
Bacchylides 17,” in Apolline Politics and Poetics, eds. Lucia Athanassaki, Richard P. Martin, and John F. Miller (Athens,
2009), pp. 199-215. But I would also place in this category scholars who mention the controversy but (perhaps wisely)
eschew assigning a generic definition for the ode, such as Kowalzig, 2007, pp. 88-94; David Fearn, “The Ceians and
their Choral Lyric: Athenian, Epichoric and Pan-Hellenic Perspectives,” in Archaic and Classical Choral Song:
Performance, Politics, and Dissemination, eds. Lucia Athanassaki and Ewen Bowie (Berlin, 2011), pp. 210-17; Fearn,
“Athens and the Empire: The Contextual Flexibility of Dithyramb, and its Imperialist Ramifications,” in Dithyramb in
Context, eds. Barbara Kowalzig and Peter Wilson (Oxford, 2013), pp. 133-52 (despite its dithyrambic title, Fearn
hedges on the question of genre, generally referring to the song —and its brethren—as the “circular choros”). An
entirely different possibility is presented by D.A. Schmidt, “Bacchylides 17: Paean or Dithyramb?” Hermes 118 (1990):
pp. 18-31, who argues that the ode is in fact a hyporchéma.

100 Comparetti, 1898, p. 27; much more recently, Calame, 2009, relies mainly on this point in identifying the ode as a
dithyramb.

101 Fearn, 2011, p. 210, notes that it was “probably performed by a circular chorus,” though does not claim this as
proof of genre. On the dithyramb’s association with circular choruses, cf. Pindar, fr. 70b.1-5 (= Dithyramb 2); Armand
D’Angour, “How the Dithyramb Got Its Shape,” The Classical Quarterly 47 (1997): pp. 331-51; and David Fearn,
Bacchylides: Politics, Performance, Poetic Tradition (Oxford, 2007), pp. 165-74.

102 Even its identification by the Alexandrians is tenuous, for we know from a marginal comment on P.Oxy. 23.2368
that Callimachus and Aristarchus disagreed over the classification of another Bacchylidean fragment (23b), with the
former arguing (successfully) in favor of dithyramb, and the latter in favor of paean. On this, cf. esp. Maehler, 1997
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elements are decidedly paeanic, such as the poem’s dedication to Delian Apollo,'®® its emphasis
on Theseus’ transition into adulthood,’® and its structural similarities to the section of the
Homeric Hymn to Apollo which describes the invention of the paean.!®® The most paeanic moment
of all, however, comes at the end of the poem, when Theseus” youthful companions celebrate
his success by “singing the paean” (17.129: maudviéav). This small but significant moment has
by no means sufficed to banish all disagreement on the question of genre, but it is certainly
enough to demonstrate the ode’s paeanic side: no one present at the poem’s performance on

Delos could listen to it without at least thinking of paeans.

Beyond the question of genre, the poem itself is a fascinating example of Athenian
mythmaking in an Apolline context. The song was performed by Ceans at Delos,® most likely
in the 470s BCE,” but the myth in question is clearly Athenian in origin. Theseus is aboard a
Cretan ship as one of the fourteen Athenian youths who are to be sacrificed to the Minotaur.

When Minos begins acting aggressively towards one of the young maidens, Theseus intervenes

vol. 2, p. 167; and Fearn, 2007, pp. 205-12. For fuller arguments against the ode’s identification as a dithyramb, cf.
Schmidt, 1990, pp. 26-29; and Schroder, 2000, pp. 130-37.

103 Maehler, 1997 vol. 2, pp. 168-69.

104 See esp. Anne Pippin Burnett, The Art of Bacchylides (Cambridge, MA, 1985), pp. 28 ff.

105 T.e. HH 3.397-501, in which Apollo takes to the sea in the form of a dolphin and leaps aboard a Cretan ship, and
demands that the Cretan sailors follow him to Delphi and sing the first paean song. On Bacchylides’ many allusions
to the Hymn, see Pavlou, 2012, pp. 518-26.

106 Jerano, 1989, p. 158; Maehler, 1997 vol. 2, pp. 168-69; Kowalzig, 2007, p. 88; Fearn, 2013, p. 135.

107.0n the date, cf. Képpel, 1992, pp. 181-83; C.D.P. van Oeveren, “Bacchylides Ode 17: Theseus and the Delian
League,” in One Hundred Years of Bacchylides, eds. LL. Pfeijffer and S.R. Slings (Amsterdam ,1999), pp. 31-42; Fearn,
2007, p. 243. In all likelihood, the composition of Bacch. 17 occurred after Ceos had joined the Delian League as a
founding member in 478 BC: cf. Gary Reger, “The Aegean,” in An Inventory of Archaic and Classical Poleis, eds. M.H.
Hansen and T.H. Nielsen (Oxford, 2004), p. 748.
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(17.8-50), at which point Minos demands that Theseus prove his descent from Poseidon by
retrieving a ring he casts into the sea (17.50-81). The Athenian hero does not hesitate, and as
soon as he takes the plunge he is accompanied by dolphins!® to the bottom of the sea to the
home of Poseidon’s wife Amphitrite (17.81-101). After witnessing a dance of the Nereids and
receiving gifts from Amphitrite (17.101-18), Theseus returns safely to the ship (somewhat oddly,
the ring is never mentioned again) where he is celebrated with the aforementioned paean. He
thus symbolically anticipates his defeat of Minos and the Minotaur and his liberation of Athens
from its grisly debt to Crete. Just as importantly, he proves his divine heritage. Unlike in Ion’s

paean, there are no longer any doubts about his paternity.

It is easy to see how this validation of Theseus’ divine heritage would appeal to Athens,
but it is less apparent why the Ceans should be celebrating Theseus’ defeat of Minos,
particularly since it is Minos whom the Ceans typically regarded as a mythical founder.'®
Kowalzig and Fearn have both demonstrated the serious ideological ramifications of
Bacchylides” theoric ode, in particular Theseus’ substitution of Minos as the Ceans” “culture-
hero.”1® Even more crucially, Bacchylides fuses Athenian and Cean identities. This he does
most cleverly at the end of the poem by transitioning directly from his description of the

Athenian paean song (17.129) into a call for Delian Apollo to rejoice at and smile upon the Cean

108 Tt is perhaps not a coincidence that dolphins also appear on a number of Cean coins from the Archaic era: cf. again
Reger, 2004, p. 748.

109 Fearn, 2013, p 141. Minos’ founding role is celebrated at length in Pindar’s fourth Paean (on which more below, see
pp. 223-225) and Bacchylides 1.

110 Ibid.
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chorus (17.130-31). Such a “merg[er] of choral identities...suggests an imposition of an
Athenian, albeit mythical, identity onto the Ceans by means of their theoric performance.”"! Put
slightly differently, the Cean chorus mimics the song performed by Theseus’ companions and
thus transforms itself into a chorus that self-identifies as Ionian, with Theseus serving as their

“mythical khoregos.” 112

Even beyond that, their narration of the myth in an Apolline theoric context implies that
the actual Cean chorus celebrates Theseus’ success in the same manner, and indeed for the same
reasons, as the mythical Athenian chorus on board the ship. This final point is confirmed by the
opening lines of the poem, in which Bacchylides most ostentatiously alters the identity of

Theseus” wards (17.1-4):

Kvavomowoa pev vavg peveéktumov The dark-prowed ship bringing Theseus
Onoéa dic émTtd T ayAaolg dyovoa steadfast-in-battle and the twice-seven
kovpovg Tadvwv splendid youths of the Ionians
Kontucov tapve méAayog: cut through the Cretan sea.

Other sources are generally quite firm in noting that the “twice-seven” youths saved by Theseus
were Attic or Athenian."® In ode 17, however, it is a tribute of Ionian youths that are sent to the
Minotaur. The chorus, made up of Ionians from Ceos, is thus implicated in the very act of
salvation about which they are singing, and so too are the other Ionians who were present at the

theoric performance, which is to say a healthy portion of the Delian League. Meanwhile, the

11 Jdem, p. 142; a similar point is made by Kowalzig, 2007, p. 89.
112 Fearn, 2007, p. 255.
113 Tt is explicit in Isoc. 10.27; Diod. Sic. 4.61.3; and Plut. Thes.14. And it is implicit in E. HF 1327 and PI. Phaedo 58a11.
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Ionians themselves “are subject to the finest ideological trick,” for in celebrating their liberation
from Minos, they implicitly sanctify the tribute imposed on them by Athens.!"* As in Paean 5, we
see here a paeanic song performing an act of mythological mediation between Athens and its

colonial allies by promoting their shared Ionian identity.

Paeans were by no means the only way to achieve this type of mediation, as is evidenced
by the straight-forward appeals for military aid on the basis of Ionian kinship made by both
Athens and its allies throughout the fifth century BCE.""> But while these diplomatic appeals
generally occurred strictly in times of need, the use of paeans as a mediatory mechanism seems
to have been regular during the fifth century. Athens may have been sending such theoric
choruses to Delos since Solon’s time,''® and by the classical period this certainly occurred at least
once a year.!'” Moreover, by the time the Ion was produced, Athens” commitments to Delos had

been further increased by their decision to repurify the island, and to establish the penteteric

114 Kowalzig, 2007, p. 91. Kowalzig applies the logic only to the Cean chorus, but given the opening lines of the poem,
and the Delian context in which it was performed, it seems reasonable to extend this implicit debt to all the Ionians.
115 Cf. Hdt. 5.97.2; Th. 1.95.1, and 3.86.3; Barron, 1962; Alty, 1982; Bremmer, 1997.

116 Rutherford, 2001, p. 297; Kowalzig, 2007, p. 84. Our source for this is Polemon Periegetes fr. 78 Preller (=
Athenaeus 6.234e-f), who tells us it was stipulated in Solon’s kyrbeis (tablets) that a theoric delegation of Déliastai was
to be sent to Delos each year.

117 Plato tells us that during Theseus” voyage to Crete with the fourteen Athenian youths who were to be sacrificed to
the Minotaur, “the Athenians had made a vow to Apollo, as they say, that if they were saved, they would lead a
theoria to Delos every year, which they still now send to the god each year.” (Phaedo 58b: 1@ 00V ATOAAwvL NOEaVTO
W Aéyetal tote, el owBelev, xdortov €toug Bewplav dmd&ewv eic AfAov- fijv N del Kol vov €Tt €€ éxelvovu kat’
éviavtov 1@ Oe@ mépmovotv.) On other potential occasions on which Athenian choruses would be sent to Delos, cf.
Rutherford, 2001, pp. 297-98. For a more detailed account of Athenian theoriai, particularly the annual trip in
celebration of Theseus’ celebration, cf. Peter Wilson, The Athenian Institution of the Khoregia: The Chorus, the City and the
Stage (Cambridge, 2000a), pp. 44-46; and Rutherford, 2004.
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festival to Apollo on Delos in 426/25 BCE."8 It is significant that Thucydides tells us that “the
cities brought choruses” to this festival (Th. 3.104.3). Hornblower calls this increase in theoric
activity in Delos “evidence of an Athenian desire to reaffirm the ‘Ionianism’ of the Delian
league.”’® And while we do not have any concrete evidence regarding the songs performed at
this festival, paeans were certainly the most obvious generic choice for a festival to Apollo on
Delos. Indeed, it is easy to imagine that songs such as Pindar’s fifth Paean would have been the

ideal choral vehicle for effecting Athens’ desire “to bring Ionian cult within her control.”120

Furthermore, two sources tell us of the great impact such theoric delegations had:
Xenophon’'s Socrates boasts that no city can match the splendor of Athens’ choruses, such as
“the one sent to Delos,” while Plutarch, even several centuries after the fact, specifically recalls
the splendid theoria that Nicias led to Delos.!?! In other words, theoric delegations to Delos, such
as the one for which Pindar likely composed Paean 5, left a lasting impression on all parties
involved. As such, it is probable that much of Euripides” audience would have understood the
important role paeans played at Apolline festivals in promoting intra-Ionian relationships, and

would have associated this genre with the mythological setting and goals of the Ion. In this

118 Th. 3.104. This was the second time that Athens had “purified” Delos, the first instance having been effected by
Peisistratus in what A. Andrewes, “The Tyranny of Pisistratus,” Cambridge Ancient History 3 (1982): part 3, p. 403,
calls “anotable assertion of Athens” primacy among the Ionians cities.”

119 Simon Hornblower, A Commentary on Thucydides vol. 1 (Oxford, 1991), p. 521. But see also Hornblower, “The
Religious Dimension of the Peloponnesian War, or, What Thucydides Does Not Tell Us,” Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology 94 (1992b): pp. 169-97. And along the same lines, Christy Constantakopoulou, The Dance of the Islands:
Insularity, Networks, the Athenian Empire, and the Aegean World (Oxford, 2007), pp. 71-73.

120 Hornblower, 1992, p. 195. Wilson, 2000a, p. 46, also notes that paeans would seem to be the “most appropriate”
genre for these festivals, though his reasoning is based on cultic grounds rather than political ones.

121 X, Mem. 3.3.12; Plut. Nicias 3.4-6. On both passages, cf. Wilson, 2000a, p. 45; on Xenophon, cf. Rutherford, 2004.

219



light, it is somewhat ironic that the only paean we have seen that does not stress the idea of a

shared Ionian identity is the one sung by Ion himself —the most Ionian of all possible singers.

While Athens” exploitation of paeans to further its interests among its Ionian allies is
adequately attested by our sources, the matter of the genre’s connection to questions of local,
Athenian identity is a more difficult case to prove. Given the paean’s role in community-
building and the general importance of Apolline cult in civic matters throughout Greece, and
especially among the Ionian Greeks,'? one might expect to find evidence of Athenian paeans
that asserted their autochthonous identity. Alas, this is not the case. The chief problem here is
that besides the scanty fragments of Pindar’s Paean 5, there are only two other fifth-century
Athenian paeans from which any words survive.'? One of these is an extremely fragmentary
paean to Asclepius written by Sophocles,'?* of which fewer than twenty words can be salvaged.
One of these is “Kexpomdwv” (descendants of Cecrops), an obvious reference to Athens’

earliest origins, but since the paean was dedicated to Asclepius it is difficult to connect this to

122.0On Apollo as a civic god extraordinaire in Ionia (but in particular Apollo Delphinios in Miletos, for which we have
the most evidence) see Fritz Graf, “Apollon Delphinios,” Museum Helveticum 36 (1979): pp. 2-22; Graf, Apollo (London,
2009), pp. 106-16; Vanessa B. Gorman, Miletos, the Ornament of lonia: A History of the City to 400 B.C.E. (Ann Arbor,
2001), pp. 168-86; and Alexander Herda, “How to Run a State Cult: The Organization of the Cult of Apollo
Delphinios in Miletos,” in Current Approaches to Religion in Ancient Greece, eds. Matthew Haysom and Jenny
Wallensten (Stockholm, 2011), pp. 57-81.

123 This does not include paeans found in tragedies, though none of those are performed by “Athenian” choruses.

124 Sophocles fr. 1b Page, preserved in an inscription in the Athenian agora from the second century AD. On the
inscription, see James H. Oliver, “The Sarapion Monument and the Paean of Sophocles,” Hesperia 5 (1936): pp. 91-122.
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civic cults or the promotion of Athenian identity.’? The other fragment (Pindar fr. 152hAc =
Paean 7c [c]) somehow pales in comparison to the remains of Sophocles’ paean: only four,
possibly five, words can be established with any degree of certainty. The presence of “dapov
AOBafva...]” among these hints that civic identity may have been stressed in this ode, but any

argument based on such scanty evidence is inevitably doomed to uncertainty.

Equally frustrating is the lack of any source that mentions performances of paeans for
Apollo in Athens. The Thargelia festival would seem to be the ideal setting for such songs:'?* not
only was the festival dedicated to Apollo, but it included choral competitions,'?” and was one of
the occasions on which young Athenian males could be enrolled in the phratries, with a
concomitant oath to Apollo Patroos guaranteeing the purity of the child’s Athenian origins.!?
This marriage of Apolline cult, choral performance, and citizen-initiation, would seem the
perfect occasion for paeans. Nevertheless, until recently scholars have generally insisted that the

competition featured dithyrambs. It must be said that the evidence for this claim is extremely

125 Considering the scholion to Pindar’s fifth Paean which mentions a son of Erechtheus (X 45: [T&dvdwgov
'Eoéx[0ewc]AikAov), one might see a pattern of mentioning autochthony in fifth-century Athenian paeans. The small
sample-size and lack of context, however, renders it impossible to form any solid conclusions in this regard.

126 On the festival, see H-W. Parke, Festivals of the Athenians (Ithaca, 1977), pp. 146-49; Wilson, 2000a, pp. 32-34; and
Peter Wilson, “Performance in the Pythion: The Athenian Thargelia,” in The Greek Theatre and Festivals: Documentary
Studies, ed. Peter Wilson (Oxford, 2007), pp. 150-82.

127 There were two choral competitions, one for men and one for boys. Tribes were grouped in pairs in order to form
the choruses, making for a total of ten choruses, five in each competition. Cf. Lys. 21.1; Antiphon, 6.11 Arist. Ath.Pol.
56.3; Wilson, 2000a, p. 33; Wilson, 2007, p. 156-57.

128 Such is the case in the fourth century BC, at any rate: cf. Isaios, 7.15-16; A. Andrewes, “Philochoros on Phratries,”
The Journal of Hellenic Studies 81 (1961): pp. 5-6; Cromey, 2006, pp. 59-62; Graf, 2009, p. 108.

129 Pickard-Cambridge, 1962, pp. 4, 32; Richard Hamilton, “The Pindaric Dithyramb,” Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology 93 (1990): p. 222; Giorgio lerano, Il ditirambo di Dioniso: Le testimonianze antiche (Pisa, 1997), p. 248; Robin
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tenuous, for it consists merely of a very late reference to a competitions among kuklioi choroi at
the Thargelia.'*® We cannot simply take this term to mean “dithyrambs.”*! On the contrary, as
Wilson has argued, this term refers primarily to the shape the chorus takes during its
performance, and its use specifically “avoid[s] any more explicit generic, or cultic, markers.”!32
Athenians would have used this term to refer to dithyrambs for Dionysus, but also for Apolline
songs such as Bacchylides 17 and Pindar’s fifth Paean.!® As such, it is extremely unlikely that
the competition at the Thargelia consisted solely of dithyrambs, and by extension extremely

likely that it included the performance of paeans.!

All that is well and good, but it still tells us remarkably little about the way, or whether

or not, Athenian paeans were used to assert autochthonous identity. Our only recourse, then, is

Osborne, “Competitive Festivals and the Polis: A Context for Dramatic Festivals at Athens,” in Athenian Democracy,
ed. P.J. Rhodes (Edinburgh, 2004), p. 222.

130 Suda and Photius, Lexicon, s.v. [T0O10v: ot T@ KUKAiw X00® Vikjoavtes ta OapynAwx (“those who won in the
[competition of the] circular chorus at the Thargelia”). Although Pickard-Cambridge, 1962, p. 4, mentions “many
references in literature and inscriptions” to the performances of dithyrambs at the Thargelia, with the exception of
the Suda those which he cites (cf. p. 4 fn 2) make no mention of genre, or even of kuklioi choroi.

131 Wilson, 2000a, p. 314 n 22, points out some problems with this line of reasoning, a discussion he continues in
Wilson, 2007, pp. 164-69, where he notes that “the word dtOvoaupBac is never used of” the songs at the Thargelia (p.
167, italics in original). More recent explorations of the question have underscored how problematic it is to
universally understand “dithyramb” for “kuklios choros”: cf. Fearn, 2007, pp. 165-74; Giambattista D’ Alessio, “’"The
Name of the Dithyramb’: Diachronic and Diatopic Variations,” in Dithyramb in Context, eds. Barbara Kowalzig and
Peter Wilson (Oxford, 2013), pp. 113-32, and Paola Ceccarelli, “Circular Choruses and the Dithyramb in the Classical
and Hellenistic Period: A Problem of Definition,” in Kowalzig and Wilson, 2013, pp. 153-70.

132 Wilson, 2007, p. 168.

133 Jdem, pp. 177-78.

134 As many scholars have suggested, e.g. Rutherford, 2001, p. 33 fn 37, who states that the Thargelian chorus
mentioned in Antiphon 6.11 “may have been a mai&v”; Ceccarelli, 2013, p. 160 fn 35, follows Rutherford and states
that “both in Delos and at the Athenian Thargelia the songs performed will have included dithyrambs, but also
paians.” Another possibility for the performance of paeans at the Thargelia resides in the “presumably choral”
dances of the Orchestai (Wilson, 2000a, p. 33). Somewhat incredibly, even less evidence exists for these performances
than for those of the aforementioned competition, though we can at least presume that Euripides, who as
Theophrastus tells us (fr. 119) was once a cupbearer for the Orchestai, knew more about them than we do.
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to examine paeans that were performed in other Greek poleis. The evidence is not ample, but it
is suggestive. One ode that confirms the paean as a genre par excellence for expressions of self-
definition is Pindar’s fourth Paean. Like Bacchylides 17, Paean 4 was composed for the Ceans,
but unlike Bacchylides” poem it was most likely performed on Ceos,'®® and it presents a
mythical structure which emphasizes the Cretan roots shared by all Ceans. Perhaps most
importantly for our context, the ode sets upon these shared mythical roots the grounds for

remaining dedicated to the civic community.

Pindar’s approach to the topic is clever. He begins by noting the island’s poverty and its
lack of horses and oxen (4.27). He then gives an example of a foreign hero (Melampous) who
had contented himself with the relative poverty of his homeland (4.28-30).1% Finally, Pindar

makes his point and illustrates it with an origin myth (Paean 4.32-39):

135 On this, see especially Ian Rutherford, “State Pilgrimage and the Performance of Paean 4,” in Poesia e religione in
Grecia: Studi in onore di G. Aurelio Privitera, eds. Maria Cannata Fera and Simonetta Grandolini (Napoli, 2000), pp. 605-
12; and Rutherford, 2001, pp. 292-93. Contra see Kappel, 1992, pp. 146-51, who argues that the ode was destined for
performance on Delos on the basis of a reference to Artemis in the opening lines of the poem, the fact that the paean’s
extensive praise of Ceos seems more appropriate for a pan-Hellenic context, and because a mention of the Graces
must refer to reciprocity between Delos and Ceos. None of these arguments is unassailable (cf. Rutherford, 2000, p.
610), and it is particularly hard to see why the praise of Ceos would be more fitting for Delos than for a local context.
What's more, Kappel’s arguments are far outweighed, in my estimation, by the mention of a specific locality on Ceos
(Karthaia, 4.13-14), but especially by the fact that much of the poem is dedicated to the idea of not leaving Ceos (see
below).

136 These lines, in particular 4.28-29 (A’ 6 ye MéAaumog ovk 1|0eAev/Atnwv natida po[va]oxe[iv] Agyet)

have been subject to various interpretations centering around the question of whether Pindar is saying Melampous
left his home (Pylos) or not. The tradition with which we are most familiar states quite plainly that Melampous did in
fact leave Pylos (cf. Hdt. 9.34), and indeed Kéappel, 1992, pp. 132-40, tries to reconcile Pindar’s lines with this
tradition. But G.B. D’ Alessio, “The Greek Paean [review of Kéappel],” The Classical Review 44 (1994b): p. 64, points out
that Kappel’s reconstruction “simply makes no satisfactory sense,” since it posits the following logical construct: 1)
my homeland is poor; 2) Melampos left his homeland to accept a share of rule in Argos; and 3) it is best not to leave
one’s homeland.
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70 0¢ olkoBev &otv KAl —— For a man [it is always best]'?” to love

Kkat ovyyével avopl @[—— his home city, [hearth,]!%

otéplart patfal]wv d¢ [~— and kin; but to foolish men [belongs
gkag Eovtwv: Adyo[v av]axtoc Evéav[tiov 35 a love] of things afar.’® I praise the

enaiveoa [Kontlov paopévwv 6¢ avaliveto word of King Euxantios, who when the

Cretans

avTaQxELV, MoAlwv O ékatov Tedéxel[v sought him refused to rule and to have
péog €Bdopov a seventh share of the hundred cities

INaow[d]ag <ovv> viot]or with the sons of Pasiphae...

Pindar’s point is that it is better to remain at home, as Euxantios had, rather than seek fame and
fortune abroad. Euxantios was the son of King Minos and Dexithea (the last surviving
Telchinean), and is essentially the mythical progenitor of the Ceans.'* The fact that Euxantios
refused a share of the Cretan kingdom —the greatest Aegean power in that mythical time—is a
poignant reminder for the Ceans that not only are they all descended from a common lot, but
that it is one that has traditionally kept its sights focused on home. Pindar simultaneously

emphasizes ethnic homogeneity and the tradition and benefits of loyalty to one’s community.

In closing the poem, Pindar goes even further. The final twenty lines consist of
Euxantios” words of refusal in reply to the offer of a Cretan kingdom, and the Cean chorus plays
the part of their progenitor. This choral act is similar to that which we saw in Bacchylides 17, in

which the Cean chorus embodies and thus identifies with Theseus’ “Ionian” companions. In the

137 G.B. D’ Alessio, “Osservazioni e paralipomeni ad una nuova edizione dei frammenti di Pindaro,” Rivista di Filologia
e Istruzione Classica 119 (1991): p. 99, has suggested that the last four syllables of v. 33 may be integrated with the
words “@éolot’ ael,” a proposal that works both logically and grammatically.

138 As per the proposal of éotia as the missing word in v. 32, made by Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Pindaros
(1922, Berlin), p. 472. The sense in any case must be something of the sort.

139 Following the translation suggested by Rutherford, 2001, p. 283.

140 Cf. Rutherford, 2001, pp. 288-89 for a discussion of the myth and its variations, the most notable example of which
is found in Bacch. 1.112-28.
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case of Paean 4, however, the effect is altogether different: rather than placing themselves within
a broader, Ionian, context, Pindar’s chorus represents a figure with which all Ceans—and
indeed only Ceans—could truly identify. Beyond being a simple appeal for loyalty to one’s
homeland, which D’Alessio correctly identifies as an endorsement of political stability,'*
Pindar’s poem forcefully promotes the cohesion of the Cean people through an emphasis on

kinship that is embodied by participation in a choral community.

Another fascinating paean, and one which artfully shows the genre’s ability to negotiate
both local and colonial identities, is Pindar’s sixth Paean, an ode dedicated to the Aeginetans

and possibly performed at both the Delphic Theoxenia as well as in Aegina itself (Paean 6.123-

36):142
ovopakAvTa Y&Q €001 Awolel Your name is famous, island

ufe]déooa [To]vtw ruler of the Dorian
vaoog, [d] Awog EA- 125 Sea, o bright star

Aaviov paevvov &AoTQOV. of Zeus Hellanios.
oUvekev 00 0€ ManoOvwyv Because of which I shall not put you to bed
adopTov evVAEOEY, AN dowav starved of paeans, but you shall take
0001 deropéva KateQelg, a surge of song and declare

141y Alessio, 2009, p. 164.

