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This thesis explores the depiction of fathers in Greek tragedy in terms of
the conflict between the expectations and responsibilities of fatherhood and other areas
of male activity and identity

Chapter 1 provides historical, literary and scholarly context. Chapters 2
and 3 examine the often difficult relationship between paternal responsibility and political
concerns. Chapter 2 explores Agamemnon’s decision to permit the expedition against
Troy by sacrificing his daughter Iphigenia, as recounted in Aeschylus” Agamemnon and
depicted in Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis. Chapter 3 focuses upon the interplay of politics
and paternity in plays on Theban myths; it examines the depictions of Creon in Sophocles’
Antigone and Euripides’ Phoenician Women as deliberately contrasting responses to the
challenge of establishing priority between political and paternal responsibilities, before
moving on to a comparison of tragic accounts of Oedipus’ curse upon his sons as an
instance of a father’s behaviour exerting considerable, damaging influence upon public
life. Chapters 4 and 5 explore tragedy’s depiction of various superhuman fathers. Chapter
4 demonstrates that tragedy sets the complex and extensive mythical, literary and
religious traditions concerning Heracles at odds with the demands of conventional
fatherhood. Chapter 5 considers the portrayal of divine fathers in tragedy; after outlining
various trends in extant and fragmentary plays, it focuses upon Euripides’ lon as a case-
study for the disruptive and distanced nature of divine paternity in the genre. Having
explored these various conflicts between fatherhood and other areas of activity and
responsibility, the thesis culminates in an examination of the conflict over fatherhood
itself. Chapter 6 explores the competing representations of a specific father in Sophocles’
Ajax, and the impassioned conflict over the duties of fatherhood more generally in
Euripides’ Alcestis, before culminating in an extensive examination of contested
fatherhood in Euripides’ Orestes. The thesis demonstrates that fatherhood in Greek
tragedy is pervasively and significantly conflicted. This conflict is not only an important
factor in our understanding of the plot, themes and characterisation of many of these
works, but also a crucial point of contact and engagement between the plays themselves
and the discourse of contemporary Athenian society.



Acknowledgements

From its inception, this thesis has benefitted from the advice and encouragement
of others. Scott Scullion, Felix Budelmann, and Adrian Kelly all provided valuable
perspectives on the shape and content of the project as it passed through the milestones
of Transfer and Confirmation of Status. Chris Collard generously allowed access to the
introduction of his commentary on Iphigenia at Aulis before its publication, and offered
helpful suggestions for the project as a whole in the congenial surroundings of The
Queen’s College garden. Armand D’Angour proved as cheerful and encouraging a
college advisor as he had been an undergraduate tutor, and his unfailing generosity with
references in particular is very much appreciated. At the culmination of the process, my
work was examined by Scott Scullion and Matthew Wright, who offered many
constructive suggestions and much-appreciated encouragement; my thanks for all their
hard work in this capacity. Last, but in no sense least, the entirety of this thesis was
researched and written under the supervision of Richard Rutherford, and both the work
and its author alike have benefitted enormously from his wide learning, judicious insight,
and seemingly inexhaustible reserve of good-humoured patience. All these qualities have
made the last three years far more fruitful and enjoyable than might otherwise have been
the case. Naturally, any remaining errors of fact or judgement are entirely the author’s
own.

Beyond those who have provided much-appreciated academic guidance, titanic
debts of gratitude are owed to my loved ones. My fiancée Lucy has been remarkably
supportive of my rather strange career path from the outset, and has shown superlative
tolerance even in my most frustrating moments; | cannot thank her enough. 1 am also
pleased to inform the reader that this thesis’ unhappy subject matter is in no way inspired
by my own parents Ronald and Beverley, whose unfailing love and support, moral and
material, has made all of this possible. This thesis is dedicated to them, with boundless
love and thanks.



Aesch.

And.

Ar.

Arist.

Dem.

Dion. Hal.

E.

Abbreviations

Aeschylus
Ag.  Agamemnon
Cho. Choephori
Eum. Eumenides
Pers. Persians
[PV Prometheus Bound]
Sept. Seven Against Thebes

Aeschines
Andocides
Aristophanes

Ach. Acharnians
Eccl. Assembly Women

Eq.  Knights
Lys.  Lysistrata
Nub. Clouds
Ran. Frogs
Thesm. Women at the Thesmophoria
Vesp. Wasps
Avristotle
Ath. Pol. Constitution of Athens
Gen. an. Generation of Animals
EN Nichomachean Ethics
Pol.  Politics

Rhet. Rhetoric
Demosthenes
Dionysius of Halicarnassus
Euripides

Andr. Andromache
Ba. Bacchae

El. Electra
Hcld. Children of Heracles
Hel. Helen

HF  Heracles

Hipp. Hippolytus

1A Iphigenia at Aulis

IT Iphigenia among the Taurians
Med. Medea

Or.  Orestes

Pho. Phoenician Women

Supp. Suppliant Women

Tro.  Trojan Women



Hdt.

Hes.

Hippoc.

Isoc.
Lyc.
Lys.

Men.

Pind.

PI.

Plut.

Herodotus

Hesiod
Th.
WD

Hippocrates

Homer
Il.
Od.

Isaeus
Isocrates
Lycophron
Lysias

Menander
Dysc.

Pindar
Nem.
Ol.
Pyth.

Plato
Gorg.
Lys.
Prot.
Rep.
Symp.

Plutarch
Alc.
Cim.
Per.
Them.

Sophocles
Aj.
Ant.
El
oC
oT

Theogony
Works and Days

lliad
Odyssey

Dyskolos

Nemean
Olympian
Pythian

Gorgias
Lysis
Protagoras
Republic
Symposium

Alcibiades
Cimon
Pericles
Themistocles

Ajax

Antigone

Electra

Oedipus at Colonus
Oedipus Tyrannus



Thuc.

Phil.
Tr.

Thucydides

Xenophon
Hell.
Mem.
Symp.

Philoctetes
Trachiniae

Hellenica
Memorabilia
Symposium



Table of Contents

N 0L = To! ST STPRSPR I
ACKNOWIEAGEMENTS ... I
ADDIEVIALIONS ...ttt bbbttt ii
Chapter 1: The ather........ooie e 1
1.1. The father in classiCal AtNENS..........ccoiiiiiiii s 1
1.2. The father in prior HErature ...........cceiveieiieseece e 13
1.3. The father N trageady........ccooiiiiiiieee s 24
Chapter 2: Between politics and paternity: Agamemnon at AuliS ..........cccoeevvereieennnnn. 32
2.1. The SACIITICE @t AULIS ....c.veieieie et e 32
2.2. Euripides’ Iphigenia at AULIS..........ccoooiiiiiiiii e 38
2.2.1. Agamemnon the conflicted father ..., 44
2.2.2. TYNUAIEUS ....coveeieciie ittt et e b e e re e e sreesbeenbesneenres 56
2.2.3. BrotherNOOd .........cviiiiiieece e 59
2.2.4. MOENEINOOM ...t re e nrees 64

2.3, CONCIUSION ...ttt bbbttt nes 73
Chapter 3: Between fatherhood and fatherland at Thebes...........cccooeviiiiiiiiccce, 75
K200 I 111 T L1 o4 £ o o SR RUSTSSPRRR 75

K 1 (T o o EE TSSO PO PRTPPTPPRTPR 76
3.2.1. Creon iN ANLIJONE ... ...ccieiieeie ettt re et nre s 76
3.2.2. Creon in Phoenician WOMEN ..........cccoiveieiieiieie e e 87

KT T O Lo [ 11 OSSR ROOTOSPRRRRI 98
3.3.1. Curses in classical AtNENS .........cccoiiiiiiiiiicceeee e 99
3.3.2. OUIPUS' CUISES ...ttt bbbttt bbbt 101
3.3.3. The curse and the city - Seven Against Thebes.........c.ccccevvveveiieviciieieenenn, 105
3.3.4. Phoenician WOMEN .......ccuiiiieieieie ettt ettt 113
3.3.5. Oedipus at COIONUS ......cciiiiiieiee s 122

B4 CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt s ae e be e 131
Chapter Four: Heracles as father in Greek tragedy .........cccccoeevieveiiievie e 133
4.1. Heracles in myth, literature and SOCIELY .........cccovvviriniieiiie e 133
4.2. Heracles the tragic father...........ccooii e 137
4.2.1. Conspicuous by his @bSENCE ........ceeviiiiiiiie e 137

Vi



4.2.2. Being the children of Heracles ..........cccoveiviiiiiece e, 147

4.2.3. Heracles as a threat to other families..........ccoocovieiiiiii e, 164
4.2.4. Fatherhood between men and gods ..........c.coovriririeienene e 167

4.3, CONCIUSION ...ttt et bbb bbb 174
Chapter 5: Divine fatherhood in Greek Tragedy ........ccoveverieiieiinienieseee e 176
5.1, BACKGIOUNG. .....ctiiiiiiiiiiecie e 176
5.2. Gods as fathers in Greek tragedy..........ccoovveiieiiiiese e 181
5.2.1. DIVINE TANEIING .....eiiiiiiieiie e 181
5.2.2. The conspicuous absence of divine fathers in tragedy .........ccccoecviieivenenne. 186
5.2.3. The identity of divine fathers in tragedy ...........cccccveveiiieiiiie i, 191
5.2.4. The intervention of divine fathers ... 196

5.3. Apollo as father in Euripides’ 10N ........c.cocoiiiiiiiiiii e 202
5.4, CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt sttt 214
Chapter 6: Contested fatherhood in Greek tragedy ..........ccoovveveiiiiiiencinenceee, 215
6.1. Conflicting accounts of fathers and fatherhood..............cccoovvveviiiiinn i 215
6.1.1. Contesting the father — Telamon in Sophocles’ AjaX ......ccocervvriirierienieneenn 216
6.1.2. Contesting fatherhood — Euripides’ AICESEIS .........ccovieriiiienininecieee 226

6.2. Contested fatherhood in Euripides” OFestes..........c.ccooviieniniinieiieie e 235
6.2.1. AGamemnON iN OFESIES ......c.ccveieeecie e 236
6.2.2. FatherN00d IN OFESLES.........ciiiiriiieieiee e s 251

GI I 0] o] U1 [ o SRR 266
(0] Tod 1115 o]  H SR SPRR 267
BIDHOGIaPNY ... e e 272

vii



Chapter 1: The father

1.1. The father in classical Athens

The relationship between Greek tragedy and its historical context has been the
subject of considerable scholarly discussion.! On the most fundamental level, the subject
matter of tragedy is removed from its fifth-century Athenian context; the extant tragedies
are (almost) all concerned with the distant mythical past, tend to depict monarchical
societies,® and are often set in other Greek cities* or even further afield.> Nonetheless, the
plays were the product of a particular historic context which informed aspects of their
mythical plots and upon which they could in turn exert influence.® This relationship
between tragedy and its society is made explicit in Aristophanes’ Frogs; Aeschylus
claims that his martial heroes are modelled on brave Athenian soldiers of the day, such
as Lamachus, and that these depictions of mythical warriors in turn inspire courage and
determination in the contemporary audience.’” Indeed, the use of the heroic past could
allow for more than simple reinforcement of martial virtues; Easterling argues

convincingly that the grandeur and distance of the heroic settings of tragedy allow for an

1 Hall (2006), pp.1-2 offers a concise overview of the extensive work undertaken on the subject since the
1970s.

2 Persians is the surviving exception, though Easterling (1997b), p.21 n.1 notes that, although set in the
recent past, it is geographically and culturally remote from its Athenian audience. Phrynichus’ fine for his
upsetting Sack of Miletus (Hdt. 6.21) shows the perils of painfully current subject matter.

3 Griffith (1998) considers at some length the possible motivations behind the apparent paradox of the
tragedies of democratic Athens being so interested in monarchy and aristocracy.

4 e.g. Thebes; see ch.3, esp. p.X n.1.

%e.g. E. IT, Helen.

® Hall (2006), p.5. Parker (2005) p.141 puts it rather neatly: “the characteristic manner of tragedy is not a
simple reduction of the heroic to the contemporary but a complex and perpetual oscillation between
perspectives.”

" Ar. Ran. 1037-41; Hall (2006), pp.2-3. Redfield (1990) pp.325-6 sees the "shreds of topical reference” in
tragedy in a similar light; he believes, for example, that Oedipus in S. OT resembles Pericles not primarily
in order to make a point about Pericles, but rather so that the audience's knowledge of Pericles can inform
their understanding and appreciation of Oedipus.



exploration of themes with contemporary resonance at a remove from the divisiveness of
contemporary debate, and with some flexibility regarding the socio-legal standards of the
classical Athenian context.® The depiction of women upon the tragic stage is an
instructive example, as contemporary norms of (ideal) female behaviour are usually
acknowledged even if only as they are inverted.® For instance, classical Athenian women
of the middle and upper classes tended to live relatively secluded lives largely within the
home,° but female tragic characters do appear beyond its confines and speak upon the
tragic stage. They usually, however, stay relatively close to the doors of the house,* or a
specific explanation of their conduct is offered.*? It would be unwise to correlate tragic
situations and characters to the events of classical Athenian history with too much
specificity,® but this does not preclude all considerations of context. It is illuminating and
important to consider the depiction of social and political phenomena upon the tragic

stage with some reference to the customs of the time and the ideology of the audience.*

8 Easterling (1997b), esp. pp.22-5. In discussing the position of Tecmessa, Eurysaces and Teucer in
Sophocles’ Ajax, Easterling makes the point that, in a heroic setting, contemporary socio-legal issues can
be suspended - Eurysaces is never considered a bastard, although he would qualify as one under Athenian
law - or invoked, as in the case of the references to Teucer's illegitimacy; Easterling (1997b) pp.25-6. See
ch.6.1.1.

® Foley (2002), pp.6-7.

10 Gould (1980) pp.46-7.

1 Foley (2002), p.8.

2 e.g. E. Pho. 88-102; the Tutor clarifies that Antigone has special permission from her mother to leave
the women's quarters to look out from the wall, but is nonetheless careful to see that no citizens are around
to rebuke either of them for this conduct.

13 Easterling (1997b), p.21.

4 1t is of course important to remember that the audience of tragedy was not monolithic in its opinion or
responses; Hall (2006), p.3; Easterling (1997b), p.25. Nonetheless, considering the main currents of
contemporary thought on a particular issue can at least afford us some notion of the spectrum within which
the responses of many spectators would fall. There is controversy over the composition of the ‘tragic
audience’, particularly the presence of women. Henderson (1991) remarks on the lack of explicit evidence
for the exclusion of women from theatrical performances at the Great Dionysia (p.138), and gathers various
ancient sources which make most sense if (at least some) women did attend the theatre (e.g. PI. Gorg. 502b-
d; Ar. Lys. 1043-53, Thesm. 383-94). Conversely, Goldhill (1994) notes that there is no explicit reference
to women’s presence at theatrical performances (p.351), disputes Henderson’s various arguments from
probability rather than hard evidence, and, although cautious because of the limited evidence, disputes the
likelihood of female participation in the City Dionysia. Goldhill (1997) repeats this caution, noting that
nothing is certain about the audience except the participation of Athenian male citizens. Although neutral
on the presence of women (see p.111, esp.n.37), Revermann (2006) provides an astute reminder of the wide
array of socio-economic and educational levels found even amongst the men in an Athenian audience.
Although more open to the presence of women than Goldhill, | think such caution is commendable given

2



In the case of fatherhood, as in so many other areas, our reconstruction of these
norms can be only partial at best. Our sources, such as they are, are overwhelmingly
literary; the varying contexts and purposes for the differing genres of texts which refer to
fatherhood - often merely in passing - can significantly influence their tone and content.*®
Furthermore, these literary accounts can offer rather more information on the ideology of
fatherhood than its practices,'® although this is not necessarily fatal to the present thesis'
purposes. Knowledge of the ideals and expectations placed upon fathers in classical
Athens affords us some insight into the standards against which an Athenian audience
might well measure the behaviour of tragic fathers, even if we cannot know how
successfully the fathers in the audience would live up to those standards themselves. It is,
for instance, useful to know that Athenian fathers were expected to feel and show
affection towards their children'’” when reflecting upon the conduct of tragic fathers, even
if we cannot know exactly how many Athenian fathers truly did. With these caveats in
mind, let us now turn to a summary of the role, rights, responsibilities and ideology of the
father in classical Athens, in order to establish a point of reference for the exploration of

his tragic counterpart.'®

the parlous state of the evidence, and as such | avoid interpretations which require the presence of those
other than Athenian male citizens.

15 Strauss (1993) pp.18-9 makes the important distinction between public/performative texts - comedy,
tragedy, oratory - and more private genres - history, philosophy - suggesting that the former category would
better reflect popular mores. Whether we accept this particular claim, it is instructive to consider the
differing contexts and purposes of our evidence; Aristotle, for instance, does not need to sway a jury. The
production of all these texts, however extensive their audience, is also limited to those who are literate
themselves or capable of hiring a logographer.

16 Contrast, for example, the several literary references to the importance of respecting one's parents (see
below), with the paucity of information on the duedpopua ritual in which fathers may or may not have
participated; Hamilton (1984).

17 See below.

18 This section summarises legal and social phenomena explored in greater detail in standard works such as
Lacey (1968), Harrison (1968-71), MacDowell (1978), Pomeroy (1997); Phillips (2013).



The father in classical Athens was a figure with significant but nonetheless limited
power over his children.'® The rituals which followed the birth of a child in classical
Athens, the daueidpopo and the dexén,?® granted the father the opportunity to
acknowledge the newborn as his legitimate offspring;? the alternative would be to reject
the child as illegitimate,?? which could result in its exposure.?® This was, however, the
limit of the father's power of life and death over his offspring; in contrast to the Roman
paterfamilias,?* the Athenian father had no legal right to execute a child once he had
accepted it as legitimate. The Athenian father nonetheless retained considerable authority
over his children. Aristotle's ideal father rules over his children Baciaikac (Pol.1259b1),
and children were expected to obey.? The father was «dptog over his children until his
daughters married?® or his sons reached the age of 18.2” As such, he would represent his
child in any legal transaction,® and could have his son adopted by another family.?°
Beyond the legal sphere, he could call upon his children's labour and, if he saw fit,

discipline them with a beating.*® In extreme circumstances, a father could repudiate even

19 Golden (2015) pp.68-97 provides an excellent overview of parent-child relations in classical Athens, with
a focus on the affective elements.

20 The sources for both are limited and often conflicting; Hamilton (1984) offers an overview of the classical
material. The apeidpdpua - as the name suggests - seems to involve carrying the child around the hearth at
a run, or alternatively running around the child; despite frequent scholarly assumptions that the father does
the running, Hamilton offers a persuasive case that the ceremony was a private, female affair (p.250). The
dexdrn was a feast at which the child was presented to relatives and named; Ogden (1996), pp.88-9, cf. Ar.
Birds 922-3.

21 Strauss (1993), pp.1-2.

22 Dem. 39.22; a father would never perform a Sexdn for an illegitimate child.

23 Strauss (1993), pp.1-2. Despite the relative frequency of exposure in myth, Sallares (1991) p.151 observes
that actual evidence for infanticide is notably scarce for the classical period. He suggests (pp.154-6).that
abortion and contraceptives were probably a more usual means of controlling family size. The only classical
evidence for the exposure of illegitimate children is tragic - Ogden (1996), p. 107-8 - and it is also worth
noting the presence of numerous bastards in classical Athenian literature and history, such as Pericles the
Younger, suggesting that illegitimacy was not necessarily a death sentence.

24 The Greeks themselves made this comparison; Dion. Hal. 2.26 points out that Greek fathers had more
limited power over their sons than their Roman counterparts had.

% g.g Lys. 19.55; Antiphanes fr. 262-3; Hdt. 1.31, 3.52.5; Dover (1974), p.273-4.

2 Arist. Rhet. 1401b35-1402al.

21 At this point they were enrolled as citizens; see p. 7 n.57.

2 e.g. Antiphon 3.2, where the father speaks in his son's defence.

29 Strauss (1993), p.64.

%0 ibid.



an adult son whose behaviour was particularly objectionable by dmoxnipvéic,®
"proclaiming a separation™, thereby depriving him of his inheritance and membership of
the household, and leaving him vulnerable to attacks on his citizenship; this, however,
seems to be have been a very drastic and rare measure.*?

Despite these various and fairly considerable powers, a father's rule was not meant
to be overly oppressive; Aristotle characterises it as resembling that of a king, rather than
a tyrant, because his children are free,® and his rule is conducted kot ekiov (Pol.
1259b11). Even beyond Aristotle's philosophical idealising, fathers showed - and were
expected to show - affection towards and consideration for their children.®* They could
also take considerable pride in their children's achievements,® or, conversely, be shamed
by their offspring's misdeeds.®

It is perhaps unsurprising, therefore, that classical Athenian fathers played, or
were at least expected to play, a considerable role in the education of their (male)
children.®” Wealthier fathers would pay for their sons to receive professional education,*
while skilled workers would teach their trade to their sons.®® Even in the absence of a
particular skilled trade, a father could provide informal training in agricultural work to
his sons.*°

Although fathers may provide their sons with the education necessary for some

form of livelihood, arguably their single most substantial contribution to the material

31 Plut.Them.2.

32 Strauss (1993), p.65.

33 Arist. Pol.1259a40-1.

34 Ar. Nub. 863-4,1380-3; PI. Lys. 207d; Dem.28.20: iketebm, dvtiford mpdg maidwv, mpdg yovarkdv, mpdg
@V dvtov ayaddv vuiv. See Golden (2015) pp.78-9.

35 Ar. Vesp. 1531-4; X. Symp. 3.12.

3 Dover (1974), p.246; cf. e.g. Lyc. 1.110.

37 Strauss (1993), p.82. Indeed, Plut. Solon 22.1 suggests that a Solonic law absolved a son of the duty to
care for an elderly father who had not taught him a trade; see fr.56¢, Ledo & Rhodes (2015) pp.95-7.

%8 cf. e.g. X. Mem. 2.2.6.

39 PI. Prot. 328a.

40 Strauss (1993), p.86.



needs of their children came from the division of their patrimony. Inheritance was the
most common route to wealth in classical Athens, as land, the main source of material
prosperity, was transferred between owners by inheritance more commonly than through
the market.*! Fathers were legally obliged to leave their property to living sons, and could
even be sued by or on behalf of their heirs for squandering the estate!*? Daughters
received their share of their father's estate in the form of a dowry when they married,*?
and sons could obtain their inheritance on the occasion of their own marriage, instead of
having to wait for their father's death.** After such a "retirement”, a father expected
material support from his children,* and the duty of providing such Ogpaneia (and,
ultimately, burial) to one's parents was extremely important in classical Athens.*® There
was, however, clearly room for sons to fall short in this respect, and fathers could take
suitable precautions; the speaker of Lysias 19 remarks that those who can afford to retain
some portion of their wealth for themselves even after the division of their estate do so as
a precaution against inadequate care from their children.*’

As well as providing his children with the material basis for their life beyond the
family oixog, the father also played a significant role in the processes and actions whereby
they entered into their adult life. The father was responsible for introducing his son to his

phratry;*® this would entail a preliminary introduction within the first few years of the

4 Sallares (1991), pp.207-8.

“2Ar. Nub. 844-6; Aeschin. 1.30.

43 Lacey (1968), p.109; see e.g. Men. Dysc. 842-5, where the marriage formula includes a statement of the
dowry’s worth.

4 e.g. Dem. 43.19.

4% e.g. Is. 2.19, where the speaker explains how he married at his adoptive father's suggestion so that he
and his wife might care for his father in his old age.

46 e.g. Gorgias DKB6, 11.28-9. The provision of proper care and, ultimately, burial for one’s parents was
enforced by law (vopog yovémv kakdoewg, referred to at Ath.Pol. 56.6 and parodied at Ar. Birds 1353-7);
failure to meet these obligations could entail considerable penalties, such as losing one’s right to speak
before the Assembly (Aesch. 1.28). See Strauss (1993), p.65.

47 Lys. 19.37.

48 One joined one's father's phratry: Lambert (1993), pp.162.



son's life,* the so-called psiov, at which the father swore oaths declaring his son's
legitimacy,® and a full enrolment in adolescence, the kodpeiov.>? Deme membership was
determined by one's paternity,® and for a young Athenian male to be accepted as a
demesman, he had to prove to the men of his deme that he was 18 years old, free, and
born to two Athenian parents of citizen-status.>® He would require his father, or, if his
father were dead, a male guardian, to vouch for him and his status.> Given that, in normal
circumstances, Athenian citizenship was determined solely by birth rather than by
residency,>® admission to these hereditary bodies formed the key criteria for determining
and demonstrating citizen status.>® Once enrolled amongst the adult male citizens at 18,
an Athenian was free from his father's legal authority,® although, if his father were still
alive, he might well remain financially dependent upon him until the latter's death or
retirement,>® a potential cause of tension.>® As well as seeing his son enrolled among the
adult males, the Athenian father®® was responsible for arranging marriage for any
daughters, whereby they would leave the oixog of their birth to enter a new household

with their husband. The father would find bridegrooms for them®! and was expected to

49 Dem. 43.11, 57.54; Is. 8.19; Lambert (1993), pp.162-3.

5 Dem. 57.54; cf. also Demotionid decree of 396/5; Osborne-Rhodes 5.

51 Lambert (1993), pp.163-4.

52 Whitehead (1986), pp.67-8; one joined one's ancestral deme, regardless of where one currently lived.

53 Ath. Pol. 42.1; Whitehead (1986), pp.98-9. Before the Periclean citizenship law, and during its abeyance,
an Athenian citizen father would suffice.

54 Strauss (1993), p.42.

5 Lambert (1993), p.27.

% Not every author always associates citizenship with deme and phratry membership; Ath.Pol only
mentions demes, while Is. 3.37 only mentions phratries. However, both are linked to citizenship in Cratinus
fr. 9 K-A, Isoc. 8.88, and extraordinary grants of citizenship to foreigners notably include enrolment in
deme and phratry; Lambert (1993), pp.32-3.

57 e.g. Dem. 18.259, 19.230; Lambert (1993) pp.63-4.

%8 Strauss (1993), p.67.

59 Ar. Nub. presents a comic take on the conflict prompted by a father having to fund his son's expensive
hobbies; Strauss (1993), p.103.

80 Or another adult male relative in the capacity of kOpiog (cf. Dem. 66.18), if the father were dead.

61 |acey (1968), p.107



provide a respectably large dowry in accordance with his means.®? Failure to provide a
marriage was a stain on one's honour.%3

As well as playing a key role in his children's transition to adult life beyond the
oixog of their birth, the Athenian father had a considerable influence on their identity in
the world beyond the household. At the most fundamental level, the men of classical
Athens would often be known by a personal name, a demotic and a patronymic;% their
very name included their father's identity as part of their own. In more general terms,
one's position and reputation - one's identity in a more general sense - was strongly
influenced by that of one's father. lllustrious fathers - or forefathers more generally - could
be a source of considerable pride to their children,® while less reputable fathers could
bring opprobrium on their offspring,® or even the loss of citizen-status itself (Gripic).®’
A son would inherit his father's property,® but also his debts,® his friendships,’® and his
enmities.”* Miltiades' father Cimon, exiled from Athens by Peisistratus, was ultimately

put to death by the late tyrant's sons,’ while it is notable that Miltiades' own son Cimon,

62 cf. Is. 3.51, where to give a dowry of less than a tenth of the father's fortune would be outrageous.

83 ¢f. Is. 1.39; “kinship, custom, and [fear of] disgrace before you” (koi 1| cvyyévela koi ol vopot kol 1) mop’
vudv aioydvn) drive the speaker to seek marriages for his late uncle's daughters. Actively preventing a
young woman from marrying could be presented as a terrible outrage; cf. Lys. 12. 21; 13.45.

64 Strauss (1993); pp.25-6. Ath. Pol. 21.4 suggests that Cleisthenes intended the demotic to supplant the
patronymic, but with little apparent success. There seem to have been political ramifications to using one
or the other, though from the Periclean citizenship law of 452/1 the compromise of using both seems to
have become more and more established: Whitehead (1986), pp.69-71 gives a brief but convincing
overview. Given that deme identity was inherited through one's father (see above), the dematic can also be
seen as owed to paternity, in a way.

8 And.1.147. However, the interlocutors of Plato's Laches, Lysimachus and Melesias, are embarrassed by
their paucity of great deeds in comparison to their fathers (179c); the prestige of having an illustrious father
is balanced by the difficulty of being expected to match him.

% e.g. Aeschin.2.93, where Aeschines makes the clearly disparaging claim that Demosthenes is the son of
a knife-maker; Lys. 10.28, where the speaker reviles Themonestus as both a coward and son of a coward.
7e.g. And. 1.74; Dem. 21.113; Lys. 20.35.

8 The size of one's father's estate would determine the property class to which the son belonged; Lacey
(1968), p.129

8 Death did not cancel debt; if the deceased had outstanding debts, creditors could seize property from the
inheritance in restitution, as at Is. 5.22.

0 cf. Is. 4.1; PI. Laches 180e.

s, 1.11; cf. Strauss (1993), p.77.

2 Hdt. 6.103.



having attempted to defend his father on a treason charge launched by Xanthippus,”
ended up embroiled in a prolonged political rivalry with the latter's son Pericles.”* A man's
position in Athenian life, economically, socially, and even politically, was significantly
influenced by that of his father.

The extent of the distinction between public and private spheres in classical
Athens - between nolg and oikog - has been a matter of considerable scholarly debate.”
The oikog is not quite an equivalent of a modern Western family, corresponding instead
more closely to our idea of a household;"® its lifespan seems to coincide with that of its
KOploc, as New oikot came into being when fathers passed on property to their sons,’” and
ended with the death of the male property owner.”® There was also a considerable
distinction of ethos between the male citizen's role in public life as a participant in an
egalitarian and competitive public sphere, and his position in the oikog as the senior party
in a number of hierarchical relationships.”® The interests of the oikog, particularly in
economic matters, could be set at odds with those of the city,® but, although the
relationship between noélig and oikoc was not always harmonious, it was clearly
extremely extensive, with considerable overlap and interplay between these two poles of
Athenian life.8!

The father represents one of these various points of considerable intersection and

interaction between public and private in classical Athens.®? A father's power over his

3 Hdt. 6.136.

" cf. e.g. Plut. Per. 7, 9-10; Cim. 14-6.

75 Strauss (1993), pp.35-8 summarises.

76 Parker (2005), pp.9-11 offers a helpful overview of the institution.

" Dem. 43.19.

s, 2.35.

™ Humphreys (1993), p.1. For the hierarchical relationships of the oikog - parent-child, husband-wife,
master-slave - see Arist. Pol. 1253b-55b (master-slave), 1259a-b (husband-wife, parent-child).

8 Humphreys (1993), p.13.

8 For instance, Humphreys (1993), pp.4-5 lays out some of the areas where Athenian law impinges upon
the functioning of the oikoc, while the primacy of descent in determining Athenian citizenship brings the
domestic into the political sphere.

8 Humphreys (1993) p.38.



children included the authority to act on their behalf in the public sphere of contracts and
the law, and was itself regulated by legal restrictions.®® Fathers (and mothers) were
themselves afforded legal protection against mistreatment by their children, including
failure to provide food, shelter, and proper burial.®* Mistreatment of one's parents could
incur considerable legal penalties; those who beat or failed to provide 6gpancio to their
parents were forbidden from speaking before the Assembly.®® The institution of
fatherhood even imbued the very language of Athenian political and intellectual life.
Many Athenian political institutions were described in language which drew from the
notion of the mat)p;® the Athenian homeland was of course the motpic,®” while the vague
but emotive notion of its mwatplog molteio and the defence thereof was employed by
various political factions.®® Furthermore, fatherhood could be employed as a metaphor
for intellectual and creative activity; in Plato's Symposium, Phaedrus, who suggested the
topic of love for the discussion, is dubbed matrp o Adyov,® a phrase also employed in
Phaedrus.*® The role of father was not discrete from Athenian public life, but rather in a
process of dialogue with it; the father's power and position was both restrained and
reinforced by the laws of the land, while his activities in public life could be judged in
terms of his behaviour as father, and indeed his role as father could be subordinated to
the demands of public life. His role even informed the very language of various spheres

of Athenian activity.

8 See above.

8 The vopog yovémv kaxmoemc (Ath.Pol. 56.6); see p.6 n.46.

8 Aeschin. 1.28.

8 Strauss (1993), pp.24-5, 57-60 offers a concise but inclusive account of the widespread use of mathp-
cognates in terms describing features of Athenian public and political life.

87 e.g. Lys. 2.6; Thuc. 7.69.

8 For example, during the oligarchic coup of 411, Cleitophon encouraged the new regime to be guided by
the ‘ancestral laws’ (matpiot vopor: Ath. Pol. 29.3) of Cleisthenes. Alcibiades, conversely, argued before
the fleet at Samos that the oligarchic coup represented the abolition of the moatpiot vopor (Thuc. 8.76.6).
See Finley (1971), pp.3-12.

8P|, Symp. 177d.

% PI. Phaedr. 257h. By contrast, cf. PI. Tht. 160e, where Theatetus is described as having 'given birth' to
an idea. For the use of fatherhood as an image for creativity of various forms in Pindar, see pp.22-3.
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Though prominent in Athenian language, fathers could be conspicuous by their
absence from the lives of their children. Given various demographic factors, including
low life expectancy® and a tendency for men to marry relatively late,> models suggest
that roughly half of 18-year old Athenians were without a living father.®® Orphans - to be
fatherless in classical Athens was to be an orphan® - were under the protection of Zeus
and the eponymous archon.® Those whose fathers perished fighting for Athens were
maintained by the state,%® while the rest often came under the care of other male
relatives;®” Alcibiades was famously raised by his cousin Pericles.®® The lot of orphans
was potentially a vulnerable one. Even orphaned sons could not inherit until they came
of age, and their estates were vulnerable to the predations of their guardians.
Demosthenes' rhetorical career began with a series of cases brought against his guardians
for embezzling his estate;*® despite being left with clear instructions from his late
father,'% they allegedly reduced an inheritance of 15 talents to merely one by the time of
Demosthenes' majority,*° and caused disruption to his education by failing to pay his
tutors consistently.%? If the father's death were the result of foul play, the son could be

expected to avenge him; the speaker of Antiphon 1 presents himself as being compelled

9 Sallares (1991) p.122 suggests 23 as a possible life expectancy at birth for men born in the first half of
the C4th B.C.

92 Strauss (1993), p.67.

% ibid. The low life expectancies make grandfathers a relatively rare phenomenon, although not unheard
of; Sallares (1991), pp.195-6. The presence of grandfathers in tragedy —e.g. E. Ba., Or. - and the important
institution of adult children caring for their aged parents suggests that at least some Athenians did live — or
at least expected to live - to old age; Sallares (1991), p.141.

% Golden (2009), p.44.

% ibid.

% Thuc. 2.46.

%7 Golden (2009), pp.49-50.

% Plut. Alc.1.

% Dem. 27-31. Such cases were amongst the various forms of crimes within the family which were within
the eponymous archon's purview; Ath. Pol. 56.6-7

100 Worthington (2013), pp.14-5.

101 Dem. 27.4; Worthington (2013), p.15, who also makes the point that the refusal of Demosthenes'
guardian Aphobus to produce the elder Demosthenes' will left Demosthenes himself free to inflate or distort
figures in support of his case; pp.23-4.

102 Dem. 27.46.
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to take the uncomfortable position of avenging his father despite opposition from his half-
brothers.1%3
For an illegitimate child, even a living father could often be of little benefit. Those

104

who were not recognised as legitimate~** were effectively excluded from their family;

105 and as such were not allowed to

they did not possess ayyoteia in religious rites,
participate in funerals.’® Furthermore, with the exception of a voluntary legacy of no
more than 1000 drachmas,'%’ they were excluded from inheritance.%® Given, as discussed
above, the importance of legitimate Athenian parentage for admission to phratries, demes,
and therefore citizenship, the illegitimate sons of Athenians were excluded from much of
Athenian public life. Conversely, in contrast to legitimate children, they were absolved
of all legal responsibilities to their parents.’%® There were opportunities for legitimation
in exceptional circumstances; the Assembly granted legitimacy to Pericles' homonymous
illegitimate son, seemingly including the right to use his father's patronymic.*'° The more
usual route, however, seems to have been to attempt admission into the father's phratry

or deme by deceit,**! or alternatively to pass the child off - usually when newborn - as the

legitimate offspring of another.?

The father was an important but not omnipotent force in his children's lives. He

had the power to accept or deny them, and the responsibility to educate them and lead

103 Antiphon 1.2.

104 For the procedure, see pp.3-4. Fathers may possibly have afforded informal recognition of paternity to
their illegitimate sons, but this did not grant them legitimate status; Ogden (1996), p.91.

105 Dem. 43.51; Is. 6.47; Ogden (1996), pp.35-6.

106 Ogden (1996), pp.99-100; cf. Is. 6.60.

107 Ogden (1996), pp.38-9.

108 ¢f, Ar. Birds 1661-6; Ogden (1996), pp.34-5 suggests that Aristophanes has combined two laws limiting
the rights of illegitimate children.

109 PJut. Solon 22.4.

110 plyt. Per. 37.5.

111 Ogden (1996), p.125.

112 Ogden (1996), pp.108-10; Ar. Thesm. 502-16; Is. 6. 22. See p.183 n.89.
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them beyond the confines of their birth family, as wives or citizen males. In turn, he was
owed material support and was afforded legal protection from harm. There was a less
formal, emotional element to Athenian fatherhood as well; fathers were expected to love
their children. Though many fathers were dead by the time their offspring came of age,
they could cast a long shadow after their death; their property would form the basis for
their sons' households and their daughters' dowries, while their reputation might serve as
something a son would aspire to emulate or a stain which he would have to endure or
escape. The language of fatherhood coloured much of the discourse and terminology of
Athenian public life, and the father himself was a figure whose roles within the household

and in the city beyond it frequently overlapped, interacted, or contrasted.

1.2. The father in prior literature

In addition to considering the historical context in which the tragic fathers would
first have found their audience, it is worth examining the literary tradition preceding them,
in order to form a clearer picture of what, if anything, is distinct about the depiction of
fathers in Athenian tragedy. The heroic world recounted in epic and lyric is a key source
of material for tragedy,'*® and a consideration of prior literary depictions of the same
figures of myth as populate the tragic stage can offer a fruitful point of comparison. The
prominence of divine fathers in tragedy!* encourages a comparison with the depiction of
their behaviour in this capacity in earlier works such as the Homeric epics or Hesiod's

Theogony.

113 See Easterling (1997b) for an intelligent overview of the use tragedy makes of such material.
114 Discussed more fully in chapter 5.
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The fathers of epic are not without their problems and shortcomings. Perhaps the
most striking instance of a hostile father comes in Phoenix’s account of his rift with his
father Amyntor and his subsequent exile.*'> Amyntor's affair with a concubine brought

dishonour upon his wife, Phoenix’'s mother, ¢

prompting her to entreat her son to sleep
with the same concubine, and thus end his father's dalliance. Phoenix obliged, but instead
of reconciling with his wife Amyntor brought down curses upon his son, including
sterility.!!’ This marks a significant rejection of his role within the family; not only does
Amyntor thus prioritise a concubine over both his wife and son, but, in his anger, denies
his son the possibility of becoming a father in turn and thus continuing the family line.*8
Amyntor's are not the only father's curses found in epic; fragments of the Thebaid retain
two variants of Oedipus' curses upon his sons.*® In the first, Polyneices sets a silver table
and golden goblet before Oedipus, both of which belonged to the latter's father, Cadmus.
Upon noting that his father's possessions were being used, Oedipus became enraged -
néya ol koxov Eumece oudn (fr.2.6 West)*? - and cursed his sons to wage war over the
division of their patrimony.*? In the second, Oedipus, angry at being sent a haunch from

his sons' sacrifice instead of his usual portion from the shoulder,'?? curses his sons to die

by each other's hand.*?® Given the honorific quality of meat, particularly certain cuts, in

151, 9. 444-77.

1611, 9. 450-1.

1711, 9. 454-6. Hainsworth (1993) ad 454 acknowledges the severity of the punishment, but also of
Phoenix’s misdeed in dishonouring his own father thus. Griffin (1995) ad 454 notes the Erinyes’ particular
responsibility for avenging breaches of respect within the family.

118 Scodel (1982) p.133 sees the narrative as a deliberately slightly ridiculous tale, in which Phoenix's own
undignified flight after a quarrel over a concubine is intended to discourage Achilles from his planned
departure for Phthia. One might feel, however, that Amyntor's effective destruction of his own family in
anger at the loss of a concubine might serve as a more striking warning against disproportionate responses
in such matters, given that Achilles' intense anger was prompted by the loss of Briseis. Whatever the
analogy of Phoenix's autobiography to Achilles' situation, the depiction of Amyntor certainly provides an
extremely striking foil for Phoenix's account of Peleus (see below).

118 Thebaid frr. 2-3 West.

120 waxodv does not encourage us to see Oedipus' response as entirely appropriate.

121 Thebaid fr. 2.9-10 West.

122 3chol. Soph. Oed. Col. 1375.

123 Thebaid fr. 3.4 West.
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124 it is plausible that receiving a lesser cut of meat than usual could be

Greek epic,
perceived as an insult, but Oedipus' response seems excessive. Much like Amyntor,
Oedipus' anger at perceived slights leads him to bring destruction upon his own sons; his
rage triumphs over paternal sentiment. There is even reference to strife between father
and son amongst the gods; Hephaestus warns his mother Hera of Zeus' power by
reminding her of his own fate when he attempted to protect her.*?®

Whilst some fathers in epic are actively hostile, others are absent, sometimes with
unhappy results. Achilles' father Peleus, unable to be present himself, gave his son sage
advice before the latter’s departure,'?® and sent Phoenix as a companion to watch over the
young man and to guide his development as pofwv te pneiip’ ... Tpnktipd 1€ Epywv (Il
9.442-3). Less happily, upon learning of Hector's death, Andromache offers an extremely
moving account of the life their son Astyanax can expect as an orphan;*?” his lands will
be stolen,*?® he will be forced to beg by his straitened material circumstances,*?® and will
even face violent mistreatment from those children whose fathers still live.®*® The
friendships of fathers - or forefathers - can continue for their sons and descendants;
Glaucus and Diomedes discover that they are ancestral guest-friends in the heat of
battle,*3! while Telemachus invokes the kindnesses performed for Menelaus by his father
Odysseus in a successful attempt to obtain his aid.'*? Indeed, Telemachus' situation is

perhaps the most complete epic depiction of the experience of fatherlessness.'®® In

Odysseus' absence the household's wealth is being eroded by the suitors,** and

124 cf, e.g. II. 12. 311; Od. 8. 474-81; see Griffin (1980), pp.14-7.
12511, 1.590-4.

126 11, 9.252-9; cf. 11.785-90.

1271, 22.482-507.

128 1], 22.489.
1291, 22.492-3.
13011, 22.496-8.
13111, 6.215-8.

182 0d. 4.328-31.
133 Wohrle (2009), p.169.
134 0d. 2.48-9, 55-8.
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Telemachus is not in a position to defend his patrimony.*3® He is reliant upon surrogate

136 and the swineherd Eumaeus - whom he

father-figures such as the herald Medon
addresses as érta (Od. 16.31), "daddy"**" - but the latter is not in a position to defend him
from the dangers posed by the Suitors. Their plot to murder Telemachus as he returns
from the mainland®® is thwarted only by Athena's revelation of the scheme to
Telemachus.* In epic, the absence of a father can pose considerable dangers to his
children's material position, and even their lives.

It is notable, however, that as a general rule, the fathers of epic are concerned for
the wellbeing of their children and have harmonious relationships with them. Achilles'
effective father-substitute Phoenix characterises his own love and care for the hero in
paternal terms,*® while Achilles himself, when encountered by Odysseus in the
Underworld, asks after his son Neoptolemus,**! and derives considerable joy from
Odysseus' favourable report.4? Nestor, in a similar vein, recounts his father Neleus' pride
in his martial achievements,*** but also his attempts to keep his son from the risks of
war;1# fatherhood can combine a desire for one's sons to achieve with a concern for their
safety in the face of the perilous activities of heroic manhood. Even divine fathers show

concern for the welfare of their children, although they are often constrained in how they

can manifest this.1*> Polyphemus demands vengeance for his blinding from his father

135 0d. 2.58-64.

136 Od., 22.356-60; Worhle (2009), p.170.
187 Worhle (2009), p.170.

138 0d. 4. 663-72.

139 0d. 15.28-42.

140 Finlay (1980), p.269; cf. esp. 11 9. 494-5.
141 0d. 11.492-3.

142 0d. 11.538-40.

143 11. 11.683-4; Finlay (1980) pp.268-9.
44],11.717-9.

145 See also ch. 5.1.
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Poseidon,**® who honours his son's request and pursues Odysseus as far as fate and divine
consensus permit him.**” Zeus famously ponders whether to save his son Sarpedon,'4®
and is dissuaded by Hera's warning that this would prompt the many other gods with
mortal children to save their offspring from the fray.'*® He must ultimately content
himself with a bloody rain in his son’s honour (noida pilov Tindv, 11.16.460).2°° Despite
the difficulties and dangers foisted upon Telemachus by his father's absence, upon

Odysseus' return the two achieve an emotional reunion,*®!

and set to co-operating in the
scheme to restore Odysseus to his rightful position.'>? This collaboration of father and
son culminates in Odssey 24, when Laertes, Odysseus, and Telemachus - grandfather,
father, son - stand together to face the Ithacans in battle; Laertes remarks joyfully that his
son and grandson vie in excellence (vidg 6’ vievog T° dpetiig méEPL dfipv Exovot; Od.
24.515).1%3 Even a long-absent father finds in his son a willing ally rather than a resentful
or threatening figure.

Not all fathers in epic triumph over their foes as Odysseus does, and the obligation
for a son to avenge his father is pervasive in the genre. The Cypria, for instance, offers

an almost gnomic statement of the perils sons pose to their father's killers: vimioc, 6¢

natépo kteivog moidag kataieinel (fr. 31 West). The Odyssean accounts of Orestes'

146 Od. 9.528-35; Polyphemus himself expects there to be some limitation upon the vengeance Poseidon
enacts, and so provides some alternative courses of action for his father to take according to the constraints
operating upon him.

147 0d. 5.288-90; cf. Od. 1.77-9.

14811, 16.433-8.

14911, 16.445-9.

150 Janko (1992) ad 458-61 notes the pathos of the gesture, and observes at p.375 that Zeus thus joins the
many grieving fathers who form a motif throughout the poem.

11 Od. 16.213-7.

152 ¢f. e.g. Od. 16. 270-320: Odysseus proposes his plan for vengeance and Telemachus suggests a small
modification; 21. 118-29: Telemachus obeys Odysseus' signal and deliberately fails in the contest of the
bow; 21.431-4: Telemachus takes up arms to fight beside his father.

18The apetfig népr 8fipig, much like Telemachus' advice and suggested amendments to Odysseus' plan in
Od. 16, demonstrates that the relationship between the two is not one of utter submission of son to father;
there is room for Telemachus to express and assert himself, and engage in constructive rivalry with his
father, but this does not go so far as to jeopardise their collective efforts to restore the household; hence
Telemachus obeys his father's command to fail to string the bow.
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vengeance for Agamemnon demonstrate the wisdom of this pronouncement.*>* Many of
the more troubling aspects of the narratives which loom so large in tragic accounts of the
House of Tantalus are downplayed or absent.*>® Orestes is instead employed by Athena-
Mentes as a paradigm of the faithful son in order to spur Telemachus to action; she
remarks on the kAéoc he has obtained by avenging his father and slaying Aegisthus.*>®

157

Indeed, Aegisthus is the only person whom Orestes explicitly does slay;™" while

158 much as

Clytemnestra's death is reported, there is no explicit reference to matricide,
there is no mention in Homer of Agamemnon's sacrifice of Iphigenia.'®® The Homeric
Oresteia minimises internecine violence and emphasises the glorious consequences of a
son avenging his father.

The generally positive cast of epic depictions of fatherhood is reinforced by the
use of father-figures in similes. The father is often used as a symbolic paradigm of care
and affection; Telemachus reminds the Ithacans that, in his rule over them, Odysseus was
“gentle like a father” (motnp &’ ¢ fimog, Od. 2.47), while Phoenix describes Peleus’
affection towards him in paternal terms: koi P’ €pilne’ og € te ToTnp OV maida iinon /
podvov tAvyetov moloicy £mi ktedreoot.l®® The father is also beloved as well as

loving; the shipwrecked Odysseus rejoices at the sight of dry land as children do upon

seeing their father recovering from illness.*6!

154 The Oresteia myth is referred to or recounted by a variety of interlocutors: Od. 1.35-43, 298-300; 3.193-
98, 234-35, 255- 312; 4.90-92, 512-37, 546-47; 9..387-89, 409-34, 452-53; 13.383-84; 14.19-22, 96-97,
199-200; Olson (1990), p.57 n.1.

1%5 Seaford (1994), p.13.

156 Od. 1.298-300. Olson (1990) pp.61-2 notes that Athena omits various differences between the two sons’
positions, particularly the fact that Odysseus, unlike Agamemnon, is not dead, and thus not (yet) in need of
avenging.

157 0d. 1.299-300; 3.307.

1%8 Seaford (1994), p.11; Od. 3.306-10.

159 Seaford (1994), p.12; the sacrifice of Iphigenia does, however, seem to have been depicted in the Cypria;
Cypria argumentum 8 West.

160 11, 9.481-2; the simile invites a particularly harsh interpretation of Amyntor's conduct; whereas Peleus
loves a stranger as a father would a long-awaited son and heir, Amyntor's anger at his son is such that he
denies his line the prospect of such an heir continuing it by making Phoenix sterile.

161 0d. 5.394-9.
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In contrast to the generally harmonious father-son relationships in Homer, the
depiction of divine fatherhood in Hesiod's Theogony is marked by frequent inter-
generational hostility. Uranus so hates his children that he effectively attempts to reverse
their birth, imprisoning them in their mother Gaia.'®? Cronus is prevailed upon by his

163 and so castrates him with a sickle.®* Cronus in turn

mother to overthrow his father,
attempts to reverse the process of fatherhood, swallowing his own children so that none
of them may challenge him for the position of royal power.®® Much like his father, he is
undone by the wiles of his consort*® and overpowered by his son (vikn0sic téxvnot Binei
e TO1dOG €010, Th. 496). Zeus, however, does not succumb to the same fate as his father
and grandfather; when faced with the prediction of being supplanted by the son born to
him from Metis,*®” he successfully overcomes this challenge by swallowing Metis herself
before the child can be born. % This sequence of intergenerational struggles is intended
to reflect well on Zeus; his superiority to his father and grandfather is demonstrated by
his succeeding where they failed in terms of forestalling their overthrow,*%® while Hesiod
quite explicitly characterises Zeus' rule over the immortals as fair in the same breath as
attributing it to his triumph over his father.*’® Indeed, while there is fierce conflict

between generations of divine figures in an effort to avoid or achieve succession, the gods

can also show greater care for their offspring. Zeus, for example, ultimately accedes to

162 Th, 155-8.

163 Th. 164-75; West (1966) p.217 observes that the language of Cronus' speech (170-2) echoes that of his
mother's appeal (164-6); this perhaps offers a linguistic emphasis of the prioritisation of mother over father.
184 Th. 173-82; strikingly, Cronus is not named in the account of the castration, but referred to as ¢ ... wéng
(178)

185 Th. 459-67.

166 Th, 485-91, the famous narrative of the stone-substitute for Zeus. Numerous deceptive wives are also
found on the mortal plain in myth; Clytemnestra, Medea, Eriphyle etc.

167 Th. 897-8.

168 Th. 888-91.

189 Dongen (2011), p.192.

10 Th, 73-4: xdptet vikioog matépa Kpovov- €0 8¢ &xaota / 40avatolg Siétols vopovg kol Eméppads TG
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Prometheus' release because the feat will bring honour to his son Heracles,'’* while it is
through her father Oceanus' influence that Styx takes up Zeus' offer of honours for those
dispossessed by Cronus.!’? Indeed, one of the mechanisms for Zeus to punish mortal
wrongdoers is depicted as his responding to the complaints of his daughter Dike whenever
she is wronged.”® The divine fathers of Hesiod can be extremely hostile to their children
when faced with usurpation, but they are not unrelentingly so when their position is less
threatened.