142 The question of the performance of Paean 6 is tremendously complicated. On this, see esp. Ian Rutherford, “’For
the Aeginetans to Aiakos a Prosodion”: An Unnoticed Title at Pindar, Paean 6, 123, and Its Significance for the Poem,”
Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 118 (1997): pp. 1-21; and Rutherford, 2001, 329-38. To summarize, the
combination of a title which implied performance by the people of Delphi and a mythical structure that is decidedly
Aeginetan has generated a number of (increasingly) complex hypotheses of performance scenarios over the last
century. The question was further complicated by the recent discovery of a second title at the beginning of the third
triad: “For the Aeginetans in honor of Aiakos, a Prosodion.” After a survey of previous performance hypotheses
Rutherford (1997) introduces a new set of theories based on the emergence of the new title, and decides that two
scenarios are the most likely: that all of Paean 6 was performed at Delphi, the first two triads by a chorus of Delphians
and the final one by Aeginetans; or that only the first two triads were originally performed at Delphi, and that the
third triad was a supplement, most likely meant for performance in Aegina. Rutherford gives a slight advantage to
the second option, insofar as it better explains the apologetic tone of Pindar’s Nemean 7, but both are credible.
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nobev EAaBeg vavmouTaviy 130 whence you received your ship-ruling

daipova kat tav Oepi&evov doet[av. daimon and the virtue of justice to guests.

O TAVTA TOL TA TE KAl T TELXWV The far-seeing son of Cronos, who builds
ooV &yyvaAiEev OAPov all things, bequeathed your

evpvo[ma] Kpdvou maig, 0ddt<eco>1d" én” Aofw- happiness, when on the waters of the Asopos
1oL Tt[ot &]mo ' eo0vEWV BaOUvKOA- 135 he carried off the deep-bosomed maiden
miov avepéato magBévov Atywvav: Aegina from her door-way.

The encomiastic elements of these lines are obvious, but other aspects of the genre’s function are
embedded within this praise. In Pindar’s formulation, Aegina’s self-evident fame and power
require that paeans be sung in her honor; without these paeans, the island would be unjustly
“starved.”'*> The implication is that the paean is the genre par excellence for celebrating a city,

much like epinician poetry was for athletic victors.

But Pindar does not simply celebrate Aegina’s greatness; he also prompts the island to
reveal the source of its naval prowess (i.e. its “ship-ruling daimon”) and its virtuous treatment of
xenoi. The chorus responds to this query in its own voice, but the structure of the poem suggests
that the island itself is providing the answer, and thus guaranteeing the legitimacy of the
account. As we learn, the island’s excellence stems from Zeus’ rape of its namesake, the river-
nymph Aegina. Zeus kidnapped her and brought her to the previously uninhabited island,
where he begat Aiakos, the first king of the island. Despite the fragmentary state of the final

forty lines, references to the Myrmidons—the island’s semi-autochthonous inhabitants—!4

143 This is in no way dissimilar to the dynamic we see in his epinician poems, in which the song itself is necessitated
by the victor’s prowess and virtue.

144 Zeus was said to have transformed the ants on the island into men, whence the name “Myrmidon.” On this see Ps.
Apoll. Bibl. 3.12.6; Hesiod fr. 205 West.
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(6.143) and Aiakos (6.144-45, 155-56)'% attest that Pindar recounts this origin story in some
detail. The mention of “the boundless virtues of the Aiakides” (6.176-77) suggests that he
extends the narration of Aiakos’ bloodline, perhaps through his grandson Achilles. And this

genealogy is presented as a reason to “love [your?] native city and kindly people” (6.178-79).

The paean operates on several levels, and claims to be perfectly suited for each one: it
celebrates Aegina’s fame; it augments that fame by “persuading” the island to tell of its divine
provenance and glorious ancestry; and it ends with a call for civic unity, one that is clearly
enhanced and encouraged by the paean’s mythical apparatus. These mythical elements —divine
heritage, autochthony, and the city’s place in the broader Greek (in this case Dorian) world —are
the same ones around which Euripides constructs the lon. If the paean was indeed performed at
an international festival such as the Delphic Theoxenia, one of the two hypotheses Rutherford
suggests, “Paean 6 would provide an excellent example of negotiation between panhellenic and
local traditions within the context of ancient pilgrimage.”* In this case, the number of both
contextual and mythical elements shared with Euripides’ Ion would be overwhelming, and
there would be little question regarding the genre’s suitability for the tragedy. But even if all or

part of Pindar’s song were performed in Aegina, it would still serve as confirmation that the

145 6.144-45: tov[ "—=" owpoo]véotatov/Alog, must refer to Aiakos, who, as Pindar tells us, was “the wisest of all
men on earth” and “even settled disputes for the gods” (Isth. 8.23-24). It appears that he recounts this same episode in
6.155-56: Zn[v "~ "7 - ] motv Ltuyocg 6okioy €€ eV-/ [- 77 -7 -] ducdoar. On which cf. Rutherford, 2001, p. 326.

146 Rutherford, 1997, p. 19.
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tifth-century paean was a convenient vehicle for the propagation of local myths and civic

identities that we also see in the Ion, a thematic confluence that is on its own notable.

Like the “Ionian” paeans discussed earlier, the two “local” paeans examined above
present powerful assertions of a community’s shared identity, and they again stand in contrast
to the strange paean with which Ion introduces himself to the audience. In both the Cean and
the Aeginetan paeans, the divine paternities of the cities” founding heroes are fully articulated
and certain, and these origins are explicitly used to reinforce communal solidarity. Ion, on the
other hand, emphasizes the uncertainty of his origins and his isolation from community,
asserting instead an identity that the audience knows to be an Apolline fiction. The number of
contrasts between Ion’s monody and traditional paeans suggests that Ion’s song deliberately
eschews the genre’s typical promotion of origin myths and civic unity. And the fact that Ion
closes his puzzling song with a singular critique of Apolline music certainly draws the
audience’s attention to the idea of Apolline song itself, an implicit provocation which paves the

way for Creousa’s more explicit critique of Apolline music later in the play.
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4. Dissonance Refracted:

The Multiplication of Fictional Identities and Creousa’s Anti-Paean

The problems of fictional identities, unknown origins, and isolation from community
that Ion introduces with his paean do not simply disappear when he ends his song. Ion closes
his paean by curbing his impulse to kill the temple birds, at least saving himself from sacrilege,
at which point the chorus enters the stage. The parodos (Ion 184-236) does little to dispel the
paeanic anxiety that Ion has developed. In other Euripidean tragedies in which a single actor
follows the prologue —but precedes the chorus” entry —by singing an anapaestic monody, the
parodos typically mirrors the themes and modes of the actor’s monody.'¥” For example, when
Hecuba follows the prologue of the Trojan Women with an anapeastic dirge bemoaning the fall
of Troy and the slave’s fate that awaits her, the chorus is moved by her laments and joins her in
song before performing a dirge of their own.'*¥ By analogy, we might expect the chorus of the
Ion to present some sort of choral paean, or to at least express some interest in the young man
still present on-stage. Instead, a group of Creousa’s female hand-servants arrives and performs
an ekphrastic song in which they marvel at the decorations on Apollo’s temple. They

communicate with Ion only in order to find out the rules of the sanctuary.

47 Lee, ed., 1997, p. 177.
148 Cf. E. Tro. 98-229. Hecuba’s anapaests at the beginning of the Hecuba serve a similar function.
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Even this light-hearted song is not without some anomalies. The sculptures described by
the chorus are not those located at the entrance (east end) of the temple of Apollo—the side
before which the tragic scene presumably takes place. Instead, the chorus sings of three battles
(Heracles and the Hydra, Bellerophon and the Chimera, and the gigantomachy) that were
depicted on the rear (west end) of the temple.'* This incongruity has been the cause of much
debate, as scholars have tried to reconcile the parodos to the theatrical setting in a number of
ways.'® Less has been made of the scene which actually did adorn the front of the temple and
which Euripides quite obviously ignores, which is to say Apollo’s arrival at Delphi. As with any
omission, one must be cautious in assigning too much meaning to it. But it is worth noting that
the Apolline arrival the chorus declines to describe is an event for which paeans were typically

performed.®! It is as if Euripides deliberately avoids having his chorus describe a scene which is

149 On the images described by the parodos and how they relate to what the audience might actually see, cf. Owen, ed.,
1939, pp. 82-83; Vincent J. Rosivach, “Earthborns and Olympians: The Parodos of the Ion,” The Classical Quarterly 27
(1977): pp. 284-85; Lee, ed., 1997, pp. 179-80. On the images that adorned the real temple at Delphi, cf. Ch. Picard and
P. De La Coste-Messeliere, Fouilles de Delphes vol. 4 £. 3 (Paris, 1931), pp. 16-32 (west pediment) and 33-62 (east
pediment).

1% The most successful of which is to suggest that the skéné consisted of a “non-dimensional representation” of the
temple, as it is put by Karelisa V. Hartigan, Ambiguity and Self-Deception: The Apollo and Artemis Plays of Euripides
(Frankfurt am Main, 1991), p. 72 fn 10.

151 This point has not yet, to my knowledge, been adequately argued. Rutherford, 1994, p. 116, makes it in regard
specifically to Bacch. 16.8-9, and he hints at the possibility that Apollo’s springtime return was a traditional occasion
for a paean in 2001, pp. 28 and 54. But there is meaningful evidence suggesting that Apollo’s annual arrival at Delphi
would have been marked by the performance of paeans, and that this fact would have been reasonably well-known:
according to the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, the very first paean was performed in honor of Apollo’s original return to
Delphi (cf. HH 3.517-19.), and Bacchylides tells us that Apollo’s annual arrival at Delphi is greeted by “flowers of
paeans” (Bacch. 16.8-9: ikn mamdvwv/dvOea tedorxvetv). Bacchylides” testimony is particularly relevant for the
nonchalance with which he relates the detail: the poem itself is not a paean but a dithyramb, and the point of
mentioning this welcoming paean is simply to “mark the performative or contextual boundary between paeans and
dithyrambs” (Fearn, 2007, p. 171). This suggests to me that the god’s paeanic greeting at Delphi was common
knowledge. Further evidence that his return was marked by paeans can be found in Alcaeus’ “paean” for Apollo
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both closely associated with paeans and by far the most logical choice considering the location.

Ion’s paean does not simply recede into the background; it is kept in the foreground by contrast.

Ion and the projection of contemporary notions of Athenian identity

The end of the parodos is marked by Creousa’s arrival (lon 237). Ion, still on-stage,
instantly recognizes Creousa’s “nobility” (yevvaidtng), but of course he cannot know her
relation to him; mother and son are united in ignorance. She gives him her background and the
full story of her autochthonous lineage (lon 260-82), an excursus that brings into focus the
centrality of Athenian identity in the play. Soon thereafter, Ion inquires after Creousa’s present
circumstances, an exchange that recalls fifth-century Athenian citizenship laws (Ion 289-93):

Ion: méo1c 0¢ tic o’ Eynu ABnvaiwv, yovay I: What Athenian husband married you,
woman?

Cr.: o0k Aotog, AN €mtaktog €€ dAANG xOovdc. 290  C: He is not a citizen, but a foreigner from
another land.

I: tic; evyevn viv det meukéval Tvd. I: Who? He must have been born a noble man.
C.: EovBog, mepukws AldAov Awde T dmo. C: Xouthos, born of Aiolos the son of Zeus.
I kol maog E€vog 0 @v Eoxev ovoav EYYEVT); I: And how did a foreign man acquire you, a

native woman?
Ion’s initial assumption that Creousa married an Athenian seems innocent enough, but his

response upon learning that Creousa has married Xouthos is curious. Although Xouthos is a

(paraphrased in prose by Himerius, 48.105 ff.; on this cf. esp. Furley and Bremer, 2001 vol. 1, pp. 99-102; vol. 2, pp. 21-
24). Alcaeus tells us that the Delphians “composed a paean” (Him. 48.115: matava cuvOévteg) in order to encourage
Apollo to come to Delphi. And in Philodamus’ Paean for Dionysus we learn that Dionysus’ arrival and acceptance at
Delphi was to be marked by the performance of this paean (cf. esp. Clay, 1996, pp. 94-96), which further confirms the
sense that the Greeks considered the paean to be a song of welcome par excellence at Delphi.
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grandson of Zeus and thus a perfectly appropriate match for Creousa “[f[rom a mythic or
aristocratic perspective,”! Jon is surprised that a “xenos” had been allowed to marry the
“native” queen. He appears to be operating on the notion that “civic endogamy” is the norm
among the elite classes in Athens,'® a condition that in all likelihood arose only after Pericles’
citizenship law of 451/50 BCE."™ In short, Ion appears familiar with Athens’ fifth-century
citizenship laws,’® and he places the tragedy’s questions about identity within this decidedly

contemporary context.

The remainder of the episode focuses on Ion’s own background (308-29), and on
Creousa’s intention to ask Apollo about the fate of their child (330-69). Unbeknownst to the two
characters, these subjects are closely related, and the discussion naturally serves to set up the
eventual anagnorisis (recognition). Just as importantly, both topics bring into focus another
theme that had been introduced by Ion’s paean and that quickly becomes one of the tragedy’s
focal points: fictional identities. In Ion’s case, the fictional identity is known to the audience, for
he simply relates the same story of orphaned servitude that he had told in his paean. Somewhat

more surprising is the fiction that Creousa’s creates. In the process of explaining her oracular

152 Lape, 2010, p. 29; see also Loraux, 1993, pp. 201-02

153 Lape, 2010, p. 29.

154 On Pericles’ citizenship law most generally, see above, p. 198. One effect of Pericles’ law, regardless of whether it
was the primary motivation for the regulation, was surely to curb marriages between Athenians and non-Athenians.
On the matter, cf. Boegehold 1994, pp. 62-63; Connor, 1994, pp. 36-38; Lape, 2010, pp. 23-24. S.C. Humphreys, “The
Nothoi of Kynosarges,” The Journal of Hellenic Studies 94 (1974): pp. 93-94, suggests that eliminating such marriages
was actually the main goal of Pericles’ law, though Patterson, 2006, p. 282, correctly points out that we know too little
about the frequency of such marriages to suppose that this was a serious motivating factor.

155 Lape, 2010, pp. 29, 107-08.
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request, she gives the details of Apollo’s rape and the subsequent birth and abandonment of her
child, but she does so under the guise that this had occurred to a friend of hers (Ion 338: tic
@iAwv é¢uav). Both Ion and Creousa thus present themselves inaccurately, Ion by revealing the
bogus status he had been supplied by Apollo, Creousa by concealing her suffering at the god’s
hands. An uncomfortable blend of fictional identities and Athenian origins is well developed by
the end of the first episode, and the problems inherent in this mixture will subsequently be

dissected throughout the tragedy.

The following episode only sees the complexities of identity and origins deepen.
Xouthos leaves the oracle and enthusiastically greets Ion as his child (Ion 517: @ téxvov). Ion is
naturally taken aback at this strange behavior, and threatens to fend of Xouthos” affectionate
advances with “an arrow to the lungs” (lon 524: eiow tOa MAevpOVWY). Xouthos prevents this
assault by relating Apollo’s strange oracle, namely that the first person he met on leaving the
temple—Ion, of course—would be his natural son (530-37). Ion is strangely non-plussed at the
news. Rather than celebrating with his newfound father, he asks after his mother (540).
Disappointed to learn that Xouthos knows nothing of his maternal origins, he wonders if he
wasn’t, perhaps, “born from the earth as a mother” (lon 542: yng &’ éxmépura pPNnTEVC;).
Xouthos rejects this proposition out of hand, pointing out that “the ground does not bear
children” (Ion 542: o0 médov tiktet Tékva). The irony here is thick, for we already know that
Ion’s maternal ancestors were in fact born from the earth, but the important point is that just as
Ion acquires a new fictional identity, Xouthos actually suggests that the entire basis of Athenian
identity is also an impossible fiction.
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This blend of Athenian and other fictional origins is drawn out in the rest of the
exchange, and in terms that are again relevant to late fifth-century Athens. Xouthos offers to
bring Ion with him to Athens, an offer at which Ion balks first and foremost because of issues of

identity (lon 589-92):

elval paot tag avtdxBovag They say that famous Athens
kAewvag ABMvag ovk émeloaktov Yévog, 590 is autochthonous, born of no foreign stock,
v’ éomegovpat dV0 VOOow KEKTNUEVOC, so that I shall succumb to a double sickness
TATEOG T €MAKTOL KAVTOS WV voOayevrc. as the bastard son of a foreign father.

Ion contrasts his new, but still fictional, identity to the purity of Athenian autochthony. Xouthos
manages to convince Ion to leave Delphi by proposing to introduce him to Creousa and Athens
as a xenos (Ion 654) and “sightseer” (Ion 656: Ocat)v), but here we simply see the replacement
of one fictional identity with another, both of which are constructed in opposition to Athenian
identity. Thus far in the tragedy, these two thematic strands—Athenian autochthony and
fictional (Ionian) identity —have been consistently placed side by side, if not fully woven

together.

This is expressed even more poignantly as the father-son discussion draws to a close.
Although Xouthos finally convinces Ion to join him in Athens, he cannot allay all of Ion’s

concerns (lon 670-75):

eLd’ EmevEaoBal xpewv, 670 If I may pray for one thing,
€k TV ABnvav Y 1) tekovo’ el yuvn, let my birth-mother be Athenian
@G poL yévntat unteodev magenoio. so I may inherit from her freedom of speech.
kaOoov yap v Tic €¢ oA Ttéom E€vog, For when a foreigner comes to a pure city,
KAV TOlG AGYOLOLV XOTOG 1), TO YE OTOLX even if he is a citizen in theory, he acquires
dovAOV METATAL KOVK EXEL TTOQENOLALV. 675 a slave’s mouth and has no freedom of speech.
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Ion’s use of the term parresia (“freedom of speech”) confirms that the civic context in which the
tragedy takes place is that of late fifth-century Athens.!® Ion’s recognition of “maternal
inheritance” may be another reference to citizen identity in Athens after 451/50 BCE,'™” though
insofar as he discounts the political obstacle his foreign father represents, this point should
perhaps not be over-stated. More telling in this regard is his reference to Athens as a “pure city”
in which foreigners have no political place, a condition that certainly reflects Pericles’
citizenship law. The polis Ion imagines is Athens in the late fifth century, and it is within this

context that the problems of autochthony and his fictional identity must be seen.

In the following episode, the problems with Ion’s fictional origins lead to a tragic crisis
that is both expressed within and prompted by paeanic song. Despite Xouthos” injunction that
the chorus keep silent about his newfound son (Ion 666-67), no sooner does Creousa return,
accompanied by her faithful Paidagogos, than do the Athenian hand-maidens reveal his plot and
the existence of his “son” Ion (lon 752-807). The tragedy swiftly takes on a sinister tone.
Creousa’s Paidagogos is convinced that she will be “cast out of the house of Erechtheus” (lon 810-
11: dwpdtwv v Egex0éwc/ éxBaAropecOa)—that her childlessness and Ion’s arrival will result
in the loss of her community. The situation is not yet unsalvageable, but it appears to jeopardize
the easy solution Hermes had envisioned in the prologue, and casts doubt on Apollo’s

prophetic powers and on his ability to control the narrative. Things do not seem to be working

1% Somewhat surprisingly, the term practically does not exist in extant literature before Euripides.
157 As Lee, ed., 1997, p. 235, and Lape, 2010, pp. 114-15, both claim.
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out quite as planned, and for a myth that relies on Apolline descent to establish a common link
between Athenian autochthony and Ionia, it is perhaps troubling that the god in question seems

less than reliable.

The Paidagogos then provokes even more uncertainty by suggesting that Xouthos began
engineering this plan years ago after coming to Creousa’s home as a xenos (Ion 813-14) and

learning of her inability to bear children (Ion 819-29):

Aafawv d0& dovAa Aéktoa vuupevoag AdBoa He took, in secret, a slave to the bridal bed

OV M’ Epuoev, EEevwpévov d€ T 820 and begat the child, and gave him

AeApv dldwov éxtoépery. 60" év Oeov to some Delphian to raise, who freely

dopolow agetog, ws Adbot, mawdeveTat. taught him in the house of the god.

veaviav ' wg ofet’ éxteBoaupévoy, And when he knew the child was grown,

EABelv 0 Emeloe 0eDQ’ Amadlag XAQLv. he convinced you to come here on account of

KO’ 6 Bedg ovk EPevoad’, 6de O épevoato 825 your childlessness. The god did not lie, Xouthos

TIAAQL TREPWV TOV A KATIAEKEV TTAOKAG did long ago by bringing up the child; and he

TOLXOD * AAOVG HEV AVEPeQ’ €G TOV dalpova, wove such a web, that if he were caught,

t A0V d¢ Kkal Tov xpdvov duvveobat 0éAwv T he could ascribe it to the god... [???]1%

TEavvid avt® TeQLPadely EpeAAe TG, ...he meant to invest him with tyranny over our
land.

The Paidagogos adds a false mother to the false father Apollo had already granted Ion. In the
eyes of the Athenians on-stage, Ion is now the son of a foreigner and a slave, and the key cog in
a years-in-the-making conspiracy to usurp the throne of the Erechtheids. His identity is ever-

shifting and tenuous, and ever-contrasted to the purity of Athenian autochthony.

Just as troubling is Apollo’s role in the affair. The question of Ion’s identity has become

confused, rather than clarified, by Apollo’s prophecy, and Athenian interpretations of his oracle

158 Lee, ed., 1997, p. 254: “These words, which make no sense, seem incurable.”
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only muddle the situation further. Although he mistakenly acquits Apollo of lying, the
Paidagogos suggests that the Delphic oracle can be exploited in order to create false identities
and to advance political aspirations. The idea that Apollo’s will can be so brazenly manipulated
for political purposes is certainly distressing in a play that explicitly deploys an innovative
Apolline myth to advance Athenian aspirations, particularly since the tragic audience was
accustomed to seeing these same mythical pretenses exploited in very real political contexts.
Even though we know that Xouthos reports the oracle as he received it, this in turn means that
Apollo himself has lied. Apollo’s will, which Hermes has explicitly stated would be crucial to
the successful fusion of Athenian and Ionian identities (cf. Ion 67-68, above p. 188), is steeped in
deception and subject to human misinterpretation. Euripides thus emphasizes Apollo’s
unreliability in the matter of establishing origins and identities, and he casts doubt on the very

mechanisms upon which his creation of a new Athenian/Ionian identity resides.

Creousa’s monody and the anti-paeanic culmination of the identity crisis

Immediately after the Paidagogos throws into relief the problematic nature of Ion’s
identity and the unreliability of an Apolline solution, Creousa reconnects these troubling
dynamics to paeanic song. She can no longer contain the secret of Ion’s birth, which she has

kept so long, and to disclose it she resorts to a monody that is undoubtedly “a complement to
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Ion’s [paean].”’® Numerous scholars have classified her song as an “anti-hymn,”'® but it may
be more accurate to call it an anti-paean. To begin, Creousa’s monody abounds with elements
that recall Jon’s paean:!! like Ion before her, she introduces her song with a series of recitative
anapaests before turning to lyric anapaests;'> when Creousa names Apollo, her invocation is
the very same one Ion had used in his paean-refrain earlier in the play (lon 127, 143, 885: w
Aatovg mat); while Ion introduces his ode by addressing the sun which puts the stars to flight
(Ion 81-85), Creousa instead calls on the “starry seat of Zeus” as her witness (lon 870: 10 Alog
moAVvaotQov £€doc); while Ion’s song sees him rediscover his aidos with regard to the temple
birds (Ion 179: kteiverv Dpac aidovuat), Creousa uses song to let go of her aidos in order to
reveal her secret (Ion 861: aidovg & amoAeipOw); and Creousa even recalls Ion’s false claim to
be “motherless and fatherless” (Ion 109) when she mistakenly asserts that she is “bereft of home,
bereft of children” (lon 865: otépopat O olkwv, otépopal madwv). This mirroring has two
principal effects: first, in recalling a song that was overtly paeanic, it shows that Creousa’s song

is intimately related to the genre; second, by drawing on some of the more disturbing elements

15 Shirley A. Barlow, The Imagery of Euripides: A Study in the Dramatic Use of Pictorial Language (Bristol, 1971), p. 48.

160 Jene Larue, “Creusa’s Monody: Ion 859-922,” Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philology Association 94
(1963): pp. 126-36; Lee, ed., 1997, p. 257; William D. Furley, “Hymns in Euripidean Tragedy,” Illinois Classical Studies
24/25 (1999/2000): pp. 188-90; Furley and Bremer, 2001 vol. 1, p. 327.

161 See also José Antonio Ferndndez Delgado, “Luces y Sombras en la Comunicacion con Apolo, de la Monodia de Ién
ala de Cretsa,” Journal of Classical Philology 16 (2012): pp. 17-34.

162 To be more precise, Creousa begins with three lines of lyric anapaests (859-61) before turning to recitative
anapaests (862-80) and then again to lyric anapaests (881 ff.) with a sprinkling of dochmiacs (894-96; 906). Cf. Lee, ed.,
1997, p. 257, and Furley and Bremer, 2001 vol. 2, p. 317.
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of Ion’s monody, Creousa builds off the dissonance of his paean to create a far more overt

condemnation of Apolline music.

The hostile relationship between Creousa’s monody and the traditional paean-song is
further exemplified by her subversion of a number of paeanic themes and topoi: most obviously,
her song is dedicated to Apollo, but it serves not to praise or propitiate the god, but rather to
“reproach” him (lon 885: pougav); the structure of the monody mirrors the typical structure of
cult paeans, except that the closing prayer is replaced by a curse against Apollo;!*® and
references to Apolline music and singing appear throughout the ode, but in an overtly critical

context. This is in fact clear from the very first lyric anapaests of her song (lon 881-86):

@ 1ac EMTapOoyyoL HEATIWY O you who stroke the voice

klOaoag évomav, at’ dryoavAoLS of the seven-stringed kithara, which
Kéoaowv év auxols axel peals out from lifeless rustic horns
povoav DVOULG eVAXTTOVG, the loud-sounding hymns of the muses,
ool pou@av, @ Aatovg mal, 885 reproach for you, o son of Leto,

TEOG TAVY' avyov avdAOW. I'shall call out before this light.

The importance of Creousa’s invocation must not be understated: in beginning her
condemnation of Apollo, Creousa turns directly to, and indeed only to, his musical identity.
Her reference to the kithara and the emphasis on sound (dxel, evaxntovg) make Apolline music
the central motif of Creousa’s proem, and it is a theme that remains prominent throughout the

ode.

163 Rutherford, 2001, pp. 74-75, notes that “cult mawavec” typically consist of an opening section in which the god “is
directly appealed to,” a narrative section which describes an “aretology of Apollo,” and “a closing prayer.” On
Creousa’s “curse,” cf. LaRue, 1963, p. 136.
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Creousa follows her “musical” invocation with a striking description of her rape by
Apollo and the subsequent birth and (presumed) death of their son. Her former pain and terror
are palpable: she screams out for her mother as the god takes her (Ion 893); in giving birth to her
son she is “wretched” (Ion 897: dVotavoc); and she leaves the child in the very spot Apollo
“took [her], wretched and miserable in an unhappy union” (lon 900-01: pe Aéxeor peAéav
peAéoic/eCevEéw tav dLotavov). It is on this unhappy note that she then returns to the subject

of Apolline music (lon 902-06):

olpot pot kat vov €gpet Alas for me! Now my son

ntavois agmaocdeig Bolva and yours is gone,

Talg ot — Kol oot. a feast seized by birds.

TAapov, ob d¢é <kal> klbdoa kAaleig 905 And you, wretch, pluck your kithara
TALAVAG LEATIWV. and sing paeans!

Within the context of the ode, the return to Apolline music serves to close the ring that Creousa
had opened at line 881. In both lines she describes the god singing (uéAmwv), a coincidence that
confirms that, in this section at least, Creousa is deeply concerned with Apollo’s music, and that
the songs themselves—his paeans—draw her ire. The stanza functions as a meta-poetic but

overt condemnation of Apolline music.

Creousa’s image of Apollo singing a paean has other effects as well. Given that he both
opens and closes this strophe singing, it appears that she imagines Apollo singing his paeans
throughout her own performance; the two songs are, in a sense, contemporaneous. More
importantly, Creousa’s condemnation of Apollo’s paeans recalls Ion’s consideration, or lack
thereof, of the god’s music in his own monody. Creousa’s critique is, if anything, more

poignant. While Ion’s lack of reverence for the god’s music was troubling, he at least limits
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himself to dismissing the power of the god’s lyre. Creousa, on the other hand, singles out
Apollo’s song and condemns it as an accomplice to her own unjustified suffering. Here, it is
important to note that both of the tragedy’s Apolline songs challenge the very notion of the
paean, first with regards to its efficacy, and second with regards to its reliability. Given the
associations between the paean and the questions of identity that have been emphasized
throughout the tragedy, the paeanic degradation of paeans severely undermines the play’s

supposed fusion of Athenian and Ionian identity.

Furthermore, the problematic nature of Creousa’s monody stands out not only for its

relation to Ion’s ode but also for an allusion to an Aeschylean fragment (A. fr. 350):1¢4

[Thetis]: TG E<P>AG VTG [Apollo allotted]'®s to me the blessing of children
vOowv T ATEIQOVG Kal pakoaiwvag Blov, both free from disease and long of life,
Evumavta v elnwv Beo@Aeic Epuag Toxag and having told of all my god-loved fortunes,
nawv’ Ennuenunoev eLOLUWY Epé. he sang a paean and greatly cheered me.

kayw to Poiffov Oetov dpevdic oo 5 And I expected Phoebus’ divine mouth to be
NAmlov etvat, pavtikt Bovov Téxvn: unlying, abounding in its mantic craft;

00" avTOC LUVOV, aLTOG €V Bolvr) oWy, But the one who sang those hymns, who was
avToC TAd LTV, AVTOC £0TLV O KTAVWV present at my feast, who said those things,

TOV TTAdA TOV EUOV. is the same one who killed my child.

This fragment belongs to an unknown play, but its contents are quite clear: Thetis is most
displeased with Apollo for first predicting a long life for Achilles, only to then be responsible

for his death at Troy. This story may well belong to a broader tradition with which even Homer

164 = Plato, Republic 383b. Ian Rutherford, “Paeanic Ambiguity: A Study of the Representation of the matdv in Greek
Literature,” Quaderni Urbinati di Cultura Classica 44 (1993): p. 91 fn 41, was the first to recognize that Creousa’s words
are an allusion to this fragment.

165 From “évdateioBat,” Plato’s introduction to the lines of Aeschylean verse.
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was familiar,'® but its relevance to the Jon is certain: these are the only two instances, to my
knowledge, in which Apollo is said to sing a paean, and in each case the description is hardly
flattering. Each woman holds the god responsible for her child’s death, and both women
implicate his paean in their loss. Like Creousa, Thetis emphasizes the treachery of the god’s
music by making a second, emphatic reference to the god in the act of singing (v. 7: Vuvav),

and by juxtaposing this song to her child’s death.

Thetis’ reference to the rare beast that is the false Apolline prophecy is also relevant to
Creousa’s monody, for immediately after condemning Apollo’s song she too moves on to focus

on his oracle (lon 907-918):

w1, Tov Aatovg avdw, o€, I call the son of Leto,

60T’ oupav KAnoig who dispenses his divine voice
tmpog xouoéoug Barouvgt at golden thrones

kat yaiag peconpels €doag, 910 and the midmost seats of the earth,
el Pwg avdav kKaQLEW: I'shout this song out to the light:
T <iw>kakog evvatwo, 10 i0, wicked bedmate,

166 In Iliad 24.62-63, Hera lambasts the “ever untrustworthy” (Il. 24.63: aiév amiote) Apollo for disrespecting Achilles
despite having been present, “lyre in hand” (II. 24.63: ¢xwv @douryya) at the wedding of Thetis and Peleus. Ruth
Scodel, “Apollo’s Perfidy: Iliad w59-63,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 81 (1977): pp. 55-57, argues that
Aeschylus’ fragment is an allusion to these lines in the Iliad, which in turn implies the existence of a tradition of
Apollo’s apistia. Contra, see Jonathan S. Burgess, “Untrustworthy Apollo and the Destiny of Achilles: Iliad 24.55-63,”
Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 102 (2004a): pp. 21-40. Burgess denies both that Aeschylus’ fragment is a Homeric
allusion and that there was a tradition of “Apollo singing a misleading prophecy about Achilles at the wedding of
Peleus and Thetis” (p. 21). At the very least, however, it seems clear that Apolline prophecy was associated in some
way with the wedding: cf. Hes. fr. 212(b); Pi. Nem. 5.22-25; E. IA 1062-79. On Pseudo-Hesiod and Pindar, see esp.
Jennifer March, The Creative Poet: Studies on the Treatment of Myth in Greek Poetry (London, 1987), pp. 12-20. But IA
1062-79 is perhaps the most compelling of these passages. Here, Chiron is said to deliver a prophecy which he
received from the “Phoebic Muse” (IA 1064: poidda povoav; almost certainly a priestess —perhaps Delphic? —of
Apollo), according to which Achilles would become a great warrior. It is true that Apollo is not directly involved in
the prophecy, and that the “prophecy does not explicitly promise a long life for Achilles and so cannot be considered
deceptive” (Burgess, p. 26). But the combination of an Apolline prophecy at Thetis” wedding that omits any mention
of Achilles” death does seem to fall in the tradition of Aeschylus’ fragment.
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0G TQ) HEV €UQ VULQEVLTQ who took no favor

XA&QLV 0V TEOAAPwV from my husband

mald’ €l¢ olkoug okilelc: 915 yet settled a child for him in my home;

00’ ¢uog yevétag katl 06c tapadnct and my child and yours, tignorant one,t

olwvolg €ppet ovAaBelg, is gone, carried off by birds,

onagyava patépog EEaAralac. casting off his mother’s swaddling-
bands.

The structure and many of the features of these lines should by now be familiar: both this and
the earlier stanza begin with an invocation of Apollo as son of Leto. In each case, the invocation
is followed by a narration of Apollo’s crimes, though this time Creousa recounts his present
offenses rather than his former ones. Creousa also continues to juxtapose her own suffering
(916-18) to Apollo’s actions (912-15), and she even uses the same word (¢po¢t) and image (an
avian assault) to describe her son’s death. The similarities between the two stanzas mean we do
not simply cease to hear Apollo’s paean when Creousa turns to denigrate his prophecy; his song

is always lurking in the background.

Furthermore, the connection between Apollo’s prophecy and his paean is suggested not
only by the allusion to the Aeschylean fragment but also by the terms with which Creousa
describes the oracle. She defines it as an act of colonization with Apollo “settling” (oikizei) Ion in
her house.!®” Certainly this phrase elicits the strong associations between Apolline prophecy and
colonial foundations in the Greek world.!¢® This in turn reminds us of the role paeans played in

establishing colonial narratives, as in Pindar’s second Paean where the poet explores, at length,

167 Creousa uses the same term that Thucydides does when describing the Athenian colonization of “Ionia and most
of the islands” (Th. 1.12.4: "Toovag pév AOnvaiot kat vijoLwt@y Tovg ToAAODS QKLoav).
168 Carol Dougherty, The Poetics of Colonization: From City to Text in Ancient Greece (Oxford, 1993), pp. 18-21.
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the colonial relationship shared by Teos and Abderus. An even more intriguing (and Athenian)
congruity exists between Creousa’s words and Pindar’s fifth Paean. In that ode, Pindar lays the
roots for Athenian hegemony by noting their early colonization (Paean 5.39: éktioav) of the
Cycladic islands and Apollo’s desire that they “settle” (5.42: oixetv) Delos. Oikeo in particular is
virtually synonymous with Creousa’s 0ikizo,'® so the two formulations are lexically analogous.
Just as important is the conceptual similarity: while Pindar claims that Apollo gave Delos to
Athens and allowed it to colonize the Cyclades, Creousa imagines Apollo giving Ion to Xouthos
and colonizing the house of Erechtheus. In Creousa’s song, the paeanic and prophetic are

utterly entwined.

Central to Creousa’s paeanic song, and to her objection to Apollo’s colonization of her
house, is the question of Ion’s identity. Here it is once again a fictional one. While Creousa
cannot of course know that her understanding of the situation is based on an entirely false
premise, the audience can certainly grasp this point. As such, it must be factored into our
interpretation of her ode. In this sense, Creousa’s anti-paean mirrors Ion’s earlier paean by
expressing a false “Ionian" identity. The same can be said of Apollo’s paean, and of Apolline
music more generally. Insofar as the god is envisioned singing a paean while colonizing the

house of Erechtheus with the son of Xouthos, his paean and his music are closely related to the

16> Thucydides also uses the verb oiked to mean “settle.” Cf. Th. 1.8.1; 2.27.2; 6.2 passim.
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expression of fictional (Ionian) origins. The blend of paeanic song, Athenian autochthony, and

false Ionian identities is an all-encompassing theme of the tragedy.

Hence we must not lose sight of the paean’s role in establishing and magnifying the
themes that dominate the tragedy. Ion’s monody is a paean that introduces Ion’s fictional
identity and, perhaps even more troubling, it openly questions the power and potential of
Apolline song. The issue of identity remains squarely in the audience’s mind throughout the
tragedy, and though the uncomfortable critique of Apolline song passes momentarily from
view, it is reintroduced with gusto by Creousa when she weaves the plot’s many strands into an
anti-paean that is the tragedy’s “emotional climax.”'”* Here, she mimics Ion by using Apolline
music to both demonstrate the paean’s potential in propagating an “Ionian” identity —she
herself does so—but also the risk that this identity may be fictional. Apolline music continues to
acquire dimensions that are deeply troubling for a play that purports to completely fuse
Athenian and Ionian identities. By the end of Creousa’s monody, Apolline song is expressly
associated with colonial prophecies that are both false and deleterious to the purity of the house

of Erechtheus and, by extension, of all Athenians.

Creousa’s take on the Apolline paean also leads directly to a full-blown crisis in the play.
Beyond functioning as a condemnation of the god and his music, her monody is also a means to

help her “abandon aidos” (Ion 861: aidovg " amoAeipOw) and disclose the truth of Apollo’s rape

170 G.M.A. Grube, The Drama of Euripides (London, 1941), p. 269.
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and her lost child. In this sense, it is a complete success, for she tells the sad tale at length
immediately upon finishing her song (lon 923-69). This is problematic for a number of reasons.
To begin, her revelation thwarts Apollo’s stated (by Hermes, cf. Ion 73) intention of covering up
his earlier relations with Creousa. Even more troubling is the response this revelation provokes:
the Paidagogos declares that Creousa must “punish the god” (Ion 972: amotivov Oedv) and
proposes the radical solution of burning down Apollo’s temple (Ion 974). Creousa and the
Paidagogos eventually adopt a more moderate course of action by deciding to poison Ion with a
drop of Gorgon’s blood before he can come to Athens (lon 985-1038). But even though Apollo’s
temple is not at risk of conflagration, the god’s modest goal of seeing Ion recognized by Creousa

and receiving his due (Ion 72-74) is in serious danger of coming to naught.

Her murderous plot cannot, of course, be allowed to come into fruition. Ion’s death is
averted by the intervention of a temple bird who drinks the poison cup in his stead and dies
damningly on the spot (Ion 1202-10). The bird’s intervention naturally recalls Ion’s earlier
aggression against this future savior,'”" but above all it marks the final turning point in the
tragedy. Creousa is sentenced to death (Ion 1222-25) and seeks shelter as a suppliant at Apollo’s
altar (Ion 1255-60). Ion arrives to confront her, intent on dragging Creousa from the altar and

killing her (Ion 1261-1319). And lest we forget that this potentially gross violation of sacred laws

171 We may even be meant to understand that the dead bird is the same swan whose song Ion had earlier threatened
to strangle: both birds are described via uncommon compound adjectives as having reddish feet or legs (Ion 162-63:
powvikoparn/méda; Ion 1207-08: powvikookeAels/xnAac).
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is a product of mistaken identity, Creousa and Ion replay the latter’s fictional identity, with

Creousa accusing him of wishing to “colonize” her house (Ion 1295: éueAAec oticelv Tap’).

Athena and the problematic solution to the tragic crisis

It is at this point that the Priestess of Delphi arrives to put an end to the quarrel. Ion
greets the priestess as his “dear mother, even though you did not give birth to me,” (lon 1324:
XalQ', @ AN pot puntep, ov tekovok meE). This address serves to keep the questions about
Ion’s identity front and center, and the priestess” response is equally telling, for she highlights
the gap that exists between those who actually are and those who are simply called Ion’s
parents: “I am called this, at any rate, and the name is not bitter to me” (lon 1325: &AA” ovv
Aeyopeda v 1) @atic & ob pot mikpd). Finally, in a move with the potential to banish this
confusion once and for all, the priestess produces the basket and belongings with which Ion
was first found (lon 1337-39). Creousa recognizes the basket as hers and proves her maternity by
identifying, sight unseen, the objects in it. A joyous and lengthy recognition follows (Ion 1357
ff.), culminating in Creousa’s triumphant proclamation that “the house is established and the
land has its rulers: Erechtheus has returned!” (Ion 1464-65: dwu’ éotovtar, ya O €xet

TvEAvVVvoLg,/dvnBa O 'Epex0evc:).

Despite Creousa’s joy, the tragic problem is not fully resolved. Ion at first still believes
that Xouthos is his natural father (lon 1468-69), and then refuses to believe Creousa’s tale of rape

at Apollo’s hands (lon 1470-1527). He even wonders, and not illogically, why Apollo “gave
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[me], his child, to another father, and said I was born a child of Xouthos.”'”> Creousa explains
that Xouthos had merely misinterpreted Apollo’s prophecy; that Ion was said to be a gift to but
not “born of” Xouthos (Ion 1534-36).17% Ion, however, is not convinced, and he wonders whether
the god “prophesies truly or falsely” (lon 1537: 6 Oeog aAnOnc 1 pav pavtevetay). The
answer is obvious to the audience who know that Apollo has lied, but Ion’s uncertainty speaks
to the tension between his true and false identities that has driven the play forward to this

point. Not even Apollo can be a trusted guarantor of Ion’s origins.

In order to resolve his uncertainty, Ion proposes entering the temple and asking Apollo
himself (Ion 1546-48). The possibility that Apollo will have the final word on the matter of Ion’s
birth is tantalizing. But Athena arrives at this very moment and precludes any chance that we
may see—or at least hear from —the god who has “driven” the plot to such confusing extremes.
Acting on Apollo’s behalf (Ion 1556: omevoao” AmoAAwvog mdoa), Athena confirms Ion’s
Apolline paternity. As elucidated above (see p. 191), she takes great pains to outline the
importance of this genealogical revelation both in Athens, where Ion will maintain the
continuity of Erechtheus’ autochthonous line, and throughout the Greek world, where his
descendants will “give strength to [her] land” (cf. Ion 1573-94). All things considered, Athena

assures us, Apollo “has done everything well” (Ion 1595: kaAwg O ATOAAwV mavt” émpale); in

172 Jon 1532-33: 1twg o0V OV abtod maid’ Edwi’ dAA@ matei/Eov0ov € @not mada | ékmepukéval,
173 One may wonder, as does Owen, ed., 1939, p. 176, just how Creousa knows this, since the exact words of Apollo’s
prophecy have not been spoken in the play, nor was she present when Xouthos received the oracle.
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her conception at least, Apollo has successfully and flawlessly carried out the promised fusion

of Ionian and autochthonous ideologies.

The general levity of Athena’s tone notwithstanding, her arrival and analysis by no
means resolve all the play’s difficulties. To begin, Athena’s appearance as Apollo’s
“emissary,”"* in a tragedy that is set in Delphi and which purports to present Ion as Apollo’s
natural son, is puzzling. While it’s true that Athena’s presence is in some ways “natural” for a
play that concerns Athens as much as Delphi,'”> Apollo’s absence, especially at this crucial
juncture, only increases our doubts regarding the god’s ability to control the situation.'”® The
excuse Athena provides for his absence does not help his cause. According to her, Apollo does
not wish “that blame for what happened earlier come to the fore” (Ion 1558: un T@wv ndootOe
pHEUPLS €c péoov HoAT). While we cannot necessarily take this to mean that Apollo is ashamed
at his prior actions,"”” his reluctance to present himself certainly reminds the audience of the
criticism, exemplified by Creousa’s monody, that Apollo has faced throughout the play, and it

further undermines the imperfect solution for which he ultimately settles.

More problematic, however, is the way Athena suggests that Ion and Creousa deal with

Xouthos and the false prophecy Apollo had earlier offered (Ion 1601-03):

174 As Zacharia, 2003, pp. 99, 141, calls her.

175 Farrington, 1991, p. 125. For other defenses of Athena’s substitution of Apollo, cf. Wasserman, 1940, pp. 602-03;
Burnett, 1962, p. 94; Swift, 2008, p. 97.

176 A point made by Vasiliki Giannopoulou, “Divine Agency and ‘Tyche” in Euripides’ lon: Ambiguity and Shifting
Perspectives,” Illinois Classical Studies 24/25 (1999/2000): p. 263.

177 As Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Euripides: Ion (Berlin, 1926), p. 13, suggests.
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VOV 00V OlTay, Tals 60 wg mépuke 00g, Now then, do not reveal that this child is yours,

v’ 1] d06knog EovBov 1)déwg €xn), so that Xouthos may delight in his delusion,
oV T av tax cavtig ayad’ éxovo’ ing, yovat. and you, woman, may move on with your own
blessings.

In a sense, Athena allows Apollo to achieve his desire to keep his relationship with Creousa
secret. But there are steep costs associated with this outcome. This deceit is essentially a mirror-
image of Xouthos’ attempt to infiltrate his own son into the house of Erechtheus—a deceptive
act for which Creousa had harshly condemned Apollo. In fact, it may be even more serious, for
it will rely on Xouthos false belief that Ion is his son; on the “uncertainty of paternity”!”® to
which all men are subject, an issue of some concern in ancient Athens.'”” At the same time, it
means that Ion will continue to possess two different—and mutually exclusive —identities: his
“true” identity as the son of Apollo and Creousa, and his “false” identity as the son of Xouthos

and an unknown woman.

Most disturbingly, however, this “division” between appearance and reality “exposes
the factitious nature of Athens’ civic mythologizing...[and] reveals the truth that the city’s
mythologized unity is a convenient fiction for the sake of some ulterior purpose.”'® Athens
creates for itself a myth that, as Athena emphasizes, has great authority both in the city and
within the sphere of external (colonial) politics. But this myth is based on false premises: Ion can

only return to Athens if Xouthos accepts that he is his true son, and we must imagine that this

178 Saxonhouse, 1986 p. 272.
179 Cf. Lysias 1.33.
180 Segal, 1999, p. 68.
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deception can only function if the Athenian polis of the tragedy remains ignorant of Ion’s true
origins. As such, Ion will have to assume a third and final fictional identity, and Creousa will
perform what is essentially a mirror-image of the Apolline “colonization” that she had so
furiously decried. The only difference is this time it is Xouthos who will see his home “settled”
by a child who is not his own. Such an accumulation of false origin-myths, all of which are
propagated by Apollo, can hardly be a source of comfort for those who understood the role

these myths played in the creation of Athenian and Ionian identities.

At the same time, it is certainly no coincidence that the tragedy’s real “dupe” is also its
only non-Athenian. It is also telling that the autochthonous Athenians we see on-stage are more
than happy to help propagate a false notion of Ion’s origins and identity simply to further their
own and their city’s interests. These facts must be taken into consideration when it comes to the
“conciliatory aspects”!®! of the lon’s conclusion. Presuming that the tragedy was produced at the
City Dionysia, there would certainly have been Ionian Greeks in the audience,'®? some of them
even present as official delegates bearing the allies” annual tribute to Athens.'® We should
probably not press too far the similarities between Xouthos, whose acceptance in Athens, such

as it may be, derived solely from his ability to provide military assistance (cf. Ion 59-61; 294-98),

181 Zacharia, 2003, p. 55.

182 Cf. Ar. Ach. 501-03, and X Ar. Ach. 503. The same point is made by Walsh, 1978, p. 310, following Russell Meiggs,
The Athenian Empire (Oxford, 1972), p. 290.

183 Cf. Isoc. 8.82; X Ar. Ach. 504; A.E. Raubitschek, “Two Notes on Isocrates,” Transactions and Proceedings of the
American Philological Association 72 (1941): pp. 356-62; Simon Goldhill, “The Great Dionysia and Civic Ideology,” in
Nothing to Do with Dionysus? Athenian Drama in Its Social Context, eds. John J. Winkler and Froma I. Zeitlin (Princeton,
1990a), pp. 101-04.
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and the allies present at the City Dionysia. But it is reasonable to assume that the ideological
fusion presented in the Ion would be less compelling to Ionians in the audience if the only non-
Athenian character, one with whom they might easily identify, is the victim of such a serious
deception at the hands of his Athenian relations. In short, the tragic resolution, based on the
deception of Xouthos, does not seem to hold much appeal for the non-Athenians in the
audience; if Euripides is attempting to create some sort of “conciliation”!® with them, his

approach does not seem ideal.

We need not imagine that “the audience feels sufficient sympathy with [Xouthos]”'* to
see that his deception casts a pall over the play’s outcome. Even without this sympathy, much
of the audience should have been able to recognize that this deception is the culmination of the
persistent problems with Ion’s many and shifting identities, for these problems are exhaustively
portrayed throughout the tragedy. Indeed, each of Ion’s three identities threatens to cause a
tragic crisis: in the first case, Ion’s existence as a temple slave nearly causes him to defile the
sanctuary with the murder of Apollo’s swan; in the second, the general belief in the prophecy
which “gave” Ion to Xouthos almost results in the grotesque pollution of both Delphi and the
house of Erechtheus, first by filicide and then by matricide; finally, the crisis that would
presumably result from the broad disclosure that Ion is the son of Apollo is averted by

maintaining his true identity a secret. But beyond the fact that the outcome relies on Xouthos

184 As Zacharia, 2003, pp. 54-55, suggests.
185 Swift, 2008, p. 97.
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raising his wife’s child under the illusion that it is his own, this solution sustains and
exemplifies the tension inherent in Ion’s competing identities: at no point is the shadow of

fiction banished.

5. Conclusions

At this point we must return to a more general consideration of the tragedy’s paeans.
Despite Hermes’ description of a seemingly straightforward fusion of Ionian and Athenian
identities in the prologue, the play focuses on the tensions that must be overcome, and which
ultimately are not, for any such resolution to take place. These tensions are first introduced and
ultimately encapsulated by the tragic paeans. Chief among these are the questions that arise
concerning mythical identities and origins. These are artfully presented in the play’s opening
paean, in which Ion uses his poetic voice to stress his unknown parentage and to claim for
himself an identity that is, as the audience well knows, an Apolline fiction. The questions
surrounding Ion’s identity only increase with his acquisition of a new identity —another
Apolline fiction—in the episode following his paean. And the problems with these fictions are
only fully realized when Creousa provides her own take on the Apolline paean. Here, she not
only reiterates Ion’s fictional identity: she also expresses the consequences the arrival of such an
“Jonian” could have on the city of Athens, and above all emphasizes the role of Apollo’s paean

in creating this difficult situation. Especially troubling is the fact that her song works in perfect
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disharmony with the theoretical goal of the tragedy, for Creousa’s paean does nothing to

promote Athenian/Ionian solidarity; on the contrary, it threatens to destroy it.

The fact that the paean is the vehicle chosen to express these problems, to emphasize
that mythical identities, even those approved by Apollo, may be false, and to drive a wedge
between the autochthonous Athenians and the progenitor of the Ionians, is neither arbitrary nor
insignificant. It can hardly be a coincidence that Euripides takes paeans, the very genre that was
used to celebrate group identities and promote communal solidarity, and uses them to instead
reveal how artificial these identities may be, and how easily rifts may appear within even the
most homogeneous communities. By using paeans in this most unorthodox way, Euripides
challenges not only the stability and veracity of mythical origins, but also the process by which

they are disseminated and by which popular identities are established.

It is in this light that we should see the play’s critique of Apolline music. It is not enough
for Euripides to merely use the paean in a way that appears, on close inspection, to be
antithetical to both the traditional use of the song and to the stated goals of the tragedy. The
point is powerful but subtle, liable to be overlooked. The Ion also emphasizes the radical nature
of its paeans by casting doubt on the notion that Apolline song is used to present mythical
narratives that are beneficial or, above all, reliable. The critiques of Apolline music, delivered
paeanically by both Ion and Creousa, draw our attention to the anomalous aspects of the songs
these two characters sing. As such, the tragedy highlights the problems and difficulties that may

arise when paeans are used to generate or propagate mythical identities, whether it be in Delphi
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or in Athens. Once again, we see Euripides exploiting a form of choral lyric to both focalize the

political issues of a tragedy, but also to challenge the use of this genre in the classical polis.