For the mortal fathers in Hesiod's work, succession is an inevitability, and as such
should be prepared for rather than deliberately thwarted. One should aim to father an heir
for the estate: povvoyevig 8¢ méng i motpdiov oikov / eepPéuey (WD 376-7).174 The
ideal of a single child is perhaps rather pointed given the inheritance dispute between
Hesiod and his brother Perses which informs much of the poem.”™ Hesiod offers further
practical advice for fathers-to-be in particular, advising against conceiving children upon
one's return for a funeral,*’® and specifying the 20th of the month as an especially
auspicious day for begetting a clever son.’” Fatherhood is also subject to moral, as well
as practical, concerns. The mistreatment of parents is a considerable crime, incurring

punishment from Zeus;*"® it is one of the crimes which characterises the wicked fifth race

of men.'”® Fatherhood can serve as an indicator of morality; in the land of the just king,

111 Th. 529-32.

172 Th, 397-8; as West (1966), p.275 points out, however, it is not entirely clear why Oceanus, a Titan,
would encourage his daughter to take up an offer conditional upon helping in the fight against the Titans
(Th. 392)

13 WD 256-62.

174 ovvoyevrg seems to clash with the reference to &tepov naid> (378), but West (1978), p.252 offers a
sensible explanation of the "other child" being a child in a subsequent generation; the ideal is therefore to
die with a son and grandson.

175 UIf (2009) pp.93-4. The observation that Zeus can provide sufficient wealth for larger families if they
work (WD 379-80) is not a contradiction, but rather a typical Hesiodic practice of suggesting an exception
to general rules as a result of divine will; cf. 483-90; West (1978), p.252.

176 WD 735-6.

T WD 792.

178 WD 330-4.

179 WD 185.
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180

children resemble their fathers,*** while the moral collapse of the fifth race is signalled

by the lack of resemblance between fathers and their offspring.*®! The knowingly false
man's punishment from Zeus is the descent of his offspring and line into obscurity.*®?
Like so many other activities in Hesiod, fatherhood is an area for applying practical

wisdom and maintaining moral conduct; the success of one's activities in the sphere is

governed by both of these factors.

Fathers, and indeed male relations and family more generally, are a pervasive
presence in Pindar's epinicians.’®® Pindar frequently sets the achievements of the
laudandus in the context of those of his father or other male ancestors;*8* in Olympian 13,
for example, the victor Xenophon's athletic achievements are recounted along with those
of his father and grandfather,'® before the poet ultimately concedes himself unequal to
relaying the full sum of the family's victories: og pov coeég / odk v &ideinv Aéyewv
novtiav yaoewv apbuov (Ol. 13.45-6). In this ode, Pindar promises a truthful account of
‘the inborn nature’ (10 cuyyevic f0og; Ol. 13.13); the praise of Xenophon and his male
ancestors thus presents the victor's own athletic abilities as stemming from heredity. This
is a key theme of the Pindaric corpus,'® and is made even more explicit in Pythian 10,
where Hippocleas' victory is attributed to Apollo's intentions and the athletic prowess of

the victor's father.’®” The influence of heredity is also a feature of Pindar's mythical

180 WD 235.

181 WD 182.

182 WD 282-4. cf. Hdt. 6.86, esp. 51, which strongly recalls WD 285.

183 Kurke (1991), p.19. This is not an inevitable feature of the genre; Pavlou (2012) p.57, n.2 makes the
interesting observation that family and kinship are very infrequent themes in Bacchylides.

184 There are 37 instances in Pindar in which victories of other (male) family members are included with
those of the laudandus; Kurke (1991), p.19.

185 Pind. OI. 13. 29-42.

186 g g. Kirkwood (1982), p.22; Hubbard (1985) pp.107-24 on ¢voic and téxvn in Pindar; Pavlou (2012),
p.57.

187 pyth. 10.11-4, especially 12, where ‘following in the footsteps of his father’ (upéBaxev iyveotv matpdq)
offers a particularly apt image for two generations of victorious runners!
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narratives; in Pythian 8, Amphiaraus remarks upon the Epigoni's martial courage

reflecting that of their fathers,*¢®

while it is as a son of Zeus that Polydeuces is offered the
prospect of immortality in Nemean 8.1 The influence of heredity need not always be
positive; it is pointed that in Pythian 2 the would-be rapist Ixion's son is himself arrogant
and lawless,'®® and goes on in turn to father the famously wild Centaurs. There are
instances of individuals improving upon their forebears; Peleus fares far better than his
intemperate father Tantalus in Olympian 1, for instance, while, although the victor of
Olympian 2 is descended from Oedipus and his sons, whose crimes are recounted,'®! it is
the influence of Polyneices' son Thesandrus, a successful athlete and warrior, which is
presented as being most relevant to the laudandus' actions.'®? Fathers and forebears can
exert a considerable though not inescapable influence upon the character and prowess of
their sons, for good or ill; the victories of the son can thus serve to reflect and reinforce
the capabilities and achievements of the father.

As well as reflecting the hereditary excellence of his ancestors, the victor's success
can be depicted as bringing honour and pleasure to his father and forebears. A particularly
striking example of this is Nemean 6, where the victories of Soclides' sons are sufficient
to rescue their clearly less impressive father from Aé6a.'* In Olympian 8, Alcimedon's
wrestling victories inspire his grandfather to strive against old age,'°* while the ode goes
on to reveal that athletic prowess is of interest to male relatives even after their death;
KOTOKPOTTEL S’ 0D KOVIC / GuYYOveV kedvay yapty (Ol. 8.79-80).1% The opposite principle

is also true; as Pindar remarks in Pythian 1, “a father’s victory is one’s own joy” (x&ppo

188 pyth. 8.44-5.

189 Nem. 8.80-8.

190 pyth. 2.42-3.

1910l 2.38-42.

19201, 2.43-7.

193 Nem. 6. 17-24; Kurke (1991), p.37.

194 névog / yipaoc évtimodov; Ol. 8. 70-1. dvtimalog, "wrestling against” - s.v. Slater - reinforces the link
between the victor's athletic achievements and his grandfather's renewed vitality.

195 ¢f. Achilles' posthumous interest in his son in Odyssey 11, discussed above.
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&’ ovk aALOTPLOV Vikagpopia Tatépog, Pyth.1.59). The achievements of one's (fore)father
can be a source of pleasure to one's descendants, as in Pythian 11; a man who has achieved
greatness and avoided crime may die well, “having provided the mightiest of possessions,
the boon of a good name, to his dearest family” (yAvkvtdta yeved / ed@vouov KTEAVOY
Kpatiotav yapv mopdhv; Pyth.11.57-8).1% It is unsurprising, then, that Pindar often refers
to a victor's heroic or even divine ancestors and their exploits as well as their more recent
forebears.*®’

The fathers and sons of Pindar are generally depicted as engaging in harmonious,
respectful and affectionate relationships. Filial piety is a prevalent theme; in Olympian 3,
Heracles institutes the Olympic Games and festival in honour of his father Zeus,'® and
travels to the Danube to procure a suitable tree to shade his father's precinct.®® In Pythian
6, Cheiron's instruction never to dishonour one's parents is illustrated by Antilochus' self-
sacrifice to save his father Nestor;?® the young man’s filial piety brought him
considerable renown amongst his peers.?’* Fathers also show considerable care and
affection towards their children; in Pythian 9, Antaeus goes to the trouble of arranging a

contest to ensure a more glorious marriage for his daughter,?%

whilst, less happily, in
Pythian 3 both Cadmus and Peleus, despite their other accomplishments and honours, are
saddened by the unhappy fates of their children.?® There is, of course, the prospect of a

less roseate reality behind this generally caring and co-operative vision of parent-child

relations, but this is not explicitly acknowledged.?%* Pindar's depictions of family relations

196 Kurke (1991), p.36.

97 cf. e.g. Ol. 6.22-71, 7.20-4; Pyth. 9.103-5.

198 Ql. 3.21-2.

19 Ql. 3.23-6.

200 pyth. 6.26-39.

201 pyth. 6.40-2.

202 pyth. 9.111-20.

203 pyth, 3.86-103.

204 pavlou (2012) presents an intriguing but necessarily speculative account of the pointed absence of father
figures from some of Pindar's poems, positing motives such as civic instead of familial patronage or even
family strife.
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focus upon caring fathers and pious sons bringing honour and renown to one another and
their family as a whole.?®

Indeed, this prevalent depiction of harmony and love within the family is even put
to symbolic use. In Olympian 10, a father feels intense love for a late-born son and heir;?%
he is thus spared the unhappy fate of his estate passing to another.?%” Analogously,
Pindar's poetry has spared the victor Hagesidamus from having his fame perish with
him.2% The simile thus uses fatherhood to convey the notion of preserving a posthumous
legacy, the creative activity of the poet, and indeed to encourage a similarly warm
reception for his verse as the father demonstrates for his son. This use of fatherhood as
an analogy for poetic activity is made more explicit in Pythian 4, where Orpheus is
described as “father of singing with the lyre” (popuryktag dowav motp; Pyth. 4.176)

while paternity as an analogy for creativity in the most general sense informs the reference

to “Time, the father of all things” (Xpdvoc 6 mévtmv matp, Ol. 2.16).2%°

1.3. The father in tragedy

The prevalence and significance of father figures in Greek tragedy has long been
acknowledged by scholars.?'? Perhaps unsurprisingly, however, much scholarship on the
tragic father has been conducted in the shadow of Freud's theory of the "Oedipus
Complex." In The Interpretation of Dreams, Freud famously used Sophocles' depiction

of Oedipus in Oedipus Tyrannus as an exemplum of and justification for his belief in a

205 Kurke (1991), p.35.

206 OI. 10.86-7.

207.Ql. 10.88-90.

208 0. 10.91-6; Kurke (1991), pp.77-8.

209 See Slater s.v. matfp 3.d.

210 g g. Griffith (1998), pp.32-3 notes the significance of tragic fathers both onstage and in absentia across
the genre. On fathers in specific plays, see e.g. Roisman (1996) on Antigone; Siegel (1981) on Iphigenia at
Aulis; Alaux (2000) on Ajax; De Poli (2013) on Ajax and Orestes; Padilla (1994) on Heracles; Mikalson
(1986) on Heracles and Trachiniae; Lamari (2011) on Hypsipyle, Antiope and Phoenician Women etc.
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universal tendency of children to feel sexual desire towards their opposite-sex parents and
thus jealousy culminating in a death-wish towards the same-sex parent who stands in the
position of love rival.?!* For boys, the resolution of the Oedipus Complex requires the
stabilisation of gender identity and the acceptance of the father's power.?*? As well as this
individual Oedipal complex, Freud postulated the importance of sons' ambivalent
attitudes towards their fathers for human civilisation more generally. He developed the
Oedipal notion into a theory of a long-repressed primeval parricide, in which brothers
combined to kill the father who thwarted their desires for sex and power; the considerable
remorse which followed this Killing as a result of their lingering affection towards their
father lead to his effective deification as a "totem™ which they could honour and protect
to offset their guilt.?*® Freud's influential theory presents inherent ambivalence, tension
and guilt in father-son relationships, and posits that this underlies much human
psychology, religion,?** and even art.?*®

The Oedipal theories of Freud and his successors?'® are problematic. They suffer
generally from the serious evidential issues inherent in psychoanalytical methods,?!” and

from a classical perspective rely on an insensitive reading of Sophocles' depiction of the

211 Freud (1995b), pp.271-5.

212 Sharpe & Faulkner (2008), p.52.

213 Freud (1995c¢), pp.883-8.

214 Freud (1939) offers a peculiar theory of the development of Judaism as an attempt to offset collective
guilt at the murder of a first, Egyptian Moses by synthesising him with a later, Midianite prophet of the
same name; Sharpe & Faulkner (2008), pp.164-5 summarises effectively.

215 Freud (1995b), p.276, suggests that Oedipus Tyrannus retains its power for modern audiences because
we all share Oedipus' desires. Freud (1995c), p.894 also suggests (highly speculatively) that the hero of
early tragedy is a totemic figure who suffers guilt to free the Chorus from their underlying, Oedipal remorse.
216 o g. Jacques Lacan developed the theory with further emphasis on the role of language in structuring the
unconscious, while Melanie Klein laid contrasting emphasis on the child’s ambivalent relationship with the
mother; Featherstone (2009), pp.56-7.

217 Numerous commentators have observed that psychoanalysis does not meet the evidential standards
demanded of the natural sciences. Ernest Nagel denied psychoanalysis scientific status on the grounds that
it does not make empirically testable predictions which can be verified in controlled experimental
conditions; Sharpe & Faulkner (2009), p.174. Popper (2002), pp.44-51 similarly denies the discipline
scientific status on the grounds that it is not falsifiable; any event could be interpreted in light of
psychoanalytical theory, but the theory and its interpretations are not open to testing or refutation, unlike,
to use Popper's example, Einstein's gravitational theory.
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myth.2'® Nonetheless, in focusing on the father in terms of his relationship with and effect
on his children, Freud presaged many of the developments and considerations of
psychological and sociological treatments of fatherhood. Developmental psychology is
significantly interested in the effect a father can exert on the development of his

children,?t®

including frequent concern in sociological or political thinking over his
absence and the potential damage it can cause to his offspring.??® Much scholarship on
the father in tragedy has examined this figure in terms of his children and in particular his

221 whether or not from a specifically Freudian perspective.??? This approach is often

sons,
highly fruitful; the complex and often troubled relationship between father and son is an
important element of many tragedies.??® To choose two particularly prominent examples,
it is found in both Aeschylus’ Persians and Euripides’ Hippolytus,??* and has been

extensively explored in the scholarship on these plays.??® In more general terms,

considering a father in terms of his relationship and interactions with his children reflects

218 Vernant (1988) offers an extensive demonstration of the problems of Freud's reading of the myth,
including his projection of his own beliefs back onto the Sophoclean drama without consideration for its
context (pp.88-9) and his significant overestimation of the Oedipal element in tragedy as a genre (pp.90-1),
as well as noting Oedipus' clear ignorance of his biological parentage (pp.107-9).

219 ¢f, e.g. Lamb (2010). The importance of the father is a constant throughout the child's life, although in
different ways at different stages; Featherstone (2009), p.81.

220 Hobson (2002), pp.1-2; Dowd (2002), p.23.

221 e g. Follinger (2007); Griffith (1998) deals at some length with the difficult father-son relationships of
Persians and Antigone; Strauss (1993), although admittedly writing with ultimately historiographical rather
than literary-critical intentions, examines numerous tragedies in terms of their depiction of (frequently
fractious) father-son relationships; Mikalson (1986). It is worth noting that the prevalent notion of father-
son conflict and a ‘generation gap' in late C5th Athens — see e.g. Bertman (1976), Handley (1990) - is not
accompanied by evidence of a serious breakdown in father-son relationships or filial piety in the city at this
time: Strauss (1993), p.144.

222 Caldwell (1970) is one of the most thoroughly Freudian examples; he goes so far as to make the
unconvincing claim that an Oedipal pattern of the father influencing his children is the key unifying theme
of extant Aeschylus. Lloyd-Jones (1985), p.157 offers a pithy summary of the work’s considerable
imprecisions.

223 Famously, Aristotle favoured tragic plots with conflict within the family: Poet. 14. 1453b19-22.

224 See esp. Persians 197-9, 681-851; in Hippolytus, we see Theseus’ difficult relationship with his son play
itself out through condemnation, cursing, revelation, and a deathbed reconciliation from the king’s entrance
at 790 to the end of the play.

25 On Persians, see e.g. Alexanderson (1967); Said (1981) pp.31-8; Griffith (1998) pp. 42-65;
Papadimitropoulos (2008b); Garvie (2009) pp. Xxxix-xxxi, 273-6; Sommerstein (2010) pp.55-61; on
Hippolytus, e.g. Mench (1976); Dover (1991), esp. p.173 & pp.181-2; Lloyd (1992), pp.43-51; Strauss
(1993), pp.166-75; Mills (2002), 74-7.

26



the fundamental link between the two; the father is a father because he has children, while

the children - usually??

- exist because of their father's actions. Considering a literary
father in respect of the relationship which confers his identity as such is perfectly
sound.??” It is notable, however, that there has been relatively little scholarly
consideration of the tragic father in himself, exploring this figure not in terms of his
conflicts with his children but the conflicting demands to which he himself is subject.??3
This is despite the work of modern social scientists on the father in himself, including
examinations of the tensions fathers can face in reconciling their careers with their

229

paternal responsibilities,>” and the role of varied and often conflicting discourse in

constructing the father’s subjective understanding of his own position and
responsibilities.?*

The citizen fathers of classical Athens also faced varied potentially conflicting
expectations and responsibilities, within and beyond the family.?3! As we have already
seen, beyond the affective aspect of parenthood they had extensive material, social and
educational obligations towards their children, but they were also citizens of a lively

direct democracy. In the Thucydidean Funeral Oration, Pericles makes his famous

pronouncement of Athenian contempt for those who refuse their proper share of public

226 Bjological fatherhood is most common in tragedy, but adoptive/foster fathers are found in both C5th
Athens and its drama; Alcibiades was famously reared by his kinsmen Pericles and Ariphron after the death
of his father (Plut. Alc. 1.1), while in Euripides’ Heracles Amphitryon stands in an anomalous position as
mortal foster/co-father to Heracles along with Zeus; see ch. 4.

227Shakespearean studies are similarly well-furnished with works exploring the father in terms of his
relationship with his children; e.g. Dreher (1986); Tromly (2010).

228 Roisman (1996) is the only explicit example of such an approach which | have found with regard to
Greek tragedy. He discusses Creon in Antigone in terms of his various roles within and beyond the family;
I expand upon this in chapter 3. MacFaul (2012) offers an example of such an approach within
Shakespearean studies, although his focus on the father of Rennaissance drama as divided between a public
and private self (p.2) is not directly applicable to Greek tragedy, given the far less clear-cut distinction
between public and private spheres.

229 Featherstone (2009), pp.23-4.

230 |_upton & Barclay (1997), pp.18-9.

231 Sinclair (1988), pp.49-76 offers a helpful summary of the citizen’s varied responsibilities, including the
payment of taxation, military service, and religious participation; at pp.50-1 he notes the importance of
protecting and perpetuating the citizen family amidst these other civic duties.
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activity,?3?

and states confidently that “the same men manage domestic and political
affairs” (i 1e 10ig aOTOIg Oikel®V Apo Kol ToAMTIK®Y Empuéreta; Thuc. 2.40.2), but this
combination of public and private responsibilities was not always successful. Aeschines,
admittedly an intensely hostile witness, condemns his long-standing foe Demosthenes for
celebrating the death of Philip instead of properly mourning his daughter,?®® arguing that
this failure of paternal duty has political implications: 6 yap picdtekvog koai mothp
TovNPOG OVK (v moTe Yévorto dnuaywyog xpnotdg (Aesch. 3.78). Although less ferocious
in their invective, Lysimachus and Melias, two upper-class interlocutors of Plato’s
Laches, complain that their fathers were too busy with public affairs to tend properly to
their education and blame this for their lack of achievement in life.?** Laches himself
remarks that neglect of one’s private affairs is a constant amongst those engaged in public
life.2 This is not to say that one always had to be seen to prioritise one's family affairs;
the speaker of Lysias 21 bolsters his patriotic credentials by declaring his willingness to
risk leaving his children orphans by fighting and potentially dying for Athens.?*® Such a
line of rhetoric is predicated upon the potential difficulty in balancing the demands of
family and state; the speaker emphasises his public-spiritedness by deciding this conflict
in favour of his duty to Athens, but the emotive impact comes from the clear potential for
negative domestic consequences.?®” The public and private worlds stood in a complex and

shifting relationship in classical Athens, and the demands both of active citizenship and

of patriarchal family values could not always be reconciled.

232 Thuc. 2.40.2-3.

233 Aeschin. 3.77; cf. Dover (1974), p.302.

234 p|, Laches 179c-d.

235 pJ, Laches 180b.

236 |ys. 21.24; the speaker was indicted on a charge of bribery, and provides the earliest extant example of
a legal defendant enumerating his (extensive) public services in detail (21.1 - 11); Usher (1999), p.72. It is
perhaps unsurprising, therefore, that he wishes to emphasise his selflessness and patriotism, but he can
express a willingness to do this at the expense of his children and still expect a positive reception.

237 The speaker presents “a pathetic image of his destitute family”; Usher (1999), p.74.
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Fathers are not, of course, the only conflicted figures in tragedy, and the fruits of
existing scholarship considering mothers in terms of competing pressures suggests the
potential merits of extending this approach to the father-figures of the genre. For example,
Alcestis has been studied in terms of her dilemma between dying for her husband and
living to protect her children; her attempt to resolve these competing loyalties involves
aiming at the former's gratitude in order to secure the latter's future.?*® Clytemnestra in
Agamemnon, conversely, has been examined in terms of totally prioritising her role as
mother of Iphigenia over that of wife of Agamemnnon;?3 her attempts to ignore "the
impossibility of acting merely as a mother or as a wife"?*? lead to her downfall. A
persuasive argument has been made for interpreting Sophocles' sadly fragmentary Tereus
as the only extant tragedy in which sisterhood trumps all male-female bonds or
obligations,?*! while Medea famously agonises over whether to spare her children or
complete her vengeance upon her husband.?42

If applied more widely, consideration of tragic father-figures in terms of this
‘conflictedness’ could bear considerable fruit. While the mothers of the genre are generally
limited to familial roles and responsibilities,?*® and as such the conflicts they face are
generally between different familial pressures, the father-figures of the genre occupy
positions and bear responsibilities both within the oikoc and beyond it. They can also be
sons, husbands, brothers, rulers, heroes, and even gods; they are almost always a

combination of several of these. As such, it is unsurprising that they are so often depicted

238 Dyson (1988), pp.13-7. See ch. 6.1.2.

239 Chesi (2014a), p.350.

240 jbid.

241 Coo (2013), p.357.

242 E, Medea 1021-80. Foley (2002) pp.245ff. offers a convincing case for reading Medea's monologue as
gendered self-division, in which Medea's female, maternal instincts are ultimately suborned to her
masculine, heroic desire for vengeance.

243 There are, of course, several queens in tragedy, but we see very little exercise of political power in this
capacity. Aeschylus' Clytemnestra (see Ag. 258-60, reference to her kpdrtoc) seems to be an exception;
Foley (2002), p.7
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as subject to so many competing claims and pressures; the demands of their position in
the world beyond the family can clash with those of their role within it, or their several
roles within the family itself can leave them unable to satisfy all the conflicting demands
upon them. By examining tragic fathers not only as figures engaged in conflict with their
children, but as themselves labouring under a frequently extensive and complex network
of competing demands and pressures brought about by the great variety of familial,
political and social roles which they often hold concurrently, we can arrive at a fuller
appreciation of the extent to which tragic characterisation, motivation and plot can emerge
from this remarkably pervasive depiction of fathers as extensively, perhaps even
inherently conflicted figures.?**

This thesis will begin with the conflict most familiar to the classical Athenian
fathers of tragedy’s original audience, that between public and private commitments. The
conflict of paternal and political responsibility will be examined through an initial chapter
on Agamemnon’s sacrifice of his daughter Iphigenia (chapter 2), before moving to a
broader consideration of the interplay between fatherhood and fatherland in plays on

Theban myth (chapter 3). The fathers of tragedy are not, however, limited to such earthly

244 Another area of C20th theory may prove more useful to us than Freudian psychoanalysis. Role theory
emerged in the 1930s with Ralph Linton’s concept of the ‘role’: Hilbert (1981), p.208. Roles are behaviours
and expectations characteristic of people in certain contingent contexts (restaurant patron, theatre audience
member) and particularly in more established social positions (teacher, doctor, father, sister): Biddle (1979),
pp.4-5. Each individual occupies various social positions — e.g. the teacher who is also a father — and each
social position in turn brings with it a ‘set’ of roles; e.g. a teacher’s behaviour towards a pupil is expected
to differ from that towards a colleague, even though both roles are performed in the status of ‘teacher’:
Merton (1957) pp.110-2. Unsurprisingly, the array of statuses and roles each individual must combine often
proves problematic; one can experience role strain when too many roles must be fulfilled at the same time
— Goode (1960), esp.484-5 —or role conflict when the demands of different roles stand in opposition: Biddle
(1979), p.7. Some classical scholars have applied role theory to ancient Greek society — e.g. Humphreys
(1978), pp.209-13, 245-52; Roisman (1996) — and aspects of Greek thought itself can be seen as prefiguring
many of these developments. For example, Meno’s belief in a distinctive dpetr) for men, women, young,
old, slave, free etc. (Pl. Meno 71e-72a) arguably reflects the variation in expected behaviours for those in
different social positions which role theory posits, while Aristotle’s distinctions between the tenor of the
relationships between the male head of household and his wife, children and slaves respectively (see esp.
Pol. 1259a-b) resembles a proto-role set. These ideas provide useful background for the approach this thesis
will take to the responsibilities and expectations placed upon tragic fathers and the frequently unhappy
outcome thereof, but the discussion will not confine itself strictly to the tenets and terminology of role
theory.

30



concerns. The next chapter will consider the problematic combination of fatherhood and
heroic activity through the tragic depictions of that greatest of Greek heroes, Heracles
(chapter 4). Heracles is the child of - and ultimately himself becomes — a divine father,
and chapter 5 explores how dramatic accounts of divine fatherhood emphasise the gods’
disruption of mortal family norms despite their conspicuous absence from the stage. The
fathers of the genre are not simply subject to this conflict of responsibilities and
expectations, but are also the subject of conflict; the final chapter (chapter 6) demonstrates
how other characters on the stage engage in powerful rhetorical contests over both
specific father-figures (particularly in their absence) and the proper conduct of fatherhood

more generally, all in pursuit of their own agenda.
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Chapter 2: Between politics and paternity: Agamemnon at Aulis

2.1. The sacrifice at Aulis

Agamemnon's sacrifice of his daughter Iphigenia to allow the Achaean host to sail
against Troy has an extensive mythical and literary history. Although the sacrifice is
conspicuously absent from Homeric epic,* Proclus' summary of the Cypria establishes
many of the features familiar in later versions.2 Agamemnon boasts that Artemis is not
his equal in the hunt, prompting her to send hostile winds, which an oracle of Calchas
reveals can only be ended by the sacrifice of Iphigenia.® The Achaean leaders send for
Iphigenia under the pretext of marrying her to Achilles, but she is saved when Artemis
substitutes a deer for her and establishes her as a goddess amongst the Taurians.* The
Catalogue of Women and Stesichorus' Helen offer a similar account of events.> An
alternative tradition, however, proceeds on the assumption of Iphigenia's death upon the
altar at Aulis; it is found in Pindar® and, most famously, in Aeschylus' Agamemnon.

Aeschylus keeps Artemis' motivations obscure; the omen of the eagles’ prompts
Calchas' oracle and the sacrifice itself. Faced with the deterioration of the Achaean host,’
Agamemnon agonises over how to proceed, in one of the most famous passages in all

Greek tragedy (A. Ag. 205-17):1°

! Seaford (1994), p.12.

2 See Gantz (1993), p.582.

3 West (2003), p.75.

4 ibid.

°> Gantz (1993), pp.583-4. The Catalogue may initially have presented 'lphimede' as being killed, with her
replacement by a phantom a possible archaic interpolation.

® Pind. Pyth. 11.17-25.

T A. Ag. 109-20.

8 Gantz (1993), pp.584-5.

° A Ag. 192-7.

10 214-7 is marked by some textual controversy. Page (1972), used here, follows Denniston & Page (1957)
in accepting Bamberger’s emendation to mepidpywt 6@’ in 216; the manuscripts give mepidopywe, thus
making it ambiguous as to whose desire is being termed ‘lawful’. Denniston & Page (1957) ad loc. note
the unparalleled nature of opydn Tepropywe, refuting the examples Fraenkel (1950) adduces in support of
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dvak & 6 mpéoPug 168 gine povav: [dvt. §] (205)
“Bapeio pev knp 1o un mbéoba,

Bapeio & i

TEKVOV dUIEM, OOUMV GyadpLa,

paivov mopbevocpayototy

peifpoig ToTpdrovg yépag mélag fw- (210)
pod- i TVO’ Gvev KOK®DV;

TAG MTOVALG YEVOLLOL

Evppayiog apaptav;

TaLGovEROL Yap Buciag

napOeviov 0’ aipatog Op- (215)
Yo TEpLOpYmL GO’ Emibu-

gV B&ig. ev yap €in.”

The language conveys the intensity of the dilemma. The balanced Bopeia pev ... Papeia
8’ (206-7) demonstrates the closeness of the decision, the great weight both paternal and
political duty exert on Agamemnon.!! The horror of the deed is in no way occluded:;
Agamemnon deploys graphically violent language (Saifm, 208'2; mapfevocpdyoicty /
peibpoig, 209-10) and makes his affection and sense of duty as a father clear: tékvov ...

dopwv dyarpo (208); matpdrovg yépag (210). Equally, however, Agamemnon is not

following the manuscript text. West (1990) pp.178-81 objects that 6¢pug should apply to actions rather than
desires, and, drawing on the presence of oddor as a marginal variation for opydi, proposes opydr /
TEPLOPYMG <Amd &> avddr / e, Raeburn & Thomas (2011) “tentatively prefer” this variation to the
OCT, but I find it rather too radical, particularly as it totally reverses Agamemnon’s sentiments from
approval to condemnation, and so follow Page (1972).

1 Raeburn & Thomas (2011), ad loc.

12 Raeburn & Thomas (2011) p.90 consider the term ‘brutal’.
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immune to the pressures from the army; he is appalled at the prospect of ‘deserting’ the
fleet and failing his allies (212-3), and sees their — perhaps alarmingly — intense desire for
the sacrifice and the ensuing change of wind (6p-/yat mepropymt ... £mbv-/peiy, 215-7)
as perfectly ‘lawful’ (0éuic, 217). The fatalist stamp of his concluding words (g0 yap €in,
217) is perhaps unsurprising, given his acknowledgement of the difficulties of both
courses of action; as he himself laments, “which of these options is without evil?” (211).

Agamemnon’s decision?® to favour the fleet and sacrifice his child encounters a
rather mixed reception. The Chorus immediately emphasise the impiety of his course of
action - dvcogp] ...Gvayvov aviepov, 219-20 — and condemn Agamemnon’s ultimate
decision as a willingness ‘to countenance every act of daring’ (t0 mavVTOTOALOV QPOVELY,
221). Their subsequent account of events, as Agamemnon dares to become ‘the sacrificer
of his daughter’ (Qutp ... Ouyatpdg, 224-5), is highly pathetic. Whereas Agamemnon
initially balked at staining ‘a father’s hands’ (matp@wovg xépag, 210) with Iphigenia’s

blood, now no heed is paid to her ‘cries for her father’ (kKAndovog maTpdrovg, 228). This

13 There has long been controversy about how much agency Agamemnon has in the decision over
Iphigenia’s death: Lesky (1966), pp.80-1. Lesky (1966) pp.81-2 sees the situation as Agamemnon
technically exercising his free will, but under such an extreme weight of circumstance that all alternatives
are effectively precluded. Dover (1973) pp.65-6 posits what these alternatives might have been - disbanding
the fleet, dismissing Iphigenia, even suicide - but considers these evidently unacceptable to Agamemnon’s
understanding of duty and honour, and feels that the sacrifice itself was justified by the requirement to
punish Troy on behalf of Zeus: pp.64-5. More recent scholars have seen Agamemnon’s array of options as
rather broader, and thus have found his resolution to perform the sacrifice more blameworthy. For example,
Parker (2009) pp.132-3 notes that Agamemnon is not setting out for Troy as the consequence of an explicit
and unambiguous command from Zeus, and argues that the king could thus have refused to sacrifice his
daughter, despite the consequences for relations with his allies and his personal glory. Going even further,
Sommerstein (2010) pp.260-1 sees Agamemnon’s actions as informed by his ambitions for the prestige and
material gain provided by the war, and interprets &Eoppayiog dpoptdv (213) as expressing the king’s fear,
not of failing his allies, but of losing them; Raeburn & Thomas (2011) ad loc. support this reading. In
Sommerstein’s account, Agamemnon’s ambitions make him willing to pay any price to have his war: p.261.
This perhaps undervalues the clear anguish Agamemnon feels at the prospect of killing Iphigenia, and the
language of the play itself suggests at least some element of compulsion in Agamemnon’s choice. The
precise phrase used for his moment of decision - avaykag £€6v Aémadvov (218) —encapsulates the complexity
of his ultimate resolution. avdykn signifies force, necessity, compulsion — Raeburn & Thomas (2011) ad
loc. identify it here with Agamemnon’s obligations to his allies - as does the yoke-metaphor of Aémadvov,
and yet dvvou can be used of both voluntary (A. fr. 361 M; S. Ant. 1217) and involuntary (A. Ag. 1011f)
motion; Dover (1973), pp.65-6. This ambiguity suits the situation; Agamemnon may be under enormous
pressure to follow a particular course of action, but he nonetheless considers the two possibilities (see
above), favours the army’s case (214-7), and decides to act accordingly.

14 Note the wordplay.
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young woman’s father (motnp, 231) treats his daughter like an animal; he orders her to be
brought to the altar like a goat (dikav yuaipag, 232), and has her forcefully ‘bridled’ to
prevent any curses upon the household, (Biat yolwév, 238).2° Even her virginity is
conveyed through an animal metaphor; she is termed dravpwtog (245), ‘unbulled’, as
though a heifer.'® The political collective which Agamemnon has ultimately chosen over
his daughter’s life plays its part as well; the bellicose Achaean chieftains (@iAdpayot
Bpapic, 230) join Agamemnon as ‘sacrificers’ (Butr-/pwv, 240-1). Nonetheless, despite
the ultimate triumph of such political actors and concerns, the Chorus’ account of
Iphigenia’s final moments confronts us with domestic scenes. Iphigenia is gagged to
prevent any cursing, but wields her gaze as a weapon (240-1).1” Her pleading glances to
the leaders of the Achaeans gain their force from memories of happier occasions in
Agamemnon’s house; Iphigenia sang in her father’s halls (watpog xat’ dvopdvag
evtpamélovg, 244) to do loving honour (pilwg étipa) to her beloved father’s (watpog /
@ilov, 245-6) offerings. Indeed, although Agamemnon slaughters this loving daughter
like an animal, the account is evocative of another ritual occasion, that of marriage;*
beyond the repeated references to Iphigenia’s status as a nubile virgin,*° there is a veil 2
and a mpotéreia (227) to Artemis, which all Athenian women performed before their
wedding.?! In this case, however, it is of course to allow for martial endeavours rather

than matrimony (mpotéieia vadv, 227); the key paternal duty of arranging a suitable

15 Chesi (2014b), pp.20-1.

16 Goldhill (1984), p.31.

T gBad\” Exaotov Outh-/pov ar’ dppotog Bélel phoikton (240-1); given the archery metaphor — Raeburn
& Thomas (2011) ad loc. — and repeated references to Iphigenia’s virginity in the passage —
napOevooedyolswy (209); mapbeviov (214); mapbéverdv (229); dravpwtog (245) — one wonders if Artemis
is being evoked. This might be ironic, given the goddess’ role in Iphigenia’s demise, or, given Artemis’
violent wrath at the death of young creatures (134-7; see Lloyd-Jones (1983), pp.87-8), perhaps
foreshadows the vengeful violence which Iphigenia’s death will in turn provoke.

18 Chesi (2014b), pp.15-6.

19 Zeitlin (1965), p.466.

20 239; Chesi (2014b), pp.15-6.

2L Lloyd-Jones (1983), pp.94-5.
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22 s travestied by these allusions to marital practice as

marriage for one’s daughter
Agamemnon makes a sacrifice of, rather than for, Iphigenia.?®> Agamemnon’s choice to
favour the ‘war-loving’ Achaeans and sacrifice his child is cast into sharper relief by this
insistent focus upon the love and devotion shown by this self-same daughter.
Agamemnon may not have chosen to prioritise his daughter, but he is emphatically still
her father, and his actions against her are presented and judged in such a light.

Although the Chorus break off before the moment of sacrifice itself, there is no
suggestion in the Oresteia that Artemis substituted a deer for Iphigenia;?* the trilogy
proceeds on the assumption that Iphigenia died at her father’s hands. Nonetheless,
Agamemnon never expresses any hesitation over or regret for his actions during his time
onstage.?® This king and father confronted the demand for the sacrifice as a strict
dichotomy between paternal and political forces, and sided with public duty. The Chorus
offer a more nuanced view on the conflict which the sacrifice permits; they react with
horror to Agamemnon’s actions, but nonetheless hail the Trojan War itself as a righteous
punishment upon the Trojans for Paris’ crimes against hospitality and Zeus Xenios.?
Nonetheless, they comment bitterly upon the human cost to the Argives?’ of a war waged
“for another man’s wife” (GAlotpiog dwol yovar-/kdc, 448-9), and remark on the extent of
such feelings; the populace’s speech is ‘weighty with anger’ (Bapeia 8’ dotdV QAT GOV
Kotol, 456; cf. 206-7). Agamemnon faced a ‘weighty’ dilemma between familial and

political pressures, but his apparent resolution in favour of the political has in fact

permitted a conflict fought in part for personal motivations and at considerable cost to the

22 | acey (1968), p.107. See p.7.

23 This is taken further in Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis, which follows the Cypria in having Iphigenia lured
to Aulis with the (false) prospect of marriage to Achilles (e.g. IA 98-100); this is discussed more fully
below.

24 Gantz (1993), p.585.

25 Nussbaum (2001), pp.36-7. Agamemnon’s appearance onstage is, admittedly, brief.

% 355-66, esp. 362ff.; Dover (1973), pp.64-5.

21 Esp. 438ff.
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families of his subjects. The ramifications of Agamemnon’s decision ultimately prove
disastrous for the king himself; Clytemnestra repeatedly invokes the murder of Iphigenia
as motivation for and in defence of her actions.?® Agamemnon’s dilemma is an almost
perfect example of this conflict of public and private pressures on the individual level in
tragedy. He is forced to choose between the weighty demands of political duty and
paternal love; his prioritisation of the former ultimately brings devastating consequences

in both spheres.

Agamemnon is the first of several tragic accounts of the sacrifice. In addition to
the lost Iphigenia of both Aeschylus and Sophocles,?® in the latter's Electra Clytemnestra
engages in self-justification through condemnation of Agamemnon's motives in
sacrificing Iphigenia,®® prompting an alternative account of events by Electra herself, in
which Agamemnon's boast incurred Artemis' wrath and so forced him, reluctantly, to
conduct the sacrifice.®* Euripides' Iphigenia amongst the Taurians follows the tradition
of Iphigenia's substitution and thus salvation at the hands of Artemis, although she
becomes a priestess, rather than the goddess of earlier accounts.®? Iphigenia herself
recounts the sacrifice and its causes. Artemis will not release the Greek fleet from Artemis
until Agamemnon fulfils his earlier vow to sacrifice the most beautiful thing the year
produced: in this case, his daughter Iphigenia.®® Iphigenia was lured to Aulis on the
pretext of marriage to Achilles,® but, at the moment of sacrifice, substituted for a deer by

the goddess and transplanted to the land of the Taurians.®® Iphigenia's lengthier, highly

28 1412-20; 1432-3; 1525-9: all discussed further below.

2 A, fr. 94 Radt & S. frr. 305-12 Radt respectively. See Gantz (1993), pp.585-6.
%0 Soph. EI. 530-51.

3L El 566-74.

32 This may be a Euripidean innovation; Gantz (1993), p.586.

33 E. IT 20-4; here too, Euripides may have been innovating: Parker (2016), p.59.
34T 25.

35T 28-30.
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emotive account of her experiences at Aulis® includes references to her supplication of
Agamemnon,®’ condemnation of the 'marriage’ he has used to lure her to the place,* and
a moving account of the embraces and farewells from her relatives, particularly the infant

Orestes, which she turned down in the belief she would return to Argos.*

2.2. Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis

Of the extant tragedies, however, it is only Euripides' Iphigenia at Aulis which
does not simply recount, but actively depicts the fateful events leading up to the sacrifice
itself. In this late Euripidean play, Agamemnon is consistently characterised by the
conflict between his duties and feelings as a father and as a political figure. Attempts by
other characters within the play to reduce him to either his public or paternal role for their
purposes usually meet with resistance. Much like Tyndareus, whose conduct as father
casts a long shadow over the play, Agamemnon ultimately subordinates his role as father
to political demands from beyond the family. This is all the more marked, however,
because Iphigenia at Aulis is not a play about the breakdown of family bonds. Other blood
ties depicted within the play, such as brotherhood and motherhood, are conspicuous for
their power and endurance; the fortitude of these familial roles in the face of extrafamilial
pressure casts into sharper relief the ultimate surrender of fatherhood to public demands.
The play dwells specifically upon the challenges posed to fatherhood by public and
political forces and the frequent shortcomings of fathers in enacting their paternal duties

in the face of such pressures.

36T 342-91.

57T 361-2.

38T 364-71.

39 |T 372-7. For the significance of the infant Orestes in IA, see below.
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As a prelude to the literary analysis of the play, something must be said on the
work’s notorious and extensive textual problems. The text of Iphigenia at Aulis has
reached us in a poor state,*® and scholiasts preserve a tradition that it was left unfinished
by Euripides at the time of his death and produced posthumously, perhaps by his son
Euripides.** The most severe problems concentrate at the beginning and end of the play.
The prologue has come under longstanding suspicion,*? largely for its unprecedented
structure; it opens with anapaestic dialogue before moving into a more conventional
iambic expository speech, then returning to further anapaestic exchange. A common
solution has been to treat the extant prologue as a conflation of two separate prologues,*?
of which only one part* - if any* - is Euripides' work. The arguments against the extant
prologue on structural and linguistic are not decisive, however.*® For one thing, the
prologues of Alcestis and lon include iambics and anapaests, although they admittedly
begin with the former.*” Rhesus begins with anapaestic dialogue, but it is unlikely to be

Euripidean.*® Accepting the reconstruction of Andromeda as beginning with a form of

40 Stockert (1992), p.63.

41 Kovacs (2003), pp.77-8; cf. schol. in Ar. Ran. 67d; Chantry (1999), p.14. In view of this possible
circumstance, Kovacs aims to reconstruct not Euripides' incomplete (as he believes) text, but a theatrically
viable text which could have been used in the First Performance (FP); p.77. This is a very sensible approach,
although I would exclude far fewer lines from such a text than Kovacs (2003) ultimately does.

42 Since Musgrave (1762): Stockert (1992), pp.66.

4 Willink (1971), p.345; Collard & Morwood (2017), p.236, although they note that both parts could
conceivably have come from Euripides.

4 Stockert (1992) pp.77-9 follows Fraenkel (1956) in coming down in favour of the anapaests, citing greater
linguistic difficulties in the iambic passage. Page (1934), p.140 believes the iambics to be Euripidean, the
anapaests the works of a (poetically skilled) interpolator, and the conflation of the two the work of the
editor. Kovacs (2003) p.81-3 also comes down in favour of the iambics, accepting 49-105 as the authentic
remainder of part of the prologue used in FP and subsequently mangled somewhat in the process of adding
the anapaests.

4 Bain (1977) p.25 rejects the iambics, suspects the anapaests, and is drawn to the notion of Diggle (1971),
p.180 that Euripides left no prologue.

4 O'Connor-Visser (1987), p.125; Pietruczuk (2012), p.569. Willink (1971) p.359 points out that even the
anapaests, although less usual in a Euripidean prologue than iambic exposition, are not by any stretch
exceptionally anomalous linguistically.

47 Willink (1971), p.360. Willink attempts to salvage the majority of the extant prologue by reordering it
49-96, 1-48, 97-163. This removes the difficulty of a Euripidean prologue opening with anapaestic
dialogue, but generates its own problems; Bain (1977), pp.11-5 offers a persuasive account of the abrupt
transitions and gaps in sense such reordering would produce, to the extent that there is little reason to choose
it over the transmitted order.

48 On the probable inauthenticity of Rhesus, see Fries (2014), pp.22-47.
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anapaestic dialogue between the eponymous heroine and Echo does provide us with a
clear Euripidean precedent.*® However, it is not impossible that the unprecedented
structure of the prologue represents not interpolation, but rather innovation and evolution
by Euripides himself, writing at the end of a long career.>® The anapaests themselves also
play an important role; they serve to introduce the letter which is so crucial for the fate of
Agamemnon and his family,®* and also demonstrate with great verve Agamemnon's
heightened emotional state.>? Similarly, arguments against the inclusion of the iambics in
the midst of the anapaestic dialogue are not conclusive. It has been remarked that
answering the Old Man's inquiry - ti véov mapa ooi, Bacired; (1A 43) - with a length
expository speech going back to the birth of Leda's daughters®® is horribly artificial and
thus suspect.>* Euripidean tragedy is not, however, completely lacking in questions
receiving extensive answers with formal beginnings.>® The iambic speech provides some
important background on the Trojan War and the events of the play,*® and thus offers the
audience guidance as to this particular work'’s position within the complex array of varied
myths on the events at Aulis and their background.®” The fact that Agamemnon answers
the Old Man's question by referring to the distant past need not necessarily be taken as a
mark of irrelevance or long-windedness,>® but rather to emphasise the complexity of the

backdrop to the events of the play and Agamemnon's dilemma, which requires a sudden,

4% Fraenkel (1956), pp.303-4; Collard et al. (2004), p.156 point out that, at the very least, Andromeda is
generally accepted as beginning with the anapaests quoted at Ar. Thesm. 1065-72.

%0 pPietruczuk (2012), p.571; Knox (1979a), p.278.

51 Fraenkel (1956), p.295. Torrance (2013), pp.159-60 also raises the intriguing but necessarily rather
speculative possibility that Agamemnon, in rewriting his letter to alter the course of the events, represents
the tragic poet attempting to innovate against the tradition.

52 Knox (1979a) p.278.

%3 49-110.

% Fraenkel (1956), pp.298-9; Willink (1971) pp.344-5, who objects not to the text per se but rather its
ordering. Collard & Morwood (2017), p.241 feel the Old Man is “unconvincingly ignored” during
Agamemnon’s exposition.

%5 cf. 1A 697ff., Or. 866ff.; Knox (1979a), p.279.

% Stockert (1992), pp.73-4, although note Stockert's own greater scepticism towards the iambics on
linguistic grounds.

57 Knox (1979a), p.278.

%8 pace Fraenkel (1956), pp.298-9.
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somewhat startling switch to the traditional prologue speech to be explained properly.*®
Neither portion of the prologue can be athetized on conclusive, objective grounds, and
both serve a dramaturgical purpose, so for the purpose of this thesis the transmitted
prologue is accepted as largely authentic.

The main obstacle to accepting the transmitted prologue as entirely authentic is
the seeming inconsistency of 107ff. with 124ff.®° The Old Man's question as to how
Achilles will take news of his name being used to bring about the false marriage plot®*
seems unnecessary in light of Agamemnon's apparent revelation at 106f. that only he,
Menelaus, Calchas and Odysseus have any knowledge of the scheme. This is more of a
redundancy than true inconsistency, however, and may be seen as serving a useful
dramatic purpose in emphasising the secrecy of the oracle demanding Iphigenia’s
sacrifice.®? This does, however, draw us into the wider problem of whether Calchas' oracle
was in fact delivered secretly or to the army as a whole; both possibilities have textual

support within the play, but the former rather more s0.3 While 106-10 are very suspect,

% This would not be the only instance of Euripides drawing attention to the artificiality of the traditional
dramatic prologue; the Nurse's justifications for delivering a prologue speech in response to the Tutor's
challenge (Eur. Med. 57-8) offer a 'realistic’ motivation for an entirely artificial tragic convention;
Mastronarde (2002), pp.174-5. The artificiality of that same convention is thus emphasised by this attempt
to evade it. Winnington-Ingram (2003) pp.50-3 provides a selection of examples of Euripides 'taking aim'
at various tragic conventions, including the three actor rule and the Chorus' limited capacity for action.
8Collard & Morwood (2017), pp.241-3 offers a helpful overview of the issues.

61 124-6.

62 Knox (1979a) pp.281-2 defends the presence of both passages on these grounds. Bain (1977), pp.16-7
sees it as a pointless ambiguity, raised only to be resolved very quickly, but this does not seem entirely fair.
A secret oracle would represent an innovation upon the account of events in, for example, Agamemnon (A.
Ag.214-7 suggests that the army is aware of the terms of the oracle, although 157 technically states only
that Calchas offered his interpretation to the commanders); it would not be unthinkable to foreground this
circumstance, particularly given Agamemnon’s later desperation to preserve the secrecy of the oracle (e.g.
518ff.).

83 Pietruczuk (2012) p.58 lists 106-7, 414-39, and 518-35 as suggesting that the oracle is secret, and 95-6,
513-4,817-8, 1259-75 and 1345-8 as suggesting that it is known to the army. However, Collard & Morwood
(2017) p.242 note that it is eminently plausible, particularly in light of 518ff., that Talthybius never actually
made the pronouncement of the army’s dissolution. The army clearly do know about the oracle by 1345-8,
but technically 513-4 and 1259-75 only show Agamemnon’s fear of their potential action; they do not
confirm any knowledge on the part of the soldiery. Menelaus and Agamemnon engage in anxious discussion
at 518ff. of the dangerous possibility of Odysseus revealing the oracle to the fleet (Willink (1971) pp.363’s
suggestion that references to Odysseus at 528ff. refer merely to his reminding the army seems very
strained). We need only assume that he (or possibly Calchas) has done so by 1345-8; this is no way
precludes the oracle being initially secret. 414-39 also support the secrecy of the oracle; Willink (1971),
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they are not irredeemable,®* and 124ff. represents a useful redundancy more than a true
inconsistency. The secret nature of the oracle, at least at first, is thus the most sensible
conclusion to draw from both the prologue and the play’s text more widely.

The play's ending is also beset with textual problems.®® The lines from 1578 until
the end of the play are marked by considerable linguistic problems and metrical
difficulties,®® and are in a different, later hand in the manuscript.®” Their current form is
often taken as the result of a botched Byzantine restoration of a damaged manuscript,®®
and they are almost certainly not to be accepted in their transmitted form.%® The question
remains, however, of whether lines 1532-77, which they attempt to complete, are
themselves an authentic part of the play. Ending with a messenger speech would be highly
unusual for Euripides,”® and the lines themselves have been considered an early
(potentially C4th) interpolation on linguistic and metrical grounds.”* This leads many
scholars to place the play's original conclusion at or even before 1531; this frees us of
the exodus' problems, and means that the play concludes on the assumption that the
sacrifice takes place, thus granting greater weight to Iphigenia's decision to die,

Clytemnestra's threats for the future etc.”® This is a much neater ending, but these fairly

pp.362-3 sees these lines as gaining irony from the soldiers knowing more than the Messenger, but Kovacs
(2003) p.80 offers a more convincing reading of these lines as deriving their irony from the soldiers'
ignorance (he thus deletes them as interpolations based on the secret oracle). Although I am more
sympathetic to the presence of the secret oracle within the play, it is notable that Diggle (1993) also casts
the strongest doubt upon these lines, and | am reluctant to accord authenticity to them, although
Agamemnon has to find out about his family's arrival somehow by his speech at 440-68.

6 Collard & Morwood (2017) ad loc., for example, note the attraction of Vitelli’s conjecture Mevéremc
<€yd 0>, 6 &’ 0¥ / kaAdC [Eyvov] 10T, odoic.

8 Stockert (1992), pp.79-80.

8 Stockert (1992), p.84.

67 Page (1934), pp.194-5.

68 Page (1934), pp.196-9.

% Diggle (1993) ad loc.

70 Stockert (1992), p.83. Then again, so is the move from anapaestic dialogue to iambic exposition in the
prologue; here too Euripides could have been innovating.

1 Kovacs (2003), p.98; Stockert (1992), pp.85; Page (1934), pp.192-6, although he commends the C4th
interpolator for their poetic skill and knowledge of Euripides; p.193.

2 Page (1934), p.196 and Kovacs (2003), p.98 advocate 1531 as the ending; Stockert (1992), pp.86-7
entertains the possibility. Collard & Morwood (2017) pp.621-4 advocate ending at 1509; like Diggle
(1993), they set little stock in the choral lyrics at 1510-31.

73 Stockert (1992), pp.81-2; Kovacs (2003), p.98.
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subjective grounds are not quite enough to dismiss conclusively the exodus as we have it.
A formally unorthodox exodus, in which an apparent conclusion is overturned by the
unexpected appearance of a messenger, both matches the novel structure of the prologue
and has considerable resonance with the frequent reversals and changes of mind within
the play as a whole.” The possibility of an alternative ending for the play, which also
follows the longstanding mythical tradition of Iphigenia’'s salvation, is presented by
Aelian's quotation of a fragment of Euripides' "Iphigenia™ (sic), in which Artemis
recounts the substitution of a deer,” but it has not been preserved in the manuscript
tradition of the play, and linguistic difficulties which argue against authenticity have been
suggested.”® The manuscript ending, for all its deformities, has the considerable
advantage over a deus ex machina that the Messenger's report of Iphigenia's wondrous
fate can be questioned by Clytemnestra, as indeed it is.”” A potentially deceitful
messenger speech at the end of the play would form a rather neat counterpart to the
deceptive letter which Agamemnon seeks so desperately to countermand at its opening;
although the audience would be aware of the tradition which vindicates the speech,
Clytemnestra's scepticism is well justified by her experiences in the play.”® The
considerable injuries done in transmission make accepting the exodus as presented
impossible, and encourages considerable caution in accepting the exodus at all; for the

purposes of this thesis I will treat the play as ending at 1531. Nonetheless, the exodus’

7 See below.
> Aelian On the Nature of Animals 7.39:
0 6¢ Evpuidng &v 1] Tovyeveig

Ehapov & Ayaidv yepoiv Evinow eilaig

kepodooav, v calovtes adyNcovct o1V

oeale Buyatépa
6 Kovacs (2002) p.161 follows Page (1934), p.200 in particularly objecting to avyfoovot - the future of
avyéo is not found in C5th/4th Greek - and the use of @{loug, condemned by Page as "the adjective of a
much inferior poet"! These objections do not seem insurmountable, but combined with the complete
absence of this ending from the (admittedly troubled) manuscript tradition they do rather stack the odds
against the authenticity of Aelian's quotation as a fragment of this play.
71616-8.
78 Chant (1986), pp.88-9.
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thematic resonances with the play proper make excising it completely and ending at 1531
a less appealing prospect than has sometimes been thought, considering the interest of the
scene which has sadly reached us in such a mutilated form.”

Other textual issues are examined as part of the discussion of the passages
themselves, but this overview of the key problem areas should convey the textually
conservative approach | will be employing in discussion of Iphigenia at Aulis. For all its
problems, the transmitted text of the play is dramatically workable and frequently very
powerful .2 While it would be foolhardy to disregard the work’s many textual questions
entirely, | feel that there is rather less in the play which absolutely demands excision than
has sometimes been supposed, and as such err on the side of caution in accepting proposed
deletions. The work’s textual problems certainly do not undermine the literary power and
interest of its depiction of Agamemnon as a desperately conflicted father, to which we

now turn.

2.2.1. Agamemnon the conflicted father

Agamemnon in the Iphigenia at Aulis is perhaps the most explicitly and
extensively conflicted father-figure in extant Greek tragedy. His situation is summarised
succinctly in Iphigenia's final exchange with her mother (1A 1454-6):

Io. TATEPO TOV AUOV UT| OTOYEL, TOGLY YE GOV.
KA. dewovg dydvag d10 o€ el KETVOV SpapLEiv. 1455

Io. drxov 1 vrep yig EALGSOG dibAeaey.

9 Chant (1986), p.91 n.5 offers a similar interpretation, seeing the exodus' problems as the result of faulty
transmission rather than outright interpolation.
8 Collard & Morwood (2017), p.58.
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Agamemnon is totp and woo1c; he is subject to various roles and responsibilities within
his family. Nonetheless, these do not achieve primacy; he ultimately Kills his daughter
because of extra-familial, political factors - vnep yiic ‘EAMGOoc (1456) - despite his
(apparent) personal feelings on the matter: &ixov (1456).8! By subordinating his paternal
and familial role to the demands of politics and the world beyond the family, Agamemnon
destroys not only his daughter but the harmony of his family as a whole, paving the way
for Clytemnestra's dark hints at his unhappy end - dewvovc aydvag - familiar from epic

and tragic tradition.

The first scene in which we see Agamemnon alone with his dilemma®
demonstrates the nexus of pressures under which he acts and against which he struggles.
Agamemnon has resisted his brother's attempts to coerce him into returning to his initial
decision to sacrifice Iphigenia, but the news of his daughter and wife's arrival at Aulis has
cast him into despair.®® He deplores his situation and the exigencies it forces upon him:
8¢ ol’ avéykng (evypatr’ éunentokauey (443). The differences from Aeschylus are as
important as the similarities; whereas the Aeschylean Agamemnon took conscious action
in the face of necessity - avdyiag v Aémadvov (A. Ag. 218)8 - here Agamemnon has
simply fallen into the same situation. Instead of making a conscious decision and
accepting the concomitant responsibility, Agamemnon here surrenders to circumstance;
he attributes the failure of his schemes to a daipwv (1A 44). Even his emotional response

to the crisis in which he finds himself is governed by concerns over his public persona

81 For discussion of Agamemnon’s responsibility, and the inevitability or otherwise of the sacrifice, see
below.

82 440-68.

8 As discussed above, | consider the current form of the Messenger's speech (414-39) an interpolation,
although replacing an earlier speech in which Agamemnon was informed of the arrival of Clytemnestra and
Iphigenia.

8 Stockert (1992), pp.328-9
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and role in society, and his dismay on this point merits quotation at some length (446-
53):

1 dvoyévela 6 g Exel TL YPNGLOV:

Kol yop dakpoat potdimg adtoic £yel

dmovta T eimelv: L 8¢ yevvaiot eOoY

dvoAPa mavta: Tpootdtny 0& Tod Plov

TOV dyKov Eyopev TdL T dYA®L OOVAEVOLEV. 450

€YD Yap EkParelv pEV aidoduan daKpv,

70 pn Saxpdoar 8 avdic aidodpan TéAag,

€6 TOG HEYIOTOS GLUPOPAS APLYUEVOG.

Agamemnon's envy of the lowly echoes his remarks in the prologue,® although his focus
here is not upon the relative safety of a humble social position,® but rather the freedom
it affords. The lowly may express themselves fully, in word - dravta t° gineiv (448) - and
in deed: dakpdoar pardimg (447). Conversely, although noblemen such as Agamemnon
ostensibly occupy positions of power and responsibility, he claims they are in fact
subordinate to the dignity demanded by their position - tpoctdtny ¢ 100 Biov / oV §ykov
gyouev (449-50)% - and, paradoxically, enslaved by the lowly mob which they appear to
rule: td1 v’ dyAmt dovAievouev (450). Agamemnon personally is trapped between public
and private duty. He is ashamed both at the prospect of weeping and of not weeping, with
the repetition of aidodpon in exactly the same metrical position bringing balance to his
contrasting utterances; he is poised between two equal and equally unhappy possibilities.

His situation is once again described in terms of motion - dauwypévog (453) - as

8 16-27; Collard & Morwood (2017), p.362.

8 giivduvov / Biov (16-7).

87 Agamemnon is termed npdctatnc at 373, although this line is corrupt and athetized by e.g. Diggle (1993),
Collard & Morwood (2017).
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Agamemnon depicts himself trapped in an inexorable progression of misfortunes rather
than taking decisive action towards specific goals.

For all his agonising and apparent fatalism - £iév (454) - Agamemnon decides
upon the sacrifice; his concerns are for how to face his wife in the midst of his scheme,?®
about which he harbours few moral illusions: nuag dvtog evprioet kaxovg (459). Despite
deciding upon a course of action, he is still tormented by the thought of his daughter's
reaction to her fate: oipon yap viv iketevosy 16de- / Q matep, dmokteveic pe; (462-3).%°
The future tense damokteveic echoes Agamemnon's earlier resolution against killing
Iphigenia in his rejection of Menelaus' demands that he do so: dud 8’ ok drokTEV® YO
tékva (396). His reversal has made a mockery of his previous determination, and yet
Agamemnon ends his monologue much as he began it, by distancing himself from
responsibility for his actions. Instead he rails against Paris as the one responsible for this
state of affairs: aiai, TOv ‘EAévng &g W’ dndiecev yapov / ynuag 6 Ipdpov Iapig, og
gipyastan tade (467-8). This is not strictly untrue; Paris' abduction of Helen did set in
motion the sequence of events which led to the gathering of the Greek army in Aulis.®!
However, Agamemnon's frequent abnegations of responsibility for his actions are called
into question by the specific circumstances of the situation at Aulis. Calchas' oracle is
explicitly framed as a choice (89-93):

Kéhyog &’ 6 pavtig dmopiot Keypnuévolg

avethev Tpryévelay fiv Eomep’ €ya 90

Aptépidt Bdoar Tt T6d’ oikovont TEdoV,

kol TAodv T” €oecban kol Katackapag DpuydV

8 Cf. &0 yap €in (A. Ag. 217); Agamemnon here is (perhaps wisely) less optimistic than his Aeschylean
counterpart.

89 454-5,

% |phigenia does in fact supplicate Agamemnon at 1216ff.

0 71-7.
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0voact, un Ovcoot 8 ovk etvor TdE.

There is no particular threat of punishment from the goddess, nor mention of hardships
befalling the trapped fleet as in the Oresteia;® failure to sacrifice Iphigenia has
repercussions solely within the political sphere, as the expedition against Troy will not
proceed. Menelaus accuses Agamemnon of considerable enthusiasm for the expedition
and political ambition,®® but this supposed ambition turns to fear of the army and its
potential for violent action even against the rest of his family.%* However, in contrast to
other fathers in Euripidean narratives of sacrifice, who reject the notion of their children
being sacrificed despite the political and public implications,®® Agamemnon succumbs to
the pressures of factors beyond the family - be it personal ambition for political
prominence or fear of the Greek host - despite his clear paternal feelings. For all that he
attempts to deny responsibility for Iphigenia's death, his political ambitions lead to the
situation in which her sacrifice is necessary®® and his unwillingness - justified or
otherwise - to challenge or defy the passionate lust for war on the part of the assembled
army suggest a surrender of the paternal role to extra-familial, political pressures.
Agamemnon is responsible for his daughter's death, despite his repeated attempts to deny

it.

Much like his reaction to news of her arrival, Agamemnon's first encounter with

Iphigenia is also characterised by his conflict between paternal and political

%2 cf. A. Ag. 192-200.

93 337-43, discussed more fully below. Menelaus' claims contrast with Agamemnon's own account of his
acquisition of the leadership as a favour to Menelaus (95), but Agamemnon does not refute the accusations:
Luschnig (1988), p.13.

%4 1259-68, discussed below.

% The key examples are Creon, at Pho. 963-4, and Demophon, at Held. 410-24, discussed below at ch.3.2.2.
and 4.2.3. respectively.

% Siegel (1981), pp.257-8.
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responsibilities. The meeting is pregnant with painful ironies,®’ largely born of the
extensive emphasis upon his role as a father. Iphigenia's intense love for her father,*
remarked upon by Clytemnestra - pilondtop 6 dei (638) - is apparent from her first
words. She expresses her desire for an embrace with intense and remarkably physical
language - npog otépva TaTpoc otépva tapd tpocPard (632) - and addresses him as
natep repeatedly throughout the exchange.®® She shows concern for Agamemnon's
distress,® and, when he remarks that her shrewd words have upset him, offers to speak
nonsense to please him ([Ay.] cuveta Aéyovco pdiiov eic oiktdv p° &yerc. / Ip. dovverd
vov £podpev, i 6é 7’ ebppavd, 653-4).1% Iphigenia's focus is familial; she dismisses the
warl%2 and urges Agamemnon to remain with his family - pév’, @ mdtep, xat’ oikov &mi
tékvolg o€Bev (656) - or, failing that, to hasten back to them from Troy once matters are
properly resolved.'® Agamemnon's distress at seeing Iphigenia,*®* try as he might to
conceal its causes,® suggests the sincerity of his paternal affection and distress at his
proposed course of action. However, even here, as he greets his beloved daughter,
Agamemnon is not simply a father: oA\’ dvdpi Baciiel kai otpatnidatnt péret (645).
This is Agamemnon's problem in the play as a whole. His political position confronts him

with challenges and pressures which cannot be reconciled with his paternal role;

% Luschnig (1988), p.21.

% ibid.

9 640, 642, 662, 664, 656, 670, 673, 676, excluding 635 and 652, for which Diggle (1993) advocates
deletion.

100 644,

101 This light-hearted willingness to change rhetoric for her father's sake takes on darker significance later
in the play, when Iphigenia embraces Agamemnon's Panhellenic rhetoric as justification for her death; see
below.

102 ghovto Adyyon kai T Mevédew kaxd (658).

108 omedd’ éx Dpuydv pot, Oéuevog ed Taxel, matep (672). This compromise between her desires as
Agamemnon's daughter and more public concerns perhaps foreshadows Iphigenia's more comprehensive
submission to her notion of public interest later in the play.

104 644, 650, 655 etc.

105 651, 685-90.
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Agamemnon's individual feelings as a man are ultimately subordinate to the demands

placed upon him as a public and political leader.

Agamemnon's final speech!® fully encapsulates the array of private and public
pressures to which he is subject, and makes explicit his difficulties in attempting to
reconcile the former to the latter. It is preceded by an impassioned plea for mercy from
Iphigenia, in which family and fatherhood loom large. She supplicates Agamemnon,%’
and recalls childhood scenes in the family home. She was Agamemnon's first child:
npotn ¢ ékdAeco matépo kai oL waid’ gué (1220). Iphigenia casts herself and
Agamemnon as exercising almost a definitive function upon one another; she made him
a father in language, much as he made her his child, in both a linguistic and biological
sense. She reminisces about how she used to sit upon the knees which she now clutches
in supplication,'® and, in response to Agamemnon's questions about her future life as a
married woman, clung to his cheek'% and imagined her care for him in his old age: méveov
TOnvodg  dmodidodod oot tpopdc (1230).1° This anecdote serves to confront
Agamemnon with his corruption of the paternal role. He has distorted the father's
traditional role as an arranger of his daughter's marriage to bring about Iphigenia's
death,’! and in so doing denies himself the consolation and care in old age which

fathering devoted children should provide. Iphigenia's speech draws upon the full array

of family bonds in her defence; her pleas invoke Agamemnon's father and grandfather,*2

106 1259-75.

107 iketnpiav 8¢ yovaoty Eantem €0y / 10 odua todpdy (1216-7).

18 yovaot coiot odpa 5odc” Euov (1221).

109 1226-7. The chin is of course, like the knees, one of the body parts which the suppliant physically
touches, or, if performing a verbal ‘figurative' supplication, invokes: Gould (1973), p.77.

110 For the importance of children providing care to their aged parents in classical Greece, see the
Introduction.

11 e.g. 98-100.

112 1233.

50



113 and her brother Orestes.''* Even her reference to the cause

her mother Clytemnestra,
for which she is meant to die emphasises the personal and familial over the public,
speaking not of Troy or the Greeks but simply the marriage of Helen and Paris: ti pot
puéteott @V Ale€avopov yauwv / ‘EAévng 1e; (1236-7). Iphigenia's appeals to
Agamemnon emphasises his role as a father and a family man almost exclusively.
Agamemnon's response, conversely, acknowledges his position as a father, but
sets it in the context of the wider political pressures which have operated upon him
throughout the play and are driving him to such drastic action against his own child.
Despite his intention to sacrifice Iphigenia, he makes explicit his paternal sentiment: giA®
T épawtod Tékvo: povoipmy yap dv (1256).11° His statement of the situation as he
understands it, however, makes clear the dilemma in which he is caught: dswac 6 &yet
pot tadta ToApfioat, yovat, / dsvdg 6€ Kai pn- todta yop mpdai pe o€l (1257-8). The
balanced dewv@g ... dewv@dg echoes his Aeschylean counterpart's language - Popeia ...
Bopeia (A. Ag. 206-7)!16 - but the wordplay points to Agamemnon's decision: dewvac ...
dgi. Both options may be terrible, but one is also necessary. Powers and pressures from
beyond the family largely inform Agamemnon's resolve; the army, whose scale
Agamemnon emphasises - 66ov otpatevpa (1259); dvaxteg ... door (1260) - cannot sail

against Troy without the sacrifice of Iphigenia.'!” Agamemnon's description of the army's

intentions employs the rhetoric of war against the barbarians which would be at home in

1131234,

114 1240-8; for more extensive discussion, including issues of authenticity, see below.

115 Agamemnon's madness has been something of a theme in the play up to this point; the Old Man in the
prologue observes that, in his distress, Agamemnon is little short of madness - kdéx t@v dndpwv / 00devOg
EVOEiS P o0 poivesBor. (41-2) - while Agamemnon will reject the notion that his change of heart against
Menelaus' scheme makes him mad: &i §° &y@®, yvodg mpdcbev ok &b, petedéuny edfoviiay, / poivopoy;
(389-90). Notably, Iphigenia remarked a few lines previously that a death-wish is madness: paivetot 8’ 6g
ebyeton / Baveiv- (1251-2). Agamemnon loves his children, but also, as the element of self-preservation
operative in his thought makes clear (see below), he does not wish to die because of the threat posed by the
Greek army, which is itself driven by a certain madness (1264). It is his professed sanity which will prove
fatal for Iphigenia.

116 Stockert (1992), p.552.

1171263-2; cf. 89-93.
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contemporary political discourse;!*® Troy is barbarian soil,'*° and the expedition must
avenge the abduction of Greek women.'?

Despite such "public” rhetoric, however, Agamemnon presents his actions as, in
a somewhat desperate fashion, aiming at the wellbeing of his family: ot [i.e. the Greek
army] tag &v Apyel mapOévoug ktevodoi pov / vpdc te kaué, Oécpat’ ei Aow Oedg (1267-
8). Although the probability of such action on the part of the army has been questioned,*?
the threats of violence Achilles faces from his own Myrmidons should the sacrifice fail

to take place!??

grant a certain credibility to Agamemnon's fear. More importantly for our
purposes, however, this prediction presents Agamemnon as at least claiming that his
actions are still, in part, motivated by his paternal role; if he does not kill one daughter,
his other daughters back in Argos - as well as the rest of his family at Aulis - will perish.*?®
This adds a certain piquancy to the plural téxva at the opening of the speech; Agamemnon
is not the father of Iphigenia alone, and thus his paternal role cannot hinge solely on her
wellbeing. Family motivations are not, however, uppermost. Agamemnon rejects the
influence of his brother and instead casts himself as beholden to the demands of Greece:
o0 Mevéredc e katadedovdotat, TEKvov, ... 6AL> ‘EAMGG (1269-71, with omissions).12

Once again, we have the language of slavery, of subjugation,'? and of necessity.'?® The

war is presented as in the cause of Greek freedom,*?” but not Agamemnon's, whose wishes

118 Mitchell (2007), p.xx.

19BapBapav ... x06va (1265).

120 Jgktpoov apmoydc EAAvikdv (1266). This motivation is an established component of Panhellenic
discourse; Hdt. 1.1-5 offers an extensive narrative of reciprocal abductions of women as a possible cause
for the historical antipathy of Greek and barbarian, although Herodotus himself is sceptical of its historicity;
Markantonatos (2011), pp.214-5.

121 Siegel (1981), pp.262-3.

122 1351-3.

123 1t is perhaps worth recalling that this matches one of Clytemnestra's suggestions for a valid motivation
for Agamemnon to sacrifice Iphigenia at E. El. 1025-6: t6Aka T’ ékodilov tékva / Ekteve TOAGY piov
Umep ...; Rutherford (2011), pp.95-6.

124 3aid (1989), pp. 369-70.

125 foooveg kobéotapey (1272).

126 57 (1271, 1273).

12712734,
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are irrelevant: kév 0ého kv un 0ého (1271).128 Agamemnon, in this final*?® appearance
upon stage, reaches the climax of the conflict to which he has been subject throughout the
play. Although never totally renouncing his role and responsibility as a father, he
ultimately subordinates his paternal duty, and indeed his personal agency, to the demands
of politics and the Greek army.

Iphigenia at first laments her fate and rails against Agamemnon for refusing to
prevent the sacrifice.™*® However, in a remarkable turn of events, she moves to embrace
her death, citing in large part the importance of the war to the wellbeing of Greece as a
justification for doing s0.%3! The earnestness or otherwise of the Panhellenism within the
play is a matter of some debate. Many of the Panhellenic ideas employed by the characters
within the play reflect notions present in classical Greek political thought and rhetoric;
the theme of 'war against the barbarian' had considerable symbolic potency,**? and
preaching the unity of the Greeks in pursuit of this aim was a popular topic for oratory.*?
The Trojan War itself gained considerable cachet as one of the first Panhellenic triumphs
over the barbarian.®** While the play has been taken as espousing serious and sincere
Panhellenic sentiment,' the use of such rhetoric is more convincingly seen as undercut
by inconstancy or intense irony. Menelaus' Panhellenic enthusiasm vanishes very quickly
as he changes his mind about the sacrifice,'*® while Agamemnon does not espouse any

Panhellenic enthusiasm until his final speech,'®” and even then much of it rings rather

128 \/ellacott (1975), pp.175-6 remarks on the irony of Agamemnon's ‘enslavement' to the cause of Greek
freedom.

129 That is to say, final textually secure appearance; see above for discussion of the exodus.

130 § 8¢ texdv pe TOv TEAOIvVayY ... olyeTal Tpodovg Epnuov. (1312-4); povedopar SdAlvpar / ceayoicty
avocioow dvociov motpog (1317-8).

181 1377-401; Gibert (1995), p.223.

132 Mitchell (2007), p.11. cf. e.g. A. Persians, Pind. Pyth. 1.72-8 etc.

133 ¢.g. Lys. 33, Isoc. 4.

134 Saiid (1989), p.362-3. cf. Isoc. 10.67; X.Hell. 3.4.3, where Agesilaus wishes to include a sacrifice at
Aulis at the outset of his expedition against the Persians in imitation of Agamemnon.

135 g.g. Mellert-Hoffmann (1969), pp. 89-90; Foley (1985), pp.97-9; Markantonatos (2011), pp.217-8.

136 Said (1989), pp.367-8; for a fuller discussion of this change of heart, see below.

137 Said (1989), p.369.
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hollow.**® Iphigenia justifies her change of mind and willingness to perish in Panhellenic
terms, but her rhetoric, although perfectly reputable in itself, is undermined by the
circumstances.’*® She is willing to die for the freedom of the Greeks, to whom
Agamemnon considers himself enslaved;**° she will not allow Achilles to die for the sake
of a single woman by opposing her sacrifice,*! but this sacrifice will of course unleash a
war in which countless men will die for the sake of one woman, Helen.2#? The conduct of
the Greek army itself makes it even more difficult to accept the play's Panhellenism at
face value. Agamemnon attempts to justify his decision by claiming that the Panhellenic
army must prevent crimes against Greek women by barbarians,3 but also fears that it
will murder his own daughters in Argos.'* The army is driven by a form of madness and
lust for war,'*° and indeed all Greece is sick.!*® While we need not take the play as hostile
to Panhellenism per se, the idea's application to the events of the drama and the Trojan
War which will result from them is undermined and problematised by inconsistency and
irony. 47

Nonetheless, although undercut by circumstances, Iphigenia does use Panhellenic
rhetoric in support of her ultimate decision to die. Her extreme change of heart and
seemingly inconsistent characterisation has prompted comment since Avristotle.**® This is

not entirely fair. Iphigenia's change of heart is only the culmination of a series of

138 Markantonatos (2011), pp.209-10. For example, see above for discussion of the irony of Agamemnon
feeling 'enslaved' to the cause of Greek liberty.

139 Mitchell (2007), pp.18-9; Rutherford (2011), p.94.

140 1401; 450, 1271; Said (1989), p.370.

141 1392-4.

142 Said (1989), p.373; Luschnig (1988), pp52-3. Iphigenia is éléntodig (1476, 1511), an epithet only
otherwise applied to Helen (A. Ag. 689); Gibert (1995), p.252.

143 1274-5.

144 1267.

145 Markantonatos (2012), p.209. See 808-9, 1264ff.

146 411.

147 Said (1989), p.367.

18700 8¢ dvopdiov 1 v ADASL Tetyévelo: oddev yap Eowkev 1) iketevovoa tfj Votépq. (Arist. Poetics
1454a31-3); Gibert (1995), p.228, Knox (1979b), pp.243-4.
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considerable changes of position on the part of the play's characters.'*® Her volte-face has

150

been explained in terms of a considered acceptance of her ineluctable fate,™" a genuine

enthusiasm for death in a noble cause,®!

or even an effort to save Achilles motivated by
her romantic feelings for him.'® However, it is significant for our purposes that
Iphigenia’s change of heart prompts her to embrace and repeat her father's rhetoric,

Panhellenict®?

and otherwise.’> Agamemnon's ultimate subordination of his paternal
duty towards Iphigenia to the pressures exerted upon him by public and political forces
is cast into the sharpest relief by the fact that Iphigenia herself remains in many ways such
a loyal daughter even after his decision to sacrifice her.*® Iphigenia not only repeats
Agamemnon's rhetoric on the freedom of Greece, but also his claim of unwillingness,**®
and even pleads his case to Clytemnestra.'®" She makes good upon her earlier, light-
hearted offer to alter her rhetoric for Agamemnon;*>® indeed, if the circumstances of her

demise encourage a more jaundiced view of the use of grandiose Panhellenic rhetoric in

the play, she really does speak acvveta for her father's sake.

Throughout the play, Agamemnon is confronted with the conflicting demands of
his paternal and political roles. Although he ultimately subordinates his role as father to
the demands of his public position and the pressures exerted by the Greek army, he never

completely relinquishes his role as father. It is the constant juxtaposition of and conflict

149 Gibert (1995), p.202; Chant (1986), pp.83-4.

150 Gibert (1995), pp.249-50.

151 Foley (1985), pp.98-9.

152 Smith (1979), pp.174-5. Gibert (1995), pp.238-9 notes that this is a silent motivation, and requires
considerable inferences which are not necessarily supported by the text.
153 Sorum (1992), pp.541-2.

154 Neitzel (1980), p.69.

155 jbid.

156 1456; cf. 1271.

157 1454,

158 653-4; see above.
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between these twin poles of Agamemnon's position which characterises, indeed

dominates his depiction within the play. Agamemnon is constantly and terribly conflicted.

2.2.2. Tyndareus

Agamemnon is not, however, the only father-figure in the tragedy who must
mediate between the demands of his paternal role within the family and the pressures to
which he is subject from those beyond it. Although he never appears onstage, the various
references to Tyndareus'®® establish him as a counterpart to Agamemnon's situation and
actions, broadening the notion of conflicted fatherhood within the play beyond
Agamemnon himself.

Tyndareus' behaviour as a father is first recounted by Agamemnon in the
prologue.t®® The familial question of the marriage of Helen becomes a 'national’ crisis;
the “youth of Greece” (‘(EALGSOG veavial, 52) are cast into considerable hostility to one
another in pursuit of Helen's hand.'®* It falls to Tyndareus, the father,'®? to resolve this
desperate situation. His response, much like the crisis itself, marries public and private;
the suitors are prevailed upon to swear oaths to one another, but also to conclude political
treaties: omovdag kadsivar (60).1%% Should anyone abduct the bride, the others vow not
simply punishment for him but open war and the destruction of his state.’®* After the
suitors have sworn this oath, Tyndareus proceeds to settle the marriage question: 6id0wo’

EAéaban Buyatpi pynompov éva (68). Greek fathers generally chose husbands for their

159 L_uschnig (1988), pp.84-5 notes that he is the most prominent member of the preceding generation in the
play.

160 |A 49-71. For discussion of the prologue's textual problems, see above.

161 Sevoi 8 dmetdoi 1ol kot GAANA@Y @B6voc (53).

162 Tyvdapemt matpi (55).

163 smovdai is the term used for political treaties; LSJ s.v. A.ll.

164 dmioTpaTeEDGELY Kol KOTOOKAWELY TOAY (64).
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daughters;*% by granting Helen choice in this matter, Tyndareus abrogates his
responsibilities as a father in an attempt at political compromise.'®® The points of
comparison and contrast with Agamemnon's situation and actions within the play are
considerable. Agamemnon, like Tyndareus, must mediate between public and political
pressures and his role as a father.'®” He does so, like Tyndareus, with an atypical marriage;
whereas Tyndareus, however, allows his daughter more choice than was conventional,
Agamemnon employs the ruse of a marriage to Achilles to lure his daughter to her death.

Tyndareus may at first seem a more successful counterpart to Agamemnon; he
manages to resolve the threatening political crisis with far less of an abnegation of his
paternal role than that represented by killing one's child. However, his scheme has dire
consequences; in the aftermath of Helen's absconding, the oath of Tyndareus allows
Menelaus to assemble the very fleet'®® whose confinement to Aulis is to be ended through
Iphigenia's sacrifice.®® Agamemnon's present plight is born, in part, of Tyndareus'
actions.r’® Tyndareus' own shortcomings in mediating between public and paternal
pressures are revealed more clearly in Clytemnestra's shocking revelation of her first

marriage (1148-56):1"

TPOTOV eV, tva 6ol TpdTa ToVT  dvEdiow,

&ynuog dkovodv pe kdiapeg Pilat,

185 See above, pp.7-8.

186 | uschnig (1988), p.112.

167 Luschnig (1988), p.113.

168 77-8.

169.89-93.

170 L_ushnig (1988), p.85.

171 Kovacs (2003) pp.95-6 sees no reason for Euripides to introduce this narrative, and considers it a later
interpolation. Diggle (1993), Stockert (1992), and Collard & Morwood (2017) all retain the lines in
question, however, and Gibert (2005) offers a persuasive account of the narrative's relevance to various
thematic currents within the play, such as the enforced passivity of women in Greek marriage and the
violence inflicted upon them by the failure of male political arrangements. | also endeavour in this chapter
to show the narrative's relevance to the play's depiction of fatherhood, motherhood and brotherhood.
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oV mpdcbev dvopa Tavtorlov KATOKTOVOV: 1150
Bpépog te TOLHOV TodL TPocoVpIGag TOA®LT,

UaGTAV Ploimg TV EUdV AmocTdcag.

Kol T A10G o€ Taid’, U OE GLYYOV,

inmolol popuaipovt’ ETEcTPOTELGATIV:

natnp ¢ mpéaPug Tuvddpedc 6” Eppdcato 1155

céTnv yevopevov, tapd 8 Eoyec o Aéym.

This first marriage seems to have been a Euripidean innovation,'’? and casts Tyndareus'
mediation of familial and external pressures in a less favourable light. Agamemnon is
revealed as having a history of infanticide, and Clytemnestra's language emphasises his
brutality: Bion (1149); xataxtovov (1150); Buwing ... anoomdcog (1152). Tyndareus,
however, accepts this man who has committed such violence against his son-in-law and
grandchild as a suppliant.}”® The suppliant's requests need not always be granted;'’* it is
not clear why Tyndareus accepted that of Agamemnon and returned his daughter to a
marriage achieved through force.'”> Much like the sacrifice of Iphigenia, we may see in
Tyndareus' action here a father-figure seeking to manage relationships and events beyond

the family at the expense of his duties to his blood relatives. Iphigenia in Aulis does not

172 Gibert (2005), p.229; Foley (1985), p.74.

173 1155-6.

174 Gould (1973) pp.80-1 suggests that properly conducted supplications involving physical contact are not
open to rejection. There does, however, seem to be room to reject even 'correct' supplication; Naiden (2006),
pp.3-4, 78, 130-3. Supplications are rejected in Homer - e.g. Od. 22.312-5, I1. 6. 45-65 - and in tragedy; in
Euripides' Suppliant Women Theseus rejects Adrastus' supplication at some length: E. Supp. 195-249. In
contrast to Tyndareus' more accepting conduct, Agamemnon rejects Iphigenia’s supplication in this play;
see above, pp.50-3.

175 Gibert (2005), p.232. pace Luschnig (1988), p.39, where the incident is presented as an example of
Tyndareus' "good intentions and interest in compromise to prevent violence"; given the horrendous
treatment to which Clytemnestra has been subject, it is hard to be so confident in Tyndareus' good
intentions, and the military violence between the Dioscuri and Agamemnon - irmoict poppaipovt’
gneotpatevodrny (1154) - which Tyndareus seems to halt comes only after the hideous violence against
Clytemnestra's first family.
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only depict Agamemnon as a father struggling to negotiate between paternal and public
pressures, but uses Tyndareus to present such a struggle as a feature of fatherhood more

generally, with paternal pressures often losing out.

2.2.3. Brotherhood

The conflicted nature of fatherhood within the play is brought more clearly into
focus by its juxtaposition with the striking commitment and tenacity of the bond of
brotherhood. Menelaus' role in the tragedy serves both to increase the conflicting
pressures to which Agamemnon is subject, and yet also as a point of contrast for his
ultimate subordination of paternal love to political concerns. Initially, Menelaus himself
adds to those political pressures, at least ostensibly. In a fiery speech to his brother, he
paints the latter as extremely eager for command, resorting to forced affability'’® and even
bribery!’” in his pursuit of power. Indeed, Menelaus presents Agamemnon's dismay and
aporia as stemming from anxiety as how to resolve the threat to his ambition posed by
the hostile winds;!"® the prospect of sacrificing Iphigenia was joyfully received as a
solution to these political ills (W60gig ppévag / dopevog Bvce Hréog noida, 359-60).
Menelaus even interprets Agamemnon's decision against sacrificing Iphigenia - ®g
@ovedg ovKETL Buyatpog otic Eomt (364) - not as the triumph of paternal feeling, but rather
the failure of political will, adhering to a common pattern of such behaviour.}”® He
rebukes Agamemnon's change of heart against the sacrifice as the thwarting of Greece's

worthy efforts - 0élovoa Spdav T kedvov (371) - against worthless and mocking

176 1A 349-41.
177:342.

178 355-6.

179 366-9.
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barbarians,' lamenting that this Panhellenic®! vision has come unstuck because of mere
individuals.182

Agamemnon's response does not reject Menelaus' accusations about his own
political ambitions, '8 but rather exposes the private nature of Menelaus' own motivations.
Despite the political content of his rebukes against Agamemnon and his grand invocations
of Panhellenic endeavour, Menelaus is motivated by desire for Helen;®* his enthusiasm
for Iphigenia’s sacrifice stems from motivations which are just as private as those driving
Agamemnon's reluctance. Whereas Menelaus linked Agamemnon's paternal role to
disappointment and shortcoming in the public sphere, Agamemnon places both men
firmly within their families. While Agamemnon speaks to Menelaus as befits a brother, &
he counteracts the latter's attempt to characterise him solely in terms of his political
responsibilities and ambitions by emphasising his role as a father,'® and refuses to
subordinate it to Menelaus' desires as a husband.'®” Indeed, Agamemnon presents the
entire expedition not as being thwarted by his familial concerns, but rather born of
Menelaus'; he encourages Menelaus to campaign with an army of “suitors eager for
marriage” (@uhoyapot pynotipeg, 392) drawn from those who swore Tyndareus' oath.

Rejecting Menelaus' invocation of public and political concerns does not,
however, end the latter's attempts to pressure Agamemnon into sacrificing his daughter.

Instead, Menelaus now adds private and familial pressures to his invocation of political

concerns. In addition to continued invocation of Greece,*®® he attempts to exploit

180 371.

181 Saiid (1989), p.368. For discussion of the play's use of Panhellenism, see above.

182 3100 6¢ kol TV ofv KOpn (372).

183 Luschnig (1988) p.13.

184 00 ddrcverl oe TO PIAOTILOV TODUOY, GAL’ &v dykdAong / evmpenti yovaika ypMilec, 10 Aehoyiouévov
napeig / Kol to kaAdv, Exew. (385-7).

185 smepovesTtépwg, / (g adekpdv dvt’ (379-80).

186 396,399; see above.

187 396-8.

188 410-1.
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189 and also the fraternal relationship to which Agamemnon himself

Agamemnon's QAio,
had alluded.*® He does not succeed; Agamemnon sets clear boundaries for what can be
demanded of these personal and familial bonds - for example, the strikingly balanced
statement of the limits of brotherhood: svecwepoveiv 6ot Boviop’, AL’ 00 GVVVOGETV
(407)*! - and so Menelaus ultimately accuses him of betrayal: cov kaciyvnrov Tpodong
(412). Menelaus' attempts to pressure his brother into placing the demands of politics,
friendship and fraternal duty before his sense of paternal responsibility do not succeed.
Both Menelaus and Agamemnon, however, famously reverse their respective
positions, with various implications for the play.'®? It is striking how emphatic and
extensive Menelaus' fraternal feeling is upon his reappearance upon stage.!®® Menelaus'
very first word to Agamemnon upon he return is “brother” (adeheé, 471),'°* while the
speech in which he makes clear his change of heart begins with a lengthy invocation of
their shared ancestry.1 This reference - tovpod matpdg / T0d cov (473-4) - recalls 406,
throwing into sharp relief how significantly Menelaus' position - and his rhetorical use of

brotherhood - has shifted in the interim. He now acknowledges how much he had

demanded in asking Agamemnon to kill his child,'% and explicitly rejects the prospect of

189 404-5, 408.

190 §eiteic 68 mod pot matpdg éx TawTod yeyde; (406).

191 The pair of cuv- compounds underlines Agamemnon’s general commitment to joint action with his
brother, despite this particular refusal.

192pace Kovacs (2003) p.87-9, where Menelaus' change of heart and indeed entire appearance in the play is
condemned as irrelevant and attributed to the C4th Reviser. As Kovacs (2003) p.103 notes, he goes against
Diggle's (relative) confidence in the brothers' speeches in this episode, and it is easier than he suggests to
see the thematic relevance and implications of the exchange and reversal. For example, Menelaus'
repudiation of his earlier demands that Iphigenia be sacrificed throws into sharper relief Agamemnon's
responsibility for her fate; Conacher (1967), p.256. Furthermore, the reversal is one of the many changes
which emphasises the theme of decision making in the play: Sorum (1992), p.527.

193 Wilson (1979), pp.16-7.

194 Menelaus again addresses Agamemnon thus at 497.

195 472-4; TTéhoma katduvop’, Og mathp ToOUoD TaTpdc/ oD cod T’ &KAN0N, TOV TekdvTa T Atpéa.

196 490. Menelaus himself is also a father, although neither he nor Agamemnon ever make explicit reference
to this fact. It is only Clytemnestra who suggests that Menelaus and his child take Agamemnon and
Iphigenia's place (1201-2), although Calchas' oracle (as relayed by Agamemnon in the prologue) specifies
Iphigenia as the victim (90). This oversimplification of Menelaus' family role arguably reinforces the
emphasis upon his (ultimate) devotion as a brother.

61



gaining Helen at the cost of his relationship with Agamemnon: droAécac aderpov, 6v u’
fikiot’ &yxpfv (487). Whereas in many ways Menelaus has changed his rhetoric and
adopted Agamemnon's,*®’ the theme of brotherhood remains from his prior speech. The
irony is, of course, that in the interval in which Menelaus has had a change of heart, so
too has Agamemnon; he feels he must kill Iphigenia to placate the army.% Menelaus has
resolved to set the bond of brotherhood before his own desire for a war to reclaim Helen
just as Agamemnon has determined to set the demands of the army before his role and
feelings as a father.

This is not the only instance in the play in which the behaviour of brothers and
fathers is contrasted. When recounting Agamemnon's murder of her first husband and

child, Clytemnestra contrasts the response of her brothers and her father (1153-6):

Kol T A10g o€ Taid’, U O€ cLYYOVO,
innoiol pappaipovt’ EnectpaTeLGATV:
natnp O0¢ mpéoPug Tuvddpedc 6° Eppvcato

ikémnv yevouevov, Taud 8 Eoyeg o Aéym.

Whereas Clytemnestra's brothers, the Dioscuri, were ready to wage war on her behalf
against the man who had committed such violence against her family, her father protected
him and even married her to him. The disjunction in conduct is reinforced by the
language, such as the pointed matrp 8¢, and the contrasting érneotpatevcdrnyv and
éppucarto. Clytemnestra describes both the Dioscuri as the sons of Zeus, in contrast to

other versions of the myth,'*®® thus casting them as ‘kinsmen’ (cvyyéveo, 1153) to her

197 482-4 essentially accepts and restates Agamemnon's argument at 395-9, for instance; Collard &
Morwood (2017) ad loc.

198¢f, 450.

19 ¢f. e.g. Pind. Nem. 10.
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alone. Thus the Dioscuri's devotion to their sister is not tainted by disobedience to a father;
their singular commitment to their blood relation throws Tyndareus' pointed prioritisation
of Agamemnon, a non-relative, into sharper relief.2%

The theme of brotherly solidarity may be further established within the play if we
accept the presence of - or at least references to - Orestes within the play.?°* Agamemnon's
imagining of Iphigenia’s sacrifice may include the thought of the infant Orestes bewailing
his sister's fate, with uncanny knowledge for a small infant: o0 cuvetd cvvetdc (466).
This may reflect Agamemnon's guilt, in that he imagines even an infant understanding
his crime, but it also suggests an expectation of almost instinctive fraternal support for
Iphigenia. The transmitted text has Iphigenia's pleas to Agamemnon to let her live include

an appeal to Orestes for aid (1241-3):2%2

AOEAPE, LKPOG HEV oV ¥ émikovpog GiAoLC,
SUmg 8¢ cLVOAKPLGOV, IKETELGOV TATPOG

TNV oMV AOEAPNV U Oaveiv:

200 This particularly clear-cut distinction between brotherhood and fatherhood, however, is conspicuous
for its contrast to the complex array of family pressures and ties operating on Agamemnon. The Dioscuri
are admirably loyal, but they are in a much simpler position than Agamemnon.

2010restes' presence in the play is the subject of a longstanding controversy: Gibert (2005), p.239. Kovacs
(2003), p.78, echoing England (1891), attributes Orestes' entire presence in the play to the C4th Reviser,
and subsequently uses references to him or his presence as grounds for deletion. Page (1934), p.206 is more
measured; he considers four of Orestes' appearances - 418, 602-3, 621-6, and 1117-9 - interpolations, and
accepts 465-6, 1164-5, 1241-8 and 1449-52 as Euripidean, concluding that a later interpolator expanded,
rather than invented, Orestes' part. Diggle (1993) also accepts some part of Orestes in the play, although
with a little more hesitancy than Page (1934); he expresses some (relatively minor) reservations about 465-
6 and 1241-52, but accepts 1450-2, which require the infant's presence upon stage. The absolute rejection
of the infant Orestes' presence seems excessive, as Collard & Morwood (2017), pp.354-5 note numerous
parallels for the depiction of infants onstage in tragedy, including the presence of Eurysaces in S. Aj.,
Astyanax in E. Tro., and Andromache's infant son in her eponymous tragedy. A scene from Telephus in
which the baby Orestes is taken hostage seems to be parodied at Ar. Ach. 325-46 and Thesm. 688-764
(Collard et al. (1995), pp.17-9), while vase paintings and the preserved hypothesis suggest that Melanippe's
infant sons by Poseidon made an appearance in Wise Melanippe (Collard et al. (1995), pp.240-2). It seems
perfectly possible for an nonspeaking infant to appear upon the Euripidean stage.

202 Diggle (1993) has (relatively minor) reservations about the lines.
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aderpé recalls Menelaus' language in his second speech;?% Iphigenia is appealing to her
brother as Menelaus did to his. Orestes achieves little - he does not even cry out?®* - but
Iphigenia nonetheless remarks upon his aid when she bids him farewell: ® oiktat’,

gnexovpnoac doov siyec pitoig (1452).2% Kovacs decries the line as ridiculous,?%

given
how little Orestes has or indeed could achieve, but this is perhaps the point. Despite his
clearly limited power as an infant, both Agamemnon and Iphigenia imagine Orestes
supporting his sister's case and pleading for her life. This infant is consistently
characterised as a devoted brother, in line with the fraternal commitment shown by the
Dioscuri and (ultimately) Menelaus. His impact or otherwise on the situation is

immaterial; he serves as yet another point of focus for the contrast within the play between

the divided loyalties of fathers and the devotion of brothers.?%’

2.2.4. Motherhood

The ultimate subordination of blood ties to external pressures on the part of the
fathers in the play is most extensively and powerfully emphasised by the consistent
devotion of Clytemnestra to her role as Iphigenia's mother. Although the striking arrival
on a chariot - evocative of her entrance in Euripides' Electra,?®® or indeed Agamemnon's

arrival in the Oresteia®® - has been judged interpolation,?!® the arguments are not

203 471, 497; see above, p.61.

204 1500, crondv AMocetol 6 88°, ® mhrsp (1245); Collard & Morwood (2017) p.353 defend the dramatic
efficacy of such “poignant silence”.

205 Note how érexovpnoag ... piloig picks up érnikovpog pikoig (1241).

206 Kovacs (2003), p.98.

207 Note also, in a similar vein, that the references to Atreus, who had a famously fractious and bloody
relationship with his brother Thyestes (c.f. A. Ag. 1577-611, E. El. 699-746), have been "cleaned up" in
this play (Luschnig (1988), p.84); there are no explicit references to fraternal conflict or infanticide on his
part.

208 £, El. 998-9; Foley (1985), p.70.

209¢f, A. Ag. 906; Foley (1985), p.70.

210 Kovacs (2003), 79; Page (1934), pp.166-8.
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conclusive.?!! Far from being a case of clear irrelevance spectaculi causa,?*? the scene in
fact demonstrates surprising sensitivity to and consistency with her characterisation in the

less textually insecure areas of the play,?*3

and merits some examination. Clytemnestra's
words and actions demonstrate a persistently respectable domestic outlook?* and
maternal care which stands in contrast to her transgressive and often ferocious
characterisation in earlier tragedy. She expresses her hopes for Iphigenia's marriage,?*®

and oversees her daughter's alighting from the chariot (613-6):

oV &, ® Tékvov pot, Aelne TwAkodg dyovg,
appov tifeica kdAov dobevég 0 dua.
VUETG O€ VEAVIOES VIV drykaAoug Emt

0éEache kol mopevoat’ €€ dymudTmy.

Her remarks on Iphigenia’s delicacy - appov ... kdAov acbevég 0° Gua (614) - serve both

to enhance the pathos of the violent fate for which this young woman is destined by her

211 Page (1934), pp.161-2 notes the repetitive language at 613, 619, 620, 623, which perhaps has some
merit, but the other linguistic objections (pp.161-3) do not seem fatal. The notion that the lines' resemblance
to E. EI. 998-9 demonstrates interpolation seems unnecessary; in a late play, so richly steeped in the tragic
tradition, could Euripides not evoke his own contribution to that tradition? Clytemnestra's arrival in a
chariot here certainly encourages fruitful comparison and contrast of her character in this play with the
depiction in Euripides' Electra. cf. Zeitlin (1980) on Orestes as a play drawing on and reworking not only
the work of other tragedians but also Euripides himself. Collard & Morwood (2017), pp.401-2 object that
Clytemnestra’s references to marriage in her speech (607-10a, 628-9) conflict with Iphigenia’s “obvious
ignorance” of her marriage in her encounter with Agamemnon (631-85a); I do not find Iphigenia’s
ignorance at all obvious in this scene, and even Collard & Morwood (2017) p.401 note the “shy allusion”
to marriage in 670. Despite their greater doubts of its authenticity, Collard & Morwood (2017) p.402
commend the scene’s theatrical virtues and thematic congruence.

212 page (1934), p.166.

213 Collard & Morwood (2017), p. 402, although they are more sceptical than | with regards to authenticity.
214 Luschnig (1988), pp.86-7 believe Clytemnestra resembles a bustling housewife, worthy of mime.
Clytemnestra is clearly absorbed with domestic and familial concerns, but, given the fate intended for
Iphigenia under the guise of the marriage to Achilles, this grants the scene more pathos than humour.
Collard & Morwood (2017) pp.22-3 offer a concise but convincing case for taking the character seriously.
25 nida & Exw v’ ¢ &m° doOroioty yauolg / mapeit voppoymyoc. (609-10); éanida & Exw Tv’ is a
rather diffident expression of her enthusiasm for a role in Iphigenia's marriage, contrasting strongly with
the more confident and assertive Clytemnestra of much prior tragedy. It also highlights from the very
beginning Clytemnestra's lack of control over the events to come; she has only "hope".
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father, and to suggest an intense concern for her child's well-being. Her instructions to the
Chorus to receive Iphigenia into their arms (ayxdAioug &mi, 615) further reinforces this
maternal care. One's dykéAat often bear an infant or young child,?*® but are also used to
embrace one's spouse; Agamemnon confronts Menelaus with the latter’s desire to hold
his beautiful wife ‘év ayxdrag’ (385).22” The use of the term here thus reinforces
Clytemnestra's familial concerns; she sees Iphigenia both as a child to be treated with care
and love, and also as a young woman who is to be married. Of course, despite
Clytemnestra's devotion, Iphigenia will neither achieve this marriage nor even retain her
life.

Once we return to firmer ground textually, Clytemnestra's first encounter with
Agamemnon both reinforces this depiction as a devoted mother,?*® and marks one of
several attempts to prevent her from fulfilling her maternal role as she understands it.
Clytemnestra shows sympathy to Agamemnon in his distress (only ostensibly at the
prospect of the marriage),?!® and expresses once again her expectation of a role in the
proposed wedding.??° She goes on to ask a litany of questions of Agamemnon: about the
bridegroom's ancestry, his upbringing, his home, the date of the ceremony, and the

222 and

necessary preparations.??! These questions represent highly domestic concerns,
Clytemnestra's genuine interest in her daughter's prospective husband contrasts with
Agamemnon's exploitation of the marriage to enable the sacrifice; note that he refers to

Iphigenia as Clytemnestra's daughter: towdcde modog ofjg avip £oton moowg (711).

Ultimately, however, the discussion of arrangements leads to Agamemnon's attempt to

216 ¢f, e.g. E. Alc. 190, IT 1251, lon 280.

217 ¢f, e.g. Alc. 351.

218 Sorum (1992), pp.37-8.

219 691-2.

20 Brav oOv Dpevaioow dEaym kopny (693); dEdym suggests a little more certainty than 609-10 - she has
more than hope - but Clytemnestra still pointedly leaves the timing (6tav) to others; she does not attempt
to be domineering.

221 695-723.

222 |_uschnig (1988), p.23.
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exclude Clytemnestra from the wedding ceremony, in an exchange which merits

quotation at some length (727-41):

Ay.  Mueic pév &vlas’, ovmép €60’ O voppiog ...
KA. untpog i yopic dpdoed’ aue dpav ypedv;
Ay.  ékdmwoouev onv Toida Aavoidmv péta.
KA. Muoc 8¢ mod yp1) TVIKODTO TOYYAVELY; 730
Ay.  yopel Tpoc Apyog mapBivoug te TNUELEL
KA. Amobdoa moida; tig &° dvacynoet pAoya;
Ay.  éyo mapéEm edG O voupiolg Tpémel.
KA. oby 0 vopog o0tog 00de padA’ fynTéaL.
Ay. 0V koAov &v dyrot 6° eopreioBon oTpatod. 735
KA. xoAov texkoboov Tapd p’ €kdodvar tékval.
Ay.  xaitdgy’ év olkmt ufy povag eivon kopog.
KA. dyvpoict mapbevdot ppovpodvtot KaAGDGS.
Ay.  mBod. KA. pa v dvaccav Apyeiav Oedv.
EMDV 0¢ T8E® mpacace, TAV dOUOIS O’ €YD, 740

a yp1 mapeival vopeiotst Taphévorg.

Clytemnestra's perfectly correct?® objections to Agamemnon's proposal to
exclude her from the wedding focus overwhelmingly on the importance of her
participation as the bride's mother. She is appalled at the prospect of Iphigenia being
married without her mother - untpog ... yopig (728) - and at the notion of returning to

Argos without her daughter: Amodca naida (731). Even Agamemnon's scheme to be rid

223 She has vopog on her side (734), and is "the very model of womanly virtue": Luschnig (1988), p.113.
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of Clytemnestra attempts to use her motherhood to this end; he wishes to send her to
Argos for the sake of their other daughters.??* Clytemnestra points out that they are being
properly cared for (ppovpodvrar kahdg, 738); even at a distance she ensures the safety of
her children, whereas Agamemnon has condemned Iphigenia by summoning her into his
presence.??® Clytemnestra seems to monopolise the parental position in this exchange;
Agamemnon once again refers to Iphigenia as Clytemnestra's child - env noida (729) -
while Clytemnestra claims her unequivocally as her own: tapa ... téxva (736) Earlier,
Agamemnon had dissembled on the planned sacrifice of his daughter which caused his
grief by suggesting that marriages are painful for parents - ddxvovot Tovg tekdvtag (689)
- before moving on to describe the father's role.??® Here, however, Clytemnestra takes up
Agamemnon's language and applies it to her role as mother: xaAov tekodoav tapd
gxdodvon tékva (736).2%7 tiktewv is used equally of both men and women producing

children,?28

and yet its use within the play can invite consideration on the differences
between the male and female parenting depicted and recounted therein. The Chorus
remark, after Clytemnestra's impassioned plea to Achilles for aid in saving her

daughter,??®

on the great power of parenthood and the devotion it engenders: dswov 1o
TiKTEW KOl QEPEL PidTpOV pHéYa, / TGl TE KooV €60 vreprdpvery tékvav (917-8). The
language itself does not distinguish between parents along gender lines. However, the
context of the utterance, namely a mother's plea for aid to save her daughter from the

father, invites reflection on the differences between the behaviour of mothers and fathers

in the play; prioritising one's child and striving to save them is not "common to all."

224731, 737.

225 cf, 440ff., where, upon hearing of Iphigenia's arrival, Agamemnon reneges on his earlier change of heart
and despairs of keeping her alive; Conacher (1967), p.256.