In the following chapter, we will look again to the Iphigenia at Aulis and the echoes it
contatins of a specific poetic text—Aeschylus” Agamemnon. This return will allow us to see how
Euripidean tragedy was able to accommodate multiple poetic forms at once, and to consistently
do so in conjunction with the exploration of different social and political questions. As one of
the last plays of Euripides’ career, it is fitting that studies of the IA should both open and close
this dissertation, for in its excavation of multiple texts it represents one of the final and most

highly developed intersections of poetics and politics in Euripidean tragedy.
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Chapter Four

Duplicity at Aulis:

Euripides, Aeschylus, and the Gendering of Deceptive
Speech

In chapter one, I discussed Euripides” use of the Iliad in his Iphigenia at Aulis. The Iliad,
however, is not the only work with which Euripides consciously engages in the IA, for this
tragedy also responds in many ways to Aeschylus’ Agamemnon.' The connection between the
two plays is natural and, one could say, almost inevitable. To begin, the central question of the
IA—the sacrifice of Iphigenia—is one that had been addressed by Aeschylus in his earlier play.
In the Agamemnon, Iphigenia’s death is the event that precipitates the play’s dramatic action. It
is described in the parodos by the chorus (A. Ag. 160-247), and it is invoked as the primary

reason for Clytemnestra’s murder of her husband (A. Ag. 1412-18, 1432, but cf. also 154-55).2 In

! This is by no means the only play in which Euripides reworks the Agamemnon. Richard Garner, From Homer to
Tragedy: The Art of Allusion in Greek Poetry (London, 1990), p. 165, notes that the Agamemnon is “the most frequent
source of imitation” in several of Euripides’ plays. On top of the IA, Garner also points to the Trojan Women, Iphigenia
in Tauris, and Helen.

2 Though Iphigenia’s sacrifice is not given as the motive for the murder of Agamemnon in Homer (cf. Odyssey 1.35-40;
3.262-72; 11.405 ff.), by the end of the fifth century BCE nearly every account of the affair stresses the relationship
between Agamemnon’s death and Iphigenia’s sacrifice. Besides Aeschylus, cf. Pindar, P. 11.17-27, (Pindar wonders
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the IA, Euripides unpacks the parodos of the Agamemnon, turning 100 lines into 1600 and
breathing life into Agamemnon'’s indecision and Iphigenia’s death, while also providing us with
a surprising glimpse of Agamemnon’s relationship with Clytemnestra before the sacrifice.

Much like it does to the Iliad, the IA functions as a narrative prequel to Aeschylus” play.

In this chapter, I examine the relationship between the two tragedies and argue that a
central aspect of Euripides” engagement with Aeschylus has heretofore been missed by scholars.
The IA, we shall see, does not simply offer an earlier episode in the relationship between
Aeschylus’ characters: the characters themselves are radically different from those in the
Agamemnon, and these differences have consequences that extend beyond the dramatic plot and
relate to the world of the audience. In the first section, I discuss Aeschylus’ portrayal of
Clytemnestra, and argue that with her, he creates a paradigm for deceptive and dangerous
women. In the second section, I show that Euripides rejects that paradigm by depicting
Clytemnestra as a character who eschews deception in all circumstances, and that he does so
while making explicit references to Aeschylus’ version of the queen. In the third and longest
section, I discuss Euripides” depiction of Agamemnon, and assert that he is portrayed as the
consummate deceiver Clytemnestra had been in Aeschylus’ play. Finally, in the fourth section I
show that by making Agamemnon the deceiver, Euripides brings to the foreground an anxiety

that is evident in the works of many of his contemporaries: that deceptive speech was now

whether it was the sacrifice of Iphigenia or Clytemnestra’s adulterous ways that led the queen to commit murder);
Sophocles, Electra, 534-51; and Euripides’ Electra, 1011-31.
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characteristic of the male, political elite. In summary, I demonstrate that the IA’s intertextual
relationship with the Agamemnon is another case in which Euripides uses a canonical text as a
backdrop against which to illuminate a central political theme of the tragedy. In doing so, he
competes with and questions Aeschylus’ version of this peculiar husband-wife relationship, and
frames his tragedy as one that deals directly with an issue that pertained more specifically to the

world of his audience.

1. The Agamemnon as Subtext: Evidence and Interpretations

If Aeschylus’ Agamemnon is an inevitable and ever-present subtext for Euripides’ IA,
Euripides seems to go out of his way to call his audience’s attention to this fact. The IA is rife
with dramatic elements that recall Aeschylus’ tragedy. That Clytemnestra shares the stage with
Agamemnon throughout the play is significant in and of itself, for one can hardly help but be
reminded of their famous encounter in Aeschylus’ play. And following Aeschylus, Euripides
makes Argos (rather than the traditional Mycenae) the home of Agamemnon and
Clytemnestra,® a detail Euripides dwells on to the extent that he mentions Argos more times in

the IA alone (eleven) than Aeschylus does in the entire Oresteia (six). With Clytemnestra’s

3 Robert Eisner, “Euripides” Use of Myth,” Arethusa 12 (1979): p. 161. Sophocles, conversely, moves his Electra back to
Mycenae.
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entrance on chariot, he “evoke[s] the ominous arrivals for a sacrificial death of Agamemnon and
Cassandra at Argos in Aeschylus” Agamemnon.”* Before Clytemnestra speaks her first lines, we

are already reminded of the royal couple’s Aeschylean showdown.

Specific verbal allusions add to the sense that Euripides’ play is, at its most basic level, a
response to Aeschylus’ Agamemnon. One such example occurs when Euripides” Agamemnon
refers to “the yoke of necessity” (IA 443), paraphrasing the words of Aeschylus” Agamemnon
(Ag. 218) as he/they (i.e. both Agamemnons) face the harsh reality that Iphigenia must be
sacrificed.> Another is Agamemnon’s first form of address to Clytemnestra, which in both plays
is “offspring of Leda” (IA 686 and 1106; A. Ag. 914: A1)dag yéveOAov). This is a moniker that
appears nowhere else in extant Greek literature,” and the use of the matronymic is on the whole
very rare in Euripides,® so this reclamation of the Aeschylean appellation is significant. Still,
perhaps no allusion is more obvious than Clytemnestra threatening to kill Agamemnon upon

his return (IA 1180-82), the very act she accomplishes in Aeschylus’ play. These allusions make

4 Helene Foley, Ritual Irony: Poetry and Sacrifice in Euripides (Ithaca, 1985), pp. 70-71; Rachel Aélion, Euripide Héritier
d’Eschyle vol. 1 (Paris, 1983), p. 106, makes the same connection. It must be noted that Diggle, 1994, doubts the
authenticity of the entrance (cf. ad loc.), though it is by no means certain that her entrance by chariot is a later
invention simply because the text itself is interpolated.

5 Garner, 1990, p. 174; Christina Elliot Sorum, “Myth, Choice, and Meaning in Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis,” The
American Journal of Philology 113 (1992): p. 537. (Translation is Sorum’s.)

¢ Garner, 1990, p. 174.

7 While it is true that the words Andac yéveOAov fit quite conveniently into the first two and a half feet of iambic
trimeter, and that this no doubt encouraged the two poets to use it, it nonetheless seems significant that it appears
only in these two works, as it is yet another examples of Euripides picking up on the language and themes of
Aeschylus” Agamemnon.

8 Walter Stockert, Euripides: Iphigenie in Aulis vol. 2 (Vienna, 1992), p. 211.
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it very likely that an audience familiar with the Agamemnon, as Euripides’ was, would certainly

have recognized that the references to Aeschylus’ play.’

Scholars have also long observed Euripides’ reclamation of Aeschylean themes and
language, but they have almost universally seen the Agamemnon’s influence on the IA as
unilateral and overwhelming. Foley, for example, argues that “[r]egardless of how the audience
evaluates the motives of the characters...no one can in the end change the myth.”1 For Gamel,
tradition itself “has worked to close down choices and alternatives in political, social, and
artistic terms.”"" And according to Luschnig, Agamemnon is “caught in a traditional role from
which there is no escape,” for there is no way out of “the suffocating legend.”'? Each of these
scholars sees the Aeschylean tradition as an uncomprising force that acts upon the IA, both in

terms of plot and character.

An even more direct assessment is provided by Sorum, who follows the consensus by

arguing that the inflexibility of tradition is most visible in Clytemnestra’s attempt to alter it:

° On the familiarity of Euripides’ audience with the Agamemnon, see above in the Introduction, pp. 16-24.

10 Foley, 1985, p. 97

11 Mary-Kay Gamel, “Introduction: Iphigenia at Aulis,” in Women on the Edge: Four Plays by Euripides, eds. Ruby
Blondell, Gamel, Nancy Sorkin Rabinowitz, and Bella Zweig, (New York, 1999), p. 320.

12 C.A.E. Luschnig, Tragic Aporia: A Study of Euripides” Iphigenia at Aulis (Melbourne, 1988), pp. 77-78. It should be
noted that Luschnig does contend that Iphigenia “defies” the literary tradition in order to take control of her own
fate: “she sees the portrait of herself as...the Iphigenia of Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, and rejects that piteous spectacle for
a heroic portrait of martyrdom” (p. 5). But this is a point of some contention, insofar as other scholars are skeptical
that Euripides has created a truly “heroic” version of Iphigenia. Cf. D.J. Conacher, Euripidean Drama: Myth, Theme and
Structure (Toronto, 1967), pp. 261-64, who agrees that Iphigenia is “heroic,” but he calls it a generous, almost naive,
heroism (pp. 263-64); Herbert Siegel, “Self-Delusion and the “Volte-Face’ of Iphigenia in Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis,”
Hermes 108 (1980): pp. 300-21, who concludes that “Iphigenia is to be seen as a dupe, who has been exploited by a
brutal force and who is an innocent victim of political expediency and necessity” (p. 316); and Dana L. Burgess, “Lies
and Convictions at Aulis,” Hermes 132 (2004): pp. 37-55.
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In the fourth episode, Clytemnestra reveals a mythological past in which she has
been previously married and Agamemnon had murdered her first husband and
child (1146-56). More clearly here than anywhere else—at the very moment
Clytemnestra is trying most desperately to persuade her husband to change his
mind —the inability of the dramatic fiction to escape from the tradition and,
consequently, from its future is manifest.!>

Sorum’s analysis is at once consistent with the critical consensus and representative of its
shortcomings: while it is true that Clytemnestra is incapable of changing the outcome that the
dramatic tradition demands, her failure to persuade Agamemnon is in and of itself a radical
departure from the Agamemnon. Indeed, it is her very ability to persuade her husband through
the ues of deceptive speech that is perhaps her most marked quality in Aeschylus’ play. While
Euripides may be constrained by tradition on the level of plot, he faces no such constraints
when it comes to the characterization of his main players. Moreover, insofar as Clytemnestra’s
portrayal in the Agamemnon is emblematic of the play’s deep concern with the danger that
feminine deceit represents to society, Euripides” new vision for her character is also a challenge
to one of the main themes of Aeschylus’ tragedy. By looking closely at the IA’s portrayal of
Clytemnestra and —even more importantly — Agamemnon, we may also understand just how

radically Euripides engages with the Aeschylean tradition.

13 Sorum, 1992, p. 538.
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2. Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra: The Epitome of the Deceptive Woman

For Aeschylus, Clytemnestra is a consummately persuasive woman, one who gains her
ends primarily through deceit and guile. Aeschylus draws upon and refines a literary motif of
women who use trickery to achieve their ends—ends that were generally ruinous for men.!* A
classic example of female deceitfulness is Pandora, the prototypical woman. Hesiod describes
her as imbued by Hermes with “lies and wily words and a thievish heart” (Hes. Op. 78: {e0dex
0" aipvAiovg te Adyoug kat émikAomov 1100g). She is “a bane unto men” (Hes. Op. 82: mnu’
avdpdov dAgnotnowv) and an “irresistibly baited trap” (Hes. Op. 83: airtbv d0Aov durjxavov;
see also Theog. 589). More generally, and clearly as a result of Pandora’s legacy, Hesiod warns
us that no woman can be trusted (Op. 373-75):

) 0& yuvr] og vOov muyootoAog EEanatatw
alvAa kwTAAovoa, TenV dPwoa KAAMV.
0¢ d¢ yuvaukl mémotBe, mémold’ O ye enAnnowy.

Let no temptress woman, eager for your land,
deceive your mind by prattling on with wily words.
Whoever trusts a woman trusts thieves.

14 Sue Blundell, Women in Ancient Greece (Cambridge, 1995), p. 19: “a woman employs trickery and deception in order
to dispose of others; and the others disposed of are generally related to her by blood or by marriage.” Cf. also John
Gould, “Law, Custom and Myth: Aspects of the Social Position of Women in Classical Athens,” Journal of Hellenic
Studies 100 (1980): pp. 38-59. Gould argues that “[i]t emerges from an examination of Greek myth that male attitudes
to women, and to themselves in relation to women, are marked by tension, anxiety, and fear. Women are not part of,
do not easily belong in, the male ordered world...and they threaten continually to overturn its stability or subvert its
continuity...” (p. 57).
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Through their Pandoran origin, Hesiod directly links women and dolos (trickery, treachery,
cunning), and posits that women represent a threat to men precisely because of their ability to

deceive.

Before and after Hesiod, the motif of the “deceptive woman” is a common, though not
universal, theme in Greek poetry. Penelope, for example, is able to remain a faithful wife only
by a clever dolos, > but in Homer’s epic the true master of guile is a man: Odysseus. Semonides,
who seemingly runs through the entire catalogue of negative female traits, grumbles only
vaguely about a certain woman who “knows all ways and means.”!® And Pindar, though he
mentions Clytemnestra’s dolos (Pyth. 11.18), seems far more troubled by the ramifications of

Odysseus’ trickery in the contest for Achilles” arms (Nem. 8.20-32).

In contrast to Hesiod’s relatively vague warnings about female treachery, and to
Semonides’ curious reticence on the subject, Aeschylus makes Clytemnestra a paradigm of
deception. This is at once an actualization of Hesiod’s condemnation of women, and a
departure from the mythical tradition surrounding the murder of Agamemnon. In part this is
due to the time and space Aeschylus devotes to the story of Agamemnon’s death,” but it is

mainly because he depicts Clytemnestra as the sole architect of his murder. Homer notes

15 Penelope tricks her suitors into waiting indefinitely for her hand by promising to marry one of them only when she
had finished making a funerary garment for Laertes (Odysseus’ father). Unbeknownst to the suitors, for three years
she spent her nights unraveling in her room each day’s work (cf. Odyssey, 2.93-106; 19.137-51; 24.121-41). Penelope’s
act is callled a dolos several times in the Odyssey (Od. 2.93, 106; 19.137; 24.128, 141).

16 Sem. 7.78: drjvea d& mAvVTA KAl TQOTIOVG EmioTaTAL.

17 Aeschylus” Agamemnon is nearly 1700 lines, while Homer only devotes thirty to Agamemnon’s narration of his own
death (Od. 11.405-34).
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Clytemnestra’s treachery but offers no description of it,® and attributes to Aegisthus
(Clytemnestra’s lover) the lead role in both the plotting and the killing.' For Homer,
Clytemnestra’s fault lies much more in her susceptibility to Aegisthus’ seduction than in her
own desire for power.?? Aeschylus, on the other hand, depicts every detail of Clytemnestra’s
dolos while (literally) relegating Aegisthus to the back rooms. This is done within a context of
explicit antagonism between male and female.?? As Zeitlin argued some time ago,
Clytemnestra’s attempt to seize power in the Agamemnon symbolizes the mythical “Rule of
Women,” wherein male is to be subjugated to the female.?? For Aeschylus, Clytemnestra does
not just tarnish the reputation of her gender: she epitomizes the extreme danger that women

represent to men, a danger that must be suppressed.

18 We know only that she is treacherous. Agamemnon calls her doAountic (Od. 11.422) and Odysseus refers to her
actions as a dolos when he hears this sad tale (Od. 11.439), but we hear nothing more of this.

19 cf. Od. 3.303: tavt” AtyioOog éurjoato oitikoOL Avyd. (“Aegisthus plotted these baneful acts.”); Od. 11.409-10:
AAAG pot AtytoBog tevEac Bavatov te popov te/ékta oLV ovAouéVT) dAdxw (“Aegisthus fashioned death and
doom for me/and killed me with my cursed wife”). Furthermore, Aegisthus is mentioned by name 20 times in the
Odyssey, as compared to only 4 mentions of Clytemnestra. Marilyn B. Arthur, “Early Greece: The Origins of the
Western Attitude Toward Women,” Arethusa 6 (1973): p. 49, speaks of a “Homeric exoneration of Clytemnestra”;
Rachel MLE. Wolfe, “Woman, Tyrant, Mother, Murderess: An Exploration of the Mythic Character of Clytemnestra in
All Her Forms,” Women’s Studies 38 (2009): p. 695, also notes that Aegisthus’ name comes up far more often in Homer
than Clytemnestra’s.

20 Cf. John Peradotto, “Prophecy and Persons: Reading Character in the Odyssey,” Arethusa 35 (2002): pp. 3-15; S.
Douglas Olson, “The Stories of Agamemnon in Homer’s Odyssey,” Transactions of the American Philological Association
120 (1990): pp. 57-71; Wolfe, 2009.

21 On this, see Simon Goldhill, Aeschylus: The Oresteia (Cambridge, 1992), pp. 37-40. Goldhill provides a useful
catalogue of instances in the Agamemnon in which the male/female polarity is explicitly stressed. For a thorough
analysis of the “economics” of this gendered conflict in the Oresteia, cf. Victoria Wohl, Intimate Commerce: Exchange,
Gender, and Subjectivity in Greek Tragedy (Austin, 1998), pp. 59-117.

22 Froma I Zeitlin, “The Dynamics of Misogyny: Myth and Mythmaking in the Oresteia,” Arethusa 11 (1978): pp. 149-
84.
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Clytemnestra is a threat precisely because of her ability to manipulate and deceive the
men around her, and Aeschylus emphasizes that her capacity for dolos is a specifically feminine
trait. When the exiled Aegisthus is finally allowed to come on stage, he responds to the deluge
of comments on his cowardice by noting that it was only natural that Clytemnestra be in charge
of the dolos: T0 Y& doAwoaL TEOS Yvvakog 1V oapwg (Ag. 1636: “setting the trap? was clearly
the woman'’s job”). The comment mirrors other references in the play to Clytemnestra (and her
actions) as dolios?**—“treacherous"—and confirms that not only is Clytemnestra dangerous, but

that she is dangerous in a specifically feminine way.

The threat represented by Clytemnestra’s ability to deceive is emphasized throughout
the play by both her speech and actions. As Goldhill notes, “[I]Janguage, when Clytemnestra
uses it, becomes frightening. The uncertainty she introduces is not merely verbal, but works
also towards the death of her husband, the king—the overthrow of social order.”? Indeed, it is
not difficult to find evidence for this, as Clytemnestra herself acknowledges as much (Ag. 1372-

76):

B 1o doAwoal, from dolos.

2 Clytemnestra is called treacherous (doAic) in the parados (Ag. 155); Agamemnon is said to die by a treacherous fate
(Ag. 1495, 1519: doAiwt popwt); Cassandra foresees that Agamemnon will die in a treacherous basin (Ag. 1129:
doAopovou AéPntoc); Clytemnestra herself obliquely refers to her treachery when she says that falsely claims that
her excuse for Orestes’ absence is credible because it “holds no dolos” (Ag. 886: 00 d0AoV péget).

% Simon Goldhill, Reading Greek Tragedy (Cambridge, 1986), p. 14. Numerous other scholars have also treated the
issue of Clytemnestra’s tricky speech: Ernst Neustadt, “Wort und Geschehen in Aischylos Agamemnon,” Hermes 64
(1929): pp. 243-65; Aya Betensky, “Aeschylus’ Oresteia: The Power of Clytemnestra,” Ramus 7 (1978): pp. 11-25;
Roberta Sevieri, “Linguaggio consapevole e coscienza individuale di Clitennestra nell’ Agamennone di Eschilo,”
Dioniso 61 (1991): pp. 13-31; Laura McClure, “Clytemnestra’s Binding Spell (Ag. 958-74),” C] 92 (1997a): pp. 123-40;
McClure, “Logos Gunaikos: Speech, Gender and Spectatorship in the Oresteia,” Helios 24 (1997b): pp. 112-35; Helene
Foley, Female Acts in Greek Tragedy (Princeton 2001), pp. 207-34.
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TMOAA@V TtdQodev Kapiwg eignpévawy Having said, earlier, many things opportune

tavavti’ elmetv ovk émaloyvvOnoouat. I will not now be ashamed to say the opposite.
G Y& s €x0poic £xOoa mopovvwy, @idolg How else could one, tending evil for enemies
dokovOow elvat, MNHOVAG agkLoTat &V seeming as friends, secure dense nets
poatetev, DPog kQeloOOV EKTINONHATOSG of ruin at a height too great to be overleapt.

Clytemnestra makes two crucial admissions: that she has engaged in deceptive speech
throughout the first three quarters of the play; and that she has done so with the specific aim of

betraying and destroying her (male) adversary.

This confession merely serves to highlight what has been evident from the beginning of
the play. In her very first speech, Clytemnestra celebrates the Greek success in Troy (Ag. 264-
67), the first of many deceptive statements. Her joy at Agamemnon’s victory may be real, but
only because it will afford her an opportunity to kill him on his return—a fact that she
conveniently omits. Her next great speech, delivered to the chorus and Agamemnon’s
messenger, is a veritable tour de force in deceit. It begins with a reiteration of her joy and

culminates in this devious message for Agamemnon (Ag. 604-10):

TavT Amdyyeldov ooeL Tell my husband this:

ke 8Tws TAXLOT €Q0A0ULIOV TTOAEL 605 to come with all haste to his city, beloved,
yuvaika Tuotny 0’ év dopoLs 0oL LOAWY where he might find at home his faithful wife
olav meQ ovv EAeLTtE, DWHATWY KUVA just as he left her, a noble watchdog

€00ATV Exelv, moAeplav Toig dVo@ooLy, of his home, an enemy to his foes,

Kkal TAAA” opolay mavta, oNHAVTHQLOV unchanged in every way, her seal

oLdEV dapOeipaoav év UKeL xoOvou. 610 unbroken by this length of time.

None of Clytemnestra’s words are true in any real sense. It is possible, perhaps even likely, that
she is “just as he left her,” but if so this merely underscores the fact that she is able to lie without
lying, as she had in describing her “joy.” Certainly she has not been faithful —her seal has

indeed been broken—and she has acted more like a welcoming committee for his enemies than
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a watchdog against them. What this message is truly meant to do, as Clytemnestra herself later
admits, is set an irresistible trap for Agamemnon. Such deception is typical of Clytemnestra’s

speech throughout the first half of the play.?

Clytemnestra’s actions are no less tricky than her words, and they support the notion
that Aeschylus is portraying a specifically feminine type of deceit. Once Agamemnon arrives,
evidently persuaded by the duplicitous message Clytemnestra had sent him, a metaphorical
contest takes place at the palace gates. Clytemnestra must convince her husband to walk upon
colorful garments against his objections, and it is implicit that her victory in this agon represents
his death. Once inside, she will entangle him in another garment as he exits his bath,? thus
ensuring that he can “neither flee nor ward off his fate”? as she kills him. The use of woven
garments in her plot is significant. “The female art of weaving provided a natural metaphor for
the art of deception,”” and it had been exploited by other mythical women in order to
overcome male adversaries. Aeschylus provides Clytemnestra with a murderous plot that is

peculiarly feminine, and this femininity is emphasized repeatedly: Clytemnestra does not

2% For further examples of Clytemnestra’s ability to convincingly lie, cf. Ag. 855-86.

27 Or perhaps it is the same garment upon which Agamemnon had just trodden. Cf. Oliver Taplin, The Stagecraft of
Aeschylus: The Dramatic Use of Exits and Entrances in Greek Tragedy (Oxford, 1977), pp. 314-15.

28 Ag. 1381: wg pnte @evyetv unt’ apvveoOot poégov.

¥ 1.D. Jenkins, “The Ambiguity of Textiles,” Arethusa 18 (1985): p. 115.

3% Most notably Penelope in the Odyssey (see above p. 263), but the story of Procne and Philomela is another early
example of women weaving deceit. Procne’s husband Tereus had raped Philomela and cut out her tongue to ensure
her silence. Not to be outdone by her brother-in-law’s treachery, Philomela wove a garment depicting the events and
sent it to her sister Procne. The two then teamed up to kill Procne’s son (who is, of course, also Tereus’) and “boiled
him down and served him to an unwitting Tereus.” Cf. Ps.Apoll. Bibl. 3.14.8; Richard Buxton, Imaginary Greece: The
Contexts of Mythology (Cambridge, 1994), pp. 123-24.
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mention the weapon she uses to actually kill her husband,* yet she dwells on her description of
this treacherous peplos.® In total, it is mentioned five times by four different characters,® and it
is the garment that, in all likelihood, covers Agamemnon’s dead body when he is brought out

on stage.*

Aeschylus thus captures his audience’s imagination with descriptions and, in the end, a
display of this peplos, leaving no doubt as to the feminine nature of Clytemnestra’s treachery. In
so doing, he creates a paradigm for deceptive and dangerous women. The power and influence
of this paradigm is illustrated by the imitations Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra would spawn,
especially in Greek tragedy. Among others, Euripides’ Medea, Phaedra, and Hecuba, and
Sophocles’ Deineira all use deception in order to bring about the death of a man; all of them are
described as committing doloi;*® three of them even use garments as part of their plots
(Deianeira, Medea, and Hecuba). All of these can be considered descendants of Aeschylus’
Clytemnestra. Outside of Athenian drama, a comparable situation can be found in Herodotus’

story of the only woman to rule Egypt, a queen who had avenged her brother’s death by

31 Ag. 1384-86: Clytemnestra describes “striking” Agamemnon twice, and then a third time, but does not say with
what. On the controversy, see Malcolm Davies, “Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra: Sword or Axe?” Classical Quarterly 37
(1987): pp. 65-75; A.H. Sommerstein, “Again Klytaimestra’s Weapon,” Classical Quarterly 39 (1989): pp. 296-301;
A.J.N.W. Prag, “Clytemnestra’s Weapon Once More,” Classical Quarterly 41 (1991): pp. 242-46.

32 According to her, it is a “boundless net” (Ag. 1382: &melgov au@iBAnotoov) and an “evil wealth of cloth” (Ag.
1383: mAovTOoV €luatog kakov).