226 3ray dALoIG SOpOLC / Taidag Topadida ToAAY poydncag Tatp (689-90).
221 736.

281 SJs.v. Al

229 |A 900-16
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Clytemnestra's maternal devotion is further contrasted with and undermined by
Agamemnon's conduct in her impassioned speech in defence of her daughter.?®® She
begins with the shocking revelation of a former husband and child, both murdered by
Agamemnon;?3! this violence against a child of hers now threatens to repeat itself.?%2
Clytemnestra contrasts her role as mother with that of Agamemnon as father: tiktm 8’ £mi
Tp16i TapOEVOIGL TaidE 6ot / TOVS - GV pidig ob TANpdvec 1 drootepeic (1164-5). Once
again, Clytemnestra appropriates tiktew for her part in the production of children; her
creation is contrasted with Agamemnon's destruction.?®® The queen imagines with depsair
the prospect of constantly reliving this loss, as empty chairs and chambers remind her of
her bereavement: 6tav Opdvoug tM66’ €icidm mavtog KEVODS, / KEVOLG O& TopOevdVag
(1174-5). However, in contrast to the clash over the wedding ceremony, in which the
language emphasises Clytemnestra’s role as mother to the exclusion of Agamemnon's as
father, here Clytemnestra repeatedly reminds Agamemnon of the paternal role and
responsibilities against which he is acting.®* She imagines her lament for Iphigenia,
Killed by her own father - 6 putevcoag mathp (1177) - and asks Agamemnon what he can
hope to achieve by such a sacrifice.?*® She presents him with the prospect of greeting his

236

surviving children as an infanticide,*® and, reversing his language from their earlier

dispute over the wedding arrangements, refers to Iphigenia as his and their child: noida,

onv (1200);2% v oy 1€ képny naida (1208).2%8

230 1146-1208.

231 1150-2. As discussed above at p.58, this first marriage is probably a Euripidean invention.

232 L_Luschnig (1988), p.83.

238 gmootepeis; cf. 1203.

234 pace Vellacott (1975), p.75; Vellacott claims Clytemnestra never appeals to Agamemnon's fatherly love;
this is perhaps true in a narrow sense, as she does not explicitly invoke his love for his children, but it is
difficult not to see in the repeated references to Agamemnon's paternal role an implicit appeal to his fatherly
instincts and affections in an effort to dissuade him.

25 5patmv tékvov,1186.

26 fkawv 8 é¢ Apyoc Tpoomecijt Tékvolot coig; 1191.

237 ¢f. 711, 729.

238 ¢f, 1131, although note Diggle (1993)'s reservations about the text.
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Clytemnestra's efforts to dissuade Agamemnon end in failure. The prospect of her
daughter's death does not dampen Clytemnestra's maternal devotion, but her attempts to
enact her role as mother end up being thwarted by Iphigenia herself. When Clytemnestra

weeps in response to her daughter's impending death, Iphigenia intercedes (1433-45):2%

Lo. untep, Tt oyt SoKpvOLg TEYYEIS KOPUGS;
KA & tdhava Tpopoacty BT’ AAYelv ppéva.
[lp. modoad pe pn kaxile: téde 6€ pot mbov. 1435
KA A&y’ o map’ udV 00OEV AdKN oML, TEKVOV.
(0} UAT OOV Y€ TOV GOV TAOKOUOV EKTEUNIG TPLYOC
T’ Auel odpa HEAOVOG AUTIoYNL TETAOLG.
KA. i1 168 einag, tékvov; dmorécocd os;]
Io. 00 oV ye- GEcOOL, KT EUe & 0KAENG Eont. 1440
KL  mdg eimag; ov mevOelv pe oy yoymyv xpedv;
lo. fixiot’, énel pot topuPog ov ywodnoetal.
KA. 711 6¢ 10 Ovijiokey oV tdog vopiletan; T
lo. Bopog Bedg pot pvijpa thg Adg KOpNG.

KL &AL @ tékvov cot meicopon: AEyElg yop €. 1445

Iphigenia is effectively forbidding her mother to grieve;?® there is no need for
Clytemnestra to sorrow - or, if we are more willing to accept 1435-9, to rend her hair and

don black garments in mourning - because the usual funerary trappings, such as a toppog

239 Diggle (1993) is hesitant about 1435-9, and Kovacs (2003), pp.97-8 finds them unattractive, advocating
their deletion; Collard and Morwood (2017) retain them, but note ad loc. the smoothness of the transition
from 1434 to 1440. The lines make the funerary content of the exchange more explicit, but are not crucial.
240 Gibert (2005), p.228.
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and pvijua, are replaced by Artemis' altar. Clytemnestra accedes to Iphigenia's request,?**
but she is nonetheless denied yet another opportunity to enact the maternal function which
is so important to her; funerary ritual was a significant domain of female activity in
classical Athens,?*? with close female relatives, usually wives or mothers, taking a key
part in the ritual lament in particular.?*® Clytemnestra even wishes to be present for the
sacrifice of her daughter, but in this too she is thwarted; Iphigenia will be escorted by one
of Agamemnon's attendants,?* thus leaving her mother: Amodoa untép’ (1465). This
echo of Clytemnestra's confrontation with Agamemnon over the wedding arrangements,
in which she refuses to return to Argos without her child - Amodoo moida®® -
demonstrates both the consistency of Clytemnestra's commitment to her child and her
increasing loss of agency; whereas she was able to defy Agamemnon and assert her place
in the wedding, she cannot now overcome her daughter, who now echoes her father not
only in the Panhellenic rhetoric which drives her to die,?*® but in denying Clytemnestra a
place in her child's fate.

Although Clytemnestra has been seen as narrowly self-interested,?*” her most
considerable devotion and energy is directed towards her role as Iphigenia's mother. In
this respect, we find a point of perhaps surprising continuity with the otherwise notably
fiercer Aeschylean Clytemnestra. In Agamemnon, Clytemnestra repeatedly recalls and
invokes her position as mother of Iphigenia as the primary motivation and justification

for her murder of Agamemnon.?*® At Ag. 1417-8 she rails against her husband for

241 1445,

242 Just (1989), pp.110-1.

243 Garland (2001), pp.29-30; cf. Dem. 43.62 for Solon's law limiting female involvement in mourning to
close relations. E. Pho. 1317-21 presents a tragic example; Creon seeks Jocasta, Menoeceus' effective
surrogate mother (Pho. 986-9) to perform the funerary rites owed to his son; see below, p.96.

244 | A 1462-3.

245732,

246 1378-1401; cf. 1259-75.

247 Foley (1985), pp.96-7; Conacher (1967), p.259.

248 Zeitlin (1978), pp.157-8.
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sacrificing Iphigenia: &6voev avtod maida, eiktdtny éuol / @div’. While she is appalled
at Agamemnon’s sacrifice of his own daughter (avTod naida), the reference to Iphigenia
as literally ‘my birth-pang’ (éuoi / ®div’) emphasises Clytemnestra’s biological role in
bearing their daughter,?*® arguably suggesting a greater claim to their child. ‘Most
beloved’ (@iitdtnv) evokes and extends the @ilog cognates deployed to describe
Iphigenia’s love towards her father in the Chorus’ account of her sacrifice;?® the
Aeschylean Agamemnon may have served the fleet by sacrificing even such a loving
daughter, but Clytemnestra emphasises her own, superlative maternal love for Iphigenia,
and deploys it in explanation and justification of her actions against such a husband.
Clytemnestra continues to contrast the parental conduct of herself and Agamemnon. At
Ag. 1432, she presents “Justice for my child” (pua v tékelov tig £pijg mondog Aiknv) as
one of her key motivations for the murder of Agamemnon, claiming Iphigenia as her own.
Most strikingly, she deploys an agricultural metaphor to emphasise her maternity; she
describes Iphigenia as “my shoot, lifted up by that man” (§uov ék 1008’ €pvog depbOev,
1525).2°1 This agricultural image is common for tragic accounts of birth and
childbearing,?®? and recalls Clytemnestra’s self-presentation as a cornfield in the
immediate aftermath of the murder;? her use of the image supports her efforts to

prioritise her maternity of Iphigenia over Agamemnon’s claim upon their daughter, thus

249 Chesi (2014b), pp.17-8.

20 pidov (246), pidwg (247); see above, p.35.

251 Raeburn & Oliver (2011) ad loc. note the ambiguity of ep0s&v; they argue for seeing deipev as used in
its normal sense of ‘lift up’, treating the term as a reference to Iphigenia’s being lifted up for the sacrifice
(&épdnv, 234-5). Denniston & Page (1957) ad loc. record suggestions based on various, relatively
unfamiliar meanings of deipopou, including ‘to grow up’, ‘to be reared’, or ‘to be conceived’, but note the
scant evidence for any of these interpretations.

%2 Cfe.g. S. OT. 1211-2, 1256-7, 1484-5, 1497-8; Ant. 569. There also seem to have been references to
‘the ploughing of legitimate children’ in Athenian marriage procedure (cf. Men. Dysc. 842): Rutherford
(2012), p.140.

258 Ag. 1388-92.
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justifying her vengeance and violence.?>* Euripides’ Clytemnestra, with her emphatically
maternal focus, arguably vindicates these claims of longstanding maternal devotion on
the part of her Aeschylean counterpart, while the terrible violence meted out against
Agamemnon by Clytemnestra in the Oresteia serves as the fulfilment of the ominous — if
vague — threats offered by the queen in Iphigenia at Aulis.?®

Beyond her intertextual relationship with her Aeschylean forebear, Clytemnestra
serves as a crucial foil to Agamemnon within the Euripidean play. She is an almost direct
mirror image of her hapless husband: her role is singular and solely familial,*® whereas
his is plural and includes public and private responsibilities; she remains consistent,
whereas he cavils and changes repeatedly. Clytemnestra's depiction in the play is the most
extensive and powerful instance of emphasising and characterising the conduct of
Agamemnon as a father by means of contrast. Her relentless prioritisation of her maternal

role underlines the intensely conflicted nature of his fatherhood.

2.3. Conclusion

Agamemnon’s decision at Aulis is a particularly striking and far-reaching
manifestation of the conflicted nature of tragic fatherhood. In the Aeschylean rendition,

the king is troubled by the contrasting demands of paternal love and political duty, but

254 Chesi (2014b), pp.18-19. The claim stands until Apollo’s infamous reappropriation of this agricultural
metaphor to support absolute paternal priority and ownership in Eum.665-6; Chesi (2014b), pp.19-20. On
the Eumenides passage, see below, p.247 n.161.

25 See esp, 1A 1455.

2% There is nothing inevitable about this gendered division of attitudes; in Euripides’ Erectheus, Alithea
delivers an extensive speech in favour of sacrificing their daughters for the sake of the city: fr.360 Nauck.
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decisively embraces his role as king and commander at the cost of both his daughter’s life
and, through Clytemnestra’s maternally motivated vengeance, his own. Euripides’
Iphigenia at Aulis offer a more expansive depiction of Agamemnon’s conflicted position.
This far less decisive incarnation of the character vacillates between the competing
pressures of his role as a family man and a political figure, before ultimately being
compelled to subordinate the former to the latter. The references to Tyndareus within the
play further develop this depiction of the difficulty of reconciling fatherhood with the
demands of political life. By contrast, the portrayal of other blood ties within the play -
those of brothers, mothers, even daughters - emphasises the contrasting tenacity of these
bonds. Agamemnon’s sacrifice of his daughter Iphigenia, as recounted in Aeschylus’
Oresteia and depicted in Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis, thus demonstrates the potentially
devastating disjunction between paternal and political responsibility, and, in Euripides in
particular, presents the father’s role as especially susceptible to such conflicts.
Agamemnon’s dilemma at Aulis is a particularly striking example of such conflict, but it
is far from unique; as we shall see in the next chapter, the plays on Theban narratives
demonstrate that the unhappy disjunction of paternal and political roles is felt as keenly

by the banks of the Ismenus as on the shores of Euboea.
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Chapter 3: Between fatherhood and fatherland at Thebes

3.1. Introduction

The city of Thebes and its storied mythical tradition are favoured material for
Greek tragedy;! seven of the extant plays depict events at or closely connected to the city.?
These plays very often depict the complex and transgressive family relations of the ruling
house; Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, for example, recounts Oedipus’ gradual discovery
that he has killed his father and married his mother. This journey of discovery is
prompted, however, by news that a terrible plague is afflicting the city as a whole;? this
plague is the result of their unwittingly sheltering Laius’ murderer (i.e. Oedipus),* thus
demonstrating the capacity for the dysfunction of the ruling house to affect the city in a
complex interplay of public and private. While the previous chapter dealt with tragic
accounts of a single father facing a single confrontation of paternal and political
responsibility, this chapter will explore the wide array of circumstances in which
fatherhood and the fatherland conflict in Theban plays, and the variety of responses to
that conflict. Sophocles’ and Euripides’ very different depictions of Creon, for example,
respond in entirely distinct ways to the confrontation of paternal and public spheres, while
Oedipus exercises his father’s prerogative to curse his sons with little regard, but

devastating consequences, for Thebes as a whole.

1 Zeitlin (1990), esp. p.115, suggests that Thebes serves as an “anti-Athens”, a place where the norms of
Athenian society are regularly transgressed and the proper order of things inverted. Easterling (1989) pp.11-
4 is more cautious, noting that Theban characters in fact often express perfectly reputable attitudes and
intentions. Parker (1997) pp.149-50 makes the sensible suggestion that, while the great disasters of tragedy
befall cities at a safe remove from Athens itself, an Athenian audience could still see relevance to their own
civic life.

2 A. Sept.; S. Ant., OT, OC; E. Supp., Pho., Ba.: Zeitlin (1990), pp.131-2.

3 OT 22ff.

4 OT 95ff.
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3.2. Creon

The depictions of Creon in Sophocles’ Antigone and Euripides’ Phoenician
Women offer two diametrically opposed visions of the relationship between fatherhood
and political concerns. The Sophoclean Creon totally conflates his paternal and political
role, and brooks no challenge to his authority in either, although he proves to be disastrous
and destructive in both spheres of activity. His Euripidean counterpart, conversely,
despite evidence of patriotic sentiment and public-spiritedness, totally abandons all
political perspective when confronted with any risk to his son. These wildly distinct
representations of the same mythical figure offer powerful examples of the difficulties of

successfully reconciling the paternal and the political on the tragic stage.

3.2.1. Creon in Antigone

In Antigone, Creon offers several statements on his political philosophy and the
correct relationship between public and private interests as he understands it. In his first
appearance in the play, he sets out a vision of the ideal ruler as guided by resilient public-
spiritedness; he condemns those in power who are swayed more by popular opinion than
sound policy,® and expounds a strong line on the relative weight of private and public

interest (182-90):°

kai peifov’ dotig dvri Thg avTod TdTpog

¢@iAov vopilet, ToDTOV 0VJOUOD AEY®.

5 Ant. 178-81.
5Griffith (1999), p.156.
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YD Yap, iotw Zevg 6 mhvh’ Opdv det,

olT’ v clomoatut TV dtnv opdV (185)
oteiyovoav AoToig Avti ThHc cmTnpiag,

o0T’ av @ilov ToT’ Avopa dvGuEeVT] xBOVOC

Oeiunv €povtd, T00TO YIYVOGK®OV OTL

10’ éotiv 1] cm@lovoa Kol TanTng £mt

nAéovteg OpBfig ToLC pidovg Tolovpeda. (190)

Creon presents himself as embodying the virtues of the ideal ruler of his speech. He would
never keep silent if it imperilled the city (185-6), and, rather than choosing a friend who
is hostile to the city's interests, he resolves to make his friends by means of the good and
stable governance of the city: tavtng &mt / mhéovteg 0pOg Tovg pilovg Tolovpeda (189-
90). pwhion was a broad concept in classical Greek thought, encompassing blood kinship,
marriage, Eevia and friendship more generally.” Differing accounts of @uio will recur
throughout Antigone, and serve to demonstrate the distance between the world-views of
many of the characters. Here, tellingly, Creon presents the personal bond of ¢iAia as not
only subordinate to the interests of the state and the demands of good governance, but
also a result of the correct management of these public interests.®

Creon's public-spirited speech contains perfectly reasonable sentiments® and
received a favourable reception in antiquity,*° but there are certain disjunctions between
his rhetoric and his position which foreshadow the increasing problems caused by his

totally politicised view of his position. Early in the speech Creon justifies his rule to the

7 Belfiore (2000), p.6.

8 Griffith (1999) pp.159 remarks on the "civic base" of giiic in Creon's conception.

® Sourvinou-Inwood (1989), p.135 suggests that much therein would have seemed entirely sensible to
contemporary Athenians.

10 Liapis (2013) pp.87-8; the speech was quoted approvingly at Dem. 19.247, for example.
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Chorus; éym kpatn on mavto kol Opovoug Exm / Yévoug Kat’ Ay loTeiol TdV OAMAOT®V
(173-4). Not only do kpdrn ... mévta and Opdvovg strike an undemocratic note at odds
with the civic ethos Creon espouses,*! but, for all his emphasis upon the primacy of public
interest over personal bonds, Creon has obtained his position of power by means of family
connection and inheritance: yévovug xot’ dyyloteia. This reflects Athenian inheritance
law,*? but means that Creon’s rule is based upon the personal and family bonds which he
is so eager to subordinate. Such family ties also complicate his political activity; while
the denial of burial to Polyneices as a traitor™® is commensurate with classical Athenian
law and practice,* it goes directly against his obligation as the deceased's nearest living
male relative to ensure proper burial.®® The singleminded focus on political factors is
reflected even in Creon's narrow use of the language and concept of ¢iAia; whereas Creon
speaks of choosing and making ¢ilot!® - Osipnv (188); motovpedo (190) - @ihia also, and
perhaps even fundamentally, applies to family,!” whom we cannot choose. Despite the
worthy sentiments and public-mindedness of his first appearance, Creon's singularly
political outlook portends the difficulties he will face and the mistakes he will make when
faced with the more complex reality of the relationship between public and private in

Thebes.

Creon reveals the full extent of his entirely politicised perspective on the

relationship of public and private life in his encounter with his son Haemon (659-76):

11 Griffith (1999), p.156.

12 Phillips (2013), pp.217-9. Technically, according to Solonic inheritance law, Oedipus’ daughters
Antigone and Ismene would inherit the late ruler’s property but have Creon, as the senior male family
member, act as their kopiog and manage the inheritance for them; there would be no question of their
inheriting political authority.

13198-208.

14 Holt (1999), pp.663-4; see Th. 1. 138.6, X. Hell. 1.7.22.

15 Blundell (1989), p.118.

16 Griffith (1999), p.159.

17 Blundell (1989), pp.39-40.
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... €l yap O T4y’ €yyevi] evoEL
doopo Opéym, kapto Tovg EEm YEvoug. (660)
€V 101G Yap oikeioto 6T E6T” Avip
YPNOTOS, PAVETTAL KAV TOAEL dIKOOG (V.
Ootic 6’ vrepPag f) vopovug PraleTan,
1} TOVTITAGGELY TOIG KPATOVOVGLV VOET,
00K £0T’ €maivov ToDToV €€ EUoD TUYETV. (665)
[GAN’ BV TOMG oThoELE, TODOE YPT| KADEW
Kol Gpkpa Ko dikaa kol tovavtio. |
Kol TodTov dv TOV dvopa Bapcoiny £y
KaAGG Uev Epyetv, €0 & av dpyecOon &ALy,
d0pOG T GV €V YEWMDVL TPOCTETAYUEVOV (670)
pévetv dikatov KayoBov topactdny.
avapyliog ¢ peillov ovk 0TV KOKOV.
adt moAelg SAAVGLY, 1O’ AvacTaTOVS
oikovg tinov, f10e cuppdyov dopog
TPOTAG KOTOPPHYVVUGL TV 6’ dpBovuévev (675)

o®lel Td moALL cdpad’ 1) meapyio.

The analogy between private and public virtue is relatively common in classical Greek
thought,'® but Creon goes further than usual. He must maintain order in his family to

maintain order in the city as a whole, because it is the privately virtuous man who is

18 Griffith (1999), p.234. cf. e.g. Aesch. 3.78: 6 yap HiGOTEKVOC KoL TOTHP TOVIPOG OVK &V TOTE YEVOLTO
dNUay®YOS xpNoToS.
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revealed as a just participant in public life (659-62). This virtuous citizen, willing to rule

and be ruled (669) is also steadfast in war (670-1). Political, military and domestic life

are connected and conflated by an intense emphasis upon obedience (ne@opyia, 676);*°

anarchy, and those who contribute to it by their unwillingness to recognise political

hierarchies and the duty of obedience (tovmrtdooev 1oig kpatdvovoiy voel, 664), are the

greatest evil (672). Despite evoking the democratic practice of rotation of offices (669),%

Creon's authoritarian account of public and private life demands obedience and

conformism.?!

It is perhaps unsurprising, then, that Creon's notions of fatherhood echo his more

general political philosophy in demanding obedience. He outlines his understanding of

the motives and expectations of fathers to Haemon (639-47):

obtm Yap, ® mod, yp St cTéEPVV EELy,

YVOUNG ToTp@DOC TAvT” dmicbev E6Tdvar. (640)
TOVTOL Yap obveK’ Bvopeg VYOVTOL YOVAG

KATNKOOVS POGAVTES £V dOUOLG EYELY,

¢ Kol TOV £YOPOV AvTapdVEVTOL KOKOTG,

Kai Tov eidov Tipdow €€ icov matpi.

00TIG O’ AVOQEATO PLTVEL TEKVO, (645)
T TOVO’ Gv €lmotg dALlo TATV aVT® TOHVOLG

@do0L, TOALV O¢ Toloty ExBpoicty YéAmV;

19 Rehm (2006), pp.195-6.
20 Griffith (1998), p.68, noting that this particularly disrupts the analogy of public and private; the father
remains the father.

21 Roisman (1996), pp.32-3.
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Creon's conception of a good son emphasises the importance of obedience and
conformity.?? Haemon is to prioritise his father's judgement over all else (640), as men
rejoice in obedient sons - yovag / kotnkoovg (641-2) - who follow their father's choice of
friends and enemies. Filial obedience was extremely important in classical Greek
culture,?® but this is a very narrow conception of what makes a worthy son; Greek culture
is replete with examples of fathers rejoicing in their offspring's deeds and prowess, for
instance, as well as mere obedience.?* Sons would effectively "inherit" their father's
friends and enemies in classical Athens,?® but following and continuing these attitudes
was hardly the total of their activity and duties as sons. Perhaps most tellingly, Creon's
account of fatherhood lacks any notion of reciprocity;?® the father demands obedience
from his son to avoid being laughed at (646-7),%” but there is no mention of any duty on
the part of the father. Creon's authoritarian political thinking infects his attitude to
fatherhood specifically, as well as his conception of family more generally.

The failure of Creon's vision of fatherhood as a form of ‘domestic tyranny' is
revealed by his interaction with Haemon. Haemon is a conspicuously loyal son from his
very first words: mdrep, ooc eipn (635).28 He immediately sets the good opinion of his
father above any marriage,?® despite the suggestion earlier in the play that Creon's

breaking of the engagement brought Haemon dishonour;* indeed, Haemon never

22 Griffith (1998), pp.66-7.

23 g.g. Antiphanes fr.263; Lys. 19.55; Dem. 40.13; Hdt. 1.31, 3.52.5; Dover (1974), p.273-4.

% e.g. Od. 24.515; Pind. Nem. 6.17-24.

%5 See above, pp.8-9.

26 Roisman (1996), pp.32-3.

27 cf. 483 and 839-41 for Creon's anger at the shameful prospect of being mocked; Griffith (1999), p.206.
28 Blundell (1989), pp.121-2. pace Griffith (1999), p.233, who sees ambiguity in the fact that the phrase
"could mean 'l am on your side’, or merely 'l am <biologically> yours." The ambiguity is less clear to me;
Haemon, in the context of an extensive initial protestation of loyalty (635-8), could quite reasonably invoke
both his blood tie to and his partisan support for Creon in a show of filial piety.

29 637-8. By contrast, in Euripides’ version Haemon and Antigone seem to have married and had a child;
see E. Ant. test. ii.a & fr. 162a Kannicht: éyo yap &w Aéktp’ & To1 KOAGCS Exewv / Sikoudv €oTv oiot
ovyynpdoopon

0572
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mentions his engagement in this scene.3! He is not, however, as totally subservient as
Creon's conception of fatherhood demands; whereas Creon wants total obedience to his
judgements as a father (yvounc matpdog, 640), Haemon declares that he is guided by
Creon's good judgement (o0 pe yvouoag &xov / ypnotog anopboic, 635-6). Despite the
generally respectful and obedient tone of his initial words, Haemon raises the possibility
of an alternative to Creon's authoritarian vision of father-son relations.

Whereas Creon describes fatherhood solely in terms of the child's obligations to

the father, Haemon expands this into a more balanced, reciprocal relationship (701-6):

€poi 8¢ 6od mTPAGGOVTOS EVTLYMG, TATEP,

0VK £06TLV OVOEV KTTLO TIHLIDTEPOV.

i yap matpog BGALOVTOC gVKAEIQ TEKVOLS

dyoipo peiCov, 1 ti mpog maidwv matpi;

un vov £v 10oc pLodvov &v cantd eopet, (705)

MG P1G 6V, KOVOEV dAAO, TODVT  dpBdS Exery.

Haemon continues to emphasise his loyalty as a son; he addresses Creon once again as
natep (701), and presents his father's wellbeing as his greatest wish. Nonetheless, he
slightly amends his father's account of fatherhood; he supplements Creon's account of the
potential for a disobedient child to make his father laughable with the much more positive
prospect of fathers and children achieving mutual benefit and delight from one another's

renown.®2 Haemon uses attractive language - OdAlovtog evkheiq; dyodua - to present

31 Griffith (1998), p.70.
32 Blundell (1989), pp.121-2.
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another common aspect of Greek notions of the father-child relationship® as an
addendum to Creon's narrow focus upon obedience.

In the context of such emphasis upon reputation, the gentle admonishment to
Creon to be open to suggestion (705-6) is more clearly reconcilable with Haemon's notion
of filial piety. Much as a father's gbxiewa is a source of delight for a son, dvoxhiewa is
(implicitly) painful. Creon is too frightening to the citizens ever to hear their criticism,**
but Haemon is able to listen to the citizen body for him: éuoi &’ dkobdev €68’ VO oKOTOL
165e (692).%° Creon has resolved to kill Antigone to avoid appearing false before the
city,% but Haemon suggests that the greater damage to his reputation before the citizens
would be caused precisely by this action, as they pity Antigone and respect her actions.®’
Haemon's speech thus offers a "conciliatory and deferential* critique of Creon's decision
in accordance with Haemon's understanding of his place as a son. His greater emphasis
upon mutual care and reputation in father-son relations over Creon's insistence on
unyielding obedience allows him to remain a loyal son while offering polite criticism of
his father's policy, because such criticism is intended to help his father.3°

Haemon's actions not only respond to his own notion of filial piety, but also - to
an extent - reflect Creon's rhetoric on the correct behaviour towards one's state. Creon

vowed not to remain silent in the face of a threat to public interest: o%t’ Gv clwmnoayt

33 We have noted above the tendency of fathers to exult in their children's achievements. On the delight a
father's renown can bring to sons, see e.g. Pind. Pyth. 1.59: ydpua 8 ovx dALOTPIOV ViKOpOpio TaTéEPOC.
% 690-1.

3 Griffith (1998), p.71-2 notes that this resembles the surveillance undertaken by monarchical or oligarchic
families; Haemon is acting as an agent of his father, though unbidden.

% 656-7.

37692-700. Sourvinou-Inwood (1989), p.144 suggests that we have no evidence to corroborate Haemon’s
claim that the Thebans support Antigone, and notes Antigone’s suggestion at 907 that she buried Polyneices
Big mohtdv. Griffith (1999) ad loc. suggests that Haemon may be oversimplifying. Conversely, Erp
Tallman Kip (1996) pp.522-3 notes that Creon, for all his anger, never actually disputes the accuracy of
Haemon’s claim, while the the Chorus encourage their ruler to heed his son’s words (722-3); Sophocles
gives us no encouragement to doubt Haemon’s statement. I see no reason to suspect Haemon’s claim, but
even if treated more sceptically, this reference to popular opinion nonetheless establishes a civic rather than
personal basis for the appeal to Creon for leniency.

3 Holt (1999), p.682.

39 Rehm (2006), p.192-3.
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TV dtny 0p@dVv / oteiyovoay dotoig avti tiig cwtpiag (185-6). Haemon, on behalf of the
citizens, speaks out against Creon's policy, policy which is ultimately revealed to be étn
(1260), damaging not only the state*® but Creon and his family as well. In contrast,
however, to Creon's absolutely politicised conception of @\ie,** Haemon values his
family bond to Creon, emphasising his continued loyalty to his father even as he reveals
him to be, in certain senses, dvouevnic to the Theban people. Haemon tries to find a
position which combines continued familial loyalty with the political candour and public-
spiritedness Creon demands.

Nonetheless, Creon reacts angrily. He invokes the hierarchies of public and
private life upon which he is so fixated: Haemon's attempt to ‘teach' him violates the
primacy of the old over the young;*? any yielding to public opinion would be allowing
the city to instruct its rulers,*® which Creon cannot permit as the state is his property: o0
100 kparodvrog 1} woMg vouiletar; (738).*4 Perhaps most infuriatingly for Creon, he sees
Haemon as being led astray by the influence of a woman.* It is the sense of being
challenged by a woman which has driven much of Creon’s anger at Antigone’s actions
throughout the play;*® such actions represent a significant inversion of proper Athenian
gender hierarchies,*” and it is reasonable therefore for Creon to react with horror at

encountering similar inversion on the part of his son. However, Haemon's responses,

401015-8.

41 See esp. 187-8, discussed at pp.77-8.

42 726-7; Roisman (1996), p.33.

8734,

44 Griffith (1998), pp.69-70.

45 740; 746, 748; 756; 760-1.

6 See e.g. 484-5, 525, 678-80; Sourvinou-Inwood (1989), p.140.

47 Sourvinou-Inwood (1989) pp.140-1 suggests that Antigone’s actions and attitudes from the prologue
onwards would strongly offend Athenian sensibilities on the proper, restricted place of women. This fits in
with the often disruptive tenor of female action onstage, particularly that undertaken beyond the customary
supervision or control of male relatives; see e.g. Hall (1997), pp.103-10. Foley (2002) p.179 acknowledges
that Antigone does act against the usual expectations for women, but notes the character’s emphasis upon
being driven to do so only in the absence of any male relations able to take her brother’s (and her family’s)
part (see esp. 904-20); p.177-8. As discussed above, at least some of the citizens are reported as praising
Antigone’s actions (694), and, although they may not fully endorse her actions, the Chorus remarks upon
the glory she obtains in her death (817-8).
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which retain a remarkable measure of forbearance, reject this accusation; instead, he
constantly restates his sense of filial piety and the importance of his father's wellbeing to
his actions. When accused of acting in favour of a woman, Haemon's response is striking:
gimep yoviy ov- cod yap ovv mpokndopon. (741).%8 Again at 748-9, he insists that he is
acting in Creon's interest: Kp. 60 yobv Adyog cot mdg vmep keivng 6de. / At kal 6od ye
Kapod, kal Oedv TdV veptépmv. Because of his obsession with obedience, Creon can see
Haemon's criticism and suggestions only as an example of disloyalty, of setting the city
and especially Antigone over his bond to his father. Haemon, by contrast, attempts a form
of loyal opposition, performing his filial duty to look to his father's interests by attempting
to correct his errant conduct.*® Even as he grows more and more exasperated with his
father,>® Haemon emphasises their paternal bond: i pf matip f60°, inov &v 6° ovk €D
ppoveiv. (755). This phrasing is partly a matter of decorum,>! but does also seek to remind
Creon that Haemon is still attempting to act within the remit of a son. As Haemon departs
the stage in anger, vowing never to see Creon again, he suggests that his father be mad
with those of his ¢gilot who can endure him: a&¢ toig 6élovot TV eilwv paivy cuvedv
(765). This line has been read as Haemon excluding himself from his father's ¢iiot,>? but
this does not seem quite right; the distinction seems to be amongst the ¢iAot, not between
those who are ¢ihog and not. In that case, Haemon offers a final retort to Creon's narrow
conception of giAot as those chosen according to straightforwardly political qualities; he
has remained loyal to the natural gwia between father and son which endures despite
political factors or interpersonal strife. Haemon has attempted to honour his bond of @iAia

to his father and act in his interests, only to be met with accusations of disloyalty from

48 This rhetorical flourish is powerful but perhaps ill-advised, given Creon’s attitudes to women.
49 Rehm (2006), p.193.

0 g.g. 743;745.

51 Griffith (1999), p.251.

52 Griffith (1999), p.252.
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Creon, whose overly close synthesis of his authoritarian politics and attitudes to family
have made him unable to recognise the loyalty and good intentions behind his son's
actions.

The consequences of Creon's failure to balance his political and personal views
and relationships are revealed in the final scenes of the play. Creon at last softens his
unyielding stance on political and familial obedience; he relents in the face of Tiresias'
warning and the threat from the gods to the city as a whole,>® and hastens to the cave in
which Antigone is imprisoned to release her.>* Creon’s paternal sentiment is marked; his
desperation for his attendants to break open the cave is prompted by hearing his son’s
voice within (moudoc pe oaivel Boyyog, 1214). Upon encountering Haemon clasping
Antigone’s corpse and bewailing his ill-fated marriage and ‘his father’s deeds’ (motpog
gpya, 1225), Creon, relinquishing his prior insistence on absolute mastery, makes an
affectionate appeal to Haemon as a suppliant: £EeAfe, Tékvov, ikéow0g oe Aicoopat.
(1230).%° Unhappily for Creon, his change of heart is matched by that of Haemon. The
enduring filial piety of earlier is finally undone; in place of his earlier conspicuous efforts
at respect, “the son” (6 maic, 1231) now glares at his father savagely and spits in his face.®
Haemon attempts the ultimate abnegation of his earlier loyalty; he draws a sword to make
a vain attempt on Creon’s life (ék &’ oppmpévov / matpog puyaiow fumiok’, 1233-4),
before turning the blade upon himself.>” Haemon ultimately unites with Antigone in an
aberrant  ‘marriage in  death® -  kelton 8¢ vekpog mepl vekpd, TO VOpQLKa. /

TéAn Aoy Seidatog &v y” Adov dopotg, (1240-1)%® — and thus fulfils Creon's initially

%3 Roisman (1996), p.37.

5 1108ff.

% 988-1116; Roisman (1996), p.38. Note Creon’s use of the vocative tékvov, preferred by parents in
emotional scenes in which they wish to emphasise kinship with their children: Dickey (1996), p.68. This
contrasts with Creon’s use of the less emotive mai in the earlier clash (632, 639, 648).

% 1231-2.

571234-9.

% Holt (1999), p.73.
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false accusations that he favoured Antigone over his own father. Creon's failure is made
utterly clear by his final appearance onstage; he laments as he leads on his son's body,>®
only to be informed of his wife's suicide.®® Eurydice’s grief at the death of Haemon
combined with that for their other son Megareus,®* moves her to lament the deeds of
Creon ‘the child-killer’ (t® moidoktove, 1305). Assonance reinforces the association
between the suicides of Haemon and Eurydice: maicas’ V¢’ fimap adtoxelp ovThyv, dmmg
| mod0¢ 108’ fioBet’ 0Evkmrvtov Tabog (1314-5). Despite ultimately relenting, Creon
cannot escape the devastating consequences of his earlier rigidity for himself and his
family. His paternal conduct, driven by his application of an excessively domineering
understanding of political leadership to fatherhood, drives away the son who attempted
so conspicuously to remain loyal to his father even as he disagreed with him, and
ultimately destroys his family as a whole. Creon's attempt to combine fatherhood and

political power is simplistic and dogmatic; he fails at both.

3.2.2. Creon in Phoenician Women

Creon in Antigone fails as a father because of the unyielding authoritarianism of
his overly politicised conception of fatherhood. His behaviour as a father is determined
by the inflexibility and emphasis on total obedience which also characterise his regime,
with unhappy consequences in both spheres. The depiction of Creon in Euripides'
Phoenician Women contrasts strongly with that in Antigone. The same mythical figure is

presented as ultimately reaching entirely opposite conclusions on the relationship

%91261-9.

60 1275-316.

61 Griffith (1999), pp.350-1 notes the similarity of the myth of Megareus, as far as we can reconstruct it,
and the fate of Menoeceus in Phoenician Women, although he points out that the two figures cannot
necessarily be identified.
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between politics and paternity; Euripides’ Creon totally subordinates public interest and
political factors to his responsibilities and feelings as a father, although with scarcely a
happier outcome from the perspective of his paternal role.

The precise force and specificity of this contrast depends upon our interpretation
of various textual issues in Phoenician Women. Euripides' Phoenician Women is a play
bedevilled by considerable textual controversy and suspicions of substantial
interpolation.®> The position taken on these controversies has a bearing on our
understanding of Creon's depiction in the play; while his appearance in the scene with
Eteocles and the Menoeceus episode is uncontroversial, his reappearance with
Menoeceus' body at 1308ff. and in the play's epilogue are both contested.?® All of Creon's
appearances can be defended to some extent, however. Despite objections,% Creon's
reappearance at 1308ff. and presence during the second messenger speech can be
defended with reference to other Euripidean examples,®® while, though the epilogue
(1539-1766) has extremely few champions of its transmitted form as a whole,®® its
inclusion of both the exile of Oedipus and the issue of Polyneices' burial - and Creon's
involvement therein - can be defended.®” Crucially, Phoenician Women is a highly

intertextual play which extensively evokes and reworks earlier literature.%® The

62 Mastronarde (1994), p.39-49 offers a brief overview of the main controversies and establishes his own
conservative stance on the transmitted text.

8 Diggle (1993), for instance, considers both of these latter appearances to be interpolations.

% Fraenkel (1963), 71-80 lays out both general and specific objections to Creon's appearance at 1308ff,
particularly the fact that he spends 1356-584 onstage in silence, and the second messenger speech is not
addressed to him at any point.

85 Mastronarde (1994), pp.513-4, as well as noting the subjectivity of many of the objections to specific
lines within the scene, remarks that Andr. 1166ff. serves as another example of a violation of the general
principle of messenger speeches being followed by a choral and then character response, while Adrastus is
onstage for two extremely lengthy silences at Supp. 262-734.

% Diggle (1993) ends the play at 1582, Fraenkel (1963), p.117 and Mastronarde (1994), p.628 at 1736.

67 Conacher (1967), p.100, although he notes that this acceptance of the themes does not mean accepting
all lines related to them. As Mastronarde (1994), ad 1447-50 notes, these lines had escaped all suspicion
until Hose (1990), meaning that at least one reference to the burial of Polyneices is generally accepted in
the play. This of course in no way prevents scepticism towards other specific passages on the theme, but it
does mean we are not compelled to treat any reference to the burial as automatically making a passage
inauthentic.

68 |_amari (2010), pp.136-7.
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teichoskopia recalls the Iliad,®® while tragic models abound; the plot draws heavily upon
Seven Against Thebes, and the Tiresias scene offers reminiscences of both Oedipus
Tyrannus and Antigone, as well as alluding to the self-sacrifice tragedy Erechtheus.’
Although the relationship of portions of the play with Sophoclean tragedy has been seen
as grounds for deeming them interpolated,’® it is also reasonable, given the extensive and
conspicuous reworking of numerous literary models and particularly tragic forebears even
in the more textually secure areas of the play, to see such allusions and invocations as
part of the authentic play's complex relationship with its literary past rather than later
intrusions.

If we limit the presence of Creon in the Euripidean drama to the uncontroversial
exchange with Eteocles and the central ‘Menoeceus episode’, then we have a strikingly
different depiction of the mythical figure from that of Sophocles’ Antigone,
demonstrating the complexity of the relationship between paternal and political
responsibilities upon the tragic stage and the wide array of potential responses. If we take
a more tolerant line on some of the play’s textual issues and also accept Creon’s
reappearance at 1308ff. and in the epilogue, then | believe that we may go further in our
interpretation and see the Euripidean Creon not simply as very different from his
Sophoclean counterpart, but actively responding to the character’s presentation in
Antigone. In a play marked by the complexity of both its familial and literary
relationships, Euripides’ Creon could then be seen as a deliberate foil to the Sophoclean
depiction. The character’s priorities on the relationship of public and parental affairs at
the moment of crisis are totally inverted, but not his fortunes or the outcome. Euripides

thus conveys the dangers and difficulties of both of the most decisive responses to the

69 Mastronarde (1994), p.9; Michelini (2009) pp.174-5 notes the more 'realistic' reworking of this familiar
scene.

0 Mastronarde (1994), pp.9-10; for the evocation of Erechtheus, see 852-7.

! Fraenkel (1963), pp.4-5.
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conflict of political and paternal responsibility, namely coming down firmly in favour of

one area of responsibility or the other.

Creon’'s first appearance in Phoenician Women demonstrates that he does initially
possess considerable interest in public matters and concern for the city's well-being. He
has been roaming the city's defences in search of Eteocles,’? in order to convey important
information of an imminent attack obtained from an Argive prisoner.” He serves as a foil
to Eteocles' haste,’* warning against a sortie from the city by pointing out the Theban
disadvantage in numbers,” and pressing the importance of good sense in achieving
victory: xoi unv 1o vikdv <y’> gott mdv evPovriog (721). Creon demonstrates the
weaknesses of Eteocles' various plans of action, before proposing the strategy of
assigning an outstanding commander to each gate to fend off the Seven.”® Eteocles
accepts this counsel; in what has been considered "an almost idealised father-son scene,"’’
Creon employs his sober good sense to inform and guide the hotter temper of youth in the
pursuit of the public good. Creon is clearly capable of patriotism and level-headed
decision making, making his response to the oracle demanding Menoeceus' death all the

more striking.

Creon's patriotic intentions remain pronounced when he meets with Tiresias to
seek some route to the city's salvation,”® as demonstrated in his explanation of the

situation (859-64):

2697-9.

3705-11.

4 Michelini (2009), pp.170-1.
5715,

6 740-7.

" Luschnig (1995), p.215.

78 Luschnig (1995), p.223.

90



gv yap kKASmVt kelped’, domep oica ov,

d0p0Og Aavaiddv, kol puéyag OnpPaig dydv. (860)
Bacihedg pév ovv BéPnke koounOeic dmhoig

7on mpog arxnv ‘Eteoxkiiic Muknvida-

€uoi &’ anéotolk’ ékuabelv oébev Tapa

Ti OpAVTEG AV LAMGTA COGUUEV TOALY.

Creon's language is political and relatively impersonal. Despite the quarrel of the brothers
which lies behind the city's peril,”® he speaks only of a clash of states: kKAOSwwt ... Sopdg
Aavaiddv; péyag ONParg ayov. Eteocles is referred to as Baciievg, with no indication
of his blood relationship to Creon, and any reference to Polyneices is subsumed into
aAxnv ... Mvoknvida. Although acting individually on specific instructions from
Eteocles,®® Creon consistently uses plural verbs - keiued’; dpdvreg; cdooipey - reflecting
the collective focus of his action. Creon's language reflects his public-spirited concern in
the face of a national crisis.

Tiresias' reluctance to speak does not prompt hesitation on Creon's part, but still
further emphasis upon his interest in the city's wellbeing. Tiresias fears for his safety, as
he must reveal a source of salvation for the city - pdppakov compiag (893) - which is
bitter to those who are to provide it.8! Creon, however, seizes upon Tiresias' language in
his persistent eagerness to hear the oracle - ppdcov moAitoig kai ToAel coTpiav (898)82

- and his declaration of Menoeceus' similar interest in the common weal: KAbwv yap v

9 Mastronarde (1994), pp.4-6.

8 863, see 766-70.

81 891-3.

8 moAitong xoi moAer seems to have been a common phrase in the language of in public prayer: cf. Ar. Eccl.
414, Knights 458, Lys. 343; Mastronarde (1994), p.409.
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tépmotto thg satnpiog (910). Creon simply cannot conceive of a situation in which the
city's safety is not his uppermost concern: koi Td¢ ToTpdLay yoiov od oot 0EAw; (900).
natp®og is one of the many motnp-cognates common in the language of Athenian public
and political life,® but its use here is rich in irony given the content of Tiresias' oracle;
Creon's devotion to his ‘fatherland" will soon come into explicit conflict with his
fatherhood.

Tiresias' final, reluctant revelation of the oracle similarly deploys the same
political application of paternal language in its statement of Creon's predicament: ced&ot
Mevokéa tOvoe Ol 6° VrEp TATPAG, / GOV TOAO’, EMELOT TV TOYMV AVTOG KaAelg (913-
4).84 As Creon despairs, Tiresias' retort reminds him that he now has exactly what he
asked for: Kp. & moAha AéEag &v Bpayel Adyot kaxd. / Te. ool y°, dAAG motpidt peydra
kol soTipra (917-8). Public cotpia can be achieved, but the matpic will be saved only
at immense personal cost to Creon, who, for all his prior patriotism, is now set in antithesis
to Thebes (coi y’, aAld matpidl). Creon's response to this sudden disjunction is a total
abandonment of his earlier political focus:® yopéte molg (919). Having browbeaten
Tiresias into revealing his oracle, Creon now pretends not to hear,% and begs the prophet
to keep news of the prophecy from anyone else.®” Having previously identified himself
with the city, Creon now aligns his fate with that of his son: éuoi 63’ ... koi tékvmt kakdv
(929). He ultimately goes on to express understandable horror at the prospect of Killing
his own child for the sake of the city (964-5), and presents his refusal as reflecting

universal human tendencies: mdictv ydp avOpdmolst eldtekvog Piog (966).88  This

8 See above, p.10.

8 The sacrifice is probably a Euripidean invention: Foley (1985), pp. 107-8.

8 Luschnig (1995), pp.166-7.

8 919.

87.925-6.

8 Creon thus expands upon Jocasta's earlier suggestion that love for children is natural to all women: xoi
@OTEKVOV TG Tav yuvaukeiov yévoc (356); Mastronarde (1994), p.422. One wonders whether the
connection serves to feminise Creon; such intense parental devotion at the cost of public duty arguably runs
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astonishing - and astonishingly rapid®® - reversal in Creon's attitudes is remarked upon by
Tiresias® - avijp 68° o0k£0’ avtoc (920) - and makes explicit his motivations. Such is the
intensity of his love for his son that he suddenly and totally abandons his earlier public-
spiritedness in an attempt to save him.%
The contrast of attitude with the overwhelmingly political focus of Sophocles'
Creon is pronounced.®? Moreover, it is worth recalling the Sophoclean Creon's famous
remarks on the superiority of public to private interest,®® as Creon in the Phoenician
Women demonstrates much of the behaviour specifically disavowed and condemned by
his Sophoclean counterpart. Creon in Antigone denounces the man who sets a loved one
above the interests of the state,® and specifically refuses to indulge in such activity
himself ;*° Creon in Phoenician Women does just that.®® Sophocles' Creon declares that
he could never be silent if he knew of a threat to the city;®” Creon here even attempts to
silence others to save his son at the city's expense: ciya- Toiet 6& T00V6dE pun AEENIS Adyovg
(925). The Sophoclean Creon clings rigidly to his authoritarian notions of political and
paternal behaviour, firmly subordinating the latter to the former, until it is too late.
Euripides' depiction of the same mythical figure presents him as utterly rejecting the
avowed political principles of his Sophoclean counterpart; we see the same man
attempting an opposite course of action.
Although responding entirely differently to the conflict of public and

paternal interest, Euripides' Creon fares little better than his Sophoclean counterpart; his

counter to the strong emphasis on public as well as private life which informs classical Athenian
conceptions of male activity; see, amongst many others, Th. 2. 40.
8 Foley (1985), p.106.

% Mastronarde (1994) p.413.

°1 Fraenkel (1963), p.81.

92 Steiner (1983), p.79.

9 S, Ant 178-90, discussed above, pp.76-7.

% Ant. 182-3.

% Ant. 187-8.

% e.g. Pho. 919.

% Ant. 184-6.

93



efforts to enact his sentiments and save his son do not succeed. He offers brief, vain
consideration of offering himself as a substitute victim;® this willingness to sacrifice his
own life suggests it is not simple cowardice which motivates his actions. Creon induces
Menoeceus to flee to safety: o1t 6ot cotnpia (975). The reworking of his own rhetoric
evoking the cwtnpia of the state emphasises once again the almost total reversal of
Creon's stance. Menoeceus feigns obedience® - the air of filial piety is reinforced by the
repeated address matep'® - but reveals his true intentions upon Creon's departure. He
complains that his father's plan would force cowardice upon him,* but is forgiving
towards Creon: koi ovyyvootd pév / yépovtt (994-5).1%2 Nonetheless, Menoeceus
presents his sense of duty to his homeland by means of a particularly concrete statement
of the metaphor of the 'fatherland': tovpov 6° 0OYi GLYYVOUNY Exel, / TPOdITV YevESHL
natpidog 1 W éyeivaro (995-6). Much like Haemon in Antigone, Menoeceus disobeys
his father, but presents his actions as born of filial piety'®® and intended in his father's
interests; citing the example of those risking their lives in battle for Thebes,'% he suggests

the impossibility of continuing to live (1003-5):

€YD 0¢, TaTéPA Kol KAGTyvnTov Tpodovg
TOAMY T’ EpoToD, 010G G EE® ¥BOVOG

dme’, 6mov &’ av {® KaKOG POVICOLAL;

% Pho. 968-9; O'Connor-Visser (1987), p.77 notes the parallels in other Euripidean sacrifice tragedies.

99 977-89.

100 980, 985.

101 993-4,

102 1t is interesting to note that, whereas Menoeceus sees Creon's misguided action as explained by old age,
in Antigone Haemon accuses Creon of being driven by immature thinking (&g dyav véog, S. Ant. 735).

108 And patriotism described in terms evocative of filial piety: p’ éysivato, 996.

104 999-1002.
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Menoeceus does not present himself as choosing his city over his father; rather, failure to
accept his fate would be a betrayal, not only of his city, but also of his father (ratépa xai
Kaotyvntov mpodovg / o T Euavtod); he sees his political and filial duty as completely
in alignment.2% Creon's difficulty in reconciling paternal and political duty is thrown into
sharper relief by his son's clear sense of the unity of his responsibilities to his father and

to his fatherland.

Menoeceus' actions meet with considerable praise from the Chorus in the ode
which follows.'% In contrast to Oedipus, who initially saved Thebes but then brought
disaster within and beyond his family,'” Menoeceus has brought joy to Thebes, but grief
to his father;1% the Chorus pray for such a child (yevoiued’ &8s poatépeg / yevoined’
gbtervot (1060-1).2%° Menoeceus’ bravery also receives brief acknowledgement from the
Messenger for having brought safety to the land - tijide yijt cotnpiav (1092) - but it is
unclear exactly how his undeniably selfless act achieves this;*° it seems to be a necessary
but not sufficient condition for the survival of the state. It is the mutual killing of
Polyneices and Eteocles, followed by the spirited action of the Theban army, which
ultimately save the city.!!! Nonetheless - if we accept Creon's appearance onstage after
the central Menoeceus scene!!? - his father's return to the stage demonstrates the human
cost of Menoeceus' public-spiritedness. In an echo of the finale of Antigone, Creon returns

to the stage to mourn his son and arrange funerary rites, possibly with Menoeceus' body

105 Rawson (1970), p.119.

106 1019-66.

107.1043-55.

108 1054-9.

109 Rawson (1970), p.119. If we accept Creon’s reappearance with Menoeceus’ body (textual issues
discussed above, the scene itself below), the human cost of such ‘glorious’ parenting becomes more
apparent.

110 Foley (1985), p.110.

11 Luschnig (1995), pp.209-10.

112 See above for the textual issues of Creon's later appearances.
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in tow. 113

It is notable that his earlier, conflicted position has now been resolved, but
unhappily; Creon need merely choose whether to lament for his son or his city: notep’
guantov §| moA / otéve doaxpvoag (1310-1). He seeks his sister Jocasta, so that, as a
substitute mother, she may perform the necessary preparations for burial: énmg / Xovont

)14 ovkér’ dvto maid’ €uov has almost a

npodijtal T° ovkéT’ Ovra maid’ éuov (1318-9
double resonance: both "my child, who is no more", and also "he who is no longer my
child."” Creon has lost Menoeceus to death, but also to the city, which his son chose to
save at the cost of his life despite Creon's desperate desire to save him. The pathos of
Creon's position is enhanced by his marginalisation; the messenger speech and Antigone's
entrance with the bodies and lament come to dominate the action of the scene,
overshadowing Creon's private grief.!*

The evocation of Antigone is particularly pronounced - although again textually
controversial*'® - in Creon's appearance in the epilogue. In response to Eteocles' earlier
instructions,'*” Creon, now ruler of Thebes,'!® demands that Antigone be married to
Haemon. Antigone, however, threatens hideous violence: vO& ap’ éketvny Aavaidwv W’
g€e1 piav (1675). After some astonished questioning, and faced with Antigone's refusal to
relent upon the marriage, Creon himself yields: 10°, o0 @ovevoelg maid’ £uov, Aeine x0ova

(1682). Not only are his intentions the opposite of his Sophoclean counterpart - to enforce,

113 Mastronarde (1994), pp.514-5 observes that, if Creon brings on Menoeceus' body, he would have to
remove it from the stage during Antigone's monody, and return by 1584; he notes that this version of events
is not without scholarly support.

114 At 986-8, Menoeceus notes that Jocasta nursed him after the death of his own mother; she once again
assumes the maternal role at the end of his life, having fulfilled it at the beginning.

115 Mastronarde (1994), pp.513-4. It is also interesting to note that this forms a reversal of the Antigone
finale, deliberately or otherwise; whereas in Sophocles Creon's entrance with his son's body and lament for
the fate of his family comes to dominate in place of the issue of Antigone's actions, here Antigone's lament
and entrance with the bodies of her family ultimately usurp the focus of the scene from Creon and his grief.
116 Fraenkel (1963) pp.100-1 completely rejects the burial theme in the play as a whole, and thus Creon's
exchange with Antigone, but, as noted above, Conacher (1967) defends the burial theme, and Mastronarde
(1994) pp.611-2 defends the exchange between Creon and Antigone, suggesting that only 1653 is seriously
problematic.

117 757-60. Mastronarde (1994), pp.364-5 defends the lines from the common charge of inauthenticity,
although Diggle (1993) deletes Eteocles' 'testament.’

118 1586-8.
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rather than prevent, the marriage of Antigone and Haemon - but Creon here reveals a
prioritisation of his paternal over his political power. He is not a totally impotent ruler -
he successfully enforces his prohibition against Polyneices' burial*'® and his banishment
of Oedipus - but, when faced with enforcing his will as ruler at the cost of his son's life,

120 ynlike in the case of Menoeceus, this time Creon will save naid’ €uov.

Creon relents;

The depictions of Creon in Sophocles’ Antigone and Euripides’ Phoenician
Women offer strikingly distinct versions of the same mythical figure, although they both
portray him confronting paternal and political duties and concerns. The Sophoclean Creon
subordinates his conception of fatherhood to his authoritarian style of rule and his
complete prioritisation of public over private matters. The Euripidean Creon, conversely,
is willing to totally disregard prior public-spiritedness in the face of a threat to his son.
Neither incarnation of the character achieves a successful synthesis of their paternal and
political roles; they must both endure the loss of a son who cannot accept their demands,
although the Euripidean Creon's prioritisation of paternal duty does at least save his son
Haemon. This general failure to achieve a happy reconciliation of the pressures of
fatherhood and political life is made all the more conspicuous by the fact that Haemon
and Menoeceus both manage to unite action in the interest of the state with their
understanding of their filial duties. Whether treated as strikingly different but independent
interpretations of the same mythical figure, or a deliberate response on Euripides’ part to
Sophocles’ earlier incarnation of the character, these two depictions of Creon offer the

two extremes of potential relationships between fatherhood and politics, and demonstrate

119 1644-71.
120 Mastronarde (1994), p.621.
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the difficulties of reconciling these twin poles of male activity and concern upon the tragic

stage.

3.3. Oedipus

For Creon, as for Agamemnon, political and paternal responsibilities come into
conflict. In the case of both figures, it is an event or crisis in the public sphere which
prompts the disjunction between these two areas of responsibility; an oracle demands the
sacrifice of a child for the common good, or disobedience to an edict denying burial
prompts defensive measures. Whether these characters ultimately prioritise the paternal
or the political, this conflict is thrust upon them by public affairs.

The opposite can also be true, however; the actions of fathers within their parental
capacity can ultimately lead to adverse consequences for the state and people as a whole.
The most striking example of this is Oedipus’ curse upon his sons, recounted in
Aeschylus’ Seven Against Thebes, Euripides’ Phoenician Women and Sophocles’
Oedipus at Colonus. Although the specifics vary from play to play,'?! tragic accounts of
this curse have Oedipus condemn his sons to death at one another’s hands, thereby
causing war, invasion, and an existential threat to Thebes itself. In this case, Oedipus’
actions as a father run counter to the interests of the state. As with Agamemnon and
Creon, paternal feelings and political responsibility stand in conflict, with devastating

results for Oedipus’ family and his people.

121 Discussed below.
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3.3.1. Curses in classical Athens

In English, 'curse' is ambiguous. It can refer to an act; a spoken imprecation
wishing misfortune upon the one responsible for some wrong, often invoking some divine
or supernatural power.!?2 It can also refer to an enduring accursed state - the so-called
Fluchzustand - in which some moral or religious offence incurs divine displeasure,
leading to misfortunes for the guilty party or those in association.'?® Both aspects of the
concept have their place in Greek thought, and are often closely interlinked; the enduring
Fluchzustand, for example, is often the result of a specific imprecation - an apa /
ratapal? - in response to a misdeed, or conversely a Fluchzustand can prompt a specific
spoken curse.1?

Curses are common in Greek literature. In the Iliad, we have Chryses' prayer to
Apollo for suffering amongst the Achaeans and Amyntor's curse of sterility upon his son
Phoenix,*?® while in the Odyssey Polyphemus curses Odysseus for his blinding.*?’
Tragedy abounds with both acts of cursing and the cursed state;'?® for example, Theseus
curses his son in Hippolytus,'?® and Eurydice her husbhand in Antigone. The Oresteia
makes numerous references to the curse dogging the House of Atreus, recounting its
origins in the imprecations of Thyestes upon discovering the fate of his children!® (it is

important to remember that a state of accursedness can be inherited).t3!

122 \/ersnel (2015), pp.453-4.

123 Watson (1991), pp.1-2.

124 There is much overlap between the language of curse and prayer, as the two are closely related; both
involve asking a higher power for a certain outcome: Versnel (2015), pp.447-8.

125 g g. the choral ode at A. Sept. 720-91, where Oedipus’ cursing of his sons is set within the context of an
enduring stain upon the family; see below.

126 11, 1.37-42; 9.453-7; see above, p.14.

127 0d. 9.528-35.

128 Waston (1991), pp.14-5.

129 E. Hipp. 887-90.

130 A, Ag. 1600-2.

131 Watson (1991), pp.27-8.
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Crucially, however, cursing was not simply a literary convention, but rather a
pervasive feature of Greek life.'*? A frequent form of curse was the 'conditional’ curse -

133

if a perpetrator does X, then may Y follow~* - and this was widespread in Greek public

life. Meetings of the Athenian assembly opened with such conditional curses being cast

134 while an inscription of the early

upon anyone who might speak to deceive the citizens,
fifth century records the Teans seeking to protect their city by the annual issuing of the
Dirae Teae, a series of conditional curses wishing destruction upon both anyone who
harmed the city and their entire yévoc.'*® Curses also had their roles in private life; they
were often used to protect tombs,*3 and from the mid-C5th onwards we find in Attica
evidence of the use of xatadeopor or defixiones, "binding curses".**” These curses,
usually written on lead tablets which were then folded and buried,**® lack something of
the grandeur of their mythical counterparts; they usually sought to hinder or impair a
personal rival or foe, and were aimed at rivals in love, legal proceedings, commerce and
even in theatrical competition.’3® Curses were generally expected to be fulfilled in both
literature and life,24° with those issued by parents held to be especially potent.4!

Nonetheless, although curses were considered to have great power, they were generally

the preserve of the powerless; both literary curses and katddeopor are frequently the work

132 Watson (1991), pp.18-9.

133 Eidinow (2007), p.140.

134 Dem. 19.70; the curse is parodied at Ar. Thesm. 349f.

135 Versnel (2015), p.454; ML 30 = Osborne-Rhodes 102.

136 Watson (1991), p.22.

187 Eidinow (2007), p.141. Sewell-Rutter (2007), pp.51-9 rightly points out the general scarcity of
kotadeopot in tragedy (the ‘binding song’ at A. Eum. 307-96 is a rare exception), noting that their secretive,
usually written nature is a poor fit for the genre in contrast to the more dignified, performative dapa.
Nonetheless, their presence in classical Attic society supports the notion of widespread belief in cursing of
some form, and so is pertinent to the present discussion. Parker (2005), pp.121-35 provides a useful
overview.

138 Eidinow (2007), p.140.

139 Eidinow (2007), pp.154-5.

140 Watson (1991), pp.22-4.

141 p|, Leg. 931.
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of those without recourse to other means of defence or revenge, such as military strength

or legal redress. 42

3.3.2. Oedipus’ curses

Curses are prominent in literary and tragic depictions of Oedipus. This man's
notorious actions are often set in the context of a cursed state!*® inherited due to the
misdeeds of his father Laius.** Hence in Seven Against Thebes, the Chorus, amidst their
concern for the fate of the sons of Oedipus and of the city, remark upon this as part of the
enduring’* legacy of Laius' disobedience to Apollo's oracle forbidding fatherhood,4®
which had also led to Oedipus' parricide and incest.!*’ In Euripides' Phoenician Women -
a response in many ways to Aeschylus' extant Theban drama’*® - Jocasta herself offers a
summary account of Oedipus' unhappy fate*® in which Laius' disobedience to an oracle
of Apollo once again sets in motion Oedipus' wretched career,**® and Oedipus' appearance
near the play's close may include a lament on his role in both suffering and transmitting

the curse of Laius to his children: dpég naparafov Adiov koi morsi dovg (Pho. 1611).11

142 Watson (1991), pp.39-40. For example, Philoctetes calls on the gods to curse those who have wronged
him: S. Phil. 1035-6. At A. Cho. 139ff., Electra issues curses against the murderers of her father, as she
does not (at that point) have an alternative route to redress.

143 West (1999), pp.33-4 makes a distinction between the ancestral curse - i.e. an imprecation which also
includes the victim’s descendants — and ancestral guilt; he argues that most tragic accounts of the House of
Laius include only the latter (pp.40-3). That said, it is not clear that the Greeks themselves observed such a
neat distinction; for example, Electra refers to the guilt attaching to her and Orestes from the murder of
Clytemnestra as puntpog eoviot ketapor (Eur. EL 1324), while in the (admittedly textually problematic: see
below) remarks of Oed. at Pho. 1611 there is a reference to &pou in the context of inherited guilt.

144 Gagné (2013) pp.344-93 offers a thorough account of references to ancestral guilt in tragic accounts of
Oedipus.

145 Across three generations: ai®va 8’ &g tpitov / pévewv (A. Sept. 744-5).

146 Sept. 742-51.

147 751-7.

148 Sewell-Rutter (2007), p.25.

149 Pho. 13-62.

150 17-22.

151 Diggle (1993) ends the play at 1581, while Fraenkel (1966) p.91 considers 1611 un-Euripidean in its
obscurity, and indeed rejects 1595-614 as a whole (pp.94-5). Mastronarde (1994) p.598 defends Oedipus'
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As well as being the victim of an inherited curse, Oedipus is himself frequently
depicted as cursing others. The motivations for Oedipus' notorious curse upon his sons
vary depending upon the source.*®? In fragments of the pre-tragic Thebaid,**® Oedipus is
angered by his father Cadmus'*®* silver table and golden goblet being set before him by
his son Polyneices, or alternatively by being sent a haunch from his sons' sacrifice instead
of his usual portion from the shoulder. The three main tragic accounts of Oedipus' curse
and its consequences - Aeschylus' Seven Against Thebes, Euripides' Phoenician Women,
and Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus - also differ amongst themselves. The account in

Aeschylus is somewhat enigmatic (Sept. 785-7):

TEKVOLG O apyoiog
€pfikev €mikotog TpoQag,

aioi, TMKPOYADGGOVS APAg

The ambiguity stems from how we are to take tpogn. Tpo@1} can mean 'sustenance’, and
has been so taken in light of the scholion to OC 1375, which claims that Aeschylus
followed Thebaid fr.3 in attributing Oedipus' anger to his being given a haunch.'®
However, the term can also be taken to refer to one's origin**® or upbringing.t®’ In this
light, Oedipus curses his sons in horror at the discovery of their incestuous origins,*>®

rather than as a consequence of their treatment of him. This stands in contrast to the other

account of his life overall, but admits the presence of considerable oddities in the passage: "the general
import seems appropriate and necessary, but the details unsatisfactory."

152 Bowman (2007), p.17.

153 Thebaid frr. 2-3 West.

154 Note the difference from the tragic genealogy.

155 18 8¢ mapamAnoio @ éronod koi Aicyvrog &v toic ‘Entd éni OnPoic: schol. S. OC 1375.12; Roisman
(1988), p.77.

1% Hutchinson (1985), p.xxv, citing E. lon. 262; S. Phil. 3, Aj. 1229. Hutchinson (1985) also emends
apyoaiog to abriac.

157 Roisman (1988), pp.80-1.

18 Roisman (1988), pp.82-3.
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two tragic accounts. In Phoenician Women, the sons incur Oedipus' anger and curse by
confining him within the house in the hope of his crimes being forgotten.*® In Oedipus
at Colonus, conversely, we hear from Oedipus himself how the sons incurred his wrath
by conniving in driving him from his home.!%® Although the reasons for the curse vary,
the common factor in all accounts is the sons' relationship with their father, whether they
incur his wrath by failing in or disregarding their duty to their father, or simply horrify
him into cursing by the incestuous nature of their begetting.

Given the variety of causes depicted for Oedipus' curse, it is striking that the
provisions of the curse itself remain relatively constant across the various tragic accounts.
Aeschylus records its provisions as follows: kai cpe cdapovopmt / did yept mote Aayelv
/ xmuata (Sept. 788-90). The curse calls, in effect, for a violent inheritance dispute, of a
sort not unfamiliar to a classical Athenian audience.'®* The Aeschylean terminology finds
echoes in the succinct formulation of the curse in Phoenician Women:%? Onktét o1dmpamt
ddpa drahoyeiv ode (68). This curse combines the domestic and public; dwoAayydve can
be used specifically of obtaining a share in an inheritance,'®® while the focus of the sons'
dispute is cast in private terms: ktquata, ddua.l®* Nonetheless, the references to iron®®
- o13apovopmL; OnKTdL c1dNpt - connote weaponry® and violence. In Aeschylus and

Euripides, Oedipus' curse, although aimed at his sons and presented as focused upon the

159 Pho. 63-5.

160 OC 427-30, discussed in greater detail below.

161 Berman (2007), p.117. Disputes between brothers over the division of inheritance were commonplace
in classical Athens, and could turn violent; Is. 9 recounts a case in which one brother killed another, while
Arist. Pol. 1303b33 recounts a civil war in Hestieia shortly after the Persian Wars which had its origins in
an inheritance dispute between brothers: Berman (2007), pp.126-7.

162 Mastronarde (1994) ad loc.

183 5.v. LSI AL

164 Hutchinson (1985), pp.142-3 notes the distinction between Oedipus' moveable wealth in Septem and his
property in Phoenician Women, but for our purposes the importance is that the curse speaks of a dispute
focused on Oedipus' private property in some capacity.

185 Mastronarde (1994) ad 350 offers a valuable summary of the prevalence of iron and iron-related
terminology in both Septem and Phoenician Women.

186 5,v. LSJ ALl
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division of his private wealth, contains within it the seeds of political strife and open
warfare.

The curse in the Oedipus at Colonus, conversely, is much more explicitly political
in its content and aims. This is unsurprising, given the variant context; the sons of Oedipus
have already fallen out over the inheritance of political leadership - giocfjABe toiv
tproadriow Epig kaxn, / apyiis Aafécbat kol kpdtovg Tupavviket (OC 371-2) - and seek
to obtain Oedipus' body in order to triumph in this civil war.'®” Oedipus' curse is altered

accordingly (421-7):168

Ou GAL’ oi Beol cov pnte TV TENPOUEVIV
Epwv KatacPéoelay, €v 0’ €ol TéA0G
aOTOlV YEVOLTO THGOE THS Hayng TéPL,
Mg VOV &yovton kémavaipovron S6pv-
Mg 00T’ Av 0g VOV okfimtpa kai Bpovoug Exet (425)
petveley, o0t av o0EEANAVOMG TaAY

E\ot mot’ avdic:

The public nature of the quarrel is clear; the €pig (422, cf.371) is a full-blown pdym (423),
while oidnpog, the implicitly violent or martial term of Aeschylus and Euripides, is
replaced by explicit references to the spear (86pv, 424). Oedipus does not refer to his
private possessions, but rather explicitly denies both of his sons their aim of obtaining his

political position: oxfintpa koi Opdvoug (425).1%° Oedipus' motivations for this public

167 OC 392-400.

188 This is the first of two curses in OC, the other being delivered against Polynices in person at 1370-9;
discussed below.

169 Easterling (1967), pp.4-5 points out that the phrase oxfintpa kai Opdvor is repeatedly used in passages
emphasising the sons' ambitions.
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curse are, however, as we have seen, focused upon his personal experiences as a father
and mistreatment by his sons.1’

Oedipus' curse thus represents an interaction of the paternal and political; his
experiences and emotions as a father lead to a curse upon the issue of his sons' inheritance,
but the political nature of this inheritance, given Oedipus’ former status as a ruler, is more
or less explicitly invoked in the language, and the potential for political violence and even

open warfare thus encoded in the curse itself. We shall explore the public implications of

this father's curse more thoroughly.

3.3.3. The curse and the city - Seven Against Thebes

Aeschylus' Seven Against Thebes is explicit on the public consequences of
Oedipus' curse and the resulting conflict between his sons. The first half'’! of the play is
conspicuously civic in its focus,'’2 as is reinforced by the opening words of Eteocles (1-

3):

Ké&dpov moAitan, xp1) Aéysv Ta Kaipio
60TIC PLAAGGEL TPAYOS £V TPOUVNL TOAEMG

olaxa voudv, BAE@apa un Kowdv Hrvot.

The play opens with a reference to the citizen body - Kadpov moAiton - while Eteocles

characterises himself as a guardian of the city: 6otic puidocoel Tpayog (2). He elaborates

170 427-30.

171 Roughly; the shift falls at 653: Sewell-Rutter (2007), p.27.

172 Burian (2009), pp.20-1. We must of course remember that Seven Against Thebes is the concluding
play of a Theban tragic trilogy, the rest of which remains extremely elusive; Hutchinson (1985), pp.xiv-
xxx and Sommerstein (2010), pp.84-90 survey the evidence.
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upon his position with the metaphor of the 'ship of state,’ casting himself as the unsleeping
helmsman (2-3); this image reinforces the sense both of Eteocles' power and his
responsibility, as the one directing and preserving Thebes. In the speech which follows,

173

Eteocles calls upon Theban men of all ages to fight in defence of their home,*’* sends

them to posts with an encouragement to boldness,'’

and remarks upon his own
precautions against being deceived by the enemy.'’ In this 38-line speech, Eteocles refers
to the moig 5 times,*’® as well as invoking the Theban y#j (16).1” Emphasis is lain
squarely upon the public character of the crisis and Eteocles' determination to resolve it
for the city's well-being.

The exact nature of the threat to this public well-being posed by the quarrel
between Oedipus' sons is made clear by the Chorus in a lengthy ode upon the terrors of
the war and its possible consequences.*’® They remark in alarm on the enemies' massed
attacks - mavonuei mavopukel (296) - and expound at length and in clear horror the fate
awaiting a captured city.’® The unhappy possibilities are many, and run the full gamut of
society. The city as a whole cries out - Bodi / & ékkevovpéva morg (329-30) - and is
defiled with smoke: xamvdt / ypaiveton moMop’ drav (341-2). Men suffer: one man brings
slavery, slaughter and fire to another - dAlog &’ dAAov Gyetl, poved- /et, TA 6& TLPPOPET
(340-1) - and death in battle is rife: mpog avdpog 6’ avnp < > dopi kaiveton (346). Even
worse awaits the women. Young and old women face being dragged off into captivity -
T0G 08 Keyepopévag dyeobar, / € &, véag te kol maioudg / inandov mhokdauwy (326-8) - in

a manner which degrades them to the level of animals: izandov. The Chorus specifically

173 Sept. 10-3.

174 30-5.

175 36-8.

176 2.6, 9, 14, 29.

177 Discussed further below.

178 287-368. Hutchinson (1985), p.91: "The wide sweep and confusion of disaster is powerfully conveyed."
179321-68.
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laments the enslavement of those who have yet to reach marriage,'®

and these newly-
enslaved women - dpwidec 6¢ kavomiuovee (363) - must endure the sexual attentions of
the victor from which only death offers escape.'8! Even infants face a violent death.®2
This vision of the city's capture nuances the emphasis upon public factors in the
presentation of the brothers' war. Not only does this quarrel, born of familial disharmony
and a father's curse, threaten the state with the military violence it engenders, but this
military violence in turn threatens the ruin of family life throughout the state as a whole.

This familial origin of the strife is, however, largely relegated to the background
in the earlier stages of the play. There are three references to Eteocles’ family in this first
half.*®3 The Chorus address and describe him patronymically on two occasions: & @ilov

Oidimov tékog (203); dvag 66 avtoc Oidimov tokog (372). More striking is the reference

to Oedipus in Eteocles' prayer for the city (69-77):

Et. o Zed te xoi I'fj koi moAocodyot Oeoi,
Apd v’ "Epwvdg matpog 1 peyachevig, (70)
U1 pot oA ye mpopuvodev mavoredpov
gxBapvionte dndlwtov ‘EALGdOC,
[@BOYYOV x€ovsav Kai dOLOVS EPECTIONS]
€levBépay 6¢ YR te kol Kdopov molv
{vuyoiot dovAiotst ur ddte oyebeiv: (75)
véveaBe & Ak Euva &’ ATl Aéyery,

TOMG Yap €D TPAcGovsa daipovog Tiet.

180 333-5.

181 364-8.

182 348-50. Hutchinson (1985) ad loc. notes that classical warfare generally did not entail the massacring
of infants upon the capture of a city; the exaggeration here nonetheless contributes to the emotional power
of the passage.

183 pace Sewell-Rutter (2007), pp.26-7, where only two are identified: he misses 372.
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All three powers invoked in the opening line of this prayer were mentioned in Eteocles'
opening speech,® but the sudden invocation of Oedipus' curse in 70 is startling. This
attempt to include the paternal curse amidst the divine protectors of the city® falls within
an intensely civic prayer;'8 Eteocles prays for the safety of his land and city - éAev0épav
d¢ yiv 1€ kol Kdadpov oAy (74) - and invokes the religious 'generosity’ of a prosperous
city to induce the gods to do s0.*®” The impression is thus of an attempt to recast the curse
which poses such a threat to the city as a means for its protection; Eteocles invokes his
difficult family background only to incorporate it - or at least attempt to incorporate it -
into his position as civic protector.

Nonetheless, the curse is recalled. Burian sees in the first half of the play an
"exclusive focus on Eteocles as ruler ... minimising Eteocles as son of Oedipus and
inheritor of his curse,"*8 but this is not quite correct. We can, it is true, see an attempt on
the part of Eteocles himself to minimise the perception of himself as the son of Oedipus.
For instance, while Greek has an extensive array of metaphorical and political language
derived from the term matip,'®® Eteocles makes more extensive use of the metaphor of
motherhood. In his opening speech, he encourages his men to defend their motherland

(16-20):19

TEKVOLG TE YL T UNTPi, PIATATIL TPOO®L:

1N Yap vEoug EpmovTag VUEVET TESML,

184 Zeus at 8-9, Earth at 16-20, the local gods at 14.
185 Sewell-Rutter (2007), p.26.

186 3 references to the nolig in a mere 8 lines.

187 77.

18 Burian (2009), p.21.

189 See above, p.10.

190 Hutchinson (1985), p.45.
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dmavto Tavookodoa modeiog dtAlov,
€0péyat’ olknTiipag Acmdnedpovg,

motol 0° Omw¢ yévoiohe Tpog xpEog TOOE.

This is a full and explicit use of the metaphor, replete with emotionally charged

terminology*®*

- euktdrm (16), eopevel (17), 6thov (18) - and terms of parenthood and
child-rearing: tpopdn (16), véoug (17), mardeiog (18), é6péyat’ (19). He also encourages
obedience to his commands amongst the Chorus with a metaphor of motherhood:
ne@opyia yap ot i edmpatiag / uRp TyvvnT cwtipoc 08 Exel Adyoc. (224-5). We
can arguably see in this language of motherhood a careful avoidance of the paternal
language which is common in Greek political metaphor; the only father-figure Eteocles
invokes, other than with the unusual reference at 270, is Zeus.*®? It is pointed, therefore,
that Amphiaraus, the famously accurate and virtuous prophet,**® makes use of both
maternal and paternal political metaphors in his chastisement of Polyneices:'** noiwv
rotpowy (582); untpog te Tnynyv (584); matpig t¢ yaio (585). Although Eteocles may
generally avoid language associating Thebes with his or any father, and thus make
relatively minimal reference to the curse operating upon him and his brother, there is
relatively little sense that Aeschylus is in fact doing so. Rather, while the greater attention
paid to civic concerns in the first half of the play emphasises the public consequences of

the war, the references to fatherhood and Oedipus, coupled with Eteocles' notable

avoidance or redeploying of issues such as the curse and his paternity, are sufficient to

191 Hutchinson (1985), p.45.
192512,

193 Hutchinson (1985), pp.132-3
194 580-9.
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ensure that we do not forget the father's curse at work behind the events of even the ‘civic'

first half of the play.t%

When Eteocles learns that he is to face Polyneices in battle, the familial factors

which have been in the background burst to the fore (653-7):1%

Et. o Osopavég te kol Oedv péyo otHyoc,
o mavddkpotov auov Oidimov yévog:
MUOL TOTPOG 01| VOV dpai TEAEGQOPOL. (655)
AL’ 00te KAaiey 00T’ 00VpecOoL TPETEL,

U1 kol tekvedtt SueEOPADTEPOS YOOGS,

We are suddenly struck by references to the hatred of the gods whom Eteocles has
previously worked so assiduously to bring on side, the wretched state of Eteocles’ family
- mavddkpvtov (654) - and Oedipus' curses, now achieving their intended hostile end
rather than aiding Eteocles' efforts for the city: dapai tekecedopot (655). The metaphor of
begetting in reference to weeping (657)*7 further strengthens this emphasis upon the
familial origins of the present suffering. Interestingly, Eteocles now makes use of paternal
political language: év matpdiag pnv xHovog koakovyion (668). The familial aspect of the
violence which is to ensue is also brought to the fore,*%® and begins to separate the fate of
the sons of Oedipus from that of the city. For instance, the Chorus argue against Eteocles'

intended fratricide by contrasting the stain of internecine killing with the 'purity’ of

195 1t is possible that Aeschylus might have lain sufficient emphasis on the curse in the preceding play in
the trilogy, Oedipus, for it to overshadow the entirety of Seven Against Thebes without requiring frequent
mention, although we simply cannot know: Sewell-Rutter (2007), pp.99-100.

196 Burian (2009), p.21.

197 Hutchinson (1985), p.150.

198 Sewell-Rutter (2007), pp.27-8.
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military violence between different states;'% the Chorus has now heard of something even
more horrifying than the war of which they were previously so afraid.

Whilst there is still an expectation of interest in the city's well-being on the part
of its royal household - 6¢do1ka. 6& OV Bactledot / un ToOMe dapacdijt. (764-5) - the fates

of the sons and the city are soon contrasted (792-802):

Ayy. Oapogite, maideg untépwv tedpappévarr
TOMG TEQeVYEV T10€ 00VAMOV Quyodv.
TENTOKEV AVOPDY OPpILmV KOUTAGHOTA,
TOMG 8 €v €0l T€ Kol KALdwViov (795)
TOALOIGL TANYOAG GvTAov oVK £0£EatO.
oTéYEL 0€ THPYOGS, Kol TOANG PEPEYYVOIS
€pap&apesho LoVoLA OIGL TPOGTATALS.
KaAGG €xel Ta TAEToT €v EE TLADUAGLY,
T0G & €BSOpOG O oeUVOC EBSopayETOC (800)
dvas Amorlwv gihet’, Oidimov yéver

Kkpaivov maioidg Adiov dOusfoviiag.

The Messenger's opening words - Bapogite, naideg pntépov tebpappévor (792) -
establishes the contrast; the Theban Chorus may be happily identified by reference to
their mothers, whereas Polyneices and Eteocles have succumbed to the curse of their
father and the taint of his house. The city - néAig appears twice in 3 lines - is safe, and the
generally excellent outcome of the battle (799) reinforces the disastrous end of the sons

of Oedipus (800-2), here identified by reference to the father who cursed them directly

199 679-82.
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(Oidimov yéver, 801) and the damaging misdeeds of their grandfather (moloidg Aaiov
dvusPoviriag, 802).2° Despite the salvation of the city, the public response is not joyful;
the very landscape of the city mourns those it has lost in the battle: dikel 0€ kol TOAY
otovoC: / otévovol mopyol, otével / médov @ilavdpov (900-2), with the repetition of
otévm-cognates reinforcing the sorrow. There is reference to the high casualties suffered
by both the Thebans and Argives,?°? while the language of inheritance once again recalls
the essentially private nature of the quarrel: &yovot poipav Aaydvres & péleot / 51080tV
dy0éov (947-8).2°2 Nonetheless, the role of Oedipus' curse in the suffering of both the
family and the city is never forgotten: ® péhouva xai tereia / yéveog Oidimov 1 dpd (832-
3); matpdg Oidimddo / woHTVY "Epivig (885-6); motvid T Oidimov okid, / péharv’ "Epvig, 1
ueyocOevig tig &l (976-7).

We therefore see the public consequences of Oedipus' curse across the play. In the
first half, in which Eteocles attempts to minimise his association with his father and his
curse, there are still enough references to remind us of the family quarrel which lies
behind such a powerfully depicted public crisis. Once Eteocles realises that he is to face
his brother, the curse becomes much more prominent and explicit, and the fates of the
city and the family deviate. Nonetheless, even though Thebes, unlike the sons of Oedipus,
is spared total destruction, the play leaves us in no doubt as to the suffering the brothers'
war has engendered. The origins of this war, in Oedipus' horror at his own paternity and
the attendant curse upon his sons' inheritance, are essentially private, but the

consequences of this father's curse embroil the city as a whole in fear, war and death.

2001t is worth remembering that Laius was explicitly warned against having a child for the sake of the city
as well as himself: Ovéuckovta yév-/ vag dtep cdilew ol (748-9). Oedipus is not the first generation of
his family to harm Thebes with his conduct as a father.

201 922-5,

202 of. horxeiv in 789.
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3.3.4. Phoenician Women

Euripides' Phoenician Women covers much the same subject matter as Aeschylus'
Seven Against Thebes,?®® and can be seen as, amongst other things, "a finely and subtly
nuanced response” to the Aeschylean play.2%* The emphasis in comparisons between the
two tragedies often falls upon the lesser prominence of political and civic factors in
Euripides' play; a greater distance between the fate of Thebes and its royal family has
been noted,?® as has the relative absence of the Theban citizenry, with the Theban Chorus
of Aeschylus being replaced by the visiting Phoenician women of the title.2%
Nonetheless, although perhaps less heavily emphasised than in the Aeschylean tragedy,
the threat posed by the crisis to the city is still prominent within the play, and the role of
Oedipus' curse in engendering this peril is firmly acknowledged. Indeed, Euripides' play
sets the curse of Oedipus within a broader context of aberrant fatherhood, noting the perils
posed to the city by the paternal practices of the House of Cadmus from the city's

inception.

Jocasta's account of her sons' response to Oedipus' oracle reminds us of the public

implications of his curse (Pho. 69-77):2%

T 8 €¢ OPov mecHVTE, U TEAEGPOPOLVS
evyag Oeol kpaivwotv oikovvtow Opod, (70)

EvuPavt’ Era&av TOV vEDTEPOV TAPOG

203 Byrian (2009), p.15.

204 Sewell-Rutter (2007), p.25. Mastronarde (1994) pp.9-10 offers an overview of the broader array of tragic
and literary works to which Phoenician Women can be seen to respond.

205 Burian (2009), pp.16-7.

206 |_uschnig (1995), pp.187-8.

207 |_amari (2012), p.233.
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eevyewv Ekovto Tvoe [ToAvveikn ¥0ova,

‘EteoxAéa 6& okfmtp’ Exev pévovta yig,

EVIOVTOV dALGccovT’. €mel 6’ €mi {uyoig

KkaO&let” apyhg, ov pebdiotatal Opovov, (75)

QLYGda 6’ anwOel thode [Tolvveikn yOovoc.

Oedipus' curse, as relayed by Jocasta, referred only to the violent division of the
household - d@pa ... T6de (68)?% - but the sons' response immediately makes clear the
political implications of such disharmony in the royal household. Eteocles does not
simply possess Oedipus' house in Polyneices' absence, but also his political power -
okfmp’ Exewv (73) - and refuses to relinquish either this high office or its trappings: apyfg,
Bpovav (75). Polyneices' response is military: he gathers an Argive army to seek his
inheritance: matp®dt’ dmontsl okfnTpa Kai pépn xOovog (80).2%°

The threat posed to the city as a whole by this army should not be underestimated.
The teichoskopia?®® reveals in both detail and specifics the scale and menace of the Argive
army. The Tutor bids Antigone note the scale of the hostile force, which fills the Theban
landscape - okomet 8¢ medio koi map’ Tounvod poag / Aipkng te vapa todepiov otpdtevp’
6o0v (101-2) - and explicitly sets her brother amidst this sizeable military threat: o0 yap
1L pavrog RA0e TloAvveikng y06va, / moALoig pév inmotc, popioig 8 dmhoic Bpéuwv (112-
3). The reference to y8dv recalls Jocasta's speech in the prologue,?*! and reinforces the

connection between Oedipus' curse, the brothers' response, and the army at Thebes' gates.

208 See above, ch. 3.3.2., for comparison of the tragic versions of Oedipus’ curse.

209 Note the repetition of y0ovog from 76; the language makes clear that all Thebes, not simply Oedipus'
household, is at stake.

210 88-201. Mastronarde (1994), pp.168-73 offers a robust and persuasive defence of the scene's
authenticity.

211 e.g. 72, 76, 80. Rawson (1970), pp.112-3 notes the prominence and prevalence of this and other terms
for the Theban land throughout the play.
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Antigone notes the alarming, even monstrous appearance of the hostile forces; she
compares Hippomedon to a giant - yiyavtt ynyevétar npocoduotog (128) - and remarks
upon Parthenopaeus' ferocious gaze: dupact yopyog / eicidelv veaviog (146-7). Although
we do not hear the response of the citizen body at large, Antigone and the Tutor present
a civic perspective upon the crisis; Antigone worries about the security of the city's
defences,?*? but is reassured by the Tutor: 1 y> &vdov dopoidc Exet moAg (117). She
laments that Artemis did not kill Parthenopaeus, one of the heroes who came to destroy
her city (0¢ én’ éuav ol EBa népowv, 153). The scale of the threat posed to the city by
Polyneices is thus highlighted, and the causal continuity between Oedipus' curse and the
present crisis is clear.

When Polyneices and Eteocles appear onstage, the political consequences of their
quarrel and thus Oedipus' curse are clear. Polyneices uses civic language in his self-

presentation; he identifies himself to the Chorus as follows (288-90):

notnp pev Nuiv Oidinovg 0 Adiov,
grikte 0’ Tokdotn pe, moic Mevowémc:

kaAel 0¢ [Tolvveikm pe OnPoiog Aedg.

This formal response?'® identifies Polyneices' mother and father, but also makes the city
responsible for his name (290); both family and city have played their part in forming this
man. In the emotional scene depicting his reunion with his mother Jocasta, Polyneices is
moved by the sight of both public and private places within Thebes;?!* the teiyn motpdio

(366), the home of his family, the altars, the gymnasia - youvéocid 0> oiotv évetplonv

212 114-6,
213 Rawson (1970), p.115.
214 366-8

115



(368)?™° - and the waters of Dirce. Polyneices acknowledges the peril to the city his
campaign poses; the Argives have provided painful but necessary help - Avzpav yéapv,
avoykaiov 6¢ (431) - in aiding him, but he does not skirt the nature of his endeavour: éni
yap TV Euv otpotevopon / moAv (432-3).218 He appeals to Jocasta to find some
resolution to the present crisis, not simply for his sake, but for her own and that of the
city as a whole: G\’ £¢ o¢ teivel T@VOE S1AAVGIC KAKAY, / ... / madool TOVOV 68 KAUE Kol
nacov moAw. (435-437, with omissions). Polyneices himself is a product of his city as
well as his family, and acknowledges the threat he poses to both.

The role of Oedipus' curses in prompting this situation, so perilous to city and
family, is explicit. Near the start of the scene, Jocasta reminds us of Oedipus' presence
within the house, and paints a moving picture of a desperate man constantly attempting
suicide?'” in horror at what he has inflicted upon his sons: otevalov apag téxvoig (334).
Polyneices once again recounts his attempt to compromise over the inheritance with
Eteocles in order to avoid the curse of Oedipus - ékpuysiv ypnilov apag / g Oidimovg
€p0&yEat’ €ig nuag mote (474-5) - and proposes the conditions upon which he would be
happy to abandon his military campaign: oikgiv 8& tov uov otkov &l pépog AaBav / kai
NS’ dpeivor ToV icov avbig <éc> ypovov (486-7). This resolution combines public and
private; oixkelv 8¢ tov éuov oikov deals with the distribution of Oedipus' domestic
property, but the provision for Eteocles to leave - and thus presumably to return Polynices'
previous concession of power (dovg @18’ dvdcoey matpidoc, 477) - clearly signals a

demand for political rule as well.?*® Eteocles' response is astonishingly frank about his

215 Once again, the city - or in this case the public institution of the gymnasium - is accorded a role in the
development and shaping of Polyneices.

216 ¢f, 153.

217.327-33.

218 Mastronarde (1994) ad loc.
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hunger for political power, and would likely have shocked a democratic Athenian

audience (504-6):2%9

dotpov av EABoy’ TNiAlovT Tpog AvTolig
Kai YAg &vepbe, duvatog v dpacat TAdE, (505)

v Bedv peyiotv dot’ Eretv Tvpavvida.

Whilst we might sense in Polynices' references to his uépoc a certain subtlety about
presenting his eagerness to claim inheritance of Oedipus' political power, Eteocles clearly
has no such qualms, and indeed expresses a totally amoral approach to gaining political
leadership: imep yap OIKEV xp1, TVPOVVISOG TEPL/ KAAAIGTOV ASIKETV, THALN O’ e0OEPETV
ypedv. (524-5).22° This is a remarkable reversal of the consciously public-spirited
Eteocles of Aeschylus,??! and is soon reflected in the more explicit ambition of
Polyneices. After an increasingly threatening exchange between the two brothers, Jocasta
invokes the curse of Oedipus once again in a vain attempt to restrain him: Io. Tatpog od
0e0Eeat’ Epwvig; Tlo. éppétm mpomag dopog: (624). Polyneices makes an unconvincing
pre-emptive attempt to shift blame from himself should some harm befall the city - «&v
Ti 601, TOMG, yévntan, pn "upé, tovoe 8 aitid. (629) - thereby acknowledging that the
present situation poses a threat to the state. His previous notion of sharing property and
rule with his brother has been cast utterly aside, in favour of fratricidal hatred and naked

222

political ambition to match that of his brother: g\nideg & obmo kudevdovs’, aig

nénoo ovv Beolg / TOVS’ dmokteivag Kpatnoew thode Onpaiag xOovog (634-5). It is

219 Burian (2009), pp.17-8.

220 |_amari (2012), pp.234-5.

221 Burian (2009), pp.17-8.

222 |_uschnig (1995) p.210: "Both brothers' actions are finally the same: both endanger the city for the
kingship."
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interesting to note that Polyneices complains of being treated in a manner unbefitting his
heritage: 60dAoc ¢ GAL’ ovyl tavtod motpog Oidimov yeydg (628). His actions and
resolution in fact confirm his paternity; he is truly the son of Oedipus, and hence rushes
to fulfil the terms of the curse by bringing violent death to his brother in an inheritance
dispute. Eteocles' parting jab confirms this: dAn6dc 6’ 6voua ITolvveikn matnp / £0etd
oot Osion mpovoiat vekéov émdvopov. (636-7). Whereas previously??® Polyneices had
presented his name in terms of the city, Eteocles' jibe about etymology in fact casts it as
Oedipus' doing; Polyneices and his fate are shaped more by his father - particularly his
father's words - than he previously acknowledged.

As has often been noted, the duel of the two brothers, in contrast to Aeschylus, is
divorced from the safety of the city; it is fought after an Argive attack has already
failed,??* and after Menoeceus' patriotic self-sacrifice.??® Nonetheless, the duel does in
fact convey the significant public implications of Oedipus' curse and the fraternal strife it
generates, even though the salvation of the city as a whole is not tied to the outcome. If
we accept it as authentic,??® Eteocles' proposal of the duel®?” offers a reminder of the full-
scale warfare which has ensued as a result of Oedipus' curse; he appeals to both Argives
and Thebans to stop giving their lives for his or his brothers' sake.??® Upon firmer ground
textually, the account of the duel itself retains the public, indeed inter-polis aspect of the

conflict. Polyneices looks to his adopted homeland of Argos and prays to Hera for aid;??°

223 290; see above.

224 Burian (2009), p.33. See 1075-85;1187-97.

225.985-1012, discussed above.

226 Diggle (1993) completely excludes 1221-58, and Mastronarde (1994) pp.446-7 notes the unusual
length of this second Messenger speech. He admits the possibility of accretions (p.486), but largely
defends the speech, pointing out that it offers a dramatic twist after Jocasta's happy response to the first
speech on the salvation of the city and survival of her sons. The transmitted speech is rather long, but,
conversely, the transition from 1220 to 1259 does seem somewhat abrupt.

221 1226-35.

228 1226-8.

229 1364-8.
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the curse and his exile has embroiled a foreign power in the affairs of Oedipus' family.?*

The two armies observe the duel with clear partisan feeling; when Polyneices wounds his
brother - with an Argive spear (Apygiov d6pv, 1394) - the Argive army roars its
approval,?®! while Eteocles' wounding of his own brother delights the Thebans;
kanédmkev nNoovag / Kadpov moritarg (1398-9). Even in their death, the brothers stir the

two armies to conflict (1460-2):

avijiEe 6 0pHoOc Aaog €ig Epv AOYwV, (1460)
NUETG HEV OG VIKDVTO dECTOTNV EUDV,

01 8 Mg &keivov- v 8’ &pic oTpatnAdroic.

The renewal of hostilities soon ends in the Thebans' favour,?2 but the outcome serves as
a reminder of the war between states which was born directly from the quarrel between
brothers. Indeed, Oedipus' curse lies behind this quarrel, and this is made explicit; the
Chorus, when they learn of the proposed duel, lament the role of Oedipus' curse - Totpoc
drotpog 6 eovog évek’ Epwvowv (1306-7) - and once again, immediately upon hearing of
the brothers' death, set the events in the context of their father's vituperations: @ed @gD,
Kak®v odv, Oidimov, 6° 660V otéve: / Tag 6ag 8’ apag £otkev EkmAfioat Ogdc. (1425-6).

In contrast to Seven Against Thebes, Oedipus is still alive during the events of
Phoenician Women, and appears onstage at the end of the play to hear what has happened
from Antigone and lament what his curses have wrought. Given, as we have seen, the

public and political consequences of Oedipus' curse, it is interesting to note that they are

230 Note the terminology: fike ITolvveikng apég (1364). The language of cursing and prayer is ambiguous
- see Versnel (2015) - and dapda is used of Oedipus' curse at e.g. 67, 1425. Given the hostile content of
Polyneices' prayer, it is tempting to see him following in his father's footsteps and cursing his kin.

231 1395,

232 1466-75.
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discussed with an almost entirely familial focus.?®®> When asked what is prompting the
lamentation, Antigone's response concerns the sufferings of the family: ovkétt oot tékva

234 and his

Aevooel / pdog ovd” dhoyoc (1546-7). Oedipus asks after the fate of his sons
wife, 3 but not the events which have befallen the city. Even Antigone's references to the
warfare his curse has caused dwell on the familial over the political implications (1555-

9):

00K £1” dveideoty 008’ Emybpuacty (1555)
AL 00VVooL AEY®: 6OC AAAGTOP

Elpeow Ppibov

Kol wopl Kol oyetAMonct péyong &l moidag EPa Govg,

o aTeP, OUOL.

There are references to the weapons and means of war — Eipeotv, mopi, oyeTAionct poyog
- but it is strikingly inaccurate of Antigone to describe Oedipus' curse - co¢ dAdoTop?® -
as bringing these military perils to bear only upon his sons: éxi taidag £Bo cobc. Indeed,
this partial account of the curse's effect aligns with its relatively focused provisions; as
relayed by Jocasta, it refers only to the violent division of the d@pa (68).23” There is no
sense that Oedipus intended to prompt wider civic or political crisis with his curse on his
sons, nor indeed that he has any particular interest in such matters. His narrowly familial
focus did not, however, prevent his curse from bringing war, death and peril to Thebes in

its wake.

233 This is true of Antigone as well as Oedipus, in contrast to her civic outlook in the teichoskopia.

234 1551-4,

235 1566.

236 Mastronarde (1994) ad loc points out that an dAdotmp is an avenging spirit, but in this context the one
born of Oedipus' curse and involved in carrying it out.

237 See above, ch.3.3.2.
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Although Oedipus may have had no explicit intention of menacing the city with
his curse, he falls into a clear pattern of aberrant fathering on the part of the descendants
of Cadmus, often with unhappy consequences for Thebes itself. While the oracle warning

Laius against fathering Oedipus?3®

specifically lacks the threat to the city found in its
Aeschylean counterpart,?®® the Chorus provide a broader perspective upon the history of
Thebes' ruling house.?*® In particular, they recount the deeds of Cadmus, and their
implications for the present state of Thebes. Cadmus encountered the serpent, fathered by

Ares?4

and born of Earth (dpdxmv 6 ynyeviig, 931). He slew it, and then sowed the earth
with its teeth: yometeig dikav 0d6vTag / £g fabvoropovg ydag (668-9). Earth gives birth
to a fully-armed brood, who slay one another: 61dapo@pwv / 8¢ viv eikot Euvijye yaiu
@ovog maAwy. (672-3). Tiresias later reveals that it is to avenge this slaughtering of the
serpent and thus assuage Ares that Menoeceus must be sacrificed.?*? Can we see in
Cadmus' action a strange parody of fathering? He 'sows' mother-earth,?*® and offspring
come forth. They are born to strife - the taint of strife is clearly not limited to the
Labdacids, but affects the city more generally?** - and then return to their mother,?4
perhaps echoing Oedipus' own incestuous 'return’ to his mother Jocasta. In this reading,
Cadmus created a brood of 'sons' who fell to mutually destructive warfare, and in turn
laid a taint upon the city which manifests itself in the present crisis; it is worth noting that
Antigone refers to one of the heroes threatening Thebes as ‘earth-born’: yiyavti ynyevéton

npocopotog (128). Oedipus is thus not the only Labdacid whose actions as a father - in

his case real, rather than symbolic - have damaging implications for the state of Thebes.

238 17-20.

239 A, Sept. 748-9.

240 Mastronarde (1994), pp.208-9.

241 Pho. 657.

242931-42.

243 Agriculture as a metaphor for human procreation is common in Greek thought; see above p.73, n. 254.
244 Sewell-Rutter (2007), p.42

245 672-3.
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He does not seek to damage the city - indeed, there is little sense that he considers the city
much at all in this play - but he nonetheless falls into the broader pattern of aberrant
fathering which marks his family, the consequences of which are felt far beyond the royal

household.

Phoenician Women has a reputation for a much less civic focus than Aeschylus'
Seven Against Thebes, but it nonetheless does make explicit the political consequences of
Oedipus' curse. The scale of the military threat to Thebes is no less than in the Aeschylean
tragedy and, while the sons may ultimately aim at personal political power rather than the
well-being of the state, the selfishness of their motives does not diminish the public
implications of their quarrel. The fact that Oedipus himself appears uninterested in public
matters makes the clear political consequences of his curse all the more striking. The
power of this royal father's curse to threaten the state's internal stability and embroil it in
open warfare is clear; in this way, as in others, Thebes is vulnerable to the dysfunction of

its ruling family.

3.3.5. Oedipus at Colonus

In contrast to the relatively apolitical Oedipus of Euripides, whose effect on
Thebes seems an unintended consequence of his anger against his sons, the depiction of
this figure in Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus presents a more complex relationship

between Oedipus, his family, and the city.

As we have already discussed, Oedipus at Colonus offers a variant upon the usual

chronology of Oedipus' curse. It is worth considering Ismene's account of the origins of
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the strife between the brothers which, in contrast to the usual chronology, precedes

Oedipus' curse?*® (OC 368-73):

TPV PEV yap avtoic fipeoev Kpéovti te

Opdvoug EdcOot unodg ypaivesOon TOALY,

AOY® cKomodot TV whAat yEvoug Oopdy,

ofo kKoTéoye TOV 6OV AOAL0V OOV (370)
VOV &’ €k Be®V ToL KAE AAETNPOD PPEVOC

elof|ABe toiv tproabiriow Epig Kok,

apyic Aapécbar kai KpdTovg TVPAVVIKOD.

The sons initially attempt to set the welfare of the city before their own political ambition,
granting Creon power for Thebes' sake: uno¢ ypoaivesOor woAv. Their caution is born from
a knowledge of their family history (370-1); they understand the threat posed by the royal
family's past to the city, and seek to minimise it. Nonetheless, they are driven to strife, as
some combination of divine forces and their own disposition - €k Be®v tov K4& dAertnpod
epevog (371) - causes them to resemble and even surpass their family heritage: toiv
Tproadriow (372), in response to tov cov dOAov d6pov (370). Although the sons are not
operating under Oedipus' curse when they embark upon their political strife, the family
background which they sought to escape for the city's sake clearly plays a role in inducing
them to cast aside their patriotic scruples and fight for power.

It is striking, therefore, that Oedipus' curse®*’ does not display the same civic

sentiment which initially restrained his sons; he specifically rejects any peaceful

246 Jebb (2004),pp.xxiv-v, although Kelly (2009), pp.40-1 notes that there is possibly some ambiguity as to
whether Oedipus has also cursed his sons before the events of the play.
247 421-7, quoted above.
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resolution to this political strife - AL’ oi Bgoi opwv pnte Vv mempouévny / Epwv
katacPéociay (421-2) - and curses both sons to perish in the ensuing violence. Oedipus'
lack of civic loyalty to Thebes becomes more explicable, however, once we consider the
city's role in his situation. In Aeschylus' Seven Against Thebes and Euripides' Phoenician
Women, the actions which prompt Oedipus to curse his sons are private; in the former,

horror at the discovery of their incestuous origins,#

and in the latter, anger at being
imprisoned within his own home.?*® In Oedipus at Colonus, conversely, Oedipus' present
wretched state and past mistreatment is clearly not simply the work of his sons, but rather
also Thebes. Having complained to Ismene of being exiled,?®® Oedipus pre-empts a
suggestion that the city benefited him by doing so: gimoig v ®¢ 6€hovtt TodT’ €pol tote /
TOMG TO d®poV gikdT™S Kathveoey; (431-2). In fact, Oedipus did not receive the treatment

he desired when he wanted it; when he was eager for death, no-one was willing to

oblige,>! while punishment did come only after he had changed his mind (440-4):

70 TViK’ 1101 T00TO pEV TOMG Pige (440)
HAaLVE [ €k TG XpOVIOV, 01 O’ EmmPEAETV,

01 ToD TTPOG, TG TATPL SLVAEVOL, TO OPav

oVK NOEANGaV, GAL ETOVG GLUKPOD XAPLY

QLYAS GOV EEM TTMYOG NADUNV Gl

Whilst Oedipus is incensed at the lack of support from his sons, laying emphasis upon the

filial connection which they neglected - oi Tod matpoc, T® maTpi Svvapevor (442)%°2 -

248 Sept.785-7.

249 Pho. 63-5.

250 OC 430.

251 433-6.

252 Markantonatos (2002), pp.62-3; see also the emphatically paternal tov @bdoavt’ éué (429);
Markantonatos (2002), pp.59-60.
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the initiative for his exile clearly lay not with his sons but the city: 23 méig Bia / fHiavvé
W ék yiic (440-1). This is not Oedipus' only complaint against Thebes; he blames the city
for his incestuous marriage: kokd p’ €0V TOMC 00OV idp1v / yapwv évédnoeyv dra. (525-
6). Oedipus defends himself by reference to his ignorance (o0d&v idp1v), but this is equally
true of the citizens who offered him an honorific marriage into the royal house.?* This
account of his marriage's origins forms part of Oedipus' self-exculpation; he chides the
Chorus when they lament his actions: Xo. £pefac— Ot ovk €peéa. Xo. ti yap; Ot
gde&aunv / ddpov (539-40). Oedipus presents himself as the passive recipient of suffering
inflicted by Thebes.