3 Respectively Cassandra (twice), Clytemnestra, the chorus, and Aegisthus (Ag. 1115-16 and 1126; 1383; 1492; 1580).
The obsession with this device continues in the Choephoroi, as both Electra and Orestes cannot resist but mention it
(Ch. 494, 999-1000). For a fuller discussion of all these references to the peplos, see Richard Seaford, “The Last Bath of
Agamemnon,” Classical Quarterly 34 (1984): pp. 247-54.

% Taplin, 1977, p. 325; Seaford, 1984, p. 250.

% Cf. S. Trach. 850; E. Med. 783; E. Hipp. 1312; E. Hec. 1269.
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“killing many Egyptians by dolos.”®* The proliferation of deadly and deceptive women in
drama, and the fact that Herodotus singles out a woman as the culprit in his tale of murderous
treachery, are a testament to the power of Aeschylus’ Oresteian paradigm in fifth-century

literature.

3. Euripides’ Clytemnestra: The Inversion of the Aeschylean Model

It is against this Aeschylean backdrop that Euripides frames his own version of
Clytemnestra. As mentioned above (see pp. 258-260), there are many overt references to the
Agamemnon in the IA. As such, it is reasonable to conclude that much of Euripides’ audience
would have Aeschylus’ play in mind as they watched the second half of the IA.*” And those
members of the audience who were familiar with the Agamemnon would undoubtedly have
been able to recall one of the most striking themes of that play: Clytemnestra’s deceptive ways

and her astounding perfidy.

In fact, Clytemnestra’s first scene manages to at once evoke her duplicitous past while

also forming a strong contrast with it. Her arrival is reminiscent of her husband’s ill-fated

3% Hdt. 2.100.2: moAAovg Atyvmriot diagpOeipat doAwL
% Clytemnestra does not enter until close to the halfway point.
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entrance in the Agamemnon,® and in both plays it is the first yet long-anticipated meeting
between husband and wife. In Aeschylus’ play, this scene is none other than the climactic carpet
scene. There, we see Clytemnestra ask Agamemnon a series of trick question which serve to
change the terms of their discussion and persuade him to walk voluntarily to his own death. In
the IA, she also introduces herself to Agamemnon with barrage of questions, but these are
undeniably plain and transparent: “where is Achilles from?”; “who are his parents?”; “when
will the wedding be?”% These queries obviously serve not to trick her husband but to learn the
details of Iphigenia’s wedding and the background of her future son-in-law. In essence,
Clytemnestra’s first encounter with Agamemnon in the IA is the antithesis of the analogous
scene in the Agamemnon, and it sets up a contrast that will be reinforced throughout the rest of

the tragedy.

Soon thereafter, Clytemnestra comes to discover that her husband is secretly planning to
sacrifice Iphigenia. This plot is quite similar to Clytemnestra’s undisclosed intention to
“sacrifice” Agamemnon in the Agamemnon, but from this point on the differences between the
Aulidan and Aeschylean Clytemnestras become ever more marked. Her discovery of the plot

occurs only thanks to an incidental encounter and conversation with Achilles, and it his

3 Le. by chariot. On this allusion, see above p. 259 (and fn 4)
%] am paraphrasing here, but this is the gist of the series of questions that Clytemnestra asks Agamemnon in IA 695-
720.
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presence at Aulis that becomes Iphigenia’s only hope for survival. The young hero promises to
help Clytemnestra save her daughter, and he even has handy a plan of action (IA 1011):
TelfWpeV alTIC TATéQA PEATIOV (PQOVELV. Let us persuade her father to think better.

Achilles uses the first person plural as if to suggest that he and Clytemnestra will work together
to convince Agamemnon of his folly, but what he really means is that Clytemnestra should do it

herself (IA 1015-18):

UCETEV” EKEIVOV MOWTA LUT) KTELVELY TEKVOL: Beseech him first not to kill your child;

nv & avtifaivy, mEOg Epé 0oL TOQEVTEOV. if he resists, only then should you come to me.
teln yao 10 xonlov €miBet’ 4 ov TOOHOV XQEWV If he’s persuaded by your desire I shall not
XWOELV: EXEL YOO AVTO THV owTnEiav. be needed, for therein lies your salvation.

Achilles is not as eager to help as it first seemed when he boasted of the blood with which his
sword would be stained were anyone to take Iphigenia (IA 970-72). More important, however, is
Achiles” emphasis that Clytemnestra must persuade Agamemnon. Persuasion is, of course, the
very same strategy that Clytemnestra employed to entrap her husband in the Agamemnon, and
Achilles’ reliance on her to convince her husband is reminiscent of Aegisthus” willingness to
allow her to take care of “setting the trap.”4! The audience is thus reminded both of the
Agamemnon on a general level, but also of Clytemnestra’s rather unique way with words in that

tragedy.

40 The first half of v. 1017 is marked with cruces by Diggle, but all the variants that have been suggested (e.g.

1) Yoo 10 xonlov éniBet’,) present fundamentally the same meaning. Regardless of the accuracy of this line, that this
is the correct interpretation is borne out by the action of the play: Clytemnestra attempts to convince Agamemnon
without Achilles’ help, and only after she (and Iphigenia) fail to do so does Achilles return to the scene.

4 Ag. 1636, on which see above p. 265.
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One might imagine that if we were dealing with the same woman who so successfully
ensnared Agamemnon, Clytemnestra would have made short work of her husband’s resistance
in the IA. This is not the case in Euripides’ tragedy. Clytemnestra’s failure to carry out Achilles’
plan is the most obvious indication that her persuasive prowess is not what it was in Aeschylus’
drama, but there are signs throughout that Euripides’ queen no longer traffics in deceit and
deception. Above all, her speech is consistently marked by frankness. This becomes rapidly
apparent during her attempt to dissuade Agamemnon from sacrificing their daughter. Her first
line of attack is to ask after her husband’s plans, but unlike her manipulative questions in the
carpet scene, this approach can hardly be characterized as cunning (IA 1131):

TV Ada TV o1V TV T €UV HEAAELS KTEVELY; Do you intend to kill your child and mine?

Subtle this is not, and given her failure to save Iphigenia, it is perhaps not the best route for her
to take. But such directness is entirely typical of the way she communicates in the IA.
Agamemnon responds to this frank question with a weak lie—not his first of the play —which
of course only angers Clytemnestra. This anger, however, does not lead to deceit. Instead, as
Agamemnon continues to dance around the subject, Clytemnestra’s language becomes more
transparent rather than more opaque. She bemoans her fate and Iphigenia’s (IA 1137), and
declares bluntly that she already knows everything, that it is no longer worth it for Agamemnon
to lie (IA 1141-43). All this suggests that Clytemnestra’s communication techniques have

evolved significantly with respect to her portrayal in the Agamemnon.
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An even more intriguing indication that Euripides’ Clytemnestra is utterly different

from Aeschylus’ comes at the beginning of her speech intended to dissuade Agamemnon (IA

1146-47):4
axove o1 vuv: dvakaAvpw yag Adyoug, Hear me now, for I shall unveil my words
KOUKETL TaQdOLS XONOOpeoO’ atviypaotv and no longer employ obscure riddles

This statement is important for several reasons: first, Euripides openly emphasizes the fact that
his Clytemnestra will employ frankness rather than dishonesty; second, Clytemnestra has
heretofore neither veiled her words nor employed obscure riddles, an irony which only
heightens the emphasis on her directness; and finally, her words are highly reminiscent of the
tirst lines of iambic trimeter which Cassandra speaks in Aeschylus’” Agamemnon (Ag. 1178-79,

1183):%

42 This monologue runs from IA 1146-1208, and its most striking features are: Clytemnestra’s mention of a previous
marriage of hers which Agamemnon had broken up by killing both her husband and her child from that marriage;
and Clytemnestra’s threat to kill Agamemnon upon his return (about which more shortly). It should be noted that
scholars, on the rare occasions that they have analyzed it in its entirety, have been critical of this speech. Philip
Vellacott, Ironic Drama: A Study of Euripides” Method and Meaning (Cambridge, 1975), p. 47, condemns Clytemnestra
for reminding Agamemnon of “everything that ever made him regret marrying his wife,” and for “speak[ing] no
word appealing to his pity, to his fatherly love, his decency, his courage”; Susanne Aretz, Die Opferung der Iphigenia in
Aulis: die Rezeption des Mythos in antiken und modernen Dramen (Stuttgart, 1999), pp. 165-69, offers a similar breakdown
of Clytemnestra’s use of “accusations and threats” (p. 166) in this speech, which for her are indicative of her selfish
nature. But W.D. Smith, “Iphigeneia in Love,” in Arktouros: Hellenic Studies Presented to Bernard M.W. Knox, eds. Glen
W. Bowersock, Walter Burkert, and Michael C.J. Putnam (Berlin, 1979), p. 178, correctly notes that Clytemnestra’s
first marriage is rhetorically relevant: “[as] a girl, Clytemnestra, was violated, her beloved was killed, she was the
object of negotiation among men...Readers, and there are many, who fail to see the relevance of this to Iphigenia’s
role, mistake the import of Iphigenia’s acceptance of the man’s decisions about her.” More recently, John Gibert,
“Clytemnestra’s First Marriage: Euripides’ Iphigenia in Aulis,” in The Soul of Tragedy: Essays on Athenian Drama, eds.
Victoria Pedrick and Steven M. Oberhelman, (Chicago, 2005), p. 230, has provided a brief but astute defense of
Clytemnestra’s rhetorical approach, noting that it would be useless to “anticipate either the reasoning or the
particular emotional angle adopted by Iphigenia whose first rhesis...is still to come.”

4] am greatly indebted to Prof. Sarah Nooter for first bringing this to my attention. Garner, 1990, p. 174, also points
out this allusion.
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KAl Unv 0 XoNOoHOGg OUKET” €K KAAVHUATWV No longer shall the oracle come from beneath
éotal... veils...
. POEVWOW O OVKET €€ alviypATwV. ...and no longer shall I teach in riddles.#

There are two striking similarities between Cassandra’s formulation in the Agamemnon and
Clytemnestra’s in the IA that suggest Euripides is purposefully drawing an analogy between
the two characters: the twin usage of the term aiviypa; and the identical metaphorical use of
“unveiling” one’s speech in order to be understood (xonoupog éx KaAvppdtw vs.
avokaAvw yap Adyoug). Both of these locutions are relatively rare,® and in fact, the
Agamemnon and the IA contain the only two extant passages in which they are used together.
The combination of aiviypa and unveiled speech is not the only way in which these two
passages are similar. Clytemnestra’s use of the verb xodw (xonooupeOa) mirrors Cassandra’s

xonouog,* and both women insist that they will no longer (ovkétt) use such enigmatic, oracular

# T have excluded four lines from this passage because, while they are indeed part and parcel of Cassandra’s
declaration that she will engage in clear speech, they manage, in their own inimitably Aeschylean oracularity, to at
the same time be nearly impenetrable in their opacity. Cf. Simon Goldhill, Language, Sexuality, Narrative: The Oresteia
(Cambridge, 1984), p. 85: “the expression of clarity comes through an extremely complex interplay of meanings of the
central term for ‘clear’, which, through the cumulative refraction of the structure of the similes, undercuts the very
desire for clarity.”

4 Prior to the IA, in fact, only nineteen uses of the noun aiviypa are found in the TLG, and seven of these are in
reference to Oedipus and the Sphynx (E. Ph. 48; 1049; 1688; 1731; 1759. S. OT 393; 1525), which is quite clearly not
what Clytemnestra is talking about. The metaphorical concept of “unveiling” one’s language is even rarer: I have
found only five instances in extant classical Greek literature, including the two cited above. (This tally factors not
only the uses of dvaxaAVvTtw and the expression ék kaAvppatwy, as in the above passages, but also those of the
verb ékkaAVUmtw.) The other three are: A. PV 196; Critas Fr. 1 Snell; and, curiously enough, IA 872. Indeed,
Clytemnestra uses a similar expression (¢kidAvmnite obotivag otéyelg Adyoug) when she insists that the Presbutes
inform of her of the plot to kill Iphigenia, to which he has been alluding. This second use of such a rare expression
again points to a general preoccupation, in the IA, about the potential ubiquity of deceptive speech.

4 The two words are etymologically related, and the verb, translated here as “employ,” is also commonly used in
reference to oracles and prophetic speech.
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speech. It is clear that with Clytemnestra’s first words in her attempt to persuade Agamemnon,

she alludes to Cassandra’s famous speech in the Agamemnon.

Despite Euripides” mimetic precision, this close verbal parallel could not have been easy
for his audience to perceive on the spot. But this is not the only way in which Clytemnestra’s
speech echoes Cassandra’s. As a prophetess, Cassandra is concerned with revealing the future,
but she begins by revealing “crimes committed long ago”#—specifically the murder of
Thyestes” children and the banquet at which they were served to him—before going on to
predict Agamemnon’s death at the hands of his wife.*® In the IA, Clytemnestra also reaches into
the past before discussing the future. After describing Agamemnon’s past transgressions—
namely his shockingly unchivalrous courtship techniques*—Clytemnestra goes on to issue a
not-so-subtle warning to her husband. With a prediction that no one in the audience could have

overlooked, she recalls the future acts already dramatized by Aeschylus (IA 1180-82):

Poaxeiag moopdoews €deL pdvov, 1180  only a small pretense is wanting
€p' 1 0 €yw kal mAldES al AeAelppéval for me and your abandoned daughters
0efopeOa 0EEV 1]V o€ DEEaTOaL XpeV. to receive you with the reception you deserve.

47 Ag. 1184-85: KaK@V/...TWV TAAXL TTETOAYUEVWV.

48 Ag. 1219, 1222: maideg Oavovtes womeQel MEOG TWV PUADV...V Tt éyevoato. (“Just like children, killed by
loved ones...whom their father tasted.”)

4 ]A 1148-56. Euripides has either invented or used an uncommon variant of the story of Agamemnon and
Clytemnestra’s marriage. In this version, we find out that Clytemnestra was already married when she and
Agamemnon first “met.” Undeterred by this trifling detail, Agamemnon apparently killed her husband (a curiously
named Tantalus) and her infant child, risking death at the hands of Castor and Pollux but ultimately procuring for
himself the hand of his bride. Cf. Gibert, 2005, for the most complete discussion of this novel version of the myth.
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As Smith quite elegantly put it, Euripides” Clytemnestra is “threatening Agamemnon with the
Agamemnon.”® With her talk of a fitting reception, she foresees, some ten years in advance,
exactly what Aeschylus” Cassandra does: the murder of Agamemnon. Furthermore, the “small
pretense” (IA 1180) yet lacking is almost certainly Cassandra herself,> who will eventually

arrive in Argos as a replacement bride.*

In summary, Euripides” Clytemnestra draws on Cassandra’s prophetic speech in three
important ways: she echoes the words and meaning of Cassandra’s introductory iambic lines;
she adopts Cassandra’s technique of highlighting past transgressions as a context for future
consequences; and she does so for the same revelatory purpose, to prophesize both the act of
and the motivation for Agamemnon’s death. In doing so, she reminds the audience of
Cassandra’s future arrival at her house, the very circumstance in which, according to the tragic
tradition, Cassandra will make the speech that Clytemnestra is now imitating in the IA. Such
strong parallels in both style and substance can hardly be a coincidence. Euripides is clearly

suggesting that there is a connection between his Clytemnestra and Aeschylus” Cassandra.

% Smith, 1979, p. 178.

51 As the prophetess well understood, Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra will “redeem her abduction with death” (Ag. 1263:
EUNG Aywyng avttteioaodat povov).

52 On Cassandra being presented as a bride in Aeschylus” Agamemnon, cf. Taplin, 1977, pp. 302-06, for a reconstruction
of Agamemnon’s entrance with Cassandra at his side; on the “bridal imagery” that abounds throughout Cassandra’s
time on-stage, see Richard Seaford, “The Tragic Wedding,” Journal of Hellenic Studies 107 (1987): pp. 125-28; and Robin
Mitchell-Boyask, “The Marriage of Cassandra and the Oresteia: Text, Image, Performance,” Transactions and
Proceedings of the American Philological Association 136 (2006): pp. 269-97.
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The connection between the two tragic women is profoundly relevant to any
comparison between Euripides’ Clytemnestra and Aeschylus’ version of the queen. In the
Agamemnon, Cassandra embodies “the inverse of Clytemnestra.”* She first stands by silently as
Clytemnestra weaves her web of lies around her husband, leading him to his (and eventually
Cassandra’s) certain death. She then wordlessly resists Clytemnestra’s attempts to coax her
inside, fending off her powerful peitho with an equally powerful silence (Ag. 1035-71).5 When
Cassandra finally does speak, her speech is very much the opposite of Clytemnestra’s: she says
nothing but the truth. Unfortunately, the outcome of her speech is also radically different, for
where Clytemnestra is utterly convincing, Cassandra can persuade no one.* In each of these
ways, Cassandra differs dramatically from Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra, and is at the same time

most similar to Euripides’ version of the queen.

The Aulidan Clytemnestra’s strong resemblance to Cassandra encapsulates the manner
in which Euripides marks the differences between his queen and Aeschylus’, namely through
the contrast in their modes of communication. This contrast remains intact throughout
Clytemnestra’s long rhesis (IA 1146-1208). The specific purpose of this speech is to persuade

Agamemnon, but rather than being laden with trickery and deceit, Clytemnestra’s words are

5 W.G. Thalmann, “Speech and Silence in the Oresteia 2,” Phoenix 39 (1985b): p. 229. For a more thorough list of the
ways in which Cassandra and Clytemnestra function as opposites in the Agamemnon, cf. McClure, 1997b, pp. 121-24;
and McClure, Spoken Like a Woman: Speech and Gender in Athenian Drama (Princeton, 1999), pp. 92-93.

% Thalmann, 1985b, pp. 228-29; Goldhill, 1986, pp. 23-26.

5% Thalmann, 1985b, p. 229: “it is one of the terrible ironies of this play that [Cassandra] is cursed with the inability to
persuade...whereas Clytemnestra’s talent for persuasion is formidable.”
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completely consistent with the frankness she has thus far manifested. This is especially apparent
in the way that she predicts that Agamemnon will receive the reception he deserves if he kills
Iphigenia, a threat that Clytemnestra never dares to utter in Aeschylus’ play. What is striking
about this moment—and what should have stood out for the audience—is that the two
Clytemnestras’” modes of speech differ on the very same subject: Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra
cannot help but lie about her plans for Agamemnon’s return; Euripides’, on the other hand, tells

the truth about the event when she is by no means forced to.

In summary, in both episodes in which Clytemnestra and Agamemnon appear on-stage
together in the IA, Euripides goes to great length to emphasize the fact that his character is
significantly different from Aeschylus’ version of the queen. These contrasts are evident above
all in their different modes of speech: the trick questions of the Agamemmnon become the
forthright ones of the IA; the Aeschylean Clytemnestra’s ambiguous ritual language becomes, in
Euripides” tragedy, an wunveiled threat; and while Aeschylus’ queen is depicted as
fundamentally antithetical to his Cassandra, Euripides emphasizes the similarities between his
Clytemnestra and the prophetess. In short, where the queen of the Agamemnon is the
embodiment of feminine guile, one whose ability to manipulate speech represents a grave
danger to her husband and to male society, the Clytemnestra of the IA seems to have forgotten

how to either lie or persuade.
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4. Agamemnon in the IA: Clytemnestra’s Heir

As boldly as Euripides flouts the Aeschylean tradition by portraying Clytemnestra as a
frank wife and loving mother, his innovative treatment of Agamemnon is even more arresting.
In Aeschylus’ play, Agamemnon appears on-stage for a scant 200 lines, barely enough time to
be bested by his wife in a contest of words and led blindly to his grisly fate. While many
conflicting reasons have been given to explain Agamemnon’s submission, it is at least clear that
when it comes to manipulative speech, Agamemnon is the prey to Clytemnestra’s predator.
Euripides dispels the possibility of seeing this dynamic again in the IA by making his
Clytemnestra avoid any of the “multivalent” language which she so fluently delivered in the
Agamemnon. But it is not only Clytemnestra whose speech patterns and character undergo
significant changes. In the IA, it is Agamemnon who dons the mantle of Clytemnestra’s
deceptive speech. In this section, I argue that one of Agamemnon’s principal characteristics in
the IA is his tendency to lie to essentially everyone, and that in creating such a character,
Euripides completes his subversion of Aeschylus’ portrayal of Clytemnestra as a deceptive and
dangerous woman who ensnares the hapless male (Agamemnon) with her feminine guile. The
result of this conversion is that in the I4, it is no longer feminine guile that threatens to corrupt

the oikos and the polis, but rather the treachery of the male protagonists.

The fact that Agamemnon is not exactly honest in the IA has not been lost on scholars.

Much critical analysis, however, has focused on trying to understand Agamemnon’s “true”

279



motivations for sacrificing Iphigenia.®® On this subject, at least, myriad conclusions have been
reached. These include the explanation that Agamemnon is weak and pliable;*” that he is
dominated by fear,* or by personal ambition;* that he becomes truly convinced that the war is
justified;®® or that he succumbs to a form of “insanity.”®® Some scholars have dodged the
question of Agamemnon’s real motivations by claiming that he undergoes a process of self-
deception whereby he unwittingly convinces himself of something that is not true—that

Iphigenia must die because Greece requires it.®?

The argument that Agamemnon manages to deceive himself is a particularly interesting

one, though not necessarily because of its accuracy or its provability.®®* On the contrary, one

% This is made difficult by the fact that Agamemnon changes his mind both as to whether or not to sacrifice Iphigenia
(before the play he had agreed to; at the beginning of the play he decides not to; and eventually he decides that he
must), and regarding his reasons for doing so. At first it seems that in sacrificing Iphigenia, Agamemnon simply
relents to his brother’s pestering (IA 97-98), or perhaps to his own ambition (IA 361); then it is only because the
perfidy of Odysseus and Calchas leaves him no choice (IA 511-37); then because the army’s bloodlust demands it (IA
1264); and, finally and most oddly, he decides to kill his daughter for the sake of Hellas and patriotism (IA 1271-75).
On these vacillations, cf. John Gibert, Change of Mind in Greek Tragedy (Gottingen, 1996), pp. 202 ff.

5 E.M. Blaiklock, The Male Characters of Euripides: A Study in Realism (Wellington, 1952), pp. 115-20; Siegel, 1981;
Hermann Funke, “Aristoteles zu Euripides’ Iphigeneia in Aulis,” Hermes 92 (1964): pp. 284-99.

5 Herbert Siegel, “Agamemnon in Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis,” Hermes 109 (1981): pp. 257-65; S.E. Lawrence,
“Iphigenia at Aulis: Characterization and Psychology in Euripides,” Ramus 17 (1988): p. 94.

% Funke, 1964, p. 296; Conacher, 1967, pp. 256-57.

% Conacher, 1967, p. 262; Gudrun Mellert-Hoffmann, Untersuchungen zur Iphigenie in Aulis des Euripides (Heidelberg,
1969), pp. 9-90.

61 Vellacott, 1975, p. 202.

62 Blaiklock, 1952, pp. 115-16, 120; Siegel, 1981, p. 264; Lawrence, 1988, pp. 94-95; Burgess, 2004, p. 48. It is especially
curious that Burgess, whose article is entitled “Lies and Convictions at Aulis,” chooses to focus so heavily on this
idea of self-deception rather than on the (many) lies that Agamemnon tells throughout his play. In his final analysis
of the king, he states: “I suggest that this speech [i.e. IA 1271-75] portrays the process of the formation of a conviction
for Agamemnon. He is converting the lie that he has no agency in determining what will happen to Iphigenia into a
belief that Iphigenia must die...with a justifying claim for the value of that action.”

63 This is not to say that this reading isn’t justified, or that there is not any evidence that Agamemnon does indeed
deceive himself. It is simply that, much like the other interpretations that have been advanced, there is no
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might say that it is both a consequence of and a testament to the fact that a major theme of the
IA has been consistently downplayed by critics: that Agamemnon spends most of the play
trying to deceive the other characters. It is not that Agamemnon’s lying ways have been
completely ignored; his cruel deceit of Iphigenia (IA 640-90) can hardly go unmentioned in any
discussion of his decision-making process.* But it has gone relatively unnoticed that his most
consistent characteristic is a persistent tendency to distort the truth (and not just to himself).t>
Put simply, in every single scene in which Agamemnon appears, he either lies, talks about

having lied, is exposed as a liar, or manages some combination of the three.®

indisputable evidence that Agamemnon actually is being honest when he says that he must sacrifice Iphigenia “for
Hellas.”

¢ Though Felix M. Wasserman, “Agamemnon in the Iphigeneia at Aulis: A Man in an Age of Crisis,” Transactions and
Proceedings of the American Philological Association 80 (1949): p. 183, has defended Agamemnon’s treachery by arguing
that “when he has recourse to lying and deceit he acts against his better nature.”

6 A particularly instructive example of this is Burgess, 2004. In the seven pages that he dedicates to Agamemnon (pp.
42-48), Burgess only mentions two specific lies that Agamemnon tells (p. 43: the false letter to Clytemnestra; and p.
45: the deceit of Iphigenia). At no point does he mention the many other instances of deception that we see
Agamemnon perpetrate. Other scholars have de-emphasized Agamemnon’s lying by arguing that they are the result
of the pressures he faces or external factors: cf. Wasserman, 1949, p. 183; Siegel, 1981, pp. 263-64, who argues that his
"web of lies and deceits” is merely a result of his “fear and powerlessness.” Lawrence, 1988, on the other hand,
scarcely mentions these deceptions at all, noting only his “agonizing hypocrisy in the presence of his wife and
daughter,” but even this appears to be the fruit of his “self-deception” (p. 94).

6 This is again excluding the spurious lines 1621-26.
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Prologue: Agamemnon’s first deceptions

Agamemnon is the first to admit that he has not been entirely truthful during the events
leading up to Iphigenia’s sacrifice, and it doesn’t take long for him to do so. Indeed, we first

find out about his dishonesty in the iambic section of the prologue (IA 98-105):

KAav OEATOL TTLXAIG So I wrote a letter
voayag émepa TEOg dARAQTA TNV EUTV and sent it to my wife, asking her to send
miéprety AxIAAeL BuyatéQ” wg yapovpévny, 100 our daughter here to wed Achilles,

0 T A&iwpa TAVIQOS €KYAVQOVHEVOG, while also glorifying the man’s reputation
ouumAeiv T Axaioig obvek’ oL BéAoL Aéywv, and saying he would not sail with the Achaeans
el un ma’ Nuwv elow ég POiav Aéxoc: unless a bride came from us to his bed in Phthia.
neltOw Yo elxov T vde EOG dA QT Eunyy, For I found the means to persuade my wife
Pevdn ovvapag tavti magbévouts yapov. 105 by contriving a false marriage for the maiden.