In the course of the play, Oedipus' relatives Creon and Polynices appeal to him to
return from Athens to Thebes with them. Creon's appeal draws heavily upon the rhetoric
of civic patriotism. He was sent to Athens by the Theban citizen body, because of his
close kinship to Oedipus,?>® and presents his appeal to Oedipus as part of a wider public
initiative: mag og Kadpeiov Aewc / kaAel dikaimg, €k 6& 1@V polot’ &ym- (741-2). He
combines public and domestic still further; Thebes has a greater claim upon Oedipus'
reverence, as the city was his 'nurse' (oboa om mdlot Tpoedc, 760); Creon thus grants the
city an almost familial hold over Oedipus. Oedipus rejects Creon's rhetoric utterly. He
remarks on Creon's previous indifference to the bond of kinship,?®® and reveals his

knowledge of Creon's true purpose (785-7):

fikeg &L dEwv, ovy v’ &g d6poLvg dyne,
AL ¢ mhpoviov oikiong, TOALG O€ cot (785)

Kak®V dvotog Thod’ dmaAiloyOfi xOovoc.

253 Bowman (2007), pp.18-9.
254 Kelly (2009), pp.55-6.

25 737-9,

256 770-1.
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Creon's emotive intermeshing of familial and civic claims is squarely refuted. He is
motivated solely by political interests, rather than any family feeling for Oedipus; the
contrast of d6povg and noélg emphasises the disjunction between Creon's stated and
actual aims. Creon is unable to persuade Oedipus, and in his anger casts Oedipus as a foe

of both his family and his state (849-51):

. QAN €mel vikay 0éAelg
natpido e THV oMV Kai pilovg, VY’ OV Eyd (850)
tayfeig Tad’ Epow, Kai TOpavvoS MV OUMG,

viKa.

The use of matpicg (850) continues Creon's interweaving of political and familial language
and appeal. This is reflected in his action; Creon takes Oedipus' daughters Antigone and
Ismene hostage in an effort to induce their father to return to Thebes,?®’ leading to a
pitched battle between the Thebans and Athenians.?>® We thus see within the play itself
the potential for war between states to be born from the interactions of the Theban royal
family, an important precursor for the events which will transpire at Thebes between

Polyneices and Eteocles.

Polyneices himself also comes to Thebes to plead with Oedipus to return, in a
remarkable and intensely emotional encounter in which familial interactions are once

again strongly coloured and driven by political concerns. At first, Polyneices proclaims

257 818ff.
258 1044-95.
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his despair at the sight of his father's situation (T T003’ 6p@®dV / TOTPOC YéPOvTog, 1255-
6), and laments his wretched condition at some length.?>® However, the political concerns

behind Polyneices' appeal soon emerge. He has been deprived of power (1292-4):

YG €K Tatp@ag EEeAAapon PLYAG,
TOIG 601c Thvapyog ovvek’ EvOakelv Opovolg

YOVi] TEPUKMG NEIOVY YEPULTEPQ.

The interplay of family and politics is conspicuous; Polyneices emphasises his position
as a ruler - mévapyoc,?° Opovorc (1293) - but claims it on the basis of his status as Oedipus'
older son (1294); the references to one's 'paternal land' (yfig ¢k natpdag, 1292) arguably
also take on extra significance when uttered by a hereditary monarch. Polyneices
complains that Eteocles was able to usurp his brother not through any particular
superiority, but by enlisting the connivance of the state: noAw o¢ neicag (1298). However,
Polyneices also blames Oedipus: ®v &yd péhota pv / v oy Epwvdv aitiav eivor Adyo
(1298-9). His banishment is thus a combination of his brother's political manipulation
and, he claims, the legacy of his father's inherited guilt.?6! Polyneices is explicit about the
military nature of his planned response; he will invade Thebes with an Argive army,26?

and will do so as the son of Oedipus (1323-5):

€YD 8’ 0 60¢, Kel U 66¢, AAAL TOD KokoD

oTUOV PLTELOELS, GOG Y€ TOL KAAOVEVOC,

259 1256-63. Easterling (1967) p.6 feels that he does so "in language of extraordinary tastelessness and
artificiality."

260 This seems to be a rare word; LSJ cites only this instance.

261 Jebb (2004) ad loc identifies this Epwig as an inherited curse, rather than the curse Oedipus issues,
because Polyneices knows nothing of Oedipus' curse at 421ff.

262 1301-7.
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dym tov Apyoug deoPov &g OnPag oTpatov.

This unusual variation on a patronymic emphasises Polyneices' sense that Oedipus is
responsible for his situation, and arguably embroils his father in responsibility for this
invasion of their homeland.

It is in this context of a political struggle born of fraternal strife and a malevolent
paternal inheritance that Polyneices seeks Oedipus' aid. Oedipus' support is the guarantor
of kparog (1331-2),2%3 and Polyneices, highlighting their common experience of exile and
beggary,?®* would use his political power to restore the both of them to their homes: Got’
€V 000161 TOT61 601G 6THoW 6° GymV, / 6TAGM &’ ERaTOV, Kelvov EkPalav Big. (1342-3).
There is a notable domestic focus to this promise; Polyneices will restore Oedipus to his
home, indeed to possession of his home (d6poiot Toict 60ig). Oedipus is unswayed,
however, and, in contrast to Polyneices' rosy vision of a happy domestic future, excoriates

his son's misuse of his former political power (1354-9):

8¢y, O KéKioTE, GKATTPO. Kai Opdvovg Exmv,

a vdv 0 60g EOvarpog &v OnPaig Exet, (1355)
TOV aOTOG 0VTOD TATEPA TOVY’ AMNAUGOG

K&OnKog dmoAy kol 6TOAAS TOVTOS POPETV,

ag vOv dakpoelg lcopdv, 0T’ &v KAOV®

TaVT® PEPNKOS TUYYAVELG KOK®V ELLOL.

263 Bowman (2007), pp.20-1.
264 1335-9.
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Once again, Oedipus stresses the failure of Polyneices' filial piety - tov avtog avtod
natépa 1OV’ anniacac - and the consequences of this; Oedipus suffered both material
discomfort - otolag Tadtag - and statelessness: dmoAv. Polyneices' misuse of political
power denied Oedipus the duty owed to a father and even the protection afforded to a
citizen.

It is in this context that an enraged Oedipus denies the paternal claim he once

emphasised so forcefully,?® and again curses his sons (1370-9):

TO1Yap 6° O daipmv eicopd pev ob Ti T (1370)
¢ avTiK’, ginep 01de ktvodvtan Adyot

POg dotv ONPNC. 00 Yap €60’ dnwg TOAY

Kketvmv €pelyetg, ALG Tpdchev aipatt

neot] pavOeig xo Euvarpog €€ icov.

T01460° Apag oPPV mpoche T° EEavik’ Eym (1375)
ViV T dvakaioDpot Eupupdyovs EABetv €pot,

v’ a&idTov ToVC PuTEVCAVTAG GEPELY,

Kol pn *Eatipdlntov, £l TvEAOD TaTPOG

oo’ EPVTOV. 0ide Yap TAd’ 00K Edpwv.

Much like the curse at 421-30, the political implications are clear; Oedipus explicitly
precludes military victory for Polyneices (00 yap £660° 6mwg molv / keivny épeiyerc, 1372-
3), rather condemning both sons to a violent death. In a pointed rejection of the political

ambition of his son, Oedipus calls upon his curses to act as allies - Eoppdyovg (1376) - in

265 Hgic &’ am’ dAhov kovk Epod megukatov (1369), evoking pvcavt’ (427); Markantonatos (2002), pp.71-
2.
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enforcing not the political rule of one son or another, but rather the filial piety which both
sons have so clearly lacked (1377-9). The exchange of Antigone and Polyneices after the
curse reinforces the public consequences of the curse. Antigone appeals to her brother to

escape personal and political ruin by abandoning his invasion?%®

- OTPEYOC GTPATEVW’ €
"Apyog o¢ thytot’ dye, / kai un o T’ antov Kol moAy diepydon (1414-5) - but Polyneices,
much as he acknowledges the devastation this war will cause, feels bound to persevere in
it to fulfil the curse of his father.?®” The audience knows that he is correct, and Oedipus'
terrible curse will come to pass in a destructive war for Thebes.?%

In this play, Oedipus has been embroiled in a complex interplay of public and
private. He has been mistreated by both his sons and the city, while attempts to lure him
home have exploited civic and familial sentiment in an effort to achieve political
ambitions. Oedipus' curse is correspondingly inclusive; in contrast to the generally
domestic focus of the curse in Aeschylus and Euripides (despite the political
consequences it will go on to have), the curse in Oedipus at Colonus is explicitly aimed
at preventing his sons from achieving their political ambitions or from resolving their

military conflict peaceably. Eteocles, Polyneices and Thebes will all suffer from Oedipus'

use of his power to curse in asserting his rights to proper treatment as a father.

These three tragedies represent different accounts of the origins and effects of

Oedipus' curses upon his sons, varying in the timing and causes of the curse, and offering

266 |n contrast to the fantastically strained relationships between the male relatives of the play, Antigone in
particular manages to maintain an impressive level of commitment to all her loved ones. Her devotion to
her father is beyond doubt; Oedipus repeatedly contrasts the love and support of her and Ismene to the
faithless treatment offered by his sons (337-56;445-9); Markantonatos (2002), pp.63-4. She also, however,
displays considerable concern for her brother; at 1181-203 she pleads movingly with Oedipus to relent
enough in his anger at her brother to let Polyneices approach and speak. At the play’s close, after Theseus
clarifies that she and Ismene cannot be allowed to see the place of Oedipus’ last moments, she asks that
they be sent to Thebes, to try to prevent the battle between her brothers (1768-72).

267 1432-4,

268 Bowman (2007), pp.24-5.
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subtly nuanced variations upon its content. Nonetheless, all three plays are united by a
clear sense of the public consequences of this private strife between father and sons.
Whether this is an inadvertent but perhaps inevitable consequence of the close
relationship between family and power in a monarchy, or a more deliberate reflection of
the interplay of public and private factors and agents in the mistreatment and consequent
anger of Oedipus, the capacity for a father to express his anger in a curse which poses a
substantial threat to the city reminds us with great force of the capacity for public and

paternal interest to conflict, with potentially violent results.

3.4. Conclusion

In this chapter we have focused upon two fathers, Creon and Oedipus, across four
plays by all three tragedians. Although the possibilities for variation and innovation
between different tragic treatments of the same myth and characters are striking, one
constant remains. Across all these depictions, the expectations and interests of the
paternal role and political responsibility are in some way in conflict. The exigencies of
public emergency can make demands which run against the most fundamental tenets of
fatherhood, while equally the behaviour of the father can produce, unwittingly or
otherwise, disruption and devastation in the wider public sphere. The relationship
between public and private on the tragic stage is complicated not simply by conflict
between institutions such as the oikog and the woiig, nor indeed between individuals who
align clearly with the familial or political sphere, but by the conflict enacted within the
intentions and actions of individual fathers.

These plays have also been united by the omnipresence of Thebes, as a setting or

a constant point of reference. For the father at the heart of the next chapter, however,
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Thebes is just one of a myriad of geographical associations, born of a shifting complex

of mythical, literary and even cultic traditions and representations. That father is Heracles.
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Chapter Four: Heracles as father in Greek tragedy

4.1. Heracles in myth, literature and society

Heracles was by far the most popular hero of ancient Greece,! and perhaps also
the most ambivalent.? His position in the cosmos was complex; he was the son of Zeus,
endured trials and tribulations as a mortal man, and ultimately received cult — uniquely —
as both a hero and an Olympian god.® He used his superhuman strength and capacity for
violence to perform a variety of benefactions for all mankind,* but was also capable of
terrible crimes;® indeed, his beneficent labours were undertaken to atone for the brutal
murder of his first family.® Heracles had special associations with various places - Tiryns,
Thebes etc.” - but, far from having predominantly Dorian connections, as is sometimes
supposed,® the figure of Heracles in fact seems to have transcended geographic
boundaries from an early stage, becoming a firmly Panhellenic hero.®

This variety and complexity is reflected in the diverse literary depictions of
Heracles. In Homer, Heracles is a model for the Achaeans seeking to replicate his feat of
sacking Troy,° but also a transgressor; he murders Iphitus through greed in defiance of

the laws of hospitality,'* and through his astounding strength competes with and even

! Galinsky (1972), pp.2-3.

2 papadimitropoulos (2008a), p.131.

3 Galinsky (1972), pp.5-6; cf. Pind. Nem.3.22, where Heracles is referred to as fipwg 0gog.

4See e.g. Lys. 2. 16.

S Galinsky (1972), pp.3-4.

6 Gantz (1993), p.382. The relative chronology of the murder and the labours is discussed in greater detail
below.

" Woodford (1971), p.211-2.

8 Galinsky (1972), p.3.

® Fuqua (1980), pp.12-3.

10 Heracles’ example is invoked by his son Tleptolemus and contested by Sarpedon: 11.5.638-51.
10d. 21.11-41.

133



harms the gods.*? In the Iliad, he dies an early death despite his kinship to Zeus,*® but the
Odyssey records a strange dual afterlife; Heracles himself dwells in bliss with the
immortals and his wife Hebe, but his shade is nonetheless present in the Underworld.*
Hesiod’s depiction of Heracles retains the apotheosis; Heracles, who benefits mankind
by slaying beasts'® and accomplishing various labours,'® enjoys a carefree existence
amongst the immortals in return for his toil upon earth.*’

Heracles’ literary popularity persisted; he featured in an epic of the 7""-6" century
by Pisander of Rhodes, *® several works of Stesichorus,® and the sadly highly fragmentary
Heraclea of Panyassis in the early fifth century.?® The Homeric Hymn to Heracles,
unlikely to predate the sixth century,?! proffers an ambivalent view; Heracles finds ease
amongst the immortals,?? but only after he has endured and perpetrated wicked deeds.??
Heracles was the subject of particularly distinctive depictions in Pindar and Bacchylides.
Pindar glorified and sanitised Heracles.?* His relationships with the divine are more
straightforwardly proper than in Homer; in Olympian 3 and Olympian 10 he founds the
Olympic Games as a gesture of filial piety to his father Zeus before going on to ascend to

Olympus himself, while Pindar explicitly rejects the tale of Heracles fighting with Apollo,

12.0d. 8.223-5; Il. 5.403-4.

131]. 18.115-21.

14.0d. 11.601-5. This is a highly anomalous situation, leading many to suppose that 602-4 are interpolated;
Heubeck & Hoekstra (1989), p.114.

15 Hesiod refers to Heracles slaying the Nemean Lion (Th. 327-33) and the eagle which ate Prometheus’
liver (Th.523-31).

16 redécog oTovoevTag aE0hovg (Th.951).

17 Th. 954-5.

18 The scant surviving evidence is gathered at West (2003a), pp.176-87.

19 Geryoneis (frr.5-83), which formed a substantial treatment of Heracles’ expedition to acquire the
monstrous Geryon’s cattle and his slaying of their owner: Davies & Finglass (2014), pp.240-3; the self-
explanatory Cerberus (fr.165); and Cycnus (frr.166-8), in which Heracles vanquishes the eponymous son
of Ares, a brigand who behaded passers-by and built an obscene temple to Apollo out of their skulls: Davies
& Finglass (2014), pp. 465-8.

20 This originally totalled some 9000 lines, of which about 60 survive (by Matthews’s reckoning, fir.1-23,
26-8, 30K); Matthews (1974), pp.21-2.

21 West (2003b), pp. 17-8.

22 HH 15.7-8.

23 rod\d pév antoc Epetev drdodoia, ToAAYL & dvéTAn; HH 15.6.

24 Galinsky (1972), pp.29-30.
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Poseidon and Hades in Olympian 9.2 In Nemean 7, the divine Heracles is invoked with
reference to his capacity to benefit mankind,?®® while Isthmian 6 offers a morally
straightforward account of Heracles as a brave warrior and benefactor during his time on
earth.?” Bacchylides’ Heracles, while not unheroic, is more emphatically human than
superhuman. In the fifth ode, when he learns of the fate of Meleager in the Underworld,
he weeps in sympathy,?®and, echoing the emphasis on endurance found in Hesiod and the
Homeric Hymn, pronounces the importance of persevering and accomplishing what one
can in the face of the hardship of the human condition.?® In his second dithyramb, we find
the first extant reference to Deianeira poisoning Heracles,® but the tone is strikingly
sympathetic; the poet laments for Heracles’ wife - A d0opopoc, & téA[ar]v’ (30) - and
notes that ¢06voc (31) has destroyed her. This depiction of Heracles as a wayward
husband who perishes at the hands of a slighted wife is far from the emphatically glorious
portrayal by Pindar; Bacchylides’ Heracles is a flawed figure who succumbs to the almost
mundane emotions of lust and jealousy.

Heracles was also a pervasive figure in classical Athenian life and
literature. He was extremely widely worshipped throughout Attica, receiving offerings as
both a god with a temple and a hero with a special ‘Heracleion’,3! and with important
cults at Cynosarges and Marathon. This latter cult claimed to be the first where Heracles
was honoured as a god,3 and led to him becoming associated with the Athenian victory

over the Persians there in 490.3 In the literary sphere, he was a mainstay of satyr plays

% 0l.9.30-9.

2 Nem. 7. 96-7.

27 Galinsky (1972), pp.36-7.

28 Bacch. 5. 155-8.

29 Bacch. 5. 160-4.

30 Gantz (1993), p.458.

31 Woodford (1971), pp.212-4.

%2 paus. 1.15.2; Woodford (1971), p.217,

33 Heracles was depicted in the painting of the battle in the Stoa Poikile along with Theseus, Athena and
the eponymous hero Marathon; Paus.1.15.3; Woodford (1971), p.218.
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and comic drama, often marked by his extreme appetites for food and drink.>* Heracles
nonetheless retained his capacity for both violence and benefaction on the comic stage,
employing his brutish strength to overthrow tyrants and foreign despots in works such as
Euripides’ satyr-play Syleus®® and Cratinus’ Busiris.*® Although seemingly a much less
frequent character in tragedy, Heracles usually appeared as a saviour of some
description.” Prometheus Bound predicts Heracles’ intervention to free Prometheus,* as
in Hesiod, while in Sophocles’ Philoctetes his sudden appearance from Olympus at the
play’s conclusion resolves an increasingly tense and desperate situation.®® In Euripides’
Alcestis, although his extraordinary appetites and ebullience cast a certain strain on a
household in mourning,*® he nonetheless ultimately saves the titular heroine from death
and restores the family of Admetus.

These plays all depict or recount Heracles’ role in the narrative of others; he is a
roving hero or even an interventionist immortal, appearing midway through the action to
resolve or ameliorate the difficulties of others. If we consider the relatively few extant
plays in which Heracles himself or his own family serve as central figures — that is to say,
Sophocles’ Trachiniae, Euripides’ Heracleidae and Heracles*! - a more difficult picture

emerges. The complexity and ambiguity of Heracles as a mythical, literary and cultic

34 Fugua (1980), pp.17-8. Aristophanes has one of his characters preclude the clearly stereotyped figure of
‘Heracles deprived of his dinner’ from the plot at Vesp. 60, and claims to have driven this worn-out trope
from the stage with his superior writing at Peace 741-3. These claims seem distinctly tongue-in-cheek, as
Avristophanes himself presents a spectacularly greedy Heracles in Birds and the lost Sicon as Aeolus:
Galinsky (1972), pp.86-7.

% Galinsky (1972), pp.83-4.

% Galinsky (1972), pp.91-2.

37 Silk (1985), pp.3-4.

B [A.] PV 771-5, 870-2.

39 Heracles seems to have intervened as a deus ex machina in some of the lost tragedies as well, such as
Sophocles’ Athamas, in which he saves the titular protagonist from being put to death for murdering his
family under the influence of madness sent by Hera: Galinsky (1972), p.46.

40 See e.g. Alc. 746-72.

41 Tt is important to remember that other plays dealing with Heracles’ family have been lost; there is, for
instance, a very fragmentary Heracleidae of Aeschylus: fr.73b-7 Radt; Galinsky (1972), p.45. It seems
unlikely that this play bore any particular resemblance to its Euripidean namesake, although references to
a pyre in fr. 73b may hint at some overlap in content with Trachiniae; Wilkins (1993), pp.xviii-ix.
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figure - his unusual cosmic position between gods and men, his capacity for great
benefaction and brutality, his wide wanderings and extremely diverse geographical
associations — are generally hard to reconcile with the conventions of domestic and family
life, even in the mythical past depicted in most tragedies. There are of course many
differences between these three works, in terms of plot, style, and characterisation.
However, so numerous and striking are the points of similarity in their presentations of
Heracles and the hero’s relationship with his family that, instead of discussing each play
in turn, I will engage in a thematically-organised discussion of all three works in parallel.
This will serve to highlight the central place in tragic explorations of Heracles occupied
by the enduring, often devastating conflict between fatherhood and family life on one
hand and the actions, attitudes and associations of this greatest of mythical heroes on the

other.

4.2. Heracles the tragic father

4.2.1. Conspicuous by his absence

It is a simple but telling point that, at the beginning of all three of these plays,
Heracles is absent. Paternal absenteeism was hardly unknown in classical Athens; given
the later age of men at marriage* and relatively low life expectancies,® it is estimated
that up to 50% of Athenians would have lost their father by the age of 18.%* Married men

with families could also be absent on a temporary basis due to military*®® or naval

42 About 30: Strauss (1993), p.67.

43 Gallares (1991) p.122 suggests 23 as a possible life expectancy at birth for men born in the first half of
the C4th BC.

4 Strauss (1993), p.67

4 Hoplites, for example, were generally moved to a reserve for defensive duties within Attica from the age
of about 40; Crowley (2012), p.26. This naturally means that many men of an age to have wives and children
could expect to see active, potentially overseas service. The conspicuous place of war-orphans within
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service,* or overseas trade.*” The precise reasons for Heracles’ absence vary between the
tragedies, but in all three cases it is a consequence of his traditional heroic deeds or

experiences, and causes distress and worse for the family he leaves behind.

In the Trachiniae, the precise causes for Heracles’ prolonged absence are, at first,
unknown.”® What is clear, however, is that his absence is a source of anguish and
perplexity, particularly for his wife Deianeira.*® They met when he saved her from the
unwelcome suit of the river-god Achelous (9-26), but marriage to the roving hero is
marred by constant anxiety for his safety (27-30), and his travels and trials are ill-suited

to family life (31-5):

KAPUGAEY O TodaC, oDG KeETVOG ToTE,
YNNG Omtwg dpovpav Ektomov Aofav,
oneipov poévov Tpoceide KaCaudv dnas:
T0100T0G 0iMV €lg OOOVS TE KK dOUW®V

ael Tov Gvop’ Emepne AoTpedOVTA TE. (35)

The analogy of fatherhood and farming is a common one in tragedy,>® though the nuances

of its deployment here convey much. The loneliness of Deineira and her family is

classical Athens — famously, those achieving their majority were paraded at the City Dionysia itself: Aesch.
3.154 — demonstrates that paternity was no barrier to military service.

46 Both poorer citizens and metics served extensively in the fleet: Jordan (1975), p.211. Again, paternity
was no barrier to service; the speaker of Lysias 24, by his own account a dedicated trierarch (24.3-11),
remarks upon his patriotic willingness to risk life and limb in naval service for Athens despite having a wife
and children (24.21).

47 The sailing season, and thus the window for sea trade, lasted for over half the year; Reed (2002), pp.7-8.
48 S, Tr. 40-1. We later discover that Heracles has been detained in servitude to Omphale (252-3) and then
in sacking Oechalia (254-91; 351-74; the differences between these accounts are discussed below).

49 Galinsky (1972), pp.46-7.

50 See above, p.73 n.254. The agriculturally-inspired term gutoomodpog is used of the dedicated father
Eurytus at Tr. 359-60 (discussed more fully below, ch.4.2.3), reinforcing the contrast between his conduct
and the rather negligent Heracles; Segal (1981), p.63.
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emphasised,® as is the repetitive, almost seasonal nature of Heracles’ to-and-fro: sic
dopovg Te kak dopwv (34).%2 There is also, perhaps, a sense of Heracles’ priorities lying
elsewhere. This is an outlying crop - £&kxtonov - and the reference to harvesting - ka&audv
— suggests an instrumental attitude to children; this will be borne out in the hero’s
interactions with his son Hyllus later in the play.®® In one sense, however, the simile is
strikingly inapposite. While crops are of course entirely static in contrast to the roving
farmer, Heracles’ family have in fact endured displacement as a consequence of his
actions; because of his murder of Iphitus, the family must live in exile: nugic uev év
Tpayivt 0’ avaotator / EEve mop’ avopi vaiopev (39-40). Heracles’ general heroic
career has led to absence and neglect, and a specific instance of violence has forced his
family to endure some small part of his own nomadic existence.

This sense of Heracles’ negligence is reinforced by the contrasting familial loyalty
of his wife and son. Deianeira greets Hyllus warmly>* - & tékvov, @ mod (61)° - and he
in turn is affectionate in his responses to her.>® She poses anxious questions about
Heracles’ welfare and whereabouts (61ff.), but Hyllus can offer only rumour (69-75). She
invokes in the strongest terms Hyllus’ duty to inquire about his father - 10 pn mv6£c0an
oD “otwv aioybvny eépewv (66) - while Hyllus himself promises immediate action in
response to the revelations of danger for Heracles in the oracle (86-91). This contrast,
between Heracles’ seeming disregard for his family and their clear loyalty to him and one
another, is reinforced by the language Deianeira uses to describe her anxiety for Heracles:

guoi mkpdic / mdivag (41-2). ddivon can refer to general anguish, physical or mental, >’ but

51 Easterling (1982), p.78

52 Easterling (1982), p.78

%3 Discussed further below.

% Easterling (1982), p.81

% She again addresses Hyllus as tékvov at 68 and 76, and as 7ai at 92. On the emotive force of téxvov in
particular, see above, p.86 n.55.

% As noted by Easterling (1982), p.81. Hyllus addresses Deineira as pfjtep at 64, 78, 86, and is eager to act
on her request.

57 See 325, A. Supp. 770, Cho. 211, and S. Aj. 794; Easterling (1982), p.79.
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technically refers to the agonies of childbirth.%® Deianeira’s anxiety for her husband thus
serves to repeat the pain she endured bearing him the children from whom he is so often

absent.

In Euripides’ Heracles and Children of Heracles, the implications of Heracles’
absence are even more serious; the very lives of his children are at stake. In the Children
of Heracles, we are presented with the severe familial consequences of various traditional
elements of the Heracles myth. Heracles, after his labours on earth, is gone; he has
achieved apotheosis: érel xat’ odpavov / vaiet (Hcld. 9-10). Unfortunately, this
triumphant culmination of his career is not extended to his earthly associates; neither his
mortal children nor his attendant, Iolaus, who shared in his labours (mévev / Tieictov
uetéoyov gig avip Hpaxiée,7-8), have any share in his newfound divine status or his
escape from earthly concerns. Heracles’ children are thus cast into the proverbially
wretched position of orphans,®® and must endure the continuing hostility of Heracles’
implacable foe, Euystheus. Indeed, Heracles’ absence seems to have posed a threat to his
family’s life almost immediately: €nel yop avT®V YRig AmnALGYON TP, / IPATOV PEV
nuag 10el’ EvpuvcBevg ktaveiv (12-3). Heracles’ acquisition of immortality threatened
his family with death. The prologue develops this contrast between the position of the
father and his children, emphasising the causal connection between Heracles’ absence
and his offspring’s suffering. Heracles may have been released from the earth and its cares
- yflg ammAléyOn (12) - but his children were forced to flee from their home (14-5), and

are hounded from city to city as Eurystheus uses his political might to intimidate other

%8 1SJs.v. A cf. e.g. A. Ag. 1418, discussed above, p.72.
% e.g. Il. 22.482-507, discussed above, p.15.
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rulers into denying asylum.®® As the children are deprived of their father,®* so too are they
deprived of all Greece: motpoc TnTOpévovg (24); ndong 8¢ yopag EALGS0C TNTOREVOL
(31). The opening of the Children of Heracles thus offers a familial perspective upon
Heracles’ ultimate ‘triumph’ and apotheosis; his escape from mortality and its cares does
not absolve his children of the same, but rather leaves them exposed to the consequences
of Heracles’ earthly actions and attachments without the benefit of his protection.

In the Heracles, the situation is much altered by mythical innovation. There is of
course continuity with the tradition; Amphitryon is the mortal ‘father’ of Heracles, along
with Zeus,®? and Heracles, at the time of the play, is married to his first wife Megara.®®
However, we soon encounter a sizeable and significant deviation from the more
traditional mythical chronology. In most cases, Heracles’ labours seem to have come
about after his bout of madness and the murder of his first family (the one depicted in this
play); the labours are a punishment for this crime.%* In this play, however, by contrast, it
soon becomes clear that Heracles’ labours are largely complete by this point; he has left
his family to perform the final labour of bringing Cerberus out of the Underworld.®
Heracles has undertaken the labours not as punishment for murdering his children, but
rather to restore his father to Argos after the latter was banished for murder.®® His labours

are not, therefore, the consequence of his murderous failure as father, but rather reflect

60 Hcld. 15-25.

61 Jolaus refers to Heracles as matnip repeatedly in his opening speech, at 12, 24, 29, 53. This is perfectly
understandable, given that he is describing the plight of those to whom Heracles is father, but it also prompts
us to see the situation through the lens of the responsibilities and expectations of fatherhood, which Heracles
does not (at this point in the play) seem to fulfil especially effectively.

62 HF 1-3 discussed further below, pp.181-3.

839-12.

6 Bond (1981), pp.xviii-xxx notes that there is fairly slim evidence for the relative chronology of the labours
and the madness before Euripides, but cites an established tradition in later authors including Apollodorus
of the labours following the madness. Foley (1985) p.152 and Barlow (1996), pp.3-4 are both more
confident in seeing variation from the norm of the myths in the chronology Euripides follows here.

85 HF 22-5.

%6 HF 13-21.
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his devotion as a son.%” Much as the account of Heracles’ absence at the opening of the
Trachiniae establishes the characterisation of the hero in that play as a violent and
inconsiderate figure, so too here does this variant motivation establish Euripides’
Heracles as a much more domestic and familial figure.%® He is not even the cause of his
family’s exile in this play - unlike the other tragedies under consideration - but is rather
working to restore them to their proper home.

Nonetheless, Heracles’ absence has grave consequences for his family. Although
Euripides’ innovative chronology has made the hero’s labours a reflection of his greater
interest in familial affairs, the play’s other mythical innovation, the invention of Lycus,%
poses a considerable threat to the family. This individual is the son of a previous ruler of
Thebes, who has himself murdered Megara’s father Creon and exploited a state of civil
war to seize control of the city.’® He has murderous intentions for Heracles’ entire family

(37-43);

TOVUOD Yap GVTOG TOdOG &V LYol xOovog

0 Kovog ovtog THode Yig dpymv Avkog

to0G ‘Hpoaxieiovg moidag eEelelv Béhet

KTavmV dapoptd <0’>, g eovot oféont eovov,  (40)
Kdp’ (1 1 om yp1) kdp’ €v avopacty Adyetv,

vépovt’ dypeiov), uf moh’ 01d’ Mvopmuévol

UNTPOCLY EKTPAEOGY AipaTog dikny.

67 Barlow (1996), p.125.
% Foley (1985), pp.188-9.
69 Bond (1981), p.xxviii.
0 HF 26-36.
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There is a certain irony to the whole situation. Heracles’ absence as part of his labours for
the sake of his father (37) has directly endangered that man, as well as Heracles’ own
wife and children; by acting in the interests of his family he is imperilling them. Unlike
the hostility of Eurystheus in the Children of Heracles, Lycus does not seem motivated
by the identity of the children’s father; it is concern over their maternal connections -
ufitpwotv (43) - which motivates him to attempt a pre-emptive murder and thus ward off
future vengeance.”* Heracles seems to have acted as far as possible in the interests of his
family, and yet despite his best efforts they are in danger because of his absence, an
absence demanded by his traditional heroic feats even if they are, in this instance,
undertaken with pointedly familial aims. This difficulty in reconciling Heracles’ clear
intention to serve the interests of his family with his heroic activities and identity only

becomes more pronounced as the play proceeds.

The perilous implications of Heracles’ absence for his family in Children of
Heracles and Heracles are emphasised by the presence of substitute father-figures who
are conspicuous both for their dedication and their weakness. lolaus in the Children of
Heracles is clearly devoted to protecting the children as best he can and standing by them
in their difficult position, and his language makes this clear:
€Y® 3¢ 6VV PEHYOVGL GVRPELY® TEKVOLS / KOl 6VV KOUKDG TPACCOVGL GUUTPAGE® KOKMG
(Hcld. 26-7).72 He bids them shelter around him as the herald of Eurystheus approaches
(47-8), and responds defiantly to the latter’s haughty demands and threats: o0k Gv yévotto
007" épod {dvtog mote (66). Nonetheless, lolaus’ determination to protect the children

is matched by his acknowledged lack of power to do so: td kKeivov tékv’ Exv VIO TTEPOIG

L For the importance of avenging one’s kin in Greek thought, see below, p.163 n160.

2 Note also the many first-person plurals in Iolaus’ opening speech which convey his sharing in the
children’s experiences: é&édpauev (Hcld. 14); eedyopev (15); kabeCduecbo (33); dpcouesd’ (38);
oikiobuebo (46); dnwdduecda (47); Srwxduesd’ (50)
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/ sidlm T8’ adtog dedpevog cotpiac. (10-1).” Although the usual mythical genealogy
casts Iolaus as Heracles’ nephew, in this play Euripides has chosen to present him as an
elderly man, of a similar age to Heracles’ mother Alcmene.’”* The Herald also remarks
dismissively upon his infirmity - v onv dypeiov dovauy (58) - and this disjunction
between a willing spirit and a weak body will reach a climax in the arming scene (680-
747). Here, lolaus’ determination to fight in the coming battle on behalf of Heracles’
children, although indicative of a stout heart - Afjua pév obnw otépvvet ¥pdvog / 16 cov,
aAl’ Par, odpo 6 epoddov (702-3) - defies all advice and apparent sense, verging even
upon the absurd.” lolaus is accompanied as guardian by Alcmene ,”® who, upon her first
appearance, speaks fiercely in defence of the children, despite her weakness:”” ... do0evic
pev § v’ éun / poun, to6ovoe 8’ gidévar og xpn, EEve: / 00K €01’ Gyev o€ T0VGO’ EUOD
{done moté (648-50)"8. Alcmene is mistaken about the situation; the man whom she
accosts with such spirit is in fact a herald from Hyllus, rather than from Eurystheus. Her
desperate determination evokes sympathy for her situation,’® but she is nonetheless
clearly in a worse position than lolaus; she fears what will become of her in the absence
of even his limited strength: ti 8’; fjv 6évnig 60, ¢ £yd cwbnoopar; (712). The devotion

of these two guardians to the protection of Heracles’ children and their conspicuous

73 Note the neat contrast of cdo with Seduevog smmpiogin 11.

" Allan (2001), p.27.

> See esp. 720-47. Burian (1977), p.11 considers the arming scene “perhaps the most overtly comic in
extant tragedy,” but Wilkins (1993), pp.137-8 offers a more serious reading; he points out that lolaus is
justified in his faith in Heracles’ power to aid him, comparing the ‘comic’ scene of the aged Tirerisias and
Cadmus in ritual garb in Ba., where the apparently amusing faith of the old men is vindicated by events.
There is more place for humour in tragedy than is often supposed; examples are catalogued by Seidensticker
(1982), and Rutherford (2012), p.64 n.142 offers a useful bibliographical survey. These ‘humorous’
moments do often have underlying ‘serious’ import - see e.g. Halliwell (2008) pp.130-9 on comic elements
in Alcestis and Bacchae, and Goldhill (2006), esp. p.87 — and such an approach seems to make the best
sense of this scene. Seidensticker (1982), pp.98-9 sees the comic elements as foreshadowing and enhancing
the ultimate wonder of Iolaus’ restored youth, while Allan (2001), pp.183-5 likewise sees in the arming
scene both pathos and humour; the comic element enhances our affection for lolaus while including us in
the Servant’s scepticism, thus granting the ultimate transformation greater dramatic effect.

6 41f.

" Burian (1977), p.11.

8 Note the echo of Iolaus’ defiant language (épod {dvidg mote, 66) in éuod {dong moté (650).

™ Allan (2001), p.181.
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physical weakness highlight the deleterious effect of the hero’s absence; his famous
strength is of no benefit to his family because he is not there to deploy it on their behalf.

In Euripides’ Heracles, the hero’s family are similarly forced to rely upon the
questionable protection of others in the absence of his mighty strength. Amphitryon,

much like lolaus and Alcmene, is a willing but decrepit guardian (228-35):

... TpOG &’ &’ dcbeviy pidov
dedopKaT’, 0VOEV OVTO TAT)V YADGONG YOPOV.
poun yap ekAélowmey fjv Tpiv glyopey, (230)
NPt 8¢ TPOUEPA YVIN KARawPOV 6BEVOC.
&l 8’ 1 véog Te KATL GOUATOC KPATAY,
AaPav av Eyyog ToddE ToVS E0vOOLG TAOKOVG
KaOnpdtos’ dv, Got’ ATAOVIIKGOV TEPAV

eevyE Opmv av detdion TOOUOV dOpv. (235)

His devotion and weakness sit side by side: do0evi] pikov. He laments his old age (229-
31), but, much like lolaus in Children of Heracles,®® he fantasises as to how he would
employ youthful strength and vigour to drive off Lycus and save the children. The
reference to the Atlantic (234) is pointed; this is the site of the famed ‘Pillars of
Heracles’,! the limit of the inhabited world. It is precisely because Heracles is such a
wide-ranging hero that he is not around to protect his family. However, in contrast to the
apparent situation in Trachiniae or Children of Heracles, in this play Heracles has at least

taken specific precautions for the protection of his family, appointing Amphitryon as

8 Bond (1981), p.124. cf. Hcld. 740ff.
8 Barlow (1996), p.135.
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guardian before he departed for the Underworld (44-6). Indeed, the very altars upon which
Heracles’ family seek refuge are his handiwork: Bopov kaBiCwm 1ovde cwtiipog Aog, / Ov
KoAAvikov dopog Gyaip’ idpvoato / Mwvoag kpatioog oOuOg evyevig tokog (48-50).
This altar ultimately comes to symbolise the extent to which Heracles’ family are
imperilled despite, rather than because, of his efforts. One of the play’s choral odes
contains the longest extant praise of Heracles’ deeds and feats as a civilising hero,? but,
as Amphitryon complains, the Greeks do not aid his children as they should.® In
particular, the Thebans do not show Heracles the proper gratitude for his victory over the
Minyans - commemorated by the altar - by aiding his children in their hour of need.® Nor
does Heracles’ divine father intercede as might be hoped in the hero’s absence, in contrast
to the devotion of the mortal Amphitryon, as the latter notes: o0 & 760’ &p’ focov §
*8oKelc sivon gilog ./ ApeTit oe Vik®d OviTog v Beov péyav (341-2).8% The dedication of
the altar to Zevg Zwtip seems rather ironic.® Indeed, despite his determination, there is
little Amphitryon can do; he is reduced to asking that he and Megara may die before the
children, so they are spared the sight of the infanticide.®” Heracles’ mythical strength, his
many benefactions for mankind, his kinship with Zeus and his careful arrangements
before his departure all prove vain; despite his best efforts and intentions, his absence

threatens death for his family.

82 HF 348-450; Galinsky (1972), p.61.

83 222-6.

84 217-21

8 Mikalson (1986), pp.93-4. For further discussion, see below, pp.189-91.
% Barlow (1996), p.127.

8 HF 319-25.
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4.2.2. Being the children of Heracles

At the beginning of all three of these plays, the position of Heracles’ family and
children is marked by his absence. As the plays progress, the situation of Heracles’
children continues to be dictated by the fact that he is their father. The actions,
associations and reputation which are accorded to Heracles by the extensive and diverse
mythical tradition exert a considerable influence upon his children’s lot which is rarely

entirely positive and usually at odds with the norms of fatherhood.

In Trachiniae, while Heracles’ absence was a cause for distress, his return
proves to be intensely disruptive for his family as a whole, and his son Hyllus in
particular.®® Heracles’ sack of Oechalia and the claiming of Iole are an established part of
the mythical tradition by the time of Trachiniae,® but in this tragedy we see a full
depiction of the domestic and familial consequences of this traditional feat. Heracles’
wife Deianeira is understandably aghast at the prospect of sharing her husband with his
new concubine lole,® but, instead of committing deliberate murder,®? she quite
unwittingly®® poisons Heracles in the mistaken belief that Nessus’ blood will act as a love-

charm to regain her husband’s affections from the younger, more attractive lole (555-

8 See above.

8 Heracles’ treatment of his family in Trachiniae has aroused considerable scholarly condemnation; for
example, Silk (1985), p.3 lambasts the hero as a “repellent husband and father, heedless of or insensitive to
his wife and son”.

% The sack of Oechalia, and Iole’s role in prompting it, is first referred to in the Hesiodic Catalogue of
Women (fr. 26.31 ff. MW); Davies (1991), p.xxvi. The epic poet Creophylus of Samos wrote a Capture of
Oechalia, probably in the seventh century; the sole surviving fragment (fr. 1 PEG) has Heracles address
lole; Gantz (1993), p.434.

%1 Tr. 536-51. cf. A. Ag. 1438-47, where Clytemnestra sets anger at Agamemnon’s introduction of a
concubine into the family home amidst her justifications for the murder. Deianeira strikingly does not blame
lole herself for this unhappy situation: 457-69; Fuqua (1980), p.41.

%2 cf e.g. Bacch. Dith. 2 [Ode 16].24-35, discussed above, p.135.

% Easterling (1982), p.146 notes the poet’s careful emphasis on her innocence.
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87).% Her well-intentioned actions have devastating consequences, and her son Hyllus

denounces her angrily (734-41):

YA @ pfitep, g v &k TPV 6° &V €AoY,
A uncét’ etvou {doav, i cecopiv (735)
dAlov KekAfioBatl untép’, | AdOoVg Ppévag
TOV VOV Tapovc®dv TOV’ dusiyoacdoi mobev.
An. 118 Eotv, ® mad, TPOC Y’ LOD GTLYOVUEVOV;
YA 1OV Gvdpa tOV 6oV icbt, TOV 6 EUOV Aéy®
TOTEPO, KATAKTEIVOGO TS’ &V NUEPQ. (740)

An.  oipo, tiv’ dERveykag, O Tékvov, Adyov;

Hyllus’ horror at Deianeira’s actions against his father is such that he cannot
accommodate her as his mother (734-7). Deianeira wanted to regain a husband, but her
misguided intervention has destroyed the man who fulfils important familial roles for her
and for Hyllus: tov &vdpo. tov 6ov; Tov 8 €uov ...matépa.®® Hyllus, despite his desire to
do so, cannot escape or deny Deianeira’s relationship to him as mother,®® but he prioritises
his commitment to his father over this relationship, and curses her for her actions against

Heracles (807-12).%” He misunderstands her motives, of course, and, having discovered

% Papadimitropoulos (2008a), pp.134-5.

% Easterling (1982), p.165 suggests that Hyllus “recoils from the idea of a family tie between Heracles and
his murderess”, but this does not seem quite correct; Hyllus instead seems to emphasise the enormity of
Deianeira’s actions and justify his intense emotional response by evoking Heracles’ important family ties
to them both.

% He addresses her once again as pfjtep at Tr. 807, in the very moment when he curses her.

% Hyllus laments that Deianeira has killed ‘the best of all men upon this earth’: tévtov &piotov &vépa TV
£mi yBovi (811). As we have seen at 739, however, avip also means ‘husband’, and in this respect Heracles,
as depicted in this play, is rather less obviously ‘the best’. The double entendre underlines the disjunction
between Heracles’ benefactions for mankind as a whole and his more baleful influence upon his own family.
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the truth, bitterly laments his mother’s suicide and thus the loss of both parents in a single
day.%

It is striking, therefore, that after Hyllus has learnt the truth of the matter and
recovered his devotion to both of his parents, Heracles attempts to force him to renounce
once more his loyalty to his mother in favour of his father.®® Heracles makes demands of
his son from his first address to the young man, recalling the instrumentalist approach to

his children suggested by the agricultural simile of the prologue (797-802):1%

“® mof, TpOGENDE, Um PUYNC TOVUOV KaKOV,

uno’ €l og xpn Bavovit cuvBaveiv Epot-

GAL dpov EEw, kai paMoTa pév pe O

gvtadd’ démov pe i Tig Syetan Ppotdv: (800)
£l & oiktov Toyglg, AL 1 &k ye Tiicde Yig

nopOusvcov mc Tayota, Und’ avtov 0dve.”
b

This speech begins with warmer sentiment; Heracles addresses Hyllus paternally - & mai
- and is eager for his son’s company amidst his sufferings.'®® However, Heracles’
expressed willingness for his son to die with him rather than leave him (798), even if only
a rhetorical flourish, demonstrates the relatively low place of paternity in the hero’s

priorities; rather than taking comfort in his son’s survival,'®? Heracles demands

% 932-42.

% Segal (1981), p.82 puts it more forcefully: “Hyllus’ recovery from deluded hatred of his mother and his
compassionate love for her still come up against his father’s rigid, blind hatred.”

100 Friis Johansen (1986), pp.53-4 notes that Heracles exploits Hyllus’ filial piety throughout his appearance
in the play.

101 We might compare Oedipus’ desire to meet with his daughters one last time: OT 1466ff.

102 Being outlived by one’s sons is normally seen as a boon; for example, part of the outstanding good
fortune of Tellus the Athenian is that he has seen his sons live and beget children of their own (Hdt. 1.30),
while the shade of Achilles’ sole consolation in death is hearing of his living son Neoptolemus’ exploits
(Od. 11.538-40). Even Sophocles’ Ajax does not wish for his son to join him in his unhappy fate: & mof,
vévo10 matpog £0TVLYEGTEPOG, / TO 8 AL duoiog (Aj. 550-1).
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immediate succour, even at the risk of his own son’s death. His request to be removed
(799-802) further highlights the lack of sympathy between him and his family; while
Hyllus and Deianeira were so anxious from the play’s outset to have Heracles restored to
them, Heracles himself is desperate to depart yet again, not even wishing to die amidst
(the reminder of) his family.%

Heracles is (understandably) hostile to Deianeira, but his efforts to impose this
hostility upon his son Hyllus serve as further demonstration of his self-centred approach

to his family. Heracles rails against Deianeira for her actions, and demands that Hyllus

side totally with his father,'% even suggesting tests of his son’s loyalty (1064-9):

O 7o, YevoD pot Toig £THTLLOC YEYDC,

Kol pn T0 untpog dvoua tpecPevong TALov. (1065)
00G [t yepOlv oaiv avTog €€ olkov Aafmv

€6 xeipa Vv teKoDoAV, OC £10M GAPQ

el ToOpOV Ahyelc paAAov 1) ketvng OpdV

AoPnTov £180c &v SiKkT) KoKOVUEVOV.

The emphatically repetitive'® paternal language of 1064 reinforces Heracles’ claims to
his son’s filial obedience, but this is specifically set in opposition to reverence towards

his mother (1065).1% Having enjoined Hyllus not to honour ‘the name of mother’,

103 At 1147, by contrast, Heracles does ask for all his children to be gathered around him, but this brings its
own complications; see below.

104 The primacy of the father was famously espoused by Apollo in the Orestaia (A. Eum. 665-72), and
various ancient theories of procreation reflected social gender hierarchies in attributing a more significant
role to the male (e.g. Hippoc. De genitura 6, Arist. Gen. an. 737); Harlow (1998), pp.156-9. That said, a
Greek’s duty was to both parents (cf. e.g. Aesch. 1.28, X. Mem. 2.2.14), and Hyllus has a valid case to make
on Deianeira’s behalf, even if Heracles himself has little apparent interest in hearing it.

105 Easterling (1982), p.207.

106 A5 discussed above, Hyllus himself toyed with such a notion when he first learnt of Deianeira’s actions,
but never quite broke off his filial bond towards his hapless mother, even before he learnt the sad truth of
the situation.
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Heracles avoids using it himself, but nonetheless reminds his son of Deianeira’s
relationship to him: v texoboav (1067). The hero is determined to monopolise Hyllus’
response to the suffering of both parents; he clearly expects Hyllus to be distressed on his
mother’s behalf, but characterises this response as a misdemeanour to be avoided in
favour of total obedience to the father.2%” Hyllus’ attempts to explain the reality of the
situation to Heracles and rehabilitate his mother in that man’s eyes meet with considerable
hostility and further attempts to reinforce the primacy of his claim to Hyllus’ devotion.
When Hyllus attempts to speak of his mother to explain the situation, Heracles rebukes
him by characterising her solely as the woman who killed his father: tfic matpopdviov
untpoc (1125); matépa cov ktsivaca (1137).2% Even once informed of the true nature of
Deianeira’s actions, he makes no further mention of her, instead moving on immediately
to making demands of Hyllus.'®® Among these'* is the demand that his son marry lole.
Hyllus refuses, and gives grounds for so doing; lole is the reason both for the death of his
mother and the present plight of his father,*'! and he would rather die than live with her.*?
Heracles does not justify or explain this request; he threatens Hyllus with curses for
disobedience!!® and establishes his will as a father as his son’s only moral guide: YA. 6AA’

€0 aydd ofta dvooefelv, matep; / Hp. oV dvocéPeta, Toopov el tépyelg kéap. (1245-

107 Easterling (1982), p.208 classifies Heracles’ tone here as “cruelly calculating,” but Friis Johansen (1986)
p.53 is more convincing in attributing Heracles’ treatment of those around him to indifference towards the
consequences of his actions rather than wilful cruelty.

108 1137 arguably echoes 739-40 - 1ov 8vdpa ToV 60V ic01, TOV & oV Aéym / ToTépa, KATOKTEIVAGA THS’
&v Nuépaq. - but the differences are telling. Hyllus sets Heracles within his various family contexts, as
husband and as father; Heracles makes no mention of his position as husband to Deianeira, the violation of
which by bringing a concubine to the household led to the unhappy turn of events, but instead focuses solely
upon his claim to Hyllus’ loyalty as his father. This fits with Heracles’ general failure ever to acknowledge
Deianeira’s plight and his part in it.

109 Galinsky (1972), pp.50-1.

110 The other demands, in particular the pyre, are discussed in more detail below.

1111233-4.

112 1236-7.

113 1239-40.
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6).1* The dutiful Hyllus, for his part, concedes, accepting this primacy of his father’s
wishes.!'® Heracles’ behaviour as father is markedly self-centred; he treats Hyllus solely
as an instrument of his will, regardless of the young man’s feelings or concerns. The
limitations of Heracles’ familial concerns are thrown into even sharper relief by his son’s
behaviour; the young man strives to do his duty by both of his parents, despite Heracles’
misinformed hostility, and ultimately sets aside his (understandable) personal qualms to
fulfil his father’s wishes and enact the hero’s strange requests.

Trachiniae does not simply characterise Heracles as an imperfect and self-centred
head of the family, but specifically connects his shortcomings as a family man and a father
to his identity and attributes as Heracles. We have already examined the adverse impact
of Heracles’ nomadic career and frequent absences upon his family life,'!® as well as the
specific consequences of the sack of Oechalia for his long-suffering family. Heracles
himself sets the domestic disaster of the play in the context of his exploits in the world,
as he rails against Deianeira.'!” Heracles emphasises the number and difficulty of his feats
- ® oA O kad Ogppd, Kol AOym Kakd, / Kol xepoi kai vdrtolst poydnoag yd (1046-7)
- referring to his battles with the Giants (1058-9) and the many lands he has cleansed of
beasts (1060-1). He laments that, after all that, he has met his end at the hands of
Deianeira, a woman — yovi 8, 0fjAvg odoo kévavdpog pvoty (1062) - who didn’t even
use a sword (1063).1*8 The audience knows that Heracles does not understand the truth of
the situation, but his characterisation of it - and Deianeira - is revealing. His references to

the many lands he has been purifying (1060-1) remind us of the wide geographical reach

114 Filial obedience was an extremely important virtue to the ancient Greeks; see above, p.81 n.23. That
said, Hyllus’ initial reluctance to enact his father’s wishes is a reflection of his sense of propriety and filial
duty rather than any rebelliousness.

1151249-51.

116 See above, ch.4.2.1.

1171046-63.

118 Easterling (1982), p.207 suggests the phrase used of the deceptive Hera at Il. 19.97 - 0fjlug odoa - as a
model. If so, Deianeira’s womanhood links her to the most implacable of Heracles’ foes, furthering
Heracles’ depiction of her deeds in terms of the labours he has endured.
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of his exploits, and the extensive and distressing absences from his family these entail.
Heracles sees Deianeira’s actions not in the context of his own behaviour towards her or
the unhappy domestic situation he has left behind, but as part of the hostility of the wider
world amidst which he performs his feats and makes his way; familial or domestic
concerns seem scarcely part of his worldview. When he does - briefly - give a thought to

his family,!®

we are reminded once again of the disruptive influence of Heracles’
legendary labours upon his children. He asks Hyllus to summon all his children (1147)

and his mother Alcmene, only to be told this is impossible (1151-6):

YA QAL ovte pntnp €vOAd’, AAA’ EmokTiy
TipvvOt copPéPnkev dot’ Exety Edpav,
ToidwV 1€ TOVG pev ELALAPOVS’ QT TPEPEL,
006 &’ av 10 ONPng dotv vaiovtag pdboig:
Nueig 8’ oot mapeouey, €l Tt ypn, Tatep, (1155)

TPAGGELY, KADOVTEG EEVTNPETICOLLEY.

Heracles’ traditionally widespread geographical associations - amongst them Tiryns and
Thebes - and extreme fecundity conspire against a central, nuclear family and the reunion
of Heracles with all his living children;*?° Heracles’ belated presence for his son Hyllus
is, we are reminded, accompanied by absence from other children of his elsewhere.
Various aspects of the myth of Heracles are thus deployed in the play to explain or
emphasise the difficulty of reconciling Heracles’ traditional mythical actions and attitudes

with the conventions of Greek familial life and paternal conduct. Heracles in the

119 Segal (1981), p.80 sees Heracles’ desire for his children here as “a human touch”, but even this simply
leads to a reminder of his family’s wide dispersal and thus serves to demonstrate how far Heracles is
removed from the norms of domestic life.

120 Segal (1981), p.80.
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Trachiniae is a father who is often conspicuous by his absence and, when present,

remarkable for his indifference to the perspective and feelings of other family members.

In contrast to Heracles’ portrayal in Trachiniae as a figure for whom family life
seems an unwelcome burden intruding upon his legendary career, in Euripides’ Heracles
we see the hero as a dedicated ‘family man’, who clearly prioritises his children and has
extremely benevolent intentions towards them, but who nonetheless commits terrible
crimes against them precisely because he is Heracles.

Despite his absence, Heracles’ attempt to make provision for his family while he
is away hints at this more familially-minded interpretation of the character.'?* His

dramatic entrance'?? reinforces this domestic focus (523-30):1%

o yoipe péradpov mpodTLAL 0 Eotiag dufc,

¢ AopEVOS G €GET00V £C PAOG LOADV.

gor Tl ypRipa; Tékv’ Opd PO SMUATOV (525)
GTOALOTOL VEKPDV KpaTaG EEECTEUUEVOL

OyAol T &v avopdv TV Eunv Euvdopov

TATEPO TE SAKPVLOVIO GLUPOPAS TIVAGS;

0ép’ Ekmvbopo TdVoE TAnciov otabeig:

Yovau, Tl kKavov R0 ddpacty ypéog; (530)

121 See above.

122 Barlow (1996) p.148 notes the impact of his sudden arrival after all had given him up for dead.

123 papadopoulou (2005), pp.77-8. Padilla (1994), p.283 notes the intensely domestic stamp of the play as
a whole; amongst other things, words for the house appear in 79 lines.
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Heracles begins with an enthusiastic and detailed greeting to his hearth and home -
uéhadpov mpomurd 0 otiog £pfig (523'24) - and makes explicit his joy in returning to it:
¢ Gopevog (524). However, he is soon struck by the concerning realisation that all is not
well for his family, and notices the troubling situation of his children (téxv’, 525), wife
(v éunv Euvdopov, 527) and father (matépa, 528) in turn. Heracles in Trachiniae defies
convention and decency by bringing a concubine into the home, but this rendition of the
hero is driven by conventional ‘family values’; he is startled that his wife should be
outside in male company (527).1%

Heracles’ traditional mythical feats and legendary associations are also initially
subsumed into his paternal and domestic concerns. Before Heracles’ surprise return,
Megara recalls sadly the plans he had for his sons; he assigned Argos to one to rule, after
Eurystheus’ defeat (462-4), Thebes to another in response to the child’s wheedling (467-
9),126 and Oechalia to the third (472-3). These lands and regions all have longstanding
mythical associations with Heracles; whereas in the Trachiniae the hero’s wide
geographical associations were reflected in the dispersal of his family, and the sack of
Oechalia brought lole into his home with fatal consequences, here this varied ‘Heraclean’
geography is presented in terms of the future grandeur and status he wishes to bestow
upon his sons by means of his feats. Even Heracles’ traditional accoutrements are turned
to familial ends; in the same reminiscence, he distributes his lion skin, club,*?” and bow
amongst his young children as temporary gifts for their delight. Heracles’ various feats
are themselves also incorporated into this highly familial characterisation. When he has

learnt of the situation, Heracles issues threats of a grandiose revenge in line with his

124 padilla (1994) p.283 notes the significance of Heracles’ address to the hearth as a sign of his domestic
focus.

125 Bond (1981), p.200.

126 Bond (1981), p.186.

127 As a “pretend present’ (ywevdi d6cwv, 471); Bond (1981), pp.186-7, noting the playful implications of
the language.
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mythical capacity for violence;'? he will raze Lycus’ palace, cut off the usurper’s head
and cast it to the dogs, then fill Ismene and Dirce with the bodies of those Thebans who
failed to support his family as they ought. Heracles sets this vengeance within the context
of his labours, and indeed presents them as secondary to this bold action in favour of his
family;*?° what would be the point of having slain the Hydra and the Nemean lion, if he
were not to ‘labour’ against the death of his children (t@v &’ Eudv tékvov / 00K EKTOVAG®
Oavatov (580-1)?1° Only by deploying his mythical strength for the sake of his family
can he rightly retain his traditional epithet of 6 xoALivikoc (581-2). Thus, in contrast to
Trachiniae, where Heracles’ heroic career is prioritised over and disruptive to his family,
in Heracles the hero directs his heroic energies, attributes and deeds towards ensuring the
wellbeing of his family and in particular his children.

He fails, of course, but through no fault of his own. We may perhaps see the seeds
of this disastrous turn of events in his own words before he leads his children into his

home (630-6):

dEm AaPadv ye 10060’ €porkidag yepoiv,
vadg &’ ¢ EQEAEM: Kal yOp ovK dvaivoplon
Bepanevpa tékvov. Tdvta TavBpdnwv ioa:

@U0DG1 Tid0G o T dpeivoveg fpotdv

128 565-73. Burnett (1971), p.165 terms Heracles’ plan “unusually indiscriminate in its ferocity”, but
Gregory (1975) p.266 notes that no suggestion of disproportion is ever raised in the play. Barlow (1996),
p.149 adds the observation that vengeance upon a usurper, such as Orestes’ against Aegisthus, was
particularly worthy. The scale of the threats - Silk (1985) pp.12-3 feels they resemble those of a god -
corresponds to Heracles’ extreme strength and violence, but here this is notably turned to the defence of his
family.

129 papadopoulou (2005), pp.77-8.

130 ¢f. yoaupdvtwv movor (575). Traditionally, Heracles undertook his labours as penance for the murder of
his family; Euripides inverts the chronology in this play: Kamerbeek (1966), pp.12-3. Heracles in fact
presents the hero as undertaking the labours to restore his father Amphitryon to Argos (13-21), thus
transforming the traditional punishment for the destruction of his family into yet another example of his
dedication to their interests; Barlow (1996), p175.
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oil T’ 00d&V Ovteg ypNuacty 6 d1apopot: (635)

£xovoty, ol 8’ 00" TAv 6& PIAATEKVOV YEVOG,.

The nautical imagery seems to reinforce Heracles’ earlier attempts to subsume his
mythical exploits to his familial concern. Heracles was involved in the famous voyage of
the Argo,*®! but here the idea of the ship, rather than the means for legendary voyages and
the attendant absence from the family, is transformed to express Heracles’ protective
attitude towards his children.®? However, the subsequent gnomic declaration hints at the
trouble to come. Heracles pronounces the equality of all humanity in reference to their
love for their children: mdv 8¢ @iAdtekvov yévoc.'3 This is true regardless of other
differentiating factors, although the only one Heracles acknowledges here is variation in
wealth (634-6). The problem is that this egalitarianism*** does not truly apply to Heracles;
he differs from other mortals in a great many ways, including his superhuman strength
and his family connection with Zeus. Heracles clearly does love his children in this play,
but he will not be allowed to do so like any other mere mortal; his specific identity will
assert itself and destroy the family he holds so dear.

One of the key traditions in the myths of Heracles is the hostility of Hera, and this
leads to the destruction of his family here. In a startling scene (822-73),'% Iris and Lyssa,
the goddess of Madness, discuss their instructions from Hera against Heracles. Heracles
was protected for as long as he performed the labours for Eurystheus (827-9), but now
those are concluded Hera can impose her desire for him to commit murder within the

family: xowov oip’ (831). Lyssa herself pleads for Heracles, remarking on his

181 ¢.g. Pind. Pyth. 4. 171-2; Gantz (1993), p. 343.

132 Bond (1981), p.222.

133 The sentiment is a common one; c.f. e.g. Pho. 965-6; Barlow (1996), p.152.

134 Bond (1981), pp.223-4, citing various other examples of a similar sentiment elsewhere in Euripides.

135 There are relatively few parallels for the appearance of gods mid-play after A. Eum.; Rhesus 595ff. and
S. Niobe frr.441a, 442, 445 Radt are rare exceptions: Lee (1982), p.44.
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achievements in civilising the world (851-3),¢ but Iris will not allow Hera’s plans to be
thwarted: ovyi coepovelv v’ Enepye debpo o’ 1 Atog dauap (857). 1 Aldg dauap seems
pointed; Heracles may have performed many feats to the benefit of mankind, but his very
existence is a reminder of Zeus’ philandering and thus an insult to Hera, not only Zeus’
wife but the goddess of marriage as an institution.**” Heracles’ identity, not any specific
crime, led to this terrible punishment.!3®

The connection between Heracles’ identity and the fate of his family is reinforced
by the manner of the infanticide. Heracles had used nautical imagery to convey his
protective attitude towards his children, but such imagery is violently reworked when Iris
encourages Lyssa to drive the hero to “set sail for slaughter” (poviov €€iet kéhwv, 837).1%°
Once driven mad, Heracles believes he is avenging himself upon his traditional foe
Eurystheus (936ff.), and employs his traditional heroic accoutrements, the bow and the
club, to murder his children (984, 992-4).140 Heracles himself, when he reflects upon what
he has done, presents the infanticide as the last of his labours:*! tov AoicOiov 8¢ T6vS’
gV tdAac movov, / modoktovicog Odpo Optykdoor kakoig (1279-80). The
architectural imagery - d®pa Oprykdoor means ‘to cope the roof of a house’ - perhaps
recalls Heracles’ expression of his love for home and family through his greeting specific
features of the family dwelling upon his first entrance.*? Heracles’ familial intentions
have been completely thwarted, however; his attempts to prioritise his family’s well-

being and to deploy the famed Heraclean strength and feats to their benefit has been

136 papadimitropoulos (2008a), pp.134-5.

187 Mikalson (1986), p.95. The consequences of Heracles’ filial bond with Zeus are discussed more fully
below, ch.4.2.4.

138 Barlow (1996), p.160; Kamerbeek (1966), p.12.

139 Literally, “let loose the murderous rope”, an idiom from naval warfare found also at Med. 278: Bond
(1981), p.284.

140 Kamerbeek (1966), pp.5-7. Burnett (1971), p.172 n.22 notes the ironic recollection of the ‘patrimony’
scene at 462ff.

141 The familial motivations for Heracles’ labours in this play (17-21, discussed above) lend considerable
irony to the hero’s assessment here.

142 523, discussed above.
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fatally undermined by the implacable hostility of Hera which is also part of ‘being
Heracles.” Although Euripides’ Heracles is clearly a much more interested and
affectionate father than his counterpart in Trachiniae, he nonetheless cannot prevent his
traditional heroic attributes and actions from harming his family. For these two depictions

of the character, being Heracles and being a (good) father are ultimately incompatible.

Euripides’ Children of Heracles offers a more ambivalent picture. In this play,
Heracles’ absence is permanent; Iolaus proclaims that he has become a god (9-10).143
Although the hero thus never appears onstage to intervene, his legacy upon earth exerts a
considerable influence over the experiences of his children, connecting their fate to the
identity and heroic career of their father.

This influence can be a positive one. Although lolaus and Alcmene are, as we
have already seen,’** conspicuous more for their enthusiasm than their efficacy as
guardians, Heracles’ name and deeds can be invoked to secure more potent support for
his offspring. Iolaus’ appeal to Demophon to save the children*® draws extensively upon
the implications of their paternity. First of all, lolaus is able to invoke ties of kinship
between Demophon and Heracles’ children to encourage the former to defend the latter.14°

He then moves on to more specific ties of obligation deriving from services rendered to

Demophon’s father Theseus (215-219):147

... QML Yap TOTE (215)

oLUTAOLG YevEsHaL TOVY’ vaoTilmv maTpl

143 The ultimate confirmation of Iolaus’ claim, and Heracles’ divine activity in the play, are discussed at
ch.4.2.4.

144 See above, pp.143-4.

145 Hcld. 205-31.

146 207ff.; Burnett (1976), p.15.

147 Wilkins (1993), Diggle (1984) and Allan (2001) all accept a lacuna of some description after 217.
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Cootiipa ONGET TOV TOAVKTOVOV HETA

< > (post 217)
< > (post 217)
A100V T’ €pepuvav EEaviyaryev puydV (218)

natépo o6v: ‘EAAGG Tdoa ToDT0 popTupel.

The recovery of the Amazon queen’s girdle (216) was one of Heracles’ labours in which
Theseus assisted, but in many versions of the tale Heracles rewards Theseus with
marriage to the Amazon queen Hippolyte (or Antiope), who may even have been
Demophon’s mother.* Although we cannot know if Euripides followed this version of
the myth because of the lacuna, it is nonetheless possible that, as well as evoking
Demophon’s gratitude for the salvation of his own father - matépa o6v (219)*° - from
Hades, Iolaus may be invoking Heracles’ role in bringing about the Athenian king’s birth.
Demophon accepts lolaus’ arguments, citing obligations towards the children as a reason
for his acceding to their supplication.**

The implications of Heracles’ legacy for his children can be more ambivalent,
however. The play famously contains the self-sacrifice of an anonymous daughter of
Heracles to ensure victory in the forthcoming battle and thus save both her siblings and
Athens.’®! The daughter’s rhetoric and conduct is many ways very admirable; as soon as

she has established what course of action will save her siblings and the city, she accepts

148 pind. fr. 176 Sn. Theseus certainly seems to have been granted the Amazon queen as wife in recompense
for his part in this labour in many accounts thereof; Wilkins (1993), pp.79-80, Gantz (1993), pp. 282-3.
149 This picks up t&vS’ ... mopi (216), although a lengthy lacuna might have diluted the effect somewhat.
150 140-1; Burnett (1976), p.15.

151 381-607. Allan (2001), pp.161-2 notes that the authenticity of the scene has been questioned, and it is
entirely self-contained: Burian (1977), p.8. Nonetheless, Zuntz (1947), p.51, Diggle (1984), Wilkins (1993),
and Allan (2001) all accept its authenticity. Wilkins (1993), pp.xxvii-xxx discusses but ultimately discounts
the possibility that 630-60 were interpolated to cover a lacuna where a scene mourning Heracles’ daughter
has been removed. Burian (1977), p.8 and Allan (2001), p.32 argue persuasively that the scene serves
various dramatic functions for the play as a whole, most importantly giving the suppliant children of
Heracles some role in their own salvation.
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it unflinchingly,™“ remarking on the importance of repaying Athens’ willingness to

153

protect them** and her determination to die for her siblings: ka&oyyéAhopar / Oviioke

AdEAPAOV TOVOE KapowTiic tmep (531-2).1%* The daughter’s words and deeds meet with

155 59156

considerable praise from those around her,** and the scene is one of “perfect heroism.

Nonetheless, it is worth noting that Heracles’ legacy looms large in this scene as well.
The daughter frames her decision to die in terms of living up to her father’s standards,*®’
and lolaus presents her decision as confirmation of her illustrious paternity: ® téxvov,
oVK 0T’ GAA0Ogv 1O GOV Kdapa / GAN EE éxeivov: omépua TG Oelag epevog / TEQLKAG
‘Hpdxhewov- (539-41). These repeated references to Heracles arguably serve to further
highlight his absence, particularly as the daughter explicitly addresses lolaus as standing
in for their father: coi maidéc €opev, coiv xepoiv tedpdpuedo (578).1%8 The situation in
which Heracles’ daughter is moved to sacrifice herself for her family and the city of
Athens comes about because Heracles himself is not there to protect his family. Indeed,
the daughter herself loses any chance of a family of her own; if she failed to offer herself,
her male relatives would perish, and with them any prospect of marriage,**® while she
notes that she saves Heracles’ children while denying marriage and children to herself:
T68” avti Taidov €oti pot kepnhia / kod mapOeveiag (590-1).1° This does not prevent the
sacrifice from being an example of selflessness and nobility, but it seems pointed that by

living up to her father’s legacy, the daughter is herself denied the prospect of children and

the normal progression of family life. lolaus is on hand as a substitute father, but is

152 500-2; Allan (2001), p.172.

18 503-6.

15 Echoing her earlier statement of concern for her siblings and herself: uéiet 8¢ pot / péhiot’ adehodv
TOVOE KapavTilg TéPt (480-1).

1%5 ¢.9. 535-8.

1%6 Burian (1977), p,10.

157509-10, 513, 563; Mendelsohn (2002), pp.94-5.

158 Allan (2001), p. 176 sees the reference to Iolaus’ ‘virtual parenthood’ as increasing the pathos of the
scene.

159 520-4.

160 ¢f, E. 1A 1398-9, S. Ant. 917-8; Allan (2001), p.176.

161



imperfect in his support; he cannot bring himself to fulfil the daughter’s request that he
be on hand to cover her after the sacrifice,'®! but subsequently makes a very similar
request for covering himself.1®? One wonders if this simply reflects Iolaus’ weakness, or
perhaps reinforces the sense within the scene that father-figures, like fathers themselves,
cannot always be relied upon. Heracles’ daughter dies to save his children and proves
herself worthy of such noble parentage, but is forced to do so because of the situation
arising from the gap left by his absence.

The ambivalence of Heracles’ earthly legacy continues even after he has finally
used his divine status to save his children.®3 A surprisingly reasonable Eurystheus®*
appears in the play’s final scene,!®® and explains himself. He notes his kinship to
Heracles,® attributes his hostility to the influence of Hera,'®’ and, ominously, uses
parental language to convey his anxiety; he was kept up all night ‘begetting’ schemes to
save himself from his foes (kai TOAL’ ETikToV VukTi cuvBakdV dei, 994). Eurystheus goes

on to explain continued efforts against the children after Heracles’ departure (1000-4):

Ketvov 8 amadAayOévTog ovk Exphv 1 dpa, (1000)

HIo0VHEVOV TTPOG TMVOE Kol EuvelddTa

161 560-4. Note that Diggle (1984), followed by Wilkins (1993) and Allan (2001), transposes 560-1 after
562-3.

162 A 4Bece ki Edpav 1 Epeicarte / avtod mémAoLoL TOicde KPOYavteg, téxva (603-4), echoing mémhoig
3¢ oW’ £uov kpdwov mopav (561). Mendelsohn (2002) p.107 sees this as a feminising gesture; if so,
Iolaus’ inadequacies as a substitute father (despite his best intentions) are all the more forcefully
emphasised.

163 Discussed in greater detail below, ch.4.2.4.

184 pace Burnett (1976), p.24, who sees the king as justifying his cruelty with “cowardly bravado”.

185 The integrity of the final scene as transmitted has aroused much scholarly controversy. Diggle (1984)
and Wilkins (1993) suspect a lacuna after 1052, with Wilkins in particular finding the Chorus’ swift
acquiescence in Alcmene’s plans “unbelievable” (p.193). Zuntz (1947), pp.50-1, however, argues against
such a lacuna, noting the smoothness of the transition and Alecmene’s work in overcoming Choral objections
at 1018ff., while Allan (2001), p. 222-5 offers a spirited defence of the transmitted ending as deliberately
shocking and subversive. This controversy does not directly impinge upon the present discussion of the
scene.

166 988.

167.989-90.
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&xOpav Tatpdlo, TAVTO Kool TETPOV
Kteivovto KAKBAAAOVTA KOl TEXVOUEVOV;

oL To OpDVTL TAW EYiYVET™ AGQAAT.

amorday0évtog echoes lolaus’ description of Heracles in the prologue - yiic énnilaydn
natip (12) - and once again emphasises Heracles’ escape, in contrast to the ongoing
troubles of those he leaves behind. For much of the play, we have seen the children
suffering as a consequence of Eurystheus’ hostility to their father; we now learn that
Eurystheus himself feared the consequences of their inherited hatred - &x6pav Tatpdray
- for himself. This assumption is not an unreasonable one,'®® but it presents the sufferings
of Heracles’ children not as the result of the perverse or excessive hatred of that man, but
as an almost inevitable consequence of their father’s actions and interactions upon earth.
Ironically, for much of the play Heracles’ children have not been in a position to do
Eurystheus any harm; they inherited Heracles’ enemies, but not his power.

The impact of Heracles’ life and labours upon his children is mixed in the
Children of Heracles. His benefactions ensure a debt of gratitude from powerful friends
such as Demophon, and his legacy of courage and nobility lives on in the self-sacrifice of
his daughter. However, Heracles’ clear and frequently evoked influence upon events
serves to underline his absence; his legacy is considerable, and in many ways very
positive, but by his absence he has cast his children into the situation in which they must

suffer and sacrifice so much.

188 \Vengeance for a father was to be expected in Greek thought and literature: vijmiog, dg motépa xteivag
noidag kotodeinel (Cypria fr. 31 West). cf. e.g. the laudatory reference to Orestes’ avenging of Agamemnon
at 0d.1.298-300, or the more complex portrayal in the Oresteia. Such vengeance could also be a feature of
Athenian life; at Antiphon 1.2, the speaker remarks that he is taking up the role of avenger for his father
which should rightly be performed by his half-brothers.
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4.2.3. Heracles as a threat to other families

Heracles’ interactions with and legacy to his own family are at best ambivalent
and at worst fatal in these three plays. While in other literature, including tragedies such
as Alcestis, Heracles is often a saviour who intervenes for the good of those beyond his
own home, in these plays the conflict between his heroic activity and the norms of
fatherhood is emphasised by the extent to which Heracles is a threat to other families as

well.

In the Children of Heracles, the oracle which Heracles’ daughter satisfies with her
self-sacrifice does not specify that one of the hero’s children must die. It simply states
that, in order to win the battle which is looming as a consequence of Athens’ decision to
shelter Heracles’ children, a virgin of noble birth must be sacrificed to Demeter (tap8évov
KOpNL / Aqunepog, fitig €oti ToTpog evyevodg, 408-9). Demophon moves swiftly to pre-

empt the threat this oracle poses to Athenian families (410-4):1%°

Eym &’ &y pév, dg opaig, mpodupiov (410)
TooNVvd’ &g DUAG: Toida &’ oVT’ UV KTEVD

o1’ GALOV AOTOV TOV EUADV AvayKAcm

dicovl’ - €KV 08 TiG Kak®dg oVT® PPOVET,

00TIC TO PIATOT’ €K YEPDV OMOEL TEKVAL

169 parental hostility to human sacrifice is common in tragedy; cf. e.g. Hec. 286ff.; Pho. 965-6, discussed
above, ch.3.2.3.; 1A 396 (although the situation in this last play does of course change; see above, ch.2.2.1.);
Wilkins (1993), p.105.
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For Demophon, despite his clear willingness to help (410-1), infanticide is a step too far.
Indeed, his absolute opposition to the death of his own child, and inability to conceive of
a situation in which anyone else would willingly give up their own child for death,
highlights the powerful protection a present and devoted father can offer. Not only is
Heracles not around to provide such protection for his own children, but the situation
caused by his absence now threatens to intrude violently into the family life of others.

In Heracles, the hero returns, and is determined to save his family. However, in
the madness in which he kills his own children, it is notable that he believes he is
massacring the offspring of his foe Eurystheus.’® A capacity for extreme violence is an
established feature of the Heracles myth,!’t and even this deeply familial rendition of the
hero has demonstrated his brutal side in the terrible threats he made against Lycus and
the Thebans.!’? Amphitryon raises the prospect that Heracles’ present frenzy is related to
his recent murder of Lycus and other foes: oY ti mov oévog ¢* éBdicyevoey vekp@v / odg
apti kaivelg; (966-7). Through the influence of Hera and the attendant madness, Heracles
is made to direct his strength and brutality against his own children, to his great horror,
but he would clearly have been perfectly comfortable with employing such violent
methods against the children of an enemy.'’® In contrast to other literary depictions,
Heracles’ heroic prowess and identity are not only unwittingly turned against his own
family, but are also a menace to family life and fatherhood more generally. The futility
of Heracles’ attempts to subsume his heroic activity to his familial devotion is thus
underlined.

The threat posed by Heracles to families beyond his own is most extensively

realised in Trachiniae. We hear two divergent accounts of Heracles’ activities in the

170 HF 960-71.

111 See above, ch.4.1.

172 HF 565-73, discussed above, pp.155-6.
173 Barlow (1996), p.10.
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fifteen months of his absence, but in both versions he brings death and destruction to
another’s family. In Lichas’ initial account, Heracles complains of having received
terrible treatment when a guest of Eurytus, including the latter boasting of the superior
prowess of his own sons - Aéyov yepoiv pév o¢ deukt’ &xov PéAN / Tdv GOV tékvov
Aeimotto mpog ToEov kpicwy (265-6) - before ejecting Heracles from his home.’* Heracles
takes his revenge upon one of Eurytus’ sons, Iphitus, hurling him from a vantage point
when the latter was distracted.!’ Lichas claims that the action was justified, and only
Heracles’ use of guile prompted Zeus to punish instead of applaud him.'’® Heracles takes
vengeance for a father’s insult by murdering his son,'’” thus striking a particularly
effective blow against a man whose children are such a clear source of pride to him.
However, it soon becomes clear that Heracles’ destructive actions against Eurytus’ family
are not simply deserved punishment for a malefactor, but a consequence of the hero’s
own unbridled appetites. The Messenger reveals that it was in fact Eurytus’ daughter who
was the most important motivation for Heracles’ action: tf)g x6png / tavtng &katt (352-
3).17® For all Lichas’ grand talk of Zeus’ verdict, Eros is in fact the only god involved in
Heracles’ decision,'’® and his anger against Eurytus stems from this thwarting of his lust:
ovk &nelde TOV LTOGTOPOV / TNV Maido dodval, kKpuPLov dg Exot Aéxog (359-60). The
juncture of familial terms - tov @utoomépov / tv maide - emphasises the paternal
relationship which Heracles seeks to distort; he asks Eurytus to give him his daughter not
as a legitimate bride, but as a concubine (kpv@rov ... Aéxoc). One of an ancient Greek

father’s crucial responsibilities was to arrange a suitable marriage for his daughters;'8

174 Tr. 269.

175 270-3.

176 274-9.

177 Easterling (1982), p.114.

178 As Easterling (1982), p.121 notes, lole is mentioned first to highlight her prime importance.
179 354-5,

180 Easterling (1982), p.122.

181 |acey (1968), p.107.
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Eurytus’ rejection of Heracles’ request is a perfectly sensible exercise of his paternal
duties, but it nonetheless provokes Heracles to destroy his city in war and take his
daughter captive.8? During his absence, Heracles has destroyed another family through
murder and war in order to fulfil his own selfish desires at the expense of familial norms.
His actions before his arrival at Trachis prefigure the devastating effect his actions and
disregard for the conventions of family life will have upon his own, ill-fated wife and son.

At home and abroad, Heracles in Trachiniae is a threat to family life and to fatherhood.

4.2.4. Fatherhood between men and gods

As well as the implications of his heroic activity and attributes for his own family
and others, Heracles’ cosmic position is a matter of interest and discussion in all three of
these plays, and his unusual situation as a being who participates in both the mortal and
divine spheres exerts a considerable and ambivalent influence upon his conduct as a father

and the fate of his family.

The issue of Heracles’ place in the cosmic order is most controversial in
Trachiniae. At the end of the play, Heracles is cremated on Mt. Oeta, and it has been a
matter of longstanding controversy as to whether this signifies that he is to be
apotheosised.'® The main objection to this interpretation is that this apotheosis is never
explicitly referred to in the play,®* and some critics have found it difficult to reconcile

the many objectionable aspects of this depiction of Heracles with such posthumous

182 362-7; Easterling (1982) and Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990) delete v ... matépo (362-4).

183 Stinton (1990c) is the most thoroughgoing sceptic, while Holt (1989) is, | feel persuasively, much more
open to notions of implicit apotheosis. Davies (1991) pp. xx-xxii calls for open-mindedness, while
Easterling (1982) pp.8-11 is cautiously even-handed on the issue.

184 Stinton (1990c), pp.479-80.
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exaltation.’®® The tradition of Heracles’ apotheosis was firmly established by the fifth

century,88

and in particular the pyre seems to have been a feature of narratives of this
exaltation rather than an established part of the story of Nessus, Deianeira and the
poisoning of Heracles.'®” Heracles’ own utterances are ambivalent; he speaks of his death
at several points,'® but notably forbids any mourning.*®® Given that Heracles is relaying

190

the content of oracles to his family,*" it is entirely possible that he does not understand

the implications of his instructions, but that the audience would appreciate that these are

preliminaries for apotheosis, %!

and Hyllus’ reference to the unknowability of what is to
come®®? could be seen as an ironic reference to the apotheosis which will follow the events
of the drama.’®® The sacred associations of Mt. Oeta with Zeus are also repeatedly
highlighted throughout the play.t** Though it is difficult to be certain on the matter, these
various hints within the play, coupled with the strong tradition of Heracles’ apotheosis
and the general association of this event with the pyre on Mt. Oeta, make it most
convincing to see in the play’s conclusion implicit preparation for Heracles’ apotheosis.
Although this preparation may have a happy outcome for Heracles, it is clearly a

cause of considerable distress for his son Hyllus. Not only are the actions required of

Hyllus horrific, but there is little compassion or care in the way Heracles goes about

185 ¢.9. Galinsky (1972), pp.51-2.

186 As noted above, there are references to Heracles’ divinity in, amongst others, the Odyssey, the Homeric
Hymn to Heracles, Hesiod’s Theogony, Pindar, Sophocles’ own (later) Philoctetes (Phil. 727-9) and
Euripides’ Children of Heracles (discussed below); Holt (1989), pp.70-1.

187 Holt (1989), p.74, although Stinton (1990c), pp.481-2 doubts that the pyre and apotheosis were firmly
enough associated by the time of the play’s performance. There are references to the events involving the
robe in Hes. fr.25, Bacch. 5 and 16 without mention of the pyre. Easterling (1982) pp.17-8 is a little more
cautious about seeing the pyre and the apotheosis as intrinsically linked by the time of the play’s production,
but notes that the connection between Oeta and cult to Heracles of some description would be well-
established in the audience’s mind by the time of the play (pp.9-10).

188 1143-6, 1172-3, 1201-2, 1222, 1256; Holt (1989), p.75.

189 1199. Easterling (1982) p.223 notes the strangeness of this instruction.

190 1149-50.

191 Holt (1989), p.75.

192.1270.

193 Easterling (1989), p.11.

194200, 436-7, 635, 1191-2; Holt (1989), p.75.
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requesting them. For example, having demanded that his son burn him alive, Heracles

shows little understanding for Hyllus’ distress (1199-209):

...YO00V 8¢ undev €icidw ddxpv,
GAL” dotévoktog kadhkpuTog, sinep &l (1200)
TODd” Avopos, EpEov- €1 6& un, LEVD G £y
Kol vépOev Vv apaiog icoel fapic.
YA ofpot, métep, Ti glnag; oid 1’ glpyocot.
Hp.  omoila opacté’ éotiv- €l & pun, matpog
dAAOL YEVOD TOL UNd’ EpOG KANOTC £t (1205)
YL oifpot pdd’ odig, old p’ dkkaf, métep,
eovéa yevésOar kal modapvoiov €0ev.
Hp. 00 &t &yoy’, AL OV & Taidviov

Kai podvov iatfipa TV ELOV KOKOV.

As discussed above, Heracles forbids any weeping, demanding that Hyllus act without
any tears or groans to prove his paternity: einep €1/ 1003’ dvpog (1200-1). The alternative
is a terrible curse: dpaiog sicasi Popvg (1202).1%° Despite this threatening language,
Hyllus expresses understandable dismay at being asked to commit such a bizarre and
horrid action against his own father - oipot, métep (1203)!% - only to have his status as
Heracles’ son once again made contingent on his accepting this request (1204-5). Hyllus

is forced to make even more explicit the causes for his distress - namely, that Heracles’

195 Although the request is less clearly related to the apotheosis, Heracles also threatens Hyllus with Og@v
apa (1239) if he fails to marry lole. Easterling (1982), p,227 suggests that he means that the other gods will
enforce his curse as a father, but for the audience it may seem a foreshadowing of his own impending divine
status.

196 Easterling (1982), p.225 notes the emphasis on the father-son relationship throughout the scene; cf. 1137,
1146, 1178, 1223-4, 1244-5, 1250-1, 1258.
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demands will make him a murderer and incur pollution (povéa ... kai marapvaiov, 1207)
- before Heracles reveals that this act will, in fact, help him (1208-9) - and he goes on to
concede that Hyllus may avoid pollution by having another kindle the fire.'® This request
is clearly extremely distressing for Heracles’ son, and goes against his understanding of
his duties and the law, but he has little choice; he has already been bound by an oath.%®
The audience may understand these actions as a ‘necessary evil’ to allow for Heracles’
apotheosis, but it seems that neither character is aware of that. Nonetheless, Heracles
makes little attempt to console or reassure his son, instead using threats to cajole him into
performing seemingly criminal actions. The process of Heracles’ apotheosis, the
culmination of his traditional mythical career and one of the key aspects of his varied and
varying place in the cosmic order, is thus achieved only by forcing his son to violate his
understanding of his filial duty. Hyllus remarks bitterly on the negligence of the gods as
fathers, who simply watch the suffering of their children: o1 @Ooavteg kai kKAnlopevot /
Tatépeg To100T’ Epopdaot Tabn (1268-9). This is a reference to the apparent lack of any
intervention from Zeus to save Heracles, but is worded quite generally.!®® Given that
Heracles has been a consistently negligent or callous father in this play, willing to inflict
considerable distress on his son and family more generally in pursuit of his own ends, we
may see in this observation of Hyllus’ ironic evidence in favour of his father’s apotheosis;
Zeus has simply watched his son’s sufferings, but there is little sense that Heracles is very
much better as a father.?%® In Trachiniae, both Heracles’ heroic career and attributes on

earth, as well as his divine associations and ultimate transition to the heavens, are all

1971211,

198 1181-90.

199 Easterling (1982), p.231.

200 Friis Johansen (1986) sees Heracles’ apparent lack of understanding of the effect of his demands upon
Hyllus as a reflection of the divine aspect of his nature. For further discussion of Zeus’ conduct as a father
in Trachiniae, see below, pp.187-9.
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conducted at the expense of his family and stand in conflict with the norms and duties of

fatherhood.

Heracles’ position between men and gods has an even more damaging outcome
in Euripides’ Heracles, although in this rendition the hero’s cosmic progress tends away
from the divine towards the human.?®* At the play’s opening, Heracles’ divine
connections are prominent; Amphitryon speaks confidently of Zeus’ role in fathering the
hero,?%2 doubted only by the villainous Lycus.?®®> Amphitryon never wavers in his belief,
but the positive implications of this connection become less clear. He remarks upon the
lack of aid provided by Zeus for Heracles’ family in the latter’s absence,?** which casts
an ironic light upon Megara’s confident pronouncement that the returning Heracles will
prove as effective a saviour for his family as Zeus himself: énei A1o¢ / cotipog HUiv 0VSEY
800’ 88’ Hotepoc (521-2).2%° When the gods do at last intervene in the situation, it is not
Zeus who is responsible, but Hera; a consequence of Heracles’ divine paternity is the
enduring hostility of Zeus’ wife. Thus, despite the hope that Heracles’ filial bond to Zgbg

208 might contribute to the welfare of his family, it in fact leads to their destruction.

Zotmp
Understandably, therefore, Heracles attempts to minimise Zeus’ paternity,?®’ before

indeed offering a radical conception of the gods more generally (1341-6):

€Y® 0¢ ToVC BeoVg oVTE AéKTp’ @ pn) OEpIG

otépye vopilm deopd T EEanTEy YEPOiV

201 Sjlk (1986), p.12.

202 HF 1.

203 148-50.

204 339-47, discussed above.

205 Barlow (1996), p.148.

206 ¢f, 48-50.

207 1263-5. He cannot, however, deny it.
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o001’ N&lwoo TOmoT’ 0vTE TEICOMI
000’ dALOV dALOL dEOTTOTIV TEPLKEVL.
dettan yop 6 0gdg, einep o1’ 0pbDG OedC, (1345)

00OEVOG" AOOMV 010 dVGTIVOL AdYOL.

There is extensive debate on how to interpret these lines.?%® They are extremely striking;
the man who is perhaps the most famous consequence of divine adultery denies its
existence (1341-2). This bold statement on the divine would make Heracles’ status as a
son of Zeus impossible, and therefore there would be no reason for Hera’s hostility.?%
The situation is of course otherwise; we have seen Iris and Lyssa onstage enacting Hera’s
commands, and even Heracles himself does not fully deny Zeus’ paternity.?'° Despite the
hero’s best efforts, Heracles’ divine associations have prevented him from being the
father he would wish to be. Heracles is right to rail against poetry (dod®v ... dvotnvol
Aoyor, 1346):2 most of his sufferings in this play are the result of mythical and literary

traditions concerning Heracles - including his divine associations - asserting themselves

against his best efforts to be a family man and a dedicated father.

208 Bond (1981), p.399 feels these lines should be seen as a specific response to Theseus’ arguments at
1314-21, but this overly narrow interpretation is not widely accepted; for example, Foley (1985), pp.163
n.31 rightly emphasises that we cannot ignore the troubling broader implications of these lines. Yunis
(1988) pp.160-3 sees these lines as expounding Heracles’ conception of ‘true” gods as morally upstanding;
his words do not dispute the criminal activities of traditional Olympian deities such as Hera and Zeus, but
rather suggest that such activities preclude them from (his definition of) divinity. Yunis (1988), p.160 n.37
rightly acknowledges the philosophical tone of the lines — parallels with Xenophanes 21 B 11, A 32.23-5
D-K are widely noted — but the position Heracles apparently postulates seems difficult to reconcile with the
clear evidence of the play that the Olympian gods act in accordance with traditional accounts (e.g. 822-73);
Heracles himself accepts Hera’s role in his fate at 1392-3. More plausibly, Stinton (1990b) pp.263-4 sees
Heracles’ apparent rejection as in fact expressing condemnation of such divine conduct rather than true
scepticism, while Lefkowitz (2003) pp. 119-20 similarly takes these lines as expressing the hero’s hopes
for virtuous divine conduct, rather than true beliefs as to the nature of the gods.

209 Mikalson (1986), pp.96-7.

210 1263-4.

211 A similar sentiment is found at PI. Rep. 377e-278e; Bond (1981), p.400.
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Children of Heracles, by contrast to the other two plays, offers a much more
positive interpretation of Heracles’ cosmic role, with happier consequences for his
children. lolaus is confident of Heracles’ apotheosis from the outset of the play,?'? but we
see no evidence of this for several hundred lines; his children pass through various crises,
and indeed one of them gives up her life, without any intervention from their divinised

father. Nonetheless, divine aid comes at last in the battle against Eurystheus (849-58):

[ToAAnvidoc yop GeuvOV EKTEPDY TUYOV

dtog ABdvac, dpp’ idmv Evpucbéme, (850)
npacad’ "HPnt Znvi 6° fjuépav piav

véog yevésBat kdmoteicachat diknv

€x0povg. Khvewy o1 Bavpatog Tapeoti cot:
Ooom yop aotép’ immukoig €mi {uyoig

otafévt’ Ekpoyav Gpua Avyaiot vépet:  (855)
o0V 0N AéyoVust ToAdA ¥’ 0l coPDTEPOL

"HPnv 0°- 6 8° dpevng €k duocarbpiov véwv

Bpaydvev Edei&ev PNtV TOTOV.

Heracles’ intervention is welcome, but unexpected; lolaus does not pray to his divinised
comrade, but to Hebe and Zeus (851). Divine intervention grants lolaus miraculous youth,
which he puts to use in defeating and capturing Eurystheus.?’® Heracles’ various
connections in the divine sphere are brought to bear to fulfil Iolaus’ prayer and thus save

his children. lolaus issues his successful prayer as he passes through a sacred place of

212 Held. 9-10.
213 850-63.
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Athena (849), a famous divine ally and patron of Heracles.?'* Heracles’ wife Hebe is of
course the goddess of youth, a phenomenon with which Heracles himself was also
strongly associated in cult.?!® However, while Heracles’ connections to, and indeed
participation in, the divine sphere are put to beneficial use, they also serve to underline
his distance from his children. He does not appear onstage, as gods often do in

Euripides,?'

nor does he even reveal himself to lolaus; he and Hebe appear as stars -
31660 ... aotép’ (854)?Y - and only the interpretations of the learned identify Heracles’
role in this intervention (856-7). Alcmene herself rejoices, but notes that this intervention
overcomes earlier scepticism about Heracles’ apotheosis.?*® By becoming a god, Heracles
has gained considerable power which can be used to the benefit of his children, but he is
also absent from them; he acts through mortal intermediaries such as lolaus, and, like so
much of the divine, is largely unknowable to his family on earth. The confirmation of his
transition from mortal to divine has a much happier outcome than his complex cosmic

position in the other tragedies we are considering, but it still prevents him from

conforming to the conventional duties and functions of fatherhood.

4.3. Conclusion

Heracles is a highly varied mythical figure, with a huge array of geographical
associations, a complex position in the cosmic hierarchy, and a vast catalogue of acts of
both great benevolence and extreme brutality. There is considerable variety in the

specifics of his depiction in these three tragedies, but one constant emerges; there is clear

214 Wilkins (1993), p.xxv.

215 Woodford (1971), p.214.

216 Although for the general absence of divine fathers from the stage, see below, ch.5.2.2.

217 Wilkins (1993), p.165 notes that the Dioscuri are recounted as appearing as stars at E. Hel. 140.
218 871-2,
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difficulty in reconciling the traditional mythical attributes, actions and associations of
Heracles with the demands and expectations of fatherhood. Heracles may be the greatest
hero and one of the greatest benefactors of mankind in general, but these three tragedies
all note, to varying degrees, the hardship this brings to his own family. His constant travel
across and even under the earth, his myriad associations on both the mortal and divine
plane, all render him ill-suited to the sedentary nature of family life. Heracles is capable
of many astonishing things, but he cannot be an ordinary family man; his inability to
reconcile his heroic and paternal roles in these plays emphasises his distance from the
great mass of mortals, and raises the issue of his exceptional nature and abilities being
not simply an object of admiration and wonder, but a cause of isolation and exclusion.
Heracles endures all this toil and hardship despite being the son of the mightiest
of all the gods, Zeus. It is to the tragic depiction of such divine fathers, and the genre’s

emphasis on the gulf between the immortals and their mortal offspring, that we now turn.

175



Chapter 5: Divine fatherhood in Greek Tragedy

Tragedy abounds with characters who have a god as a father. The depiction of
divine fatherhood in the genre, although born of extensive cultural and literary
antecedents, is distinct from that found in, for example, Homeric epic. The divine fathers
of Greek tragedy are also emphatically different from their mortal counterparts; they do
not behave as mortal fathers would. While they can prove a boon or a bane to their
offspring, their depiction emphasises the many and profound differences which exist
between them and the mortal characters of the drama, including their own children.
Although fatherhood is a phenomenon common to mortal and divine figures, tragedy
demonstrates the very considerable gulf between divine action and the norms and

expectations of fatherhood on the mortal plane.

5.1. Background

The notion of gods as fathers was widespread in the cultures of the ancient eastern
Mediterranean. Divine beings were described or addressed with the language of
fatherhood for symbolic purposes, such as to characterise their power over or to elicit

favourable attitudes towards mortals,! or with more concrete generative implications.?

! Mesopotamian deities were often termed ‘father’ as a demonstration of power, while Akkadian prayers
often termed the divine addressee ‘father’ to invoke a close relationship and thus elicit the aid a ‘father’
owed his children; Spiekermann (2014), p.73. The God of the Old Testament is described with extensive
use of paternal language and imagery — sometimes of quite a direct nature, e.g. Psalms 2:7 — while
nonetheless being conceived of as totally precluded from actual fathering; Spiekermann (2014), pp.73-4.

Z Notions of divine paternity in ancient Egyptian religious thought are often quite direct; most cosmogonies
recount the creation of the world and the other gods as a sexual act by an original male creator god; Lieven
(2014), pp.22-3. Egyptian gods also fathered mortals; royal ideology from the Fifth Dynasty (c. 2500 BC)
to the end of the Roman period claimed that the reigning pharach was the son of the sun-god Re, or later
Amun-Re (Lieven, 2014, pp.24-5), and non-royal mortals could also claim to be the result of divine
paternity; Lieven, pp.28-9. In the Syrian religion of Ugarit, the father-god EI created both mortals and a
distinctly quarrelsome family of gods; Speickermann (2014), pp.73-4.
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The same was true of ancient Greece. The intensely anthropomorphic® Greek pantheon
was described as taking its form through the reproduction of several generations of
deities,* and many of these same male deities in particular were also held to have fathered
children with mortal women. This combined with more symbolic deployments of the
notion of gods as fathers. In the Iliad, for example, Zeus is repeatedly termed “father of
men and gods” (motp avdpdv T Bedv).® Zeus is the father of several of the mortal and
divine figures within the work,® and this is sometimes what the epithet serves to evoke: it
is used when Zeus is soothing his wounded daughter Aphrodite,” and when he reluctantly
accepts the death of his son Sarpedon (see below).8 However, the epithet is also very often
found in situations which convey Zeus’ power to guide events;® Zeus is also termed thus
when he hurls a bolt of lightning as a warning to Diomedes,'° or when he dispatches Iris
to direct Hector in stopping Agamemnon’s onslaught.** The language of fatherhood is
deployed to convey Zeus’ power, and also to elicit the use of that power; many of the
occasions on which the god is addressed as “father Zeus” (Zed nétep)'? — an address very
often used by those who are in no way his children® - are prayers or requests from
mortals.'*

The depiction of divine fatherhood in epic foreshadows much of what we shall

encounter in tragedy, but with crucial points of contrast. Divine fathers are depicted as

3 Henrichs (2010), pp. 29, 32-5.

4 Most fully recounted in Hesiod’s Theogony.

511. 1.544; 4.68; 5.426; 8.49, 132; 11.182; 15.12, 47; 16.458; 20.56; 22.167; 24.103.

® Nesselrath (2014), pp.37-8, where it is also noted that Zeus is not a creator god, and thus cannot literally
be considered the ‘father of men and gods’ as a whole.

"11.5.426.

811. 16.458.

® Nesselrath (2014), pp.41-2.

101, 8.132

1. 11.182.

12 The phrase appears 24 times in the Iliad; Nesselrath (2014), pp.42-3.

13 Such as, for instance, his sister-wife Hera (5.757, 767; 19.121) and his brother Poseidon (7.446);
Nesselrath (2014), pp.42-3.

142.371; 3.276; 4.288; 7.132; 15.372; 16.97; 17.645; Nesselrath (2014), pp.42-3.

177



intervening in earthly affairs in the interest of their children, in a more or less direct
manner.’® In the Odyssey, for instance, the blinded Cyclops Polyphemus calls on his
father Poseidon to inflict suffering on Odysseus in vengeance;*® we are informed that the
god heeded his words,'” and this forms the basis for the anger of Poseidon against
Odysseus which endures until the latter reaches Ithaca.'® More obliquely, it is revealed in
Hesiod’s Theogony that Heracles’ freeing of Prometheus was in fact in accordance with
Zeus’ wishes; the god directed events to increase his son’s glory.'® It is striking however,
that, in Homer in particular, the actions of divine fathers on behalf of their children are
often prevented from matching their intentions by other forces or considerations. The
most famous instance of this is Zeus’ deliberation over the fate of his son Sarpedon.?’ As
he reveals to Hera, he is torn - dyfa 8¢ pot kpadin pépove (1l. 16.436) — as to whether to
whisk his son away to safety in Lycia or allow him to perish at the hands of Patroclus.
Hera is astonished at this suggestion,?! and reminds Zeus that the man’s end is fated
(Gvdpa Bvnrov €6vto mdion menpopévov aion, 16.441). Any decision to save Sarpedon
would dismay the other gods, who have children of their own fighting at Troy.?> Hera
advises Zeus to allow Sarpedon to fall, but to dispatch Death and Sleep to ensure he is
brought safely to Lycia for proper burial;?® Zeus accedes, but sends a shower of bloody
rain as a sign of his grief.* We thus see the restraining forces at work upon the divine

parents of the lliad; even Zeus, for all his power, is expected to adhere to the established

15 This is also true of divine mothers; for example, the goddess Thetis goes to Olympus to plead her son
Achilles’ case to Zeus in 1.1, while Aphrodite intervenes to save her son Aeneas from certain death at
11.5.311-7.

16 Od. 9.528-35.

17.9,536.

181.20-1.

19 Hes. Th. 529-31.

20]. 16.431-61.

21 16.440.

22 16.458-9.

2316.450-7.

24 16.459-60.
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fate assigned to mortals, including his own son, and he must also consider the opinion of
the other gods. He is not indifferent to the fate of his beloved Sarpedon, and, in accordance
with Hera’s suggestion, he uses his powers to ensure the recovery and proper burial of
his son’s body, but he cannot intervene as fully as he might at first wish. A little earlier
in the poem, Ares, grieving at the death of his son Ascalaphus, is determined to avenge
him whatever the cost, but is restrained by Athena, who warns him of the disastrous
consequences which he would bring upon all the gods by rousing Zeus’ anger.? Similarly,
Poseidon’s paternal anger may haunt Odysseus throughout much of the latter’s
wanderings in the Odyssey, but he cannot enforce it further than the other gods will
permit.?® Because the gods of Homer are highly visible in the narrative,?’ the audience is
aware of their clear paternal feelings and intentions to act even in situations when other
factors restrain them; as we shall see, this visibility (to the audience, if not necessarily to
their children) is in marked contrast to the tragic depiction of divine fatherhood.

In Pindar, we find highly positive depictions of divine fathers as committed to
their children and active in the pursuit of their well-being.?® One of the most striking
examples is found in Nemean 10. Pindar evokes several instances of Zeus fathering
children in Argos as part of his praise of that city at the start of the poem; the superlative
beauty of Argive women is attested by Zeus’ encounters with Danae and Alcmene,?
while, having aided Amphitryon in battle, he took his place in the marriage bed to father
the mighty Heracles, who ultimately achieved marriage to the goddess Hebe.*° The latter

portion of the poem serves to explain the alternating immortality of the Dioscouri, and

2], 15.110-42.

% 0d. 1.77-9.

27 Kearns (1997), p.60.

28 Kearns (2013), pp.67-8 provides various examples and links them to Pindar’s general unwillingness to
suggest wrongdoing on the part of the gods.

29 Nem. 10.10-1.

%010.13-8.
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Zeus looms large in this narrative also; he destroys Polydeuces’ opponents in battle by
hurling his lightning bolt,®! and, in response to his son’s prayer,® appears to him in
person: Zevg 6’ avtiog fAv0< ol (Nem. 10.79). Zeus offers full immortality to Polydeuces,
but to Polydeuces alone;* Castor is the son of a mortal man.3* The alternative, which
Polydeuces chooses unhesitatingly, is to alternate immortality with his brother.®® We see
in this narrative considerable generosity on Zeus’ part towards his son; although he cannot
totally overcome the limitations imposed by Castor’s wholly mortal nature, he
nonetheless presents Polydeuces with a choice between two fairly attractive possibilities,
the latter of which elevates his half-brother Castor to share in the benefits of Polydeuces’
own divine parentage.