Here, Agamemnon comes clean to his trusted servant, the Presbutes, but only because he needs
him to deliver a new letter to Clytemnestra telling her to remain at home (IA 115-23).%® Thanks
to this necessity, a mere 100 lines into the play we learn that Agamemnon has already
perpetrated a series of deceptions: he has lured Clytemnestra and Iphigenia to Aulis with the
promise of a “false marriage” to Achilles, and he has compounded this lie by exaggerating
Achilles” status. The purpose of this false marriage —this dolos as it will later be called®—is to
arrange the sacrifice of his daughter (cf. IA 89-98), and the efficacy of these lies quickly becomes

evident. A short time later (IA 607), Clytemnestra arrives with Iphigenia; both are eager for the

7 Diggle marks these two words (&vti map0évov) with cruces, but this must certainly be the point.
6 Diggle has moved lines 117-18, spoken by the Presbutés, up before line 115.
0 JA 898, 1457.
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wedding, and Clytemnestra is particularly curious to know more about Achilles” provenance.”

Agamemnon’s lies have clearly been persuasive thus far.

Furthermore, his pre-play machinations are not limited to the deceit of his wife and
daughter. As we soon learn, he has not been entirely honest with Achilles either. When the
Presbutés warns him that Achilles may be enraged to “be bereft of his marriage,””* Agamemnon
brushes off this concern on the grounds that Achilles doesn’t even know about the arrangement

(IA 128-30):7

dvop, ovk €gyov, maQéxwv AxiAedg Achilles is supplying his name, not the deed,
oUK 0ide YAHovg, 000’ 8 TL TEATTOLEV, and knows not of the wedding, nor of what
oL OTL Kelv Tl EmePNULIoQ we are doing, nor that I have pledged my child to him

According to Agamemnon’s defense, since Achilles has only supplied his name to the mission,
his involvement is only marginal, and so there should be no cause for concern. He refers to the
contemporary trope that logoi (words or speech) and erga (facts or reality) were often

inconsistent with each other.” He “treats the issue casually,””* perhaps even too casually, for in

70 After Clytemnestra introduces herself and explains that she has come for the marriage that Agamemnon has
arranged (IA 607-34), she proceeds to inquire after Achilles” provenance (seven separate questions, cf. IA 698-712) and
about the plans for the wedding (four questions, cf. IA 716-22). (In between Clytemnestra’s entrance and her
questions there is a dialogue between Agamemnon and Iphigenia, about which more below.)

71 JA 124-26: kat mg AxAevs AékTowv amAakwv/ov péya puowv Buuov énaget/oot on T AAOXw;

72 Foley, 1985, p. 68, notes that this may have been a Euripidean invention.

73 Obviously Agamemnon uses the term &voua rather than Adyog, but in this context onoma was commonly
substituted for logos and equally antithetical to the notion of ergon. Cf. Adam Milman Parry, Logos and Ergon in
Thucydides (New York, 1981), pp. 11-13. In general, the authors who juxtapose onoma and ergon are the same ones
who do so with logos and ergon as well (e.g. Thucydides, Herodotus, Euripides, Isocrates, Xenophon etc.).

7+ Gamel, 1999, p. 456.
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making this argument, he emphasizes his own lies of omission and mistakenly relies on the

uncomfortable relationship between logoi and erga.

The idea that speech and fact were fundamentally antithetical had grown increasingly
popular throughout the fifth century,” almost to the point of becoming a truism.” Euripides’
audience surely would have recognized that Agamemnon is referring to this notion, according
to which logoi were less reliable than erga, chiefly because words often didn’t reflect reality.”
The preponderance of false logoi was an increasing source of anxiety in the fifth century,
especially in a democratic society such as Athens that relied on public discourse to achieve
consensus.” Nevertheless, Agamemnon seems untroubled by the gulf between his words and

his deeds; for him it is a trifling matter to manipulate logoi when it suits his purposes. In this, he

75 Parry, 1981, pp. 15-21, 47-51. According to the TLG, the words logos and ergon appear within one line of each other
only twenty-two times before the fifth century BCE; in Thucydides alone this happes nearly twice as many times. On
Thucydides” use of logos and ergon, cf. Parry, 1981, passim; Adam Parry, “Thucydides’ Use of Abstract Language,”
Yale French Studies 45 (1970): pp. 3-20; Josiah Ober, Political Dissent in Democratic Athens: Intellectual Critics of Popular
Rule (Princeton, 1998), pp. 53-63. Ober’s reading of Thucydides’ skepticism of logoi is particularly relevant since, in his
view, it is a harsh critique of the democratic process which relied on the (unreliable) logoi of public speakers.

76 Parry, 1981, p. 48 states that it “becomes common coin in the Vth century.” Outside of Thucydides, the
juxtaposition between logos and ergon comes up frequently in oratory (cf. Antiphon, On the Choreutes, 47.5, On the
Murder of Herodes, 84.12; Isocrates, 3.1.8, 8.134.2) and in philosophy (cf. Plato, Apology 32a and 32d, Gorgias 450d), but
also in drama (cf. E. Alc. 339, Ph. 389; S. El. 357, 893). Euripides had actually made this contrast the central conceit of
one of his later tragedies: cf. Charles Segal, “The Two Worlds of Euripides” Helen,” Transactions and Proceedings of the
American Philological Association 102 (1971): pp. 553-614. On Plato’s stance on logos and ergon, cf. David Grene, Greek
Political Theory: The Image of Man in Thucydides and Plato (Chicago, 1950), pp. 95-124; Gerald M. Mara, Socrates’
Discursive Democracy: Logos and Ergon in Platonic Political Philosophy (Albany, 1997). Naturally, different Greek authors
and thinkers took different stances on the relationship between words and deeds. But what is important in this
context is that, given the frequency of the juxtaposition between logos and ergon in fifth-century literature, we can
safely say that Euripides” audience would have had considerable exposure to this idea and would have recognized it
as a contemporary discourse.

77 Parry, 1981, pp. 18-19, calls this the “popular distinction” of the logos/ergon antithesis (as opposed to the “literary
distinction” and the “philosophical distinction”).

78 Cf. Parry, 1981, pp. 76-89; Ober, 1998, pp. 53-63, but esp. p. 58.
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resembles Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra—both are only too happy to say “opportune things” when
it suits their purposes”—but also politicians such as Cleon who, as we shall see, is depicted in a

similar way by Thucyidides and Aristophanes.

The Presbutés, for his part, is unimpressed: “you’ve dared a terrible thing” (IA 133: detva
Y €toAuac), he tells Agamemnon, implying that he should be less cavalier about his
manipulation of logoi. Achilles’ later response to the situation lends credence to the Presbutes’

concerns. Indeed, when he eventually learns of the elaborate wedding ruse, Achilles finds little

consolation in the fact that “only” his name was used to effect it (IA 936-41):

0V YXQ €UTIAEKELY TTAOKAG I shall not give my body
YW MaQéEw 0@ MOTEL TOVUOV déUag. to your husband so he can weave his webs.
ToUvopa YA, el Kal pr) oldnoov foato, For even if it does not raise the sword,
TOVHOV poveDOeL TAldA onfjv. TO O aitiov my name will murder your child. Your husband
TMOOLS 00G. &yvov O’ oUKET' E0TL oW €U0V, 940 is responsible. But my body will no longer be
eLOU € OAeltat DLk TE TOVG ELOVG YALOUG pure if she dies through me and my marriage...

Achilles is clearly displeased that, unbeknownst to him, his hand in marriage has been used as
bait for Agamemnon’s trap. He blames Agamemnon, but notes very specifically that his name
will be the murderer, and that he himself can no longer be considered chaste —in fact, he will no
longer consider himself an unmarried man.® He too is aware of the relationship between logos

and ergon, but in a manner that is more reminiscent of Thucydides or Gorgias, both of whom

7 Asin A. Ag. 1372; see above p. 266
8 Helene P. Foley, “Marriage and Sacrifice in Euripides’ Iphigeneia in Aulis,” Arethusa 15 (1982): pp. 162-63.
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understood that “Adyog is opposed to égya, but it can act itself as an £oyov.”®! It is clear that the
deceptive use of Achilles’ name for this plot is not merely a white lie for which there will be no
consequences; on the contrary, Achilles” reaction shows that Agamemnon’s tendency to lie is a
serious and objectionable matter. Moreover, the fact that Achilles describes Agamemnon as
“weaving a web” casts Agamemnon’s dolos in feminine terms, another reminder of his once and

future murderess.

Beginning in the prologue, then, the audience learns that Agamemnon has been willing
to bring about his daughter’s sacrifice by any (dishonest) means necessary. These include
actively deceiving his wife and daughter in order to lure them to Aulis, and concealing from
Achilles the fact that he has used his name as bait. Both of these lies are cast in a nefarious light,
and in defending himself, Agamemnon refers to fifth-century concerns about deceptive
speakers. Audience and reader alike are alerted to the possibility that this kind of deceitful
behavior is central to the play. As the tragedy unfolds, two additional points will become
increasingly clear: that deception is Agamemnon’s primary mode of communication; and that
Euripides intentionally presents him as an individual analogous to Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra,
the embodiment of feminine guile. While the latter of these only becomes obvious once

Clytemnestra arrives near the middle of the play, the former is emphasized in the first episode.

81 Parry, 1981, p. 45. Parry here refers to Gorgias (on whom see more below, pp. 307-310), but given his analysis of
Thucydides” understanding of the logos/ergon dynamic (cf. pp. 76-89), the words seem applicable to both.
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Episode one: more lies revealed

The parodos momentarily distracts us from the implications of Agamemnon’s deceit,
but Menelaus’ arrival on stage brings his gamesmanship swiftly back into focus. It is only
natural, though again hardly forthright of him, that Agamemnon has not told his brother that
he plans to call off the wedding/sacrifice. After all, as we learned in the prologue, it was
Menelaus who had insisted that they sacrifice Iphigenia.®> But when Menelaus catches the
Presbutes, secret letter in hand, he is furious to learn that his brother has gone behind his back
and back on his word. “Your mind is treacherous” (IA 332: mAaywx Yoo @ooveic), he roars,
before berating Agamemnon for being o0 3¢Batog (IA 334: “inconsistent”) —another key term in
the logos/ergon dichotomy.®* Menelaus’ reaction is, if not predictable, then at least

understandable.

What is surprising is Menelaus’ description of Agamemnon’s initial reaction to Calchas’
announcement that Iphigenia had to be sacrificed. While Agamemnon had previously stated
that he had ordered the army to disband at once (IA 94-96), Menelaus’ recollection is rather
different (IA 358-62):

kat’, énet KaAxag év legoig eimte orjv Bvoat koonv

AQTéndL, kol mAoDUVY EoecBat Aavaidaie, 1100l poévag
aopevog OVoey LEOTNG TADA- KAl TEUTIELS EKAV, 360

82 JA 97-98: 00 01 I adeApoc vt meoopéQwv Adyov/émeloe TANvat dewva (“At which point my brother, bringing
forth every argument/convinced me to dare this terrible deed”).
8 Cf. Parry, 1981, pp. 67-68.
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oV Bla — pr) tovto AéEng — of) dAUAQTL, TtAdA o1V
0evQ’ AmooTéAAELY, AXIAAEL TOOPACLY WG YAHOVUEVTV.

When Calchas said the Danaans could sail if you

sacrificed your daughter to Artemis, you rejoiced

and happily promised to sacrifice her. You willingly, 360
not by force —make no such claim —told your wife

to send your child here, her marriage to Achilles a pretense.

Menelaus’ version of the pre-tragic events is in many ways similar to Agamemnon’s. Both
brothers agree that Calchas had said that Iphigenia must be sacrificed to Artemis, and both
brothers note that the ruse by which they lured Iphigenia to Aulis is a fake marriage to
Achilles.® But they differ on one crucial point, and that is Agamemnon’s willingness to kill his
daughter: where Agamemnon claims that he had at first refused to sacrifice her, only to be
persuaded otherwise by Menelaus, Menelaus insists, in no uncertain terms, that Agamemnon

had been only too happy to do so.

Given these two contradictory accounts, it is impossible to know for certain what
Agamemnon’s true reaction had been in the (imaginary) time before the play. But there is some
evidence that we may be “justified in assuming that Menelaus’ version is nearer to the truth
[than Agamemnon’s]”: when given the chance, for instance, Agamemnon does not disavow this
accusation; and it is more likely that he would gloss over his enthusiasm to the Presbutes, who
was not present when Calchas made his prophecy (and thus could not know how Agamemnon

reacted), than that Menelaus would lie so baldly to Agamemnon (who of course knows full well

8 In fact, even the precise language that the two brothers use is very similar: wg yavovuévnv appears in both lines
100 and 362; mépmelc...on dapaott (360-61) and Emeppa mEoc dapagta v eprv (99);
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how he reacted).’> Furthermore, since (as we discover) the Presbutés’ first allegiance is to
Clytemnestra, it would be ruinous (for Agamemnon) if he discovered how callously his master
had at first acted.® So regardless of how precise Menelaus is in his description of Agamemnon’s
gleefully unpaternal reception of Calchas” prophecy, it seems safe to conclude that this is yet
another example of Agamemnon’s tendency to dissimulate. Within the first 400 lines, then, we
have already discovered that Agamemnon has lied to his wife and daughter in order to bring
them to Aulis; lied (by omission) to Achilles regarding the use of his name; and lied to the

Presbutés—and by extension the audience —about his reaction to the news about the sacrifice.

Each of these deceptions is obviously done in self-interest. Agamemnon first lies to his
wife and exploits Achilles” name because he believes that it is in his own interests to sacrifice his
daughter; perhaps he is even eager to do so. After he changes his mind, he coaxes the Presbutes
into faithfully delivering another letter to Clytemnestra by falsely characterizing his original
intentions. At the same time, he attempts to circumvent his brother by operating behind his
back, and it should also be noted that the army, the men whom Agamemnon is to lead into war,

have been kept in the dark this entire time as well.#” The picture that emerges is of a man who is

8 Both the quote and the reasoning belong to A. Maria van Erp Taalman Kip, “Truth in Tragedy: When Are We
Entitled to Doubt a Character’s Words?” American Journal of Philology 117 (1996): p. 532; Siegel, 1981, p. 260 also
believes that Menelaus’ version is closer to the truth.

8 Soon after Clytemnestra arrives, the Presbutés informs her of Agamemnon’s plan to kill Iphigenia, noting “I am
well-disposed to you [Clytemnestra], and less so to your husband” (IA 871: kai oot pév ebvoug eipli, o d fHooov
ndoeL.). This is because he had come to Agamemnon’s house as part of Clytemnestra’s dowry (cf. IA 869-70), which
of course Agamemnon knows perfectly well (this is obvious, but cf. IA 46-48).

87 As we learn in IA 106-07, only Agamemnon, Menelaus, Odysseus, and Calchas even know of the need to sacrifice
Iphigenia. Some scholars, most notably David Kovacs, “Towards a Reconstruction of Iphigenia Aulidensis,” The Journal
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woefully inconsistent except in his consistent use of deceit and manipulation; a leader who uses
artifice and guile to achieve his goals. Euripides expands upon this motif in the following
episodes as Agamemnon spars with Clytemnestra, and he does so in explicit juxtaposition to

Aeschylus” memorable portrayal of feminine guile.

Episode two, part one: Agamemnon deceives his daughter

After he learns that Clytemnestra and Iphigenia have arrived at Aulis, Agamemnon’s
stated goal is to keep them from uncovering his plot so that Iphigenia’s sacrifice may be
accompanied by “the fewest tears possible” (IA 541). To this end, he orders both Menelaus and
the chorus to keep quiet (IA 538-42). Silence will not, however, suffice for Agamemnon. Instead,
he must resort to manipulative language to delude first Iphigenia —stirringly overjoyed to see
her father—and then Clytemnestra. He begins with simple evasive tactics when Iphigenia
wonders why he is not happy to see her, but as she begins to press him for the details of her

future, he becomes more and more mendacious (IA 666-76):

Iph.: €10’ v kaAdv poL ool T dyetv oOpTAOLY ELE. If only it was right for you to bring me by ship.

Ag.: &U €otLkai ool MAovg, v tuvront mateodc. A voyage yet awaits you, a memory of your
father.ss

L: obv untot mAevboao’ 1) povn mogevooaL; Will I sail with mother or be taken alone?

of Hellenic Studies 123 (2003): pp. 77-103, have doubted the genuineness of the tragedy’s “secret prophecy,” but the
evidence against its authenticity is insufficient to justify the number of deletions that would be required to eliminate
this plot device. I address this issue in greater detail in Chapter One, p. 65 fn 71.

8 This true meaning of this line appears unsalvageable.
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A.: povn, povwBelo’” Ao TaTEOg Kol pNTéQOoG. Alone, deprived of your father and mother.

I: 00 MoV W &g aAAa ddpat’ oikilels, mateg; 670 Are you then settling me in a new home, father?
A.: gaté’- o0 X01) Tokd’ eldévat kOEAG. Enough; a girl need not know these things.

L: omedd” éx Pouywv pot, Oépevog €0 TaKEL, TATEQ. Make things right and hurry back to me from

Phrygia, father.

A.: Ovoai pe Quolav Tewta det v’ £vOdde. First I must sacrifice a certain sacrifice here.

L: aAAa EVV tepoic XOT) TO V' €VOEPEC OKOTELY. Yes, one must look to the holy with sacred rites.
A.: elom) o0 xeovipwv yap éotEn méAac. 675 You shall see, for you shall be near the libations.
I. omoouev &Q” Al Pwpdv, @ TdTeQ, X0QOUS; Oh father, will I lead the dances round the altar?

In response to this final question, Agamemnon manages not to lie, noting only that he envies
her ignorance (IA 677). In response to the other questions, however, he either dissembles or
deceives. Throughout the exchange, Agamemnon’s ability to convey lies via the truth is

especially reminiscent of Aeschylus” Clytemnestra.®

Agamemnon tells the truth, in the broadest sense of the word, when he says that
Iphigenia will soon take a trip by boat (IA 667), though presumably she imagines she will be
sailing the high seas and not the river Styx. While it is accurate to say that she will, on this
voyage, be deprived of her mother and father (IA 669), the permanence of this state is hardly
betrayed by Agamemnon’s words. His most honest statement is his third (671), when he simply
refuses to answer Iphigenia’s question. But when she begs of him to make a speedy return from
Troy (highly unlikely), Agamemnon for some reason mentions, in the vaguest terms possible,
that he must “sacrifice a sacrifice.” This is not a lie, but the full meaning is again impossible for

Iphigenia to know. Euripides is obviously drawing attention to Agamemnon’s dissimulation by

8] am indebted to Shadi Bartsch-Zimmer for both this phrase and the broader point.
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using this emphatic—and ridiculously ambiguous—formulation.”® To pound the point home,
the tragedian then has Agamemnon note that Iphigenia will be able to “see” the sacred rites
herself, since she will be standing “near the libations” (an understatement if ever there was
one). Had anyone in the audience heretofore failed to notice Agamemnon’s exploitation of
multivalent and deceptive language, surely this last comment would have shocked them into
recognition. At the same time, Iphigenia’s pathetically naive excitement at the prospect of
leading the dances around the altar emphasizes, yet again, how effectively Agamemnon can

manipulate language.

Episode two part two: Agamemnon deceives his wife

So ends this (relatively) brief father-daughter reunion. But having convinced Iphigenia
that everything is as it should be does not mean that Agamemnon can cease dissembling. He
must now face his wife and attempt to convince her that nothing is amiss. Even before this
encounter begins, it is already reminiscent of the famous husband-wife agon in Aeschylus’
Agamemnon; the roles have simply been reversed. This time, it is Clytemnestra who arrives by

chariot,” summoned to her spouse by a duplicitous message.”> And before Clytemnestra can

% In fact, it is one that he will use again in a short time, cf. IA 721 and below, p. 294.
o1 Aélion, 1983 vol. 1, p. 106; Foley, 1985, pp. 70-71.
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even get a word in edgewise, Agamemnon has already lied to her: he apologizes for his sour
mood and once again shrouds the truth in ambiguity by noting that although Iphigenia’s
“sending off” is a happy occasion, it is always sad for parents to see their children leave (IA 685-
90). His sadness is reminiscent of Clytemnestra’s “joy” at the news of her husband’s imminent
return in the Agamemnon;*® in each case the feeling is true, but the underlying motive is falsely
implied. Agamemnon thus sets the terms of their exchange from the beginning: Agamemnon

will play the deceiver, and Clytemnestra the deceived. At stake is Iphigenia’s life.

Despite this inauspicious start, and despite the reminders (both textual and dramatic) of
the royal couple’s traditionally rocky relationship, the conversation begins on good terms.
Clytemnestra asks after the provenance of Iphigenia’s “future husband,” and Agamemnon
answers with candid ease. The natural simplicity of their dialogue is almost enough to make
one forget that it is based on a lie. But when Clytemnestra brings up Iphigenia’s wedding,

Agamemnon must dissemble once more (IA 716-24):

Clyt.: dAA” evTuxOlTNV. TIVL O €V Njuéoa YorLel; May they prosper! Which day will they marry?

Ag.: 8tarv oeAr|vig evTLXTG €AOT) KOKAOC. When the blessing of the full moon arrives.

C: mootéAela O’ 101 madog Eéopalag Oeq; And have you made offerings to the goddess*
on behalf of our child?

A: EAA@- Tt TadTn) Kol kB €oTapev o). I'm about to. It is for this act I am now prepared.

C: xdmerta datoelg ToLg yapovug é¢ botegov; 720 And then you'll serve the wedding feast?

%2 In the Agamemnon, this function is fulfilled by a messenger who takes Clytemnestra’s hypocritical greeting to her
husband. In the IA, this is done not by a verbal message but by a letter, though on a dramatic level, it fulfills
essentially the same function.

% A. Ag. 264-67.

% Gamel, 1999, p. 466: “Klytemnestra probably means Hera, who is the principal female deity of Argos, but
Agamemnon and the audience would think of Artemis, also associated with marriage.” Clytemnestra’s
misconceptions —constantly fostered by Agamemnon —take place even on this minute level.
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A: Boag ye Oouad’ & éue xor 6voat Beol. After I've sacrificed the sacrifices I must sacrifice

to the gods.
C: nueic d¢ Bolvnv oL yvvalél Orjoopev; Where shall I set up the feast for the women?
A: évBade maQ’ evmovUvoLloy Agyeiwv MAdTALC. Here, by the well-sterned ships of the Argives.
CikaAdwg dvaykalwg te: oLVEVEYKOL D GHWG. Fine, as it must be; all the same it will do.

Clytemnestra’s first line—wishing the future newlyweds well —is yet another testament to the
efficacy of Agamemnon’s lies; much like Agamemnon when he arrives home in Aeschylus’
play, she still believes in her spouse’s good faith. Agamemnon’s words, however, betray her
trust. Even more so than in his discussion with Iphigenia, each of his responses is full of
treachery. Knowing what we know, it is obvious that the full moon will not be blessing the
wedding of Iphigenia and Achilles. It also seems unlikely that Agamemnon will get around to
setting up Iphigenia’s (or any) marriage feast, or that the women will, in the end, have a feast of
their own by the Argive ships (a curious choice of venue, to say the least). Moreover, Euripides
again accentuates the ambiguity of Agamemnon’s language by giving him an absurd line (721)
in which he uses three words stemming from OVw (to sacrifice). This is very similar to the line
he uses to deflect Iphigenia’s attention. It is once again an ostentatious and dramatically
unnecessary allusion to the deception he is perpetrating, and a way of calling the audience’s
attention to the fact that he is systematically using veiled ritual language to disguise his

intentions.

Nevertheless, perhaps the most peculiar “misunderstanding” in this scene concerns the

protelein to the goddess on behalf of Iphigenia. Clytemnestra asks Agamemnon if he has
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performed these sacrifices, and it is obvious that she is referring to the prenuptial sacrifices that
would take place before any wedding.”> Agamemnon’s response is again deceptive: it is true he
is “about to” perform proteleia, but not the ones that Clytemnestra is asking about. But aside
from the fact that Agamemnon clearly takes advantage of the multivalent nature of the word in
order to deceive his wife, this is also a sly allusion, on Euripides’ part, to the Agamemnon.
Indeed, the only prior extant uses of “proteleios” occurred in Aeschylus’ play.”* And although
only one of these concerns a sacrifice,” this sacrifice —the proteleian—is none other than Iphigenia

herself as “an offering on behalf of ships.”*

Euripides thus invents a situation that is bound to remind much of the audience of

Aeschylus’” play. He creates a sort of reverse Agamemnon, one in which it is now Agamemnon

% John H. Oakley and Rebecca H. Sinos, The Wedding in Ancient Athens (Madison, 1993), p. 11: “[s]acrifices to the gods
preceded every major undertaking in ancient Greece, and the wedding was no exception.” By the fourth century,
Oakley and Sinos continue, “it was especially important to pay respect to the gods by performing prenuptial
sacrifices, called proteleia.” Although the IA was first produced before any other known reference to these prenuptial
sacrifices as proteleia (according to the TLG, after the IA the earliest certain use of proteleia in this manner is Plato,
Laws, 774€9: 6oa d¢ mEoTéAewa Y& pwV), it is reasonable to assume that the audience would interpret these proteleia as
such; Clytemnestra is, after all, primarily interested in the wedding at this point. Furthermore, her follow-up question
(v. 720)—“and then you’ll serve the wedding feast?” —is perfectly in line with actual ceremonial procedures. Cf.
Oakley and Sinos, 1993, p. 22: “[e]very wedding included a feast, with abundant meat provided by the prenuptial
sacrifices performed by both families.”

% According to the TLG. Cf. A. Ag. 65, 227, 720. On Aeschylus’ uses of proteleia (and the audience’s understanding of
it), cf. Eduard Fraenkel, ed., Aeschylus: Agamemnon vol. 2 (Oxford, 1950), pp. 40-41; Froma I. Zeitlin, “The Motif of
Corrupted Sacrifice in Aeschylus” Oresteia,” Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological Association 96
(1965): pp. 464-67.

7 Ag. 227: here too proteleia takes a genitive complement to convey the meaning of a sacrificial offering on behalf of a
person or thing.

% Garner, 1990, p. 174, also notes this allusion. Euripides had already alluded to the first line of the choral strophe
from which these lines come by referring to the “yoke of necessity” which Agamemnon donned in his eponymous
play. (Cf. above, p. 259; Garner, 1990, p. 174; and Sorum, 1992, p. 537.) In fact, the IA itself is arguably a massive
elaboration of these ten Aeschylean lines, a process that is neatly illustrated by the fact Euripides directly alludes to
both the first and last lines of this strophe.
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who attempts to ensnare Clytemnestra with his words. He first draws attention to Aeschylus’
tragedy by having Clytemnestra arrive on-stage on chariot and under the false impressions
created by her spouse. He then alerts the audience that Agamemnon will continue with his
earlier treacherous use of language by showing him brazenly manipulate Iphigenia, and by
having him lie to Clytemnestra before the agon even begins. Then, even in the midst of the agon,
even as we see Agamemnon hoodwink Clytemnestra much like she had him in Aeschylus’ play,
Agamemnon takes advantage of the ambiguity of a term that had only been used in the
Agamemnon—and used to describe the very sacrifice which he is at such pains to conceal. There
can be no doubt that Euripides is intentionally and openly using the Agamemnon as the
backdrop against which to cast his depiction of his utterly untruthful king. He brings this point
home by closing the husband-wife agon just as Aeschylus does: “obey!” demands Agamemnon
(IA 739: Tubov). This is the very same word with which Clytemnestra springs the trap she had
set for her husband in the Agamemnon (A. Ag. 943). Euripides has systematically overturned one
of the primary dynamics of Aeschylus’ play: the male is now the deceiver, the female the

deceived; Euripides” Agamemnon has essentially become Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra.

Episode three: the dissolution of Agamemnon’s duplicity

In the fourth and final scene in which Agamemnon appears (episode three), his
consistent distortion of facts and language continues —at least until he realizes the game is up.

Clytemnestra has, by now, learned that her husband’s true intention is to sacrifice Iphigenia.
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And she is under express orders (by Achilles) to convince her husband to call off this sacrifice.
Nevertheless, Agamemnon continues to use duplicity in his attempt to persuade Clytemnestra
that nothing is amiss. Unaware that the Presbutes has sold him out to Clytemnestra,”
Agamemnon continues to speak as if the wedding preparations are proceeding without a hitch.
He refers to Iphigenia as a “bride-to-be” (IA 1108: tac yapovuévag) and speaks, in great detail,
of the sacrifices which must be completed “before the wedding” (IA 1113: 10O YA&uwV).
Clytemnestra is hardly pleased with this, and her response to Agamemnon’s duplicity provides
more context. (IA 1115-16):

TOLG OVOHAOLY eV €D Aéyels, ta O €Qya oov With names you speak well, but in naming your
oVK old” 61twg X1 W Ovopaoaoay e Aéyew. deeds I know not how to speak well of them.

Though this play on words is, at first glance, somewhat confusing, it is clear that Clytemnestra
is using the exact same juxtaposition between logoi and erga that Agamemnon and Achilles did
before. And just as for Achilles, the gulf between Agamemnon’s words and his deeds is a matter
of grave concern for Clytemnestra. This third explicit juxtaposition of logoi and erga shows again
that it is a central theme of this tragedy, and that dishonesty is the one consistent aspect of

Agamemnon’s character.

Once Agamemnon can no longer invent words to disguise his deeds, there is little left

for him to say. Soon after Clytemnestra hints at the distance between his logoi and erga, she

% Contrary to his earlier claim to be completely trustworthy; IA 44-45: pége koivwoov pvBov €¢ Uac./mEog <d'>
avdp’ dyabov motdv te poaoels: (“Come now, share with me your tale; you'll be speaking to a good and loyal
man.”).
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reveals that she knows what his plot is. After a brief exclamation of despair (IA 1140:
amoAduecOa), he falls silent (IA 1144: o0, ownw). It is almost as if, with lies no longer
available to him, his power of speech abandons him; honest words, perhaps, do not become
him. His final statement of the play comes some one-hundred lines later, after both his wife and
daughter have, to no avail, sought to dissuade him from the sacrifice. Critics have endlessly
tried to assess his sincerity, although there is no way of knowing whether the sentiments
expressed —dismay at his options, fear of the army, and a patriotic love of Hellas—are honest.!®
But the irresolvable question of Agamemnon’s belief in the Panhellenic cause is less striking
than the undeniable consistency with which he uses deceit and deceptive speech throughout the

IA. His dishonesty is pervasive.

The Agamemnon/Clytemnestra inversion and its reverberations at Aulis

It should by now be clear that Euripides uses the Agamemnon as a central subtext to the
IA, and in the process he inverts the deceiver/deceived relationship that existed between
Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra and Agamemnon. This inversion has several effects. The play both
competes with and critiques Aeschylus’ earlier work. By making Clytemnestra the deceived and

Agamemnon the deceiver, Euripides rejects Aeschylus’ version of the myth and completely

100 In favor of his sincerity are: Wasserman, 1949, p. 185; Conacher, 1967, p. 262; Mellert-Hoffmann, 1969, and perhaps
Foley, 1985, p. 98 (“Agamemnon...now appears to undertake the venture to Tory as if it were a public...venture.”).
Contra see Blaiklock, 1952, pp. 119-20; Funke, 1964; Siegel, 1980, pp. 306 and fn 17; Siegel, 1981, pp. 264-65.
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reformulates this canonical relationship. Even if we know that Clytemnestra will kill
Agamemnon upon his return—perhaps some things truly are inevitable—the context supplied
by the IA stands as a powerful explanation for her actions: she can no longer simply be
considered an evil woman. Beyond the strictly dramatic implications of Euripides’
reformulation, Euripides also rejects Aeschylus’ idea that deceptive female speech is an evil that
threatens “the overthrow of social order”:'" in the IA, male deceit is the main catalyst for
instability. And while Agamemnon’s lies to his wife and daughter are the most visible
manifestations of male deceit in the play, it is also one of the tragedy’s pervasive and unifying

themes. Deceit is central to the political dynamics of Euripides’ tragic world.

To a certain extent, this is visible even at the most general level. As mentioned above, the
army is unaware of Agamemnon’s machinations until the tragedy is nearly over. But Euripides
is also careful to show how deceit and lying are integral to the political world of the play—a
political world that reflects, in many ways, the world of his Athenian audience.'® This is no
easy task due to the physical and dramatic impossibility of actually showing, on-stage, such
deceptive behavior on a broad and public scale. Yet it is implicit that the deceptive nature of
Agamemnon’s exchanges with Clytemnestra is characteristic not only of him, but also of his

male peers in the tragedy, and more generally of the political climate of the play. Indeed, it is

101 Goldhill, 1986, p. 14, on Clytemnestra in the Agamemnon. Quoted in full above on p. 265.
102 As argued at length throughout Chapter One.
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one of the principal methods through which the leaders of the Greeks exert authority over an

army that, as we have seen, is empowered with its own political clout.!

At first glance, it does not seem particularly noteworthy that Agamemnon has neglected
to inform the army of Calchas” prophecy. After all, we learn of this neglect during the prologue
(IA 106-07), at which time there is no reason to think that the army is (or will become) part of the
decision-making process. It seems plausible that the Greek leaders have not informed the army
simply because there is no reason to, and one could infer that Agamemnon is relatively
forthright with his men. Menelaus’ description of Agamemnon’s behavior before Aulis
contradicts this impression (A 337-44):

olo®’, 61" éomovdaleg doxewv Aavaidalg eog TAlov,

T dOKELV pEV oL xonlwV, T d¢ PovAecOatl OéAwv,

ws tamewvog Noba, raong deélag mpoodryyavwv

kat 0vgac éxwv akAnotoug T BéAovTtL dnuotv 340
Kal ddovg mEdoENOV £ENG Aol — kel pr) Tig OéAoL —

Tolg TEOTIOLS NtV TElc Ot T PAGTILIOV €k HEoOU;

KAT, Emel KATéoXeg AQXAS, HeTaBaiwv dAAovVE TROTOVS

Tolg @idoloy ovKéT NoBa Tolg mElv we mEOoBev @iAog

You remember when you were eager to lead the Danaans to Ilium,
wishing at once to seem willing yet not covetous—
how humble you were! Taking each man’s hand,
your door open to any common man who wished, 340
and time and again giving all a chance to speak
—even those who did not wish to—
striving in this way to buy the office from the middle class?1%

103 See again Chapter One.

104 While this translation may seem anachronistic, the idea conveyed is that Agamemnon wishes to buy his office by
winning over the “middle,” and the term used (mesos) is the same one that Euripides gives Theseus in his famous
discussion of the three groups of citizens (E. Supp. 238-49; 244: 1| 'v péow). See Ann N. Michelini, “Political Themes in
Euripides’ Suppliants,” American Journal of Philology 115 (1994): p. 229, who refers to this mesos as a “middle class.”
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But when you’d won the command, you changed your ways
and were no longer friendly to your friends as before

Just as he has consistently misrepresented reality in his dealings with Clytemnestra, with the
Presbutes, and with Achilles, so too has he misrepresented himself in his dealings with the army.
His warmth, his open-door (tent?) policy, his willingness to hear out the common people, all of
these are merely fagades designed to “buy” the support of the common people of the army.
Even before we see him in action with Clytemnestra, we already know that Agamemnon is a

cagey politician willing to use flattery and duplicity to achieve his goals.

This dynamic of self-interested and deceptive leadership is a motif that Euripides
explores primarily with Agamemnon, but also with the other leaders of the Greek army. A short
time later, Agamemnon points his accusing finger at his partners in politics. Despite having
convinced Menelaus to forego sacrificing Iphigenia, the news of Clytemnestra’s arrival prompts
a dramatic transformation in Agamemnon’s attitude: he now believes he has no choice but to
kill his daughter. Menelaus, justifiably enough, wonders why; after all, the army is as yet
unaware of all these machinations. The answer is that Agamemnon fears his authority over the
army will be usurped by his former ally Odysseus (IA 525-33):

Men.: ovk €0t Odvooelg 6 TL o€ kapé mnuavel. 525  M: It is not possible for Odysseus to hurt us.

Ag.: mowiAog del épuke ToL T dxAov péta. A: He’s always been most cunning with the
mob.

M: @udotipia peEv EvExeTal, DV KakQ. M: He is obsessed with honor, a terrible evil.

A: o0k 00V dokelg Vv otavt €v Agyelolg péoolg A: Then don’t you think he’ll stand amidst the
Argives

Aélewv & KaAxac Oéopat éEnynoato, to tell them the prophecies Calchas enjoined,

KA wg DTéotnv Ooua, kK&t éPpevdouny, 530  and thatIlied and promised to sacrifice a victim

AQTéudL Bvoewv; oL EvvapTdoag oTEATOV, to Artemis? That he’ll seize the army, and order

o¢ kap anoktetvavtag Agyelovg kdenv the Argives to kill you and me and to slaughter

opalatkeAevoel the girl?
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Agamemnon does not claim that Odysseus will lie in order to persuade the army, but this
description nevertheless alludes to a deep anxiety about the ease with which he could

manipulate the “mob.”

To begin, the word poikilos (“many-colored,” “intricate,” but also “wily”) has many
negative and deceptive connotations. It was often used to describe woven fabrics, and in fact it
is the very term used to describe one of the “tricky” garments discussed earlier in this chapter:
the “carpet” which leads Agamemnon to his death (cf. A. Ag. 923, 926, 936; see above p. 267).
When used to describe humans, poikilos “indicate[s]...a man of cunning, full of inventive
ploys...and tricks of every kind.”’® Homer’s Odysseus, Hesiod’s Prometheus, and the divine
trickster Hermes are all characterized as endowed with poikilia.'® Within the context of these
archaic texts this was considered a positive, or at least useful, attribute. But within the context of
public discourse —the context within which Odysseus” poikilia is described in the IA—this is not

the case.

Alcaeus, for example, maligns a rival who “like a poikilo-minded fox foretold an easy

outcome and hoped to escape notice.”'” Since the figure of the fox in Greek poetry had

105 Marcel Detienne and Jean-Pierre Vernant, Cunning Intelligence in Greek Culture and Society, tr. Janet Lloyd, (Chicago,
1991), p. 19.

106 Odysseus is regularly described with the compound mowidounng (cf. Hom. Od. 3.163; 7.168; 22.115, etc.);
Prometheus receives a variety of poikilo-compounds (Hes. Th. 511: towkiAog aioAountic; Th. 521: mokiA6BovAog);
and Hermes is also called mowiAountne (HH 4.155, 514).

107 Alc. Fr. 69: 0 0" wg aAdmna [.... / mouc[JAdpowv evuagea mooAéEa(is / fAm[e]to Adonv.

302


http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.uchicago.edu/help/BetaManual/online/SB.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.uchicago.edu/help/BetaManual/online/SB.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.uchicago.edu/help/BetaManual/online/SB.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.uchicago.edu/help/BetaManual/online/SB.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.uchicago.edu/help/BetaManual/online/SB.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.proxy.uchicago.edu/help/BetaManual/online/SB.html

heretofore enjoyed “a broadly positive profile” and “instantiat[ed] a laudable cunning,”'% it is
the term poikilos alone that conveys the negative connotations of Alcaeus’ remarks. In Euripides’
Hecuba, the chorus uses the same adjective (poikilophron) to describe this tragic version of
Odysseus as a “poikilo-minded, glib, sweet-talking demos-pandering”® speaker who persuades
the army that it is necessary to sacrifice the maiden Polyxena. The dramatic parallels to the IA
are striking, but so too is the fact that both plays use poikilos to describe Odysseus’ ability to
manipulate the crowd. Aristophanes draws on the same lexical tradition in his Knights, a
comedy which, as we shall see, is similar to the IA in its preoccupation with deceptive speech.!
In the Knights, the characters Cleon and the Sausage-Seller represent the ubiquity and danger of
deceptive speech and flattery in Athenian political discourse.!"" Aristophanes calls each of these
men poikiloi,'> and even more compellingly, he refers to their methods of persuasion as doloi

poikiloi (Eq. 685).

A speaker who is poikilos, then, is one who is able to twist words in order to be
persuasive, and this is exactly what is implied of Odysseus when he is described as such.

Furthermore, his reasons for using rhetorical poikilia are clearly self-interested: he is philotimos —

108 Cf. Deborah Steiner, “Framing the Fox: Callimachus” Second lamb and Its Predecessors,” The Journal of Hellenic
Studies 130 (2010): p. 100.

109 E. Hec. 131-33: 60 motkIAO@QowV/KOTG 11OVAGYOS dnpoxaotothc/Aaeotiadnc melBet otoatiav.

110 On this see below, pp. 315-319.

1 Cf. Alan Sommerstein, ed., Aristophanes: Knights (Warminster, 1981), p. 2; Jon Hesk, Deception and Democracy in
Classical Athens (Cambridge, 2000), pp.255-58; Andrew Scholtz, “Friends, Lovers, Flatterers: Demophilic Courtship
in Aristophanes’ Knights,” Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological Association 134 (2004): pp. 263-93.
112 Also noted by A.M. Bowie, Aristophanes: Myth, Ritual and Comedy (Cambridge, 1993), p. 54. Cf. Ar. Eq. 685 (the
Sausage-Seller), and 758 (Cleon). Cleon is in fact considered dangerous specifically because he is a poikilos anér.
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ambitious—a term which, even when not qualified as “a terrible evil” (as it is here) was already
rife with negative connotations.® Finally, it is clear Odysseus’ poikilia allows him to exert
considerable influence over the army—in Agamemnon’s words to “seize” (IA 531:
ovvagpnaoac) the army. The use of this verb suggests an act of violence, one that is essentially
analogous to Paris’ theft of Helen, which is also described in the IA with harpazo-compounds.!'
In other words, the terms with which Agamemnon describes Odysseus reflect, ironically
enough, a deep anxiety on his part about his rival’s use of questionable rhetoric for his gain.
Much like, for example, Cleon in Thucydides” Mytilenian Debate (on which much more below),

Agamemnon complains bitterly about his rival’s use his own deceptive tactics.

Even though Agamemnon is not the most trustworthy source, and despite the fact that
we never see Odysseus in action, there is reason to believe that his concerns about Odysseus’
honesty and scruples are warranted. Achilles” testimony at the end of the play confirms that
Odysseus has succeeded in doing just what Agamemnon feared. After the exposure of

Agamemnon’s lies, the passionate pleas for Iphigenia’s life, and the pater familias’ eventual

113 Cf. LSJ; Pindar, fr. 210; Th. 2.65.7: Thucydides speaks of private philotimia (idiac giAotiuiag) as being one of the
downfalls of the Athenians in the Peloponnesian War; while Euripides does not specifically qualify Odysseus’
philotimia as “private,” it seems safe to say, from this passage, that he is perceived to be pursuing his own interests.
See also Th. 3.82 and 8.89 (not terribly dissimilar in sentiment from 2.65); E. Ph. 531-32; and of course IA 342 (cited
above on p. 67) and IA 520. Euripides and Thucydides are, essentially, the first authors to use these terms (philotimos,
philotimia etc.) with any frequency.

114 JA 75-76: éowv éowoav @xet’ éEavapnaoas/EAévnv. Iphigenia, when she explains her reasons for accepting her
own sacrifice, also uses a harpazo-compound to describe Helen’s kidnapping/elopement (IA 1382: fjv dvrjomtaoev
IT&oLc). She even argues that it is right that she be sacrificed specifically because it is necessary to stop the barbarians
from seizing (IA 1381: domdlerv) Greek women. See also Herodotus, 1.2-4, in which he constantly uses the terms
harpazd and harpagé to describe the exchange of kidnappings that preceded the Trojan War. In all of these cases,
including the one that relates to Odysseus, forms of harpazo clearly denote acts of violence.
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rejection of the same, Achilles bursts onto the scene and announces that the Argive army is hot
on his heels. Clytemnestra asks him if any of them are coming for Iphigenia, to which Achilles

responds (IA 1362-64):

Ach.: poplory’, &&e1 d Odvooevc. A: Thousands, and Odysseus is leading.

Cly.: &o’ 6 LioOgov yovog; C: The child of Sisyphus?

A: avtocg obtoC. A: The very one.

C: B mpaoowv, 1) oteatoL taxBeic VTo; C: Acting on his own, or ordered by the army?
A: aigeBelg Exav. A: He chose to be chosen.

Achilles” pithy analysis—aigeO¢eic ékwv—says it all. Odysseus has most willingly been chosen
to lead the Greeks in their mission to drag Iphigenia, by the hair, if need be (cf. IA 1366), to the

altar.

While we cannot know exactly how Odysseus managed to be chosen, there is some
evidence that the information he gave the army is not altogether accurate. Achilles, who had
been at the camp and who describes a scene similar to an Athenian assembly,!'> reports that the
army is furious with him for protecting Iphigenia because, according to them, “it is necessary to
slaughter her” (IA 1348 xoewv opa&at viv). Even Achilles” own men have turned against him
and are calling him “a slave to marriage” (IA 1354: ol pe TOV YAHwV ATEKAAOLY 1JOTOVQ)

believing that he is choosing his marriage over their war. Neither of these claims is true, since

115 Achilles notes that he had attempted to speak out against the plan to sacrifice Iphigenia, but had been shouted
down by a general thorubos (uproar, clamor). This kind of popular uproar is described by Plato (Rep. 492B) as being
frequent occurrences at “assemblies, law courts, theaters, or military camps,” and it is undoubtedly the type of
commotion to which Xenophon refers in Hell. 1.7.13 when he describes the people’s uproar at the thought that they
should not be permitted to “do as they please.” On the frequency of such thoruboi in democratic Athens, cf. above,
Chapter One pp. 89-90; Victor Bers, “Dikastic Thorubos,” in Crux: Essays in Greek History Presented to G.E.M. de Ste.
Croix, eds. Paul Cartledge, F.D. Harvey, (London, 1985), pp. 1-15; Judith Tacon, “Ecclesiastic Thorubos: Interventions,
Interruptions, and Popular Involvement in the Athenian Assembly,” Greece & Rome 48 (2001): pp. 173-192.

305



we know it is really a choice between sacrificing Iphigenia and returning home (cf. IA 89-93),
and that Achilles wishes to save Iphigenia not in order to marry her, but rather to clear his name
(IA 935-47). It is possible that the army has come to these conclusions on their own, without
Odysseus” encouragement. But since we already know that he is a crafty speaker, that he is
leading the army in this endeavor, and that the army has used misinformation to malign and
shout down Achilles in an assembly-like atmosphere, the implication is that Odysseus has
planted these ideas in the army’s (collective) head. As the leader of this mob, he practically

embodies a demagogue.

More generally, the terms with which Odysseus is described throughout the IA—
poikilos, philotimos, “child of Sisyphus” —consistently depict him as a man who is untrustworthy
because of his ambition and because of his ability to cunningly achieve his goals. A third leader
of the Greeks, the prophet Calchas, is described in even less flattering and ambiguous terms.
Like Odysseus, Agamemnon accuses him (and his ilk) of being an “ambitious evil” (IA 520:
@UOTIHOV kakOV). Later on, Achilles asks “what kind of man is a prophet? One who says a few
true things, and many false.”'® While he is not a central character in the IA, this brief
characterization helps evince the idea that the Greek leaders, as evidenced by Agamemnon’s
behavior on stage, are ever willing to lie and deceive in order to win the glory that only

Iphigenia’s sacrifice can enable.

116 JA 956-57: tig d¢ pavtic €0’ avnjo,/6¢c OALY” dANON, MoAAX de Pevdn AéyeL
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The sacrifice of Iphigenia is in fact an ideal device through which to contemplate this
male dishonesty. Through it, Euripides is able to portray Agamemnon deceiving his family on-
stage, but also to show how leaders such as Agamemnon, Odysseus, and Calchas adopt a
similarly cavalier attitude towards the truth in their dealings with the army. The IA thus focuses
the audience’s attention on the facility with which these men dissimulate when it serves their
interests. This is done against the backdrop of Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, and in particular his
portrayal of Clytemnestra as the female deceiver par excellence. The constant allusions to the
Agamemnon thus serve a dual purpose: they call attention to the fact that lying is a central to the
plot of the IA, as it is in the Agamemnon; at the same time, they are instrumental in emphasizing
the difference in the lying that takes place, namely that rather than feminine guile, it is
deceptive male speech that is the true threat to society at Aulis. Agamemnon’s deceit of
Clytemnestra, in all its contrasts to the Aeschylean tradition, reverberates through every scene

and relates to every aspect of the IA.

5. Deceptive Male Speech in the Late Fifth Century

The centrality of deceit to Euripides’ play does not occur in a vacuum. It is closely
related to the growing anxiety, felt in Euripides’ Athens, concerning the use of deceptive

language and rhetoric by the (male) political elite. This anxiety had been increasing throughout
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the latter half of the fifth century, spurred on by both the influence of rhetoric within
democratic Athens and by the resulting arrival of sophists, such as Gorgias, who claimed to be
able to teach the power of persuasion. In the following section, I will first discuss the deceptive
potential of rhetoric in the late fifth century BCE, as seen through the theories of Gorgias, after
which I will examine three texts that mirror the IA in their concern about the proliferation of
deceptive rhetoric: Thucydides Mytilenian Debate; Aristophanes Knights, and Xenophon’s

description of the aftermath of Arginousae.

Gorgias and the power of (deceptive) logos

Gorgias of Leontini was a figure of some renown throughout the Greek world, including
in Athens."” It is likely that many Athenians (and not just his pupils) were familiar with his

theories on rhetoric and persuasion.!'® Relatively few of his writings have survived, and Plato’s

117 The fact that Plato wrote a dialogue in which he is a central figure is certainly an indication of that, but we also
know that Gorgias came to Athens on a diplomatic mission in 427 BCE. Cf. B.H. Garnon Williams, “The Political
Mission of Gorgias to Athens in 427 B.C.,” Classical Quarterly 25 (1931): p. 52 fn 5; Richard Leo Enos, “Why Gorgias of
Leontini Traveled to Athens: A Study of Recent Epigraphical Evidence,” Rhetoric Review 11 (1992): pp. 1-15. It was
also said that he taught prominent Athenians such as Pericles, Critias, and Isocrates. For more details on Gorgias’ life
and works, see Scott Porter Consigny, Gorgias, Sophist and Artist (Columbia, SC, 2001), pp. 4-10.

118 Jacqueline de Romilly, The Great Sophists in Periclean Athens, tr. Janet Lloyd, (Oxford, 1992), p. 70, argues that Plato
has Gorgias play a relatively minor role in the Platonic dialogue bearing his name (for more than three-quarters of
the dialogue Polus and Callicles are Socrates principal interlocutors) because “Plato could not have ascribed to
Gorgias ideas that the latter himself, as was publicly known, would have disavowed.” Charles P. Segal, “Gorgias and
the Psychology of the Logos,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 66 (1962): p. 101, notes that Isocrates speaks of
Gorgias “as if the association between Gorgias and the earlier fifth-century Eleatic and Sicilian physical and
philosophical speculation was well-known and generally accepted.”
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depiction of the man and his teachings cannot simply be taken at face value,'” but it is
nevertheless possible to come to a general understanding of his theories. Perhaps most
obviously, much like the characters of the IA, Gorgias was well aware that logoi and erga do not
always correspond. Indeed, what remains of Gorgias” work is perhaps the “most extreme
statement of the divergence and counterbalance of words and actuality.”'? In the Defense of
Palamedes, for example, Gorgias directly contrasts the words of his accusers to his actual deeds:
“you must not rely more on words (logoi) than deeds (erga).”'?' The implication is obviously that

the things said about Palamedes in no way match the reality of the situation.

Even more telling is his conceptualization of the logos/erga opposition in his Encomium
for Helen (8):

el d¢ Adyoc O meloag kal TV PuxNV AMATHORS, OVdE TQOG TOUTO XAAETOV

amoAoynoacfat kat v aitiav amoAvocacHat wde. Adyog duvaotng péyag éotiv, 0g

OHKQOTATWL COUATL KAL APAVECTATWL Oel0TaTa EQya ATOTEAET

If logos persuaded [Helen] by deceiving her soul, then it is not difficult to defend her or

absolve her of blame. For logos is a powerful master, which with the smallest form and
appearance accomplishes marvelous erga.

Two obvious points emerge from this passage: first, that logos itself may be deceptive; and

second, that logos, whether deceptive or not, is extraordinarily powerful. Further on, Gorgias

119 Bruce McComiskey, Gorgias and the New Sophistic Rhetoric (Carbondale, 2002), pp. 17-31, argues quite strongly that
the arguments Plato puts in the orator’s mouth are not, in fact, an accurate reflection of the historical Gorgias’
thinking.