The account of Apollo’s fathering of a child with Cyrene in Pythian 9 also offers
a markedly favourable account of divine fatherhood. In contrast to the seduction or even
sexual violence which marks most acts of divine fathering in tragedy (and elsewhere),*
here the emphasis is on the lawful and consenting nature of the relationship between
Apollo and Cyrene. It is characterised as a “marriage of mutual consent” (uvov ... yapov,
Pyth. 9.13); Apollo explicitly asks Cheiron whether it might be acceptable for him to act
upon his amorous feelings (6cio KAvTaY ¥épa 0l TpoceEveEYKETY / Tipa Ko &k Aeyémv Keipat
nelMadéo moiav; 36-7) and is reassured that, through the power of Persuasion,®” he will

become Cyrene’s husband (moo1c, 9.51).%8 It is prophesied that he will endow her with a

3110.71-2.

%210.76-9.

10.83-5.

%10.80-2.

%10.85-90.

% Discussed below, ch.5.2.1. In particular, Creusa provides a moving monodic account of being raped and
impregnated by Apollo at lon 859-922, discussed below, pp.204ff.; for an extensive comparison between
the Euripidean and Pindaric accounts, see Kearns (2013).

37 Pyth. 9.39-41.

38 Kearns (2013) p.59 notes that the relationship cannot be a permanent one, but its representation in terms
of marriage reinforces the exceptionally positive portrayal of this encounter between god and mortal.
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prosperous city to rule,*® and the son born of their union will himself become a god,*
although it is worth noting that Apollo himself is not involved directly in this process.
The accounts of divine fatherhood provided by epic and Pindar present a relatively
benign image. There is little clear sense of any particular suffering on the part of the
mortal women who bear them children, and the gods themselves are usually concerned
for the well-being of their offspring on earth. They either act accordingly or, if prevented
by circumstances beyond their control, are nonetheless still visibly motivated by paternal
sentiment and good intentions. They cannot always reconcile their own desires and
intentions as fathers with their status as gods, but this is more usually the result of
obstructive factors beyond their control than indifference on their part. As we shall see,

tragedy offers a different and much less encouraging perspective.

5.2. Gods as fathers in Greek tragedy

5.2.1. Divine fathering

Tragedy offers numerous accounts of the conception of children by gods with
mortal women. The details of such accounts often serve to reinforce the pronounced
difference between human and divine power, experience and standards of behaviour.
Although recounting a moment of considerable intimacy between human and divine,
these conception narratives in fact serve to underline the distance between these two

spheres.

Euripides’ Heracles opens with a rhetorical question from Amphitryon (1-3):

%9 9.54-5.
409.60-5.

181



Tig tOvV A10¢ GOALEKTPOV 0VK 010V PPOTHV, 1)
Apygiov Augrtpowv’, 6v AAKoidc mote

g0’ 6 Iepoimg, matépa Tovd’ Hpaxiéovg;

This introduction presents a highly anomalous family situation. For one thing,
Amphitryon freely and proudly announces that he has shared his wife with another (Atog
ovAAekTpov), but is still confident in his own paternity over Heracles: natépa t6vd’
‘Hpaxiéovc. This joint paternity - human and divine — is quite common in Greek
tragedy;*! in Euripides’ Electra, the Dioscuri are addressed as sons of both Zeus and
Tyndareus,*? while in Hippolytus Theseus is variously termed the son of Poseidon*® and
of Aegeus.** As we might deduce from Amphitryon’s proud announcement of the fact
here,* this dual paternity seems to have brought no particular ill-repute to the mortal
father, but it nonetheless marks a significant departure from the norms of mortal family
life. Classical Athenian society was marked by intense concerns about ensuring the
legitimacy and paternity of children within marriage;*® this arguably manifested itself in,
amongst other things, the extremely strict penalties for both perpetrator and (female)
victim in cases of rape, adultery and seduction,*’ the relatively confined lifestyles of many
Athenian women,*® and the right of an Athenian father to reject a child born to his wife

as illegitimate and expose it.*® As such, this cheerful acceptance of shared paternity on

41 Barrett (1964), pp.333-4

42 E. EI 1292-5.

4 Hipp. 887, 1169, 1315, 1318, 1411.

4 Hipp. 1283, 1431.

4 Bond (1981), p.63.

4 Ogden (2002), p.25.

47 Ogden (2002) argues convincingly that Athenian law and practice concerning all three crimes was
overwhelmingly guided by the need to protect bloodlines.

48 Gould (1980), p.48.

49 Strauss (1993), pp.1-2; see above, p.4.
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Amphitryon’s part emphasises the different standards to which gods are held and by
which they operate. A breakdown of monogamy which would be outrageous if the culprit
were mortal is transformed into a source of pride by the participation of a god.

Acts of divine fathering are not always so well-received. It is worth noting that,
as the gods do not marry mortals, their acts of conception with mortal women in tragedy
always fall under some category of illicit sex, be it seduction, adultery or rape.>® These
encounters often have terrible consequences, for the mother in particular.>* Perhaps the
most striking example is the rape of Creusa, which she herself recounts so movingly,>?
but fragmentary tragedy abounds in examples of young women who suffer for bearing
the gods children. In Euripides’ Antiope, for instance, the eponymous heroine and mother
of twin sons by Zeus begins the play as a slave, having been taken captive in a war ordered
against her royal husband by her own father, angry at her seduction by Zeus and the
bearing of her sons.>® As is so often the case in such narratives, she was forced to deliver
her children in the open countryside and abandon them to be reared by another.>* The
hypothesis to Euripides’ Wise Melanippe recounts that Melanippe, raped and impregnated
by Poseidon, followed the god’s instructions in hiding her newborn sons in an ox-stall
before her father’s return to escape his wrath, only to have to speak in defence of these
same children when her father, taking them to be monsters born of cattle, ordered them
burnt alive.>® Melanippe herself pithily recounts the plight of a young woman caught

between a predatory god and an angry father: €i 6¢ napOévog eOapeica ££EOMKe ta Tondia

50 Scafuro (1990), pp.126-7 notes the relative lack of clear differentiation between seduction and rape in
classical narratives of divine-human sexual encounters, but points out that the language used in many of
the fragmentary tragedies discussed here does not preclude sexual violence (p.149).

51 Such adverse consequences can be motivated by the threat such offspring pose to their other relations. In
Sophocles’ fragmentary Danae, Acrisius (most probably: see Lloyd-Jones (1996), p.29), warned by an
oracle, states plainly his fear of the child whom his daughter ultimately bears to Zeus: tod madog dvrog
1008’ &y® dtoMopon (fr. 165 Radt 1.2).

S2E. lon 859-922, discussed below.

%3 Collard & Cropp (2014), p.171.

5 cf. frr.181-2.

% test. ia, Collard & Cropp (2014).
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kai / poPovuévn tov motépa ... (fr. 485). Her fears seem to be well-founded; the existence
of a Melanippe Captive confirms, from its title at least, that she had to endure some form
of imprisonment.>® Melanippe, for all her suffering, at least received some guidance from
Poseidon in responding to her situation; in Euripides’ Alope, the unhappy heroine, raped
and impregnated by the sea god, is left to struggle through her pregnancy without any aid:
mNoag 6& vovy ovd’ dvap kat’ evepovny / eidoig Edeiéev avtdv (fr.107). The gods
achieve fatherhood through the suffering and disgrace they inflict upon these women,
who endure the significant opprobrium which attaches to those who bear children out of
wedlock.>” The gods themselves are of course far beyond the power of mortal sanction,
and do not share in any of the hardship they have caused by their acts of fathering.%®
The gulf between human and divine in tragic narratives of divine fathering is made
all the clearer by the numerous narratives in which the gods father their children while in
non-human guises. Perhaps the most striking example is the conception of Dionysus in
the Bacchae. According to tradition, Hera tricked Semele into binding Zeus with an oath
to lie with her in the same form as when he slept with the goddess;®° this was lightning
(Zeuéin Aoyevbeic’ daotpomnedpwt mopi, 3). As Dionysus surveys Thebes during the
prologue, he remarks that the ruins of Semele’s home are still smoking;®° these ruins
(dopwmv épeima, 7) arguably also serve as a symbol of the destruction which has already
befallen and is also about to befall the House of Cadmus as part of the enduring
consequence of this union of Zeus and Semele. There are numerous other, less destructive

examples. In Euripides’ Helen, the titular heroine relates the tale of her being conceived

%6 Collard & Cropp (2014), p.588.

5" This reflects classical Athenian practice, as well as mythical convention. Women who were seduced or
raped were considered polluted, and at least the former category were forbidden from attending public
sacrifices; Dem. 59.87; Ogden (2002), pp.29-31.

%8 One of the most striking mortal complaints against this divine paternal conduct is found at lon 429-50,
discussed below.

% Apollod. 3.26-7; Dodds (1960), p.64.

0 E. Ba.7-8.
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by Zeus in the form of a swan.®! In the same playwright’s fragmentary Danae, the heroine
is revealed to have been impregnated by Zeus in the form of a shower of gold.®> A

63

fragment of that play, possibly spoken by Danae’s father Acrisius,” suggests the

significance of these non-human guises (fr. 324.1-4):

o (pvoé, dekiopa kdAhotov Bpotoic,
¢ oVTE PNTNP NOOVAG Tolag EYEL,
0¥ Tidec avOpdmolsy, 00 QIAOG TaTHP,

ofag ol Y0l 6€ ODOUACLY KEKTNUEVOL.

Gold is set against all family bonds, and triumphs over them in its desirability and worth.
This dichotomy is ironic, in the circumstances; it is precisely through becoming gold that
Zeus has in fact become a father and engendered children! However, this apparent
opposition reinforces the sense of distance between the divine father and the mortal family
which he has expanded; he is unlike them in his nature. This transformation is also a
demonstration of power; Zeus takes the form of gold to circumvent the efforts of Acrisius
to prevent his daughter from getting pregnant.®* The same is arguably true of the other
instances in tragedy of gods taking non-human guises to father children; by reducing their
resemblance to mortals, in the moment in which their behaviour is perhaps most intensely
anthropomorphic, these gods demonstrate their difference and distance from humans, in
power and nature. In this, as in other aspects, the act of divine fathering, as recounted in
tragedy, uses a moment of closeness between mortal and divine to underline the

significant distance between these two categories of being.

81 E. Hel. 17-21, discussed more fully below.
62 Collard & Cropp (2014), p.324.

83 Collard & Cropp (2014), p.333.

84 cf. fr. 320.
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5.2.2. The conspicuous absence of divine fathers in tragedy

Although we hear many striking narratives of divine acts of fathering in tragedy,
we see very little of the fathers themselves. It is highly telling that at no point in extant
Greek tragedy does the divine father of a character appear onstage or interact directly
with his child.%® This is not symptomatic of any general absence of the divine from the
stage;®® even plays which contain appearances by multiple deities, such as Euripides’
Hippolytus®” or 1on,% do not bring onstage the god who is a father to one of the other
characters of that play. These divine fathers do still act and intervene, and in much the
way as they do in Homer, through supernatural actions, portents and representatives.
However, whereas in Homer the audience is able to witness the thoughts, feelings and
actions of these divine fathers, and thus is reassured of their interest (whether or not these
deities are in fact able to act as they wish), their absence from the tragic stage renders
them much more distant, and the audience, like the characters who are children of these

gods, must rely upon messages, intermediaries and signs.®®

8 This statement of course leans very heavily on the word ‘extant’; we cannot be at all certain that this is
the case in lost and fragmentary tragedies. The possibility of Zeus appearing at the culmination of Euripides’
Alcmene, for instance, has been accepted by some scholars, although they are notably in the minority;
Collard & Cropp (2014), p.102. Similarly, it is possible, but again uncertain, that Poseidon may have
appeared at the end of Euripides’ Alope (Collard & Cropp (2014), pp.116-7), or Melanippe Captive; Cropp
& Collard (2014), p.588. | am not aware of any more securely identified appearances by divine fathers in
fragmentary tragedy. We do, interestingly, have at least one appearance of a divine mother in extant tragedy;
the Muse appears onstage to lament her son Rhesus’ fate at the end of the eponymous tragedy (890ff.).
Although Rhesus is generally no longer considered Euripidean, it is plausibly dated to the early C4th BC,
and thus at no great remove from the other plays cited in this chapter: see Fries (2014), pp.22-47 for a recent
survey of the ‘authenticity question’.

8 Although, of course, even the absence of the divine from the stage in no way prevents their considerable
influence over the course of events; Easterling (1993), p.78.

67 Aphrodite delivers the prologue, Artemis appears in the finale.

8 Hermes delivers the prologue, Athena intercedes ex machina at the play’s climax.

% This parity of perspective is unusual. In many other cases in plays with gods onstage, the audience is
granted greater access to the divine than the characters, often being able to see divinities whom the
characters can only hear; e.g. S. Aj.14-7, E. Hipp. 1391-3 (see Barrett (1964) ad loc.); Easterling (1993),
pp.81-2.
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There are many occasions in tragedy where this sense of distance is exacerbated
still further by the fact that divine fathers often do not act or intervene in the interests of
their children, and this frequently attracts hostile comment. Zeus’ conduct as father of
Heracles attracts criticism in both Sophocles’ Trachiniae and Euripides’ Heracles.” In
Sophocles, the criticism forms the climax of the play. Heracles’ son Hyllus, acceding to
his father’s demands to be set upon a pyre on Mount Octa while still alive, sets about his

allotted task while rebuking the callousness of divine fathers (1264-78):

YA aipet’, omadoti, peydinv pev éuot
T00TOV BépEVoL GuYYVOUOoHVIY, (1265)
peyainyv o¢ Bedv dyvopocivinv
€100teg EPYV TOV TPAGGOUEVAV,
ol pvoavteg kol kKAnlopevol
TATEPES TOWDT  £QPOPDTL TAON.
T PV ovv péddovt’ odvdeic popd, (1270)
T 0€ VOV £0TMT’ OlIKTPA HEV MUV,
aioypd o’ €ketvolg,
YOAETOTOTO & 0DV AVEp®V TAVTOV
@ VY’ dtnVv VIEYOVTL.
Aeimov unode ov, Topbév’, €n’ oikwv, (1275)
peyaiovg pev idodoa véoug Bavatoug,
TOAAQ O€ T aTO <KOoi> KOvomooT,

KOVSEV ToVTOV 6 TL UR) Zevg. 't

0 Mikalson (1996), pp.89-90.

"L In contrast to Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990), Easterling (1982) attributes 1275-8 to the Chorus. Easterling
(1982), pp.231-2, noting that the controversy over ascription began even in antiquity, argues that these lines
work best as a neutral corroboration of Hyllus’ words, rather than a slightly redundant continuation on his
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Hyllus’ complaint deploys striking verbal contrast to emphasise the difference in attitude
between Heracles’ divine and mortal relations. Human sympathy is contrasted with divine
apathy (evyyvopocivny ... dyvouocsvvny, 1265-6); the intensity of Heracles’ suffering
elicits sympathy from his mortal companions but reflects shamefully on the divine father
who failed to prevent such hardship; oixtpa pév nuiv, / aioypa 8’ éxeivorg, (1271-2). The
condemnation is aimed at Zeus in particular, but the tactful use of the plural allows this
to serve also as a more general condemnation of divine fathers;’? despite their superior
knowledge (gid6tec, 1267), they simply look upon the sufferings of their children (1269).
This accusation of apathy is taken even further in reference to Zeus; he is not simply
negligent, but actively held responsible for death and suffering on a grand scale and of a
novel form (1276-8):"® peydovg ... Bavdtovg; ToAAd 8¢ Moo <koi> kavomodT.

The play’s conclusion does, however, contain latent portents of more positive
action by Zeus on his son’s behalf. The Trachiniae can quite plausibly be taken as
foreshadowing the apotheosis of Heracles upon Mount Oeta (although this is never made
explicit in the play).” Hyllus complains that the gods merely gaze upon the travails of
their mortal children, before remarking - with the same verb - that no-one can foresee the

future (¢épopdot, 1269; épopd, 1270). This latter remark not only invites us to anticipate

part, and suggests that the slightly enigmatic map6¢v’ (1275) is the Chorus addressing itself. | am not sure
that these lines are redundant if spoken by Hyllus; they summarise Hyllus’ position, certainly, but they are
more concentrated and more explicit in their accusations of Zeus than those preceding them, and thus serve
as a fairly potent finale. map6év’ is unusual whether we attribute these lines to the Chorus or to Hyllus; it
would be an exceptional way for the Chorus Leader to address her colleagues, but, if it comes from Hyllus,
it serves as either a surprising address to the Chorus Leader, a highly unusual use of the singular vocative
to address the Chorus as a whole, or an address to lole; Vuorenjuuri (1970), pp.157-8. Vuorenjurri (1970),
pp.157-8 points out how strange it would be for Hyllus suddenly to address the Chorus Leader specifically,
while Easterling (1982), p.232 points out that there is no indication that lole has re-emerged on to the stage.
Although it is very unusual, the prospect of Hyllus using the singular to address the Chorus en masse seems
to me the least unconvincing of the various possibilities.

72 Easterling (1982), p.231.

8 Mikalson (1986), pp.91-3.

7 See above, pp.167-8.
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events beyond the play’s conclusion, such as the potential apotheosis,”® but is also untrue,
even within the play itself. Heracles has told us how his father Zeus once revealed a
prophecy to him;’® the divine fathers whom Hyllus castigates do not simply ‘gaze on’,
but do also ‘foresee’. Hyllus may take Zeus to task for failing to act to his son’s benefit
during the events of the play, but the audience can discern strong hints that Zeus will
endow Heracles with substantial rewards after the play’s conclusion. We need not,
therefore, see Zeus as the totally apathetic father Hyllus would suggest, but we can
nonetheless agree with some of his criticisms; even if we interpret the play as portending
Heracles’ apotheosis, the tragedy itself is dominated by the suffering of Zeus’ son, and
any consolation comes only after this anguish. The divine father does intervene, but, as is

so often the way in Greek tragedy, he does so late and only after much hardship.

In Euripides’ Heracles, the condemnation of Zeus’ conduct as Heracles’ father is
even more forthright, and here there is no indication even of belated intervention.
Condemnation is most explicitly forthcoming from Amphitryon, Heracles’ mortal
‘father’;"" at a point early in the play, when the death of Heracles’ family seems imminent,

Amphitryon launches upon a remarkable outburst against Zeus (339-47):

Ap. @ Zed, pdny dp’ opdyaudv o’ dktnoduny,
HatnVv 8¢ madog Kowedv’ EKALOUEY- (340)
ov & N0’ &p’ Nocov 1} *Sokelc elvan ikog.
ApeTijt o€ VIK® BvnToc DV OOV péyav:

TG Yap oV Tpovdmka ToLg Hpakiéovc.

7> Easterling (1982), p.231.
65, Tr. 1159-63.
" See above for the anomalous nature of Amphitryon’s shared paternity over Heracles.
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oL &’ €G UEV guVaG KPOPLOC NTGT® LOAETY,
TAAAOTPLO AEKTPOL SOVTOG 0VOEVOS AafdV, (345)
omle 6& TOVG coVE OVK EmicTOCOL PIAOVG.

auodng tic 1 0£dg 1 dikarog ok Epuc..

The language of Amphitryon’s denunciation is simple but increasingly powerful;’® the
repetition of udtnv conveys his sense of disappointment, while he is direct in addressing
Zeus’ shortcomings in ¢wiia (341) and even implies that Zeus has betrayed his
grandchildren (yap od mpovdwka 343). Amphitryon takes Zeus to task over the misuse of
his considerable power. The god is active in fathering Heracles through furtive (kp0veioc)
adultery (344-5), but does not act to save his family as a father should; the balanced
Nnicto ... énictacot, with the shift of tenses, underlines this transition from previous
ingenuity to present apathy. Amphitryon concludes that Zeus must be stupid or unjust
(347); there is no notion of Zeus being unable to act, as Amphitryon’s accusation derives
much of its force from the charge that Zeus is the lesser father despite his considerable
power; apetiit oe vik®d Ovntog wv Ogov uéyav (342).

Amphitryon is right to complain; he is, as he laments, too old and weak to defend
Heracles’ family as he would hope,”® but is nonetheless a committed presence in the play;
he delivers the prologue, seeks to reassure the anxious Megara,®® defends Heracles’ use
of the bow against disparagement by Lycus,® and, even when Heracles is coming round
after his bout of madness and murder, stands loyally by his son:% & tékvov- &l yap kai

Kak®d¢ mpacowv £udc (1113). Zeus, conversely, remains conspicuous by his absence,

78 Bond (1981), p.145.

9 HF 228-35.

8 e.g. 95-106.

81 174-205.

8 Gregory (1977), p.270.
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although other divine influence looms large in the play; the goddesses Iris and Lyssa
appear onstage and discuss their instructions from Hera to bring madness to Heracles and
thus death to his family.8 The highly visible intervention of Hera, the malevolent
stepmother, casts Zeus’ enduring absence and inaction into sharper relief; he does not
prevent Heracles’ madness, nor intercede to offer any consolation to his son. Heracles is
instead offered friendship, shelter and posthumous ritual honours by Theseus in Athens.
This consolation is distinctly human;® it stands in stark contrast to Zeus’ total failure to
protect his son, remarked upon forcefully by the Chorus (1087-8):3" & Zeb, ti moid’
HyOnpog ®d VepkdTog / TOV 6oV, Kokdv 88 Téhayog &¢ 108 fiyayeg; Zeus’ absence and
non-intervention is juxtaposed with both the commitment of his mortal counterpart
Amphitryon and the determined action of other gods; he is repeatedly chided for falling

short of the expectations placed upon him in his role as Heracles’ father.

5.2.3. The identity of divine fathers in tragedy

Given the general absence of divine fathers from the stage, and the frequent lack
of evident action or intervention on behalf of their children, it is hardly surprising that
claims of divine paternity in tragedy are very often met with scepticism. Doubts about
paternity are not confined to tragedy; in an age long before any reliable paternity test,
there must always have been some room for uncertainty. In the Odyssey, for example,
Telemachus remarks to Athena-Mentes that he must take Penelope’s word for his

paternity, as no man can be entirely certain about his origins.® Classical Athenian society

8 822-74.

8 Mikalson (1986), p.95.
851323-33.

8 Silk (1985), pp.15-6.

8 Bond (1981), pp.340-1.
8 (0d. 1.215-6.
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seems to have been preoccupied with the vulnerability of paternal identity and the
challenges to it; as well as the threat posed by seduction, adultery and rape (discussed
above), the risk posed by the ‘supposititious child’ was widely acknowledged.®®

Such doubts about divine paternity emerge easily amongst the mortals of tragedy,
including the gods’ children themselves. In Euripides’ Helen, for example, the titular

character offers a remarkably non-committal account of her own origins (16-21):

NUIV 8¢ Y1 LV TATPIG 0OVK AVMDVVUOG

2raptn, matnp 0& Tuvddpewc: Eotv O€ O

AOYOG TIg OG Zevg untép’ Emtat’ €ig EUnVv

Andav KdKvov popedpat’ dpviBog Aapav,

0¢ 60Mov evvny €EEmpal’ T aigTod (20)

Sloypo evyov, gl cagng ovtog Adyog:

Helen speaks as though she does not believe this tale herself,?® although it is not entirely
clear why, as she is certainly not a more general religious sceptic:® she believes that Zeus
has taken an interest in her affairs and wellbeing (o0 yap Nuéincé pov / Zevg, 45-6); she
is aware of other equally elaborate supernatural actions, such as Hera’s creation of a

substitute Helen from cloud;® and has herself been whisked through the air to Egypt by

8 The ruse of a wife smuggling in another’s baby to pass off as the child of her and her husband famously
appears in Aristophanes’ Thesmophoriazusae (339-40, 407-9, 502-17), but it was not simply the preserve
of comedy; Demosthenes accuses his opponent Meidias of being a supposititious child (Dem. 21.149), and
an apparently serious reference to the practice appears in Plato (Menex.237¢); Powell (1988), pp.354-7. In
tragedy, see E. Alc. 637-9, discussed below, p.229.

% Wright (2005), pp.142-3.

%1 Allan (2008) p.148 sees this scepticism as a justified response to her suffering, which is in line with
scepticism over conspicuously absent divine parents in plays such as Heracles (discussed above), but it is
worth noting that Helen herself does not feel abandoned by Zeus (45-6).

%2 Hel. 31-6.
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Hermes!®® This scepticism raises issues of truth and belief,** an important theme in the
play as a whole,®® but it is telling that it is divine paternity in particular which is singled
out for scepticism on Helen’s part; she herself has few issues with the other incredible
aspects of her situation.*®

Helen is far from the only character in tragedy to be uncertain of their divine paternity;
Theseus in Hippolytus and Phaethon in the eponymous fragmentary tragedy, for example,
also require reassurances concerning their ancestry (discussed more fully below). Indeed,
the children of the gods in tragedy can even express scepticism about the whole notion of
deities fathering children. In Euripides’ Heracles, the titular character expresses his

scepticism towards the traditional mythical accounts of divine misdeeds (1341-6):

€YD 0& Tovg Be0oVg oVte AékTp’ G U BEug

otépye vopilm deopd T EEamTEy XepOiv

oVT’ NElwoa tomot’ oVte meicopat

000’ GAAOV BALOV OECTOTNV TEQLKEVL.

dettan yap 6 0gog, ginep €01’ 0pbDG OedC, (1345)

000evOG: AOGV 010 VTN VOL AdYOL.

93 44-8.

% Wright (2005), p.142.

% See Allan (2008), pp.47-9.

% Helen’s scepticism about her birth may emerge again more forcefully later in the play; at 257-9, she
expresses considerable scepticism at the tale of her being born from an egg. The lines are, however,
controversial. At 256, Helen asks whether her mother bore her as a ‘marvel for mortals’ (dvOpdmoig tépac),
and there is a yap in both 257 and 260. This has led various editors, including Diggle (1993), to delete 257-
9 as an expansion upon 256. However, Allan (2008) defends the lines as they stand, suggesting that it is
perfectly plausible for the yap in 257 and 260 both to have as object line 256. In such a case, however, 257-
9, although not defective in themselves, could be quite comfortably deleted to produce a smoother transition
to 260. Wright (2005) pp.145-7 also retains the lines, but suggests adopting Stinton (1990b)’s emendation
of the yap in 260 to 8°Gp’. This seems a more persuasive argument, as all the lines are then incorporated
into a logical flow from the ‘marvel’ of Helen’s birth to that of her life and experiences (cf. 260ff.).
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The reference to ‘unlawful unions’ - Aéktp’ & ur Oéuc — is somewhat vague, and its
precise interpretation depends upon how broadly one sees fit to apply the passage.®’ Given
Amphitryon’s claim that Zeus seduced his wife against his will - téAAdTpro Aéktpa dGvTog
o0devog AaPav (345) — the line can arguably be taken as evocative of the circumstances
of Heracles’ own conception. If so, this is an astonishing statement; the most famous of
Zeus’ children denies the possibility of his own conception. He is, of course, factually
quite wrong to do so; the audience has witnessed the direct intervention of Lyssa and Iris

9 confirming the goddess’ anger against him as a demonstration

on Hera’s instructions,
of Zeus” infidelity.*® Nonetheless, this outburst is entirely understandable given the events
of the play; Heracles’ status as the son of Zeus, and thus a foe of Hera, has led to madness

and the massacre of his own family. Heracles’ divine paternity proves to be the source of

great suffering for the hero;'% it is little wonder that he seeks to reject it.

Given the scepticism the children of the gods themselves express towards their
divine paternity, it is little wonder that other mortals are so often doubtful. In particular,
claims that a child has been fathered by a god are very frequently taken as a convenient
fiction for a woman to disguise an illicit liaison with another mortal. Such an accusation
is made against Semele by her sisters in the Bacchae,!®* and Dionysus reveals his
determination to achieve recognition of his divine birth and vindication for his mother.1%2

Cadmus himself seems to accept the truth of Dionysus’ claim to divinity and descent from

% For the intractable debate concerning these lines, see p.172 n.208.
% 821-73.

% Mikalson (1986), p.95.

100 Mikalson (1986), pp.96-7.

101 Ba. 26-31.

102 39-42.
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Zeus,'® but nonetheless makes clear in his appeals to Pentheus that the honorific effect

of such a relationship counts for as much as its veracity (333-6):

Kel un yop Eotv 6 00¢ 0VTOG, (G GV PNIC,
Topa 601 Aey€c0m- Kol KAToyELOOL KAADG
¢ ot Zepédng, tva dokiit Oeov tekelv (335)

NUIV T€ TN TOVTL TOL YEVEL TPOOT|L.

The appeal of such a falsehood is clear; in place of the disgrace and pollution attendant
upon a woman who is unchaste with a mortal man,* liaisons with a god bring honour to
her and her whole family. Dionysus, as a god himself, knows the truth of his ancestry, but
in tragedy even the offspring of the gods are amongst those who doubt claims to divine
paternity. In Antiope, Amphion, the heroine’s own son by Zeus, reacts with blunt disbelief
to her claims to have conceived a child by the god,*% whilst, in lon, the eponymous hero
is similarly sceptical of Creusa’s claim that her ‘friend’ has had a child by Apollo: Kp.:
Kol ToAdd v’ Eteke TdL Bedt AdOpat matpds. /Iov: ovk Eotv: avopog ddikiay aicybveTat
(340-1).1% Such scepticism is, of course, highly ironic; lon and Amphion are, and are
explicitly revealed to be, the product of the very encounters between mortal and divine
which they attempt to rationalise away. The pervasive expectation that claims of divine
paternity are a mere fiction to cover mortal impropriety adds dramatic power to these
revelations of such paternity, but also serves to demonstrate the anomalous nature of
divine fatherhood. The mortal children of gods are the product of illicit sexual encounters,

excluded from any conventional concept of legitimacy; the uncertainty about paternity

103 180-3.

104 See above.

105 £+ 210. This is, of course, before the ultimate revelation of his and Zethus’ birth; cf. fr.223.
106 Jon’s scepticism returns at 1521-7. cf. Hdt. 6.69-8.
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frequently expressed by the children of the gods in tragedy is “a fundamental condition
of illegitimacy”,*®” and even the great Heracles was often thought of as illegitimate.'%
Those who suspect a human indiscretion instead of an encounter with the divine are of
course always proven wrong about the identity of the male participant, but they are
otherwise quite correct. The divinity of the fathers in such instances, but only the divinity
of these fathers, elevates these acts of extra-marital procreation to, as Cadmus puts it, a

‘source of honour for the whole family.” The power of divine status is thus reinforced, as

is its distance from human social norms.

5.2.4. The intervention of divine fathers

Although generally absent from the stage, and on occasion lambasted for inaction,
there are in fact several occasions in tragedy when divine fathers do intervene on behalf
of their mortal children. These interventions often — although not always — have happy
outcomes, but their very form serves to underline the essential difference between the

divine father and his mortal offspring.

A particularly ill-starred form of divine intervention is the fulfilment of wishes.
The granting of wishes by gods is a common motif in myth and fable, which arises in
tragedy as a means of proving divine paternity.'® In Euripides’ fragmentary Phaethon,
for example, Clymene encourages her son to seek proof of his paternity from his father,

the Sun (fr. 773.45-53 Kannicht):

107 Ebbott (2003), p.59.

108 Hence the sanctuary and gymnasium of Heracles at Cynosarges were reserved for bastards; Woodford
(1971), p.215. Aristophanes also jokes about Heracles’ illegitimacy at Birds 1649-70.

109 Kakridis (1928), pp.21-2.
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(KAL) pvnobeic 6 poi mot’ elp’ &t° novécsn Oedg (45)
aitod Ti yplelg Ev:- mépa yap ov OEpg
MoBelv og- KOV PEV TUYYAVNIC <Omep BEAEIC>
Oeod mEQUKAG: €1 68 PN, YELONG EYD.
do.  ndC ovv TpdsEL Sdpo Ogppdv Hhiov;
KL xelvol pedost odpa pn Pramtey 10 cov. (50)
®o.  ginep monp TEPLKEY, OV KOKMDG AEYELS.
KA. 6a4¢’ 1661 mevont &’ adtod i xpoOvoL capdg.

Qa.  dpxel méEmoBa yap o un yevdt Ayew.

This exchange is replete with tragic irony. Clymene’s reassurances to Phaethon about his
father’s concern for his safety (50) are proven to be accurate, but this concern will not be
enough to save him. Phaethon proclaims his belief in his mother’s words (53), but, fatally,
persists in his plan; he still visits his father to gain proof of his paternity by means of his
wish. This wish, to drive the Sun-god’s chariot, turns out to be disastrous; Phaethon,
despite Helios’ attempts at guidance,'!° crashes and dies, prompting an impassioned
accusation against the god from a mournful Clymene: & xoAleyysc "HA, &g W
amoAiecag / kol Tovd - ATOAwV &’ €v Bpotoic OpBdS KaAfL, / doTIg TO orydVT’ dvopat’
oide doupovov. (fr. 781.224-6 Kannicht). Despite his apparent paternal concern, Helios’
offer to prove his paternity ends wretchedly. Phaethon’s attempts to ‘follow in his father’s
footsteps’ end in his death; the filial bond is not enough to overcome the essential
difference between his mortality and his father’s divinity.

In Hippolytus, Theseus similarly calls upon his divine father (887-90):

110 fy, 779.176-7 Kannicht.
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G, & matep Iocedov, b épol mote
apag VIEGYoL TPEic, Tt bt koTépyacon
TOVT®V EUOV TS, NUEPOV OE U VoL

TMVE’, €lnep MUV GTAcHC GOPELS Apdc. (890)

Theseus is admittedly operating under the belief that Hippolytus attempted to rape his
wife, 2 but this is still a shocking request.**® Theseus exploits his paternity (& nétep) to
Kill his own son (épov maid’); one family tie is invoked to destroy another. Although
Theseus does not explicitly make fulfilment of this wish a condition for Poseidon to prove
his paternity,'* he certainly interprets its enactment as such a proof: & 0<oi, I16ce1dov 0’
Oc 8p’ Mo® &uog matnp / Opddc, dkovcog THV Eudv Katevyudtov. (1169-70).
Unfortunately for Theseus, he was utterly misled about the realities of the situation, as

Artemis makes abundantly clear (1315-24):

ap’ 01600 TATPOG TPEIG APAG EYOV CAPETS; (1315)
OV TV piov Tapeilec, @ KOKIGTE G0,

€6 ToAda TOV oV, EEOV €lg ExOpDV TIvaL.

TP PUEV 0DV GOl TOVTIOC PPOVDV KAADG

£owy’ Boovrep ypiv, Encinep Mvecev:

111 Kakridis (1928), pp.23-5 expends considerable energy attempting to establish the occasion for the other
two wishes and their order, an effort taken up again briefly by Barrett (1964), p.334; Three is, however, a
very common number in folklore (Kohn, 2008, p.384), and Gregory (2009) pp.38-9 suggests quite sensibly
that it is best seen as being chosen for its resonances, suggesting that the audience was unlikely to be much
troubled by the whereabouts of the other wishes.

112 Hipp. 885-6.

113 Gregory (2009), p.43.

114 Contrast Polyphemus at 0d.9.328-30; Gregory (2009), pp.45-6. Indeed, the two passages contrast in
other ways; while Polyphemus is careful to include caveats in his request (532-5), to allow Poseidon to
bring at least some suffering upon Odysseus whatever the strictures of fate, Theseus is far less cautious; he
simply wishes death upon his son as a knee-jerk response to Phaedra’s deceptive letter.
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oL &’ &v T’ ékeivil KAV ELol Qaivil KaKOG, (1320)
0¢ oVte oty 0UTE PAVTE®V OMOL

guewvog, ovk fAey&oc, ov ¥POVML LOKPOL

oKEYV TaPEGYES, GAAL Bdcoov 1) 6° EYpijv

apac EQTiKaG Todl Kol KOTEKTOVEGS.

Artemis’ condemnation of Theseus contrasts his behaviour as a father with that of
Poseidon. The mortal father treated his own son as he should an enemy (1317); he awaited
no proof or certainty, but acted rashly (Baccov 1| 6’ éypijv, 1323) and destroyed his child.
Poseidon’s behaviour as a father (motnp ... movtiog), conversely, is presented as
exemplary; he was well-intentioned towards his son (ppovdv kod@dc), and, in contrast to
Theseus’ rashness and excess, acted only within the remit of necessity and his vow
(6covmep xpfv, 1319, c¢f.1323). The events reflect poorly on Theseus alone (1320). We
might agree with Artemis, to an extent; much like Phaethon, Theseus bound a divine
father to the fulfilment of an ill-advised wish,*® with disastrous consequences. However,
Artemis’ glowing account of Poseidon’s conduct does not disguise the clear limitations
of his fatherhood. A somewhat analogous situation in Euripides’ Alcestis offers a useful
point of comparison.!’® Admetus resents his parents” unwillingness to die in his place
(339-40), and, because of his father Pheres’ failure to fulfil this request, accuses him of
being no true father: odk 760’ &p’ dpOdG T0DdE cOpaTOC TaTrp (636).17 Pheres, however,
is present to answer these charges, and is able both to invoke past actions as proof of
paternity and present his own understanding of what such paternity entails: éy® 6¢ o’

oik@v deomotnV Eyswvauny / kdOpey’, opeidm & ovy VmepOviickely cébgv (681-2).

115 Kohn (2008), p.387.
116 Discussed in greater depth below, ch.6.1.2.
17 ¢f. Hipp.1169-70; Gregory (2009), pp.45-6.
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Poseidon, however, is a divine father, and so is absent. He cannot invoke a shared family
life with his child as a demonstration of paternity, any more than Helios could to
Phaethon. Poseidon’s proof of paternity is a demonstration of divine power from afar; he
sends a monstrous bull from the sea to fulfil his son’s request.!*® Poseidon is powerful
and distant; he is not there to argue against Theseus’ wish, nor does he even appear in the
aftermath to express his feelings towards his son; we learn only from Artemis that he
condemns Theseus’ actions. The distance and difference of the gods, which arguably
prompt such anxiety for their mortal children over their paternity, are also manifested in

the fulfilment of these wishes intended to prove that paternity.

The intervention of divine fathers on behalf of their children can be much more
positive, but nonetheless still takes a form which demonstrates the distance between a
divine father and his mortal child. Consider Castor’s appearance at the end of Euripides’
Helen. Castor promises a fair wind on the voyage home for Helen and Menelaus,**® and
also reveals Zeus’ intention to bestow upon his daughter posthumous deification: 6gog
KeKAMoNL ... EEVIG T avBpdrvy Thpa. / EEelc ned’ Hudv: Zedg yop dde Bodietan (1666-
9, with omissions). This is an act of considerable benevolence from Helen’s divine father,
but it notably comes at the end of a life full of travails and sufferings.'? Indeed, the
lateness is emphasised by Castor’s remarks that the Dioscuri wished to use the divinity
granted to them by Zeus to save their sister earlier, but were prevented by fate and the

other gods, for whom this course of events was required.?! Zeus, as a god, is only able

118 121 0ff.

1191663-5.

120 Divine intervention often comes slowly in tragedy; e.g. A. Ag. 126, Cho. 61-5, Eum. 550ff; S. Ant.
1074f., OC 1536f.; E. Or. 28, 163-5, 416-20 (see ch.6), Ba. 882ff; Garvie (1986) ad A. Cho. 61-5 has
further examples. Divine fathers prove no exception; in Antiope, for instance, Zeus intercedes only after
the heroine and the sons she bore him have endured many years of slavery.

121 1658-61. Allan (2008), p.341 notes that such divine ‘apologies’ offer little comfort to the mortal
characters.
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to act intermittently and through intermediaries - Hermes, Proteus, the Dioscuri - while
Helen is mortal; there is a distance between father and child, between god and mortal,
which is ultimately only overcome by elevating Helen to divine status.

In Children of Heracles, we see a similar model for the intervention of a divine
father.'?2 Heracles intercedes to save his children in the battle against Eurystheus;'%® he
and Hebe restore youth to lolaus, faithful guardian of his children, and the latter uses this
to defeat and capture the Argive king. It is telling that lolaus does not pray to Heracles,
but to Hebe and Zeus;*?* Heracles’ intervention is clearly unexpected. It is nonetheless
powerful, and reflects Heracles’ position amongst the divine; Iolaus issues his successful
prayer as he passes through a sacred place of Athena,'?® a famous ally and patron of
Heracles,'?® while Heracles’ wife Hebe is the goddess of youth, a phenomenon with which
Heracles himself had strong cultic associations in classical Athens.'?” However, this
miraculous intervention, while it turns the tide of battle and saves Heracles’ children,
nonetheless reinforces his distance from them as a god. He does not appear onstage, nor
reveal himself directly to Iolaus; he and Hebe appear as stars (dico® ... dotép’, 854).
Indeed, the fact that Hebe and Heracles intervened at all must be deduced: cov o1 Aéyovot
oo v’ ol copdTepor/ “HPnv 0’ (856-7). Alcmene rejoices at the news, but it is notable
that this intervention overcomes both scepticism over Heracles’ apotheosis and despair
of Zeus ever intervening on behalf of his own son.*?® Heracles uses divine power to save
the day, but does so through lolaus as an intermediary, and, once again, his help comes

rather late in the proceedings; his children have endured exile and wanderings,'?® and one

122 See above, pp.173-4.

123 Hcld. 849-58.

124 851,

125849,

126 Wilkins (1993), p.xxv.
127 Woodford, (1971), p.214.
128 869-72.

129 ¢f. 14-6.
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of his daughters has had to give herself up for sacrifice to ensure Athenian victory in the
war fought for the protection of Heracles’ family.'*® The gods of tragedy can and do
intervene in earthly affairs for the benefit of their children, but even the form and timing

of such intervention once again reinforces their distance from their mortal offspring.

5.3. Apollo as father in Euripides’ lon

Various key aspects of the depiction of divine fatherhood in tragedy have
emerged: the abnormal or transgressive nature of divine acts of conception; the general
absence of the divine father; the consequent scepticism towards claims of divine
paternity; the distancing effect of even highly positive interventions by divine fathers on
behalf of their children. All of these attributes of divine fatherhood in tragedy are present
and prominent in perhaps the fullest tragic account of a god’s paternal relationship with

a mortal, Euripides’ lon.

The play opens with a divine prologue outlining the events preceding the play and
Apollo’s plans for the future. It is delivered not by Apollo — he never appears onstage in
the play®! — but by Hermes.'®> Hermes introduces himself with rather grandiloquent
reference to his own birth as grandson of Atlas and son of Zeus,'* and subsequently
emphasises the role of his kinship to Apollo in the latter’s appeal for assistance: kG’ &v
adedpoc PoiPoc aitelton téde / Q ovyyov’ ... (28-9; cf. 36-7). Hermes’ account of
Apollo’s actions establishes many of the key themes of that god’s conduct as a father. He

declares unambiguously that Apollo raped Creusa (®oifog &lev&ev yauolg / Pilon

130 474-607; see above, ch.4.2.2.

131 This does not prevent him exerting considerable influence upon events; he is “the absent centre of the
lon”: Zacharia (2003), p.103.

12, lon 1-81.

133 1-4; Lee (1997), p.160.
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Kpéovoav, 10-1); this act is returned to repeatedly in the play.** While Hermes and
Apollo, as both kin and gods, may quite directly interact, Apollo’s interventions in mortal
events transpire indirectly or through intermediaries; he somehow prevented Creusa’s
pregnancy from being discovered by her father (éyvic 8& motpi (tdt Odt yop v @ikov),
14),3%5 had Hermes convey the infant lon to his shrine at Delphi,**® and ensured that the
Pythia took the newborn infant in.*3" The audience is given privileged access to Hermes’
knowledge of Ton’s paternity, acknowledged by Apollo himself,'® but Ion’s paternity is
to be a mystery on earth to both lon himself!® and the priestess who raises him (she thinks
he is the bastard of a local girl);'*° ignorance and scepticism over his birth dog the
protagonist until the play’s finale. Hermes also reveals Apollo’s interest in and plan for
future events;!* an oracle is to persuade Creusa’s foreign husband Xuthus to recognise
lon as his own child, so that he may return to his mother in Athens and receive his due.'#?
The prologue thus establishes the nature of Apollo’s paternity; he acts and intervenes
from afar, his divine knowledge only intermittently revealed to the mortal actors, who
must spend most of their time embroiled by ignorance, doubt or even deception. The
prologue does not prove entirely prophetic of what is to come — events take a somewhat

different route to Apollo’s stated end'*® — but it nonetheless reveals the key attributes of

134 Scafuro (1990), p.140. See e.g. Ion’s horror at Apollo’s use of Bio (437, 445), and Creusa’s account of
the rape at 859-922.

135 This spares Creusa the punishment which befell, for instance, Danae or Antiope; Lee (1997), p.162. This
impersonal use of gikog is relatively common (LSJ s.v. 2.b), but it nonetheless seems to throw into contrast
Apollo’s brutal treatment of Creusa a only a few lines before; his giAio does not appear to extend to her.
136 29-34,

137 47-8.

138 35.

139 51.

140 44-5,

141 67-8.

142 69-73.

143 |ee (1997), p.167. This is not uncommon in Euripides; events deviate from the prologue in Hippolytus
(41ff.), Suppliant Women (25f.), and Bacchae (52); Dodds (1960), p.69.
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Apollo’s paternity, the implications of which for the mortal characters of the drama are

drawn out more fully in the play as a whole.

Apollo fathered lon by raping Creusa, and the suffering thus inflicted upon her is
brought out forcefully at several points in the play. Perhaps the most powerful of these is
Creusa’s impassioned monody.** Creusa refers to Apollo’s resplendent golden locks,
acknowledging the divine splendour of his appearance even in her complaint.'*> The

violence and terror of his actions are nonetheless made clear (891-6):14

AevKOoic &’ EUPLG KopTOoioY

YEPDV €lg AvTpov Koitog

Kpawyav Q pdtép 1 avddoav

Be0g OpevvETOG

dyeg dvondeion (895)

Kompiot ydpv mpdocov.

Creusa’s desperate cries for her mother (kpawydv) emphasise her unwillingness,**” and
add considerable pathos to the account. They also foreshadow the destructive influence
on her own family life which Apollo’s attack will have. Creusa’s mother was previously
a source of safety for her,'*® but her present appeal is in vain. Indeed, Creusa is forced to

hide her own pregnancy, the result of the rape, through fear of the same mother who was

144 859-922. Zacharia (2003) pp.78-9 notes the lack of clear precedent for such an explicit and ‘down-to-
earth’ account of divine sexual violence, while Parker (2005) pp.143-4 notes the contrast with earlier
accounts of divine fathering as an honorific boon for the mother.

145 887-9; Rabinowitz (1993), p.198.

146 Kearns (2013) pp.61-2 notes that Apollo’s actions here are characterised by évaideia, in contrast to his
more respectful conduct in Pythian 9.

147 Scafuro (1990), pp.143-5.

148 280.
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previously her saviour (ppixat patpog, 898).14° Creusa ends up delivering and exposing

lon in the cave in which she was assaulted by Apollo;*°

the rape is topographically
connected to Creusa’s subsequent experiences of a lonely birth and the abandonment of
her child, emphasising the connection between Apollo’s attack and the further sufferings
it engenders. >

Creusa refers bitterly to Apollo ‘gratifying Aphrodite’ by assaulting her (Kbmpiot
xapwv mpaccwv, 896). This highlights the contrast between divine and mortal action and
even ethics; the gods can take pleasure, and even bestow favour upon one another, at the
expense of mortal suffering. The contrast between the laws governing divine and human

conduct is brought out most forcefully by the devout and pious lon himself, unsettled by

Creusa’s earlier account of the rape of her ‘friend’ (434-51):

... vouBemntéog O¢ pot
DoiBoc, 11 mdoyer mapBEvoug Plon yopdv
TPodidmaot; maidag EKTeEKVODLEVOS AdBpart
Bviokovtog QUeAET; un o0 v’ GAL’, émel KpaTel,
apetag dloke. kol yop 60T av Ppotdv (440)
KakOg Te@OKNL, {nuodoty ol Beot.
TiG oVV diKoiov Todg VOpHoLg VUG PpoToig

YpayavTag anTovg dvopioy OPACKAVELY;

149 See Lee (1997), p.262.

150 896-901, cf.949. Hermes, conversely, claims that Creusa bore lon in her home (16). This could be a
simple slip on Euripides’ part, but Rabinowitz (1993), pp.203-4 makes the interesting suggestion that the
variance in this and other details of the rape narrative underlines the difficulty of knowledge — a key theme
of the play — and reflects the various speakers’ differing rhetorical agendas.

151 Rabinowitz (1993), pp.201-2 sees the close linking of the rape with the birth and exposure as an effort
to somewhat exonerate Apollo by highlighting Creusa’s guilt as a would-be infanticide. While Creusa
concedes that she wronged her infant child (963), the close association of the exposure with the initial rape
seems to me to underline the role of the original divine transgression in the consequent suffering and actions
of Creusa, rather than to minimise it.
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€10 (00 yap Eotat, TOL AOYML OE YPGOLLOL)

dikag Praimv dmoet’ avOpomoIg yopmy (445)
oV kol [Tooeddv Zevg 0 6 0vpavod kpotel,

VOOLG TIVOVTEG AOIKING KEVAOOETE.

TG NdoVaC Yop ThG Tpoundiog mépa

OTEVOOVTEG GOIKEIT . OVKET’ AVOPAOTOVG KOKOVC

Aéyewv dikowov, €1 T0 TV Oe®dV Kold (450)

ppovped’, AL ToVG S18ACKOVTAG TAJE.

Ion laments that the great power of the gods (kpateic, 339; Zevg 0° g ovpavod KpaTel,
446) is not matched by morality; indeed, the famed speed of divine action'® leads to
rashness and crime: Tdg N8ovac yap tiic tpoundiog mépa / omendovteg adikeit’ (448-9).153
Ion’s charges against Apollo are only partially answered; the god is not, in fact, heedless
of the fate of his child, having saved lon from death, but the play as a whole confirms that
he is a rapist.'®* Ion examines the wider implications of Apollo’s actions. In an elaborate
counterfactual, embracing not only Apollo, but the other notorious divine rapists,
Poseidon and Zeus, lon imagines the devastating effect upon divine finances of paying
out the fines for their many transgressions.!* The &ixn Piaimv (445) was a form of legal
case which could be brought against rapists in classical Athens, and sought financial

compensation for the victim;**® its anachronistic invocation here serves to underline the

gulf between the actions of these predatory divine fathers and the laws and norms of

152 For example, 11. 1.193ff., where the brief moment of Achilles’ deliberation is enough for Hera to dispatch
Athena to him and for the latter to reach and restrain him

198 srevdoveg conveys a sense of haste as well as eagerness; LSJ s.v. II. The invocation of ‘forethought’
(mpounbdiac, 448) further emphasises the excessive speed of divine action.

15 Lloyd (1986), pp.36-7.

155 445-7,

156 Scafuro (1990), pp.135-6.
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human behaviour, norms which these gods would themselves claim to enforce,**” but
from which they are of course free. The discussion of Ion’s violent conception in the play
not only emphasises the suffering it inflicts upon the mortal Creusa, but the vast gulf in
conduct and power not simply between Apollo and lon, but all divine fathers and their

mortal children.

Given the circumstances of Ion’s conception and birth, his parentage is a mystery
for the mortal characters of the play until its climax.®® Apollo, as a god, is certain of his
paternity,®® but the first appearance of lon himself within the play reveals his ignorance
of his origin; indeed, he declares himself completely devoid of parentage: duntop
andtop te yeyws (109). This ignorance is underlined by forceful tragic irony. lon, for
instance, consistently describes himself as a ‘servant’ (Adtpic) to Apollo;1®° this makes
him resemble Hermes, the attendant of the gods (Soupévev Adtpry, 4),'%t who proudly
introduces himself by reference to his divine parentage.'®? Even more strikingly, lon

identifies Apollo as his father — after a fashion (136-40):

DoiBog pot yevétmp mathp-
OV Bookovta yap DAY,
TOV 0’ OPEMUOV EUOL TATEPOG VO AEY® (139)

DoiBov TOV kAT VaOV.

157 ¢f. 440-3.

1%8 1n the course of the play, Apollo, Creusa, Xuthus and the Pythia are all referred to as parents of lon in
some form; Swift (2008), pp.52.

159 35.

160 123, 130, 152.

161 Rabinowitz (1993), pp.216-7.

162 1-4.
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lon identifies Apollo as a surrogate father; he acts as a father, but is not so biologically.®3

This is partly correct; Apollo is ‘fostering’ his own biological child. The confused
situation on the mortal plain is exacerbated a little later in the play when lon is falsely led
to believe that he has encountered his ‘real” father, Xuthus.'®* Beyond the various states
of ignorance and illusion regarding his paternity, lon is also unaware of the identity of his
mother for most of the play, considering the Priestess to fulfil this role for him: yoip’, ®
@IAN pot pftep