120 Parry, 1981, p. 41.

2 Gorg. Palamedes 34: bpag d& xor) ur) toic Adyois uaAAov 1) toig €gyols mpooéyxety tov vouv. The juxtaposition of
logoi and erga continues throughout sections 34 and 35. Elsewhere (sections 24 and 25) he uses the contrasting terms
doxa and alétheia to make a similar distinction.
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highlights the dangers of deceptive logos by arguing that people tend to rely not on true
knowledge but on doxa—opinion or reputation. Doxa itself is “slippery and unreliable” (Hel. 11:
opadeoa kal afBéPaioc!??), and its “instability...makes possible the deception on which all
persuasion must rest.”'? Given our own tenuous grasp on reality, it is almost inevitable that
some form of deception be a part of the persuasive process. Accordingly, and perhaps most
disturbingly, in many debates (agones) “one speech (logos), written with skill but not delivered
truthfully, has delighted a great crowd (ochlos) and persuaded them.”'** Gorgias does not
necessarily advocate such an approach, nor indeed can we be sure that his “Encomium” is
entirely serious. Nevertheless, it is easy to see how the problems outlined by Gorgias would
appear troublesome in democratic Athens, given that important decisions were made on the
basis of speeches given to large audiences—the very ochloi whom Gorgias regarded as most

susceptible to persuasion (Hel. 13 but also Pal. 33).

The Mytilenian debate and the rhetoric of deception in late fifth-century Athens

While Gorgias himself, as far as we can tell from his writings, does not seem particularly
concerned about the implications of rhetorical deception in fifth-century society, the same

cannot be said of some of his contemporaries. A classic example, in this regard, is provided by

122 Note that Menelaus uses the same term to describe Agamemnon in IA 334, cf. above p. 287.
123 Segal, 1962, p. 112.
124 Gorg. Hel. 13: eic Adyog oAUV OxAov Etepie kat EmeloL TéEXVNL Yoagels, ovk dAnOeiat AexOelc:
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Thucydides in his description of the Mytilenian debate. This episode is particularly germane to
the previous discussion insofar as it demonstrates both a sharp anxiety about, but also a certain

Gorgianic acceptance of, the inevitability of deception in public speech.

In the immediate wake of Mytilene’s unsuccessful revolt from Athens in 427 BCE, the
Athenian assembly had voted to execute all adult males in Mytilene and to enslave the women
and children (Th. 3.36.2). The following day, however, the Athenians repented upon
recognizing the cruelty of their plan (Th. 3.36.4). What follows in Thucydides” account is a
debate between Cleon and a certain Diodotus. Cleon argues that the original plan must be
adhered to; Diodotus that it is in Athens’ best interests to reconsider. On the surface, the central
question of this debate is whether or not wipe out Mytilene. At root, however, the main subject
of the two speeches is the role and the amount of power political speech is to have in the
Athenian democracy.'”” Both speeches are filled with rhetorical tricks and substantive
inconsistencies.'? And neither speaker really attempts to address the question at hand, that is to
say the people’s doubts about the morality of the death sentence. Instead, Cleon and Diodotus
accuse each other of lying in order to further personal interests, and attack the Athenian

assembly for being an active participant in this process of deception.

125 Ober, 1998, pp. 94-104, frequently calls both speeches discourses of “meta-rhetoric.” Hesk, 2000, pp. 248-55, refers
to the discourse as the “rhetoric of anti-rhetoric.”

126 On this, see especially, C.W. Macleod, “Reason and Necessity: Thucydides III 9-14, 37-48,” The Journal of Hellenic
Studies 98 (1978): pp. 64-78.
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Cleon begins with a sharp critique of both the democratic process and of
intellectualism'?” (Th. 3.37), and then turns to an excoriation of both speakers and speech.
Whoever speaks against him, he says, is either treating this debate as a rhetorical contest
(dywviocout av), or has been “induced by profit” to “try and mislead” the people (Th. 3.38.2:
Ké€pdeL EMaIQOpEVOG...eékmoviioag mapayew). The people themselves, however, are just as
accountable as Cleon’s rivals: they put more weight on the words (logoi) of the orators than on
the actual deeds (erga) in question; they judge future events (erga, again) based only on who
speaks well; and they are “the best at being deceived by a fancy turn of phrase.” (Th. 3.38.5:
HETA KAvOTNTOS Hev Aoyov anatacOat &olotot). “Slaves to your pleasure,” he exclaims, “you
are more like the sophists’ seated spectators than men deliberating for their city.”'?® A clear
concern with rhetoric and with the distance between words and deeds emerges from Cleon’s
speech. He claims that the unreliability of logoi poses a great threat to democratic discourse,
while at the same time he himself uses unreliable logoi. In this sense, he is akin to Euripides’
Agamemnon: he is able to use manipulative speech while complaining about his rivals doing

the same.

Cleon’s attacks lead to some potentially chilling conclusions. Following his logic,

whoever “speaks well” is doing so in order to manipulate the people for his own benefit; among

127 Cleon specifically praises apaBia (ignorance) as more useful to the governance of a city (Th. 3.37.3). On this, see
James A. Andrews, “Cleon’s Hidden Appeals (Th. 3.37-40),” The Classical Quarterly 50 (2000): pp. 53-56.

128 Th. 3.38.7: anA@G Te AKOTG 1)d0VI) NOOWHEVOL Kal 0OPLOT@V Beatals éotkdtes kabnpévols paAdov 1) meot
ndéAews BovAegvopévolg.
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the audience, whoever chooses to follow such a speaker willingly submits to such manipulation
for his own enjoyment. Concerning his actual rival, Cleon makes two accusations: that he is
knowingly “misleading” the people by encouraging them to abandon the execution of all
Mytilenians; and that he is doing so either for purely “agonistic” purposes, or because he has
accepted money (presumably from the Mytilenians) to do so. Cleon thus purports to be deeply
concerned with those who use language in order to manipulate the people, with the people’s
own fascination with such manipulative language, and even with the sophistic nature of this
speaker/spectator experience. Given his ability to exploit these “problems” for his own ends, it
is hard to believe that Cleon was sincerely troubled by them. But Thucydides” use of these

arguments implies that many in Athens were.

Cleon’s rival Diodotus, despite his more “lenient” stance on the Mytilenians, returns
like-for-like rhetorically.’” In defense of his audience (who have dared revisit the earlier
sentence) and himself (who dares to speak against it), he dispels the notion that anything but
words (logous) can be used to understand events (pragmaton; Th. 3.42.2). He thus seems to re-
establish a positive connection between logos and ergon. This impression is short-lived. Soon
after we find “the most astounding stroke in Diodotus” speech”:'* according to Diodotus, any

speaker—even an honest one must lie to the assembly in order to be believed (Th. 3.43.2), while

129 As Macleod, 1978, p. 72, notes: “[t]here is a wealth of verbal echoes” between Diodotus” and Cleon’s speeches.
130 Clifford Orwin, The Humanity of Thucydides (Princeton, 1994), p. 161.
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Athens itself is “the only city it is impossible to openly benefit without using deception.”?3!
Diodotus blames his audience for this sorry state of affairs, for it is their habitual suspicion of
candor that forces the orators to turn to deception (Th. 3.43.4). All this obviously suggests that
“Diodotus himself will have to use apate.”'3? The fact that his proposal wins the day implies that
he does so, and skillfully. Diodotus’ stunning proclamation and Cleon’s similar grumblings
about deception indicate that there was a pervasive anxiety about deceitful speech in
Thucydides” Athens—an anxiety that would also have been stirred by Euripides” portrayal of

similarly manipulative speech in the IA.

In Thucydides’ portrayal, the tendency of orators to equivocate before the public was
not only expected in Athens, it was practically demanded. This dynamic is propagated by
speaker and spectator alike; each half of the equation is equally responsible for the dishonest
nature of the discourse, and each is fully aware of this fact. But perhaps most troublingly, in
Thucydides” narration, neither speaker is at all inclined to reduce the gap between logoi and erga
in Athenian public discourse, but instead try to exploit the gap for their own advantage. The
same may be said about the leaders of the Greeks in Euripides’ IA who both use—and accuse
others of using—words that are well removed from the reality of the situation, and who do so

exclusively for their own gains.

131 Th. 3.43.2-3: povnv te TOALY dlx TAG TEQLVOLAG €V O OAL €K TOD TTROPAVOUG UT) EEaTAToAVTIA AdVVATOV:
132 Hesk, 2000, p. 53.
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Aristophanes” Knights and the Comedification of Deceptive Male Speech

Thucydides was not alone among his contemporaries in his concern for the deceptive
tendencies of the orators, nor in his suspicion that the people themselves played a role in this,
nor even in his identification of Cleon as one of the most dangerous exponents of this problem.
Aristophanes, in his Knights (424 BCE), also openly accuses the Athenian orators (and
specifically Cleon) of dishonesty, and maligns the Athenian public for their willingness to
accept it. In this play, Aristophanes is extremely direct in his depiction of the politicians (ot
ontopec—the orators, literally) as self-serving and manipulative. The main conceit of the play is
that the two main characters (a thinly-veiled Cleon and his rival, an unknown Sausage-Seller)
must pander for the favor of the Démos (itself a character). It is clear that they do so exclusively
for their own personal gain, principally by means of flattering and, whenever necessary, lying

to the people.

Aristophanes’ allegory is not subtle. In the opening scene of the play, we see two other
characters discussing Cleon’s relationship to the people. They describe him bathing and feeding
the Demos to its heart’s content, fawning over it shamelessly (Eg. 50-65). Cleon’s prize for this is
that he can use his power to extort bribes from the other “slaves” of the people (Eg. 65-70) and,
less allegorically, from other cities (Eq. 801-09). His methods are the same ones that Diodotus

decries in Thucydides’ Mytilenian debate: he makes false and slanderous accusations against
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his peers, and thus scares them into submission.’® This tactic is certainly analogous to the one
Agamemnon ascribes to Odysseus in the IA, and which the latter then appears to use against
Achilles.!* Aristophanes implies that this is typical of all politicians, for indeed the Sausage-
Seller’s bright future in politics had been recognized at an early age due to his ability to steal

and dissemble (Eq. 417-26).

Instances of both Cleon and the Sausage-Seller telling blatant and self-serving lies are so
abundant in the Knights that it would be impossible to mention them all. The two characters
square off in specious agones before both the boulé (not shown on-stage) and the Démos. At the
boule level, we hear that Cleon invents outlandish—yet “most persuasive” (Eq. 629:
rubavwtad’)—tales of conspiracies until the Sausage-Seller, seeing the boulé “deceived by this
crookery” (Eg. 633: tolc @evaxiopolow éEanmatwuévnv), steps in. He distracts them with the
news of a steep drop in the price of sardines, an initiative clever enough to bring him victory.
The chorus celebrates the Sausage-Seller’s victory by claiming that with his poikiloi doloi
(“devious tricks”; Eq. 686), he is more than a match for Cleon. They thus describe his political
dishonesty with the same terms that Euripides uses to describe the tradecraft of Agamemnon

and Odysseus in the IA.

The competition before the Démos takes place in two parts: a contest to see who can

slather on the most obsequious compliments and offer the finest enticements to the people; and

133 The term used —daBaAAw—is the same in the two authors (cf. Th. 3.42.2; Ar. Eq. 64).
134 Cf. JA 526-37, 1348-54, and above pp. 301-306.
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one in which Cleon and the Sausage-Seller take turns producing and interpreting a series of
ludicrously unbelievable (and yet so easily swallowed) oracles for their own benefit. In the
latter contest, the play’s deep skepticism about the legitimacy of prophetic speech is similar to
the condemnations of Calchas in the IA. And in both contests, it is evident that the two
politicians are low-bred liars, and that the people enjoy this. It is on this final point that

Aristophanes is most explicit (Eq. 1111-12; 1115-20):

@ Afue kaAnv Y’ €xelg 1111 Oh Démos, a fine empire
AQXTV... you have...

.. BAN eDTIEAYWYOC &, 1115 ...but you're easily led astray,
Owmevopevog te xalpelg delighting in flattery
KaEamatwpLevog, and being deceived,

TEOG TOV Te Aéyovt del and always a-gape at
KEXTNVAG: 0 VOUG D€ ooV your speakers. Your mind,
TIOLQWV ALTIOOT|LLEL. 1120 though present, is on leave.

Aristophanes” opinion of the people’s ability to discern honest arguments is similar to that of
Thucydides” Cleon and Diodotus. Not only are the people easy to trick; they actually enjoy it.
The Démos defends itself by arguing that it is in fact the people who have been duping Cleon:
because of their penchant for drink, they simply allow their thieving politicians to get fat before
they “sacrifice and eat them” (Eq. 1140: Ovoac émweinveig). It is easy to be skeptical of this
argument,’® but even if the Démos is correct in its evaluation of the situation, this is hardly

heartening.

135 And it is essentially rejected at the end of the play; when the Sausage-Seller describes the former behavior of the
Deémos (Eq. 1340-55), it is clear that the Démos had been completely hoodwinked by its politicians.
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Despite all this, Aristophanes’ Knights ends on a relatively high note. The Sausage-Seller
prevails over Cleon and, even though “we are encouraged to believe that he will rule in the
same way as his predecessor,” he is presented at the end of the play as the “honest adviser” to a
“rejuvenated” Démos.'* In fact, the Sausage-Seller has quite literally “boiled down” the Démos
(Eg. 1321), reverting it back to its pure state of the early fifth century. Despite this optimistic
tone, Hesk is correct to argue that “[t]he conclusion of Knights is not...a clear-cut utopian fantasy
of a democratic politics freed of flattery [and] deceit.”’¥ As Bowie points out, the way that this
positive resolution is founded —the boiling down of the Démos—is obviously unrealistic;
Aristophanes proposes no solution that could ever occur in the real world.!*® And reverting the
Démos to its form in the age of Aristides and Miltiades implies a return to politics as they were
before Ephialtes’ reforms, a time that arguably precedes the advent of true democracy in
Athens.'® Ultimately, the vast majority of the play focuses on the deceptive and manipulative
practices of Athenian politicians, and on the democratic public’s willingness to submit to their
perfidy. All this cannot be simply washed away by the magical rejuvenation of the Demos and

its politicians; at the heart of Aristophanes’ play there still resides a deep anxiety about the

1% Sommerstein, ed., 1981, p. 2.

137 Hesk, 2000, p. 257.

138 Bowie, 1993, pp. 76-77.

13 The question of when we see the true beginning of Athenian democracy is complex and controversial. On the
subject, cf. Kurt A. Raaflaub, “The Breakthrough of Démokratia in Mid-Fifth-Century Athens,” in Origins of Democracy
in Ancient Greece, eds. Raaflaub, Josiah Ober, and Robert W. Wallace (Berkeley, 2007), pp. 105-54; Raaflaub argues that
it was only after the reforms of Ephialtes that the Athenian democracy was “as fully realized as was possible under
the conditions prevailing in antiquity” (p. 106). For the opposite view, i.e. that the “origins of Athenian democracy”
can be found in 508/07 BCE, see, in the same volume, Josiah Ober, “’I Besieged That Man”: Democracy’s
Revolutionary Start,” pp. 83-104. Thanks are due to Prof. Jonathan Hall for suggesting this point to me.
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crooked and duplicitous nature of Athens’ politicians, and about the people’s eagerness to

reward such behavior.

The Arginousae affair and the dangers of deceptive rhetoric

While Aristophanes and Thucydides both provide fine (literary) examples of the
pervasive distrust of public speech in Athens, an even more concrete example is provided by
the prosecution of Athenian generals after the battle of Arginousae in 406 BCE. Despite the
success of the Athenian forces in this naval battle, this can hardly be described as a happy
incident in Athenian history. Upon their return, six of the generals who had led the Athenians
at Arginousae (two refused to return), were brought to trial because they had neglected to pick
up the men who had been shipwrecked during the battle (X. Hel. 1.7.4). According to
Xenophon’s account, the trierarch (and former general) Theramenes was instrumental in
prosecuting his colleagues. After a series of reversals—the generals had almost talked
themselves out of trouble before nightfall, and a festival, intervened —they were all condemned
to death and executed (X. Hel. 1.7.4-34). The city thus “deprived itself, by a tragic judicial error,

of men who were both its best generals and the most loyal supporters of democracy.”'* In the

140 Marta Sordi, “Teramene e il processo delle Arginuse,” Aevum 55 (1981): p. 3.
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aftermath, the Athenian citizens “repented,” and lashed out at those who had urged the

execution. The charge against these men was that they had “deceived the demos.”14!

Both Xenophon and Diodorus provide accounts of this incident, and although they
diverge on many important details,!¥? they both agree that the Athenian demos felt it had been
deceived, and that specific charges of deception were subsequently levied against those who
had urged the prosecution of the generals. This is crucial, since it represents the “only certain
instance of probolai against deceivers of the demos” in fifth-century Athens.'*> That fact alone
would seem to indicate that the anxiety about elite deception, already well-embedded in the
texts of Thucydides and Aristophanes that we have seen, had come to a head in 406 BCE. But
Xenophon adds several other details which, even if not entirely accurate,'* are nevertheless

indicative of the atmosphere of distrust that existed in Athens.

Much like Euripides does in the IA, Xenophon describes a wide variety of deceitful
machinations that are used in order to achieve certain political ends. The historian claims that,
in order to inflame the demos against the generals, Theramenes’ partisans actually hired people

to impersonate the relatives of those who had died at Arginousae. These individuals then

141X, Hel. 1.7.35: tov dnpov éEnmatnoayv; Diod. 13.103.2: tov dnpov éEnmatnkawc.

142 Most notably in their explanation of Theramenes’ role in the conviction of the eight generals. For a concise analysis
of the divergences in the two accounts, the questions that it raises, and some possible solutions (especially concerning
our interpretations of Theramenes), see A. Andrewes, “The Arginousai Trial,” Phoenix 28 (1974): pp. 112-22.

143 Matthew R. Christ, “Ostracism, Sycophancy, and Deception of the Demos: [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 43.5,” The Classical
Quarterly 42 (1992), p. 340 fn 20. Christos Kremmydas, “The Discourse of Deception and Characterization in Attic
Oratory,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 53 (2013): p. 51, adds to this tally the prosecution of Miltiades as
described in Hdt. 6.136.

144 Andrewes, 1974, tends to cast doubt on these claims; Sordi, 1981, is more sanguine about Xenophon'’s accuracy.
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appeared at the assembly when the question of the generals was being discussed (X. Hel. 1.7.8).
Obviously, the purpose of this gambit must have been to cause the assembly to become more
incensed at the abandonment of those shipwrecked men. At the same time, Xenophon reports
that Theramenes bribed a certain Callixenus to appear before the assembly and propose the
extraordinary (and “probably illegal”)!¥5 measure of trying all the generals together (X. Hel.
1.7.9-10). After this, another man spoke to the assembly who claimed to have survived the
shipwreck by chance, and to have been urged by his drowning companions “to report to the
démos that the generals had not picked up the men who had done the most in service of the
fatherland.”* Whether or not Theramenes was as central to this plot as Xenophon tells us, his
narration and the outcome both suggest that a great deal of underhanded measures were taken

in this debate.

The same thing is implied in a speech made in defense of the generals, as transmitted by
Xenophon. After Callixenus’ proposal for a mass trial had been accepted, and the objections of
the Prytaneis had been forcefully overruled, a certain Euryptolemus spoke up. The central
argument of his speech is quite straightforward: he suggests that the generals be tried
separately, as the law accords, and that they each be allowed to defend themselves (X. Hel.

1.7.20-23). But before he gets to his point, he feels compelled to note that he will “advise them in

145 Jennifer Tolbert Roberts, “Arginousae Once Again,” The Classical World 71 (1977): p. 111.

146 X, Hel. 1.7.11: dmaryyeiAan t¢ dMpuw 6t ol 0Teatnyol ovk aveldovto Tolg doioTovg Oé g mateidog
Yevouévoug. Xenophon does not actually say that this man was planted, but the structure of the narrative and the
nature of the remarks suggest that he was.
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such a way that you cannot be deceived either by me or by anyone else” (X. Hel. 1.7.19:
ovpBovAebw & Vuty, €v olg ovO” VT éuov ovd” VT AdAAoL oVdeVOS £oTv E€aTtatnOnvaL
vuag). This is similar to what we see in Thucydides” retelling of the Mytilenian debate. Both
controversies revolve around the appropriate punishment to mete out to people who have
violated the trust of the Athenian people.'¥” More strikingly, in both cases orators feel obliged to
preemptively defend themselves from accusations of deceiving the people, whilst of course
implying that others are trying to do just that. In this, Xenophon demonstrates a sensibility that
is remarkably similar to that of Thucydides, one that clearly points to broad concerns about

deceptive speech at the end of the fifth century.

Euryptolemus was not able to secure standard trials for the generals, a fact that no doubt
influenced the people’s decision to execute them. Just as they had after the initial vote to
annihilate the Mytilenians, the Athenians repented. This time, however, it was too late to stop
the executions; the generals were already dead. Rather than hold a new trial, then, they turned
their wrath on Callixenus and four others. Xenophon and Diodorus agree that these men were
accused of “deceiving the demos” (X. Hel. 1.7.35; Diod. 13.103.2). This was, as Christ notes,!4
nothing short of extraordinary. The case of Arginousae thus shows that the deep anxiety about

deceptive rhetoric, one that is evident in Thucydides” Mytilenian debate and in Aristophanes

147 The Mytilenians had of course quite plainly betrayed their “alliance” with the Athenians; the actions of the
generals is a much less obvious type of betrayal, but insofar as Euryptolemus suggests they be tried as traitors (X.
Hel. 1.7.22), it would appear that they too could be considered to have betrayed the démos.

148 Christ, 1992, p. 340 fn 20.
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Knights, was not only present but indeed boiling over in 406 BCE, one year before the

production of the IA.1%

6. Conclusions

As we have seen, Athenian preoccupations about deceit and rhetoric had roots in the
Gorgianic notion that deception was inherent to public speech. Such a theory would naturally
be problematic in a city such as Athens that depended on public speech in order to arrive at
political consensus. This anxiety is easily visible in both Thucydides” description of the
Mytilenian debate and Aristophanes’ Knights. In these texts, it appears to be a concern that is
central to the Athenian polis. But these are not the only texts in which one can detect this
apprehension concerning the use of deceit by elite males. Aristophanes” Acharnians, for
example, is another comedy in which this is quite openly depicted.’® And Thucydides” Melian
dialogues goes so far as to suggest that not only were the Athenians suspicious of their orators,

so too were the other Greeks. Indeed, the entire reason that the dialogue occurs, as the Athenian

149 Cf. the scholion to Ar. Frogs, 67; ]. Diggle, ed., Euripidis Fabulae vol. 3 (Oxford, 1994), p. 358. Euripides may well
have written the IA before these events occurred, or at any rate been unaware of them due to his (presumed) exile in
Macedonia. Nevertheless, it is clear that the conditions in Athens were such that, regardless of his knowledge of the
Arginousae affair, the play could speak to a great deal of concern about the use of deceptive speech in public debates.
150 On the Acharnians, see Jonathan Hall, “Autochthonous Autocrats: The Tyranny of the Athenian Democracy” in
Private and Public Lies: The Discourse of Despotism and Deceit in the Graeco-Roman World,” eds. Andrew ]. Turner, James
H. Kim On Chong-Gossard, and Frederick Juliaan Vervaet, (Leiden, 2010), pp. 25-26.
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ambassadors state in their opening sentence, is because the Melians will not let them speak
before the people, lest they “be deceived” by the Athenians’ “alluring” words (Th. 5.85.1:

UT)... AV WYX Kol AVEAEYKTA E0ATIAE AKOVOAVTES TV ATATNOWOLY).

Nor were these the only authors or genres that address contemporary anxieties about
deceptive political speech. Sophocles’ Philoctetes is another tragedy that foregrounds the
problem of deceit and sophistic rhetoric,' further proof that Athenian audiences were used to
engaging with the questions Euripides raises in the IA. Antiphon’s Tetralogies highlight another
problem Sophistic theory faced in the late fifth century. In these speeches, Antiphon all but
gives up trying to establish what actually happened in the hypothetical incidents, focusing
heavily on what is “likely” (t0 eik6g) or what is “credible” (10 motdc). A recurring theme in
Antiphon’s work is the relationship between logos and ergon, and what emerges is “an

alignment of probability, discourse, and law on the one hand against direct evidence, facts, and

nature on the other.”152

Finally, Critias fr. 19 portrays another instance of an individual using deceptive means
in a coercive manner. The speaker of this fragment postulates that the gods were invented by
“some cunning and wise man” (v. 12) as a means of scaring other humans into behaving well. It

is explicit that this was achieved by “concealing the truth with false speech” (v. 26: {evdet

151 Cf. M.H. Jameson, “Politics and the Philoctetes,” Classical Philology 51 (1956): pp. 217-227; Peter W. Rose,
“Sophocles’ Philoctetes and the Teachings of the Sophists,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 80 (1976): pp. 49-105.
1% Michael Gagarin, Antiphon the Athenian: Oratory, Law, and Justice in the Age of the Sophists (Austin, 2002), p. 134.
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kaAUpag v dAnOewxv Adyw). And although the outcome (good behavior) is theoretically a
positive one, it is nevertheless another example of the disconnect between logos and ergon,
particularly in persuasive speech. The nonchalance with which the speaker describes this act,
and the fragment’s conformity with mainstream sophistic thought on deceitful rhetoric,
demonstrate that such means were considered common.'>® Unlike in the time of Aeschylus’
Oresteia, the proliferation of deceptive speech in the public arena seems to have been a source of

grave concern when the IA was produced.

We can see that in the IA, Euripides addresses concerns that we see constantly in other
late fifth-century Athenian documents. Euripides differs from these other writers, however, by
framing this concern against a background of Aeschylus” Agamemnon. His use of this subtext
has two purposes: to alert the audience that the IA will seriously engage with the question of
problematic speech; and to provide a tragic model that competes with Aeschylus’ depiction of
deceptive female speech as a great—if not the greatest—threat to society. If the male elite
consistently engages in the same type of “double-speak” as Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra, if such
deceptive rhetoric has become a key to obtaining power in Athens, if, furthermore, the
democratic public actively encourages the use of such deceptive rhetoric, then the concerns
raised by Aeschylus can hardly be pertinent to the Athenian audience, and perhaps not even to

the tragic theater. Although he had, it would seem, followed this model in his Medea and

153 On this fragment cf. Hesk, 2000, pp. 180-88; Patrick O’Sullivan, “Sophistic Ethics, Old Atheism, and ‘Critias’ On
Religion,” Classical World 105 (2012): pp. 167-85.
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Hippolytus, Euripides now dismisses Aeschylus’ Agamemnon as a relevant model for Athenian
drama. He offers in its place a new type of tragedy that will engage the questions and problems

of his own time. A new model for a new age.
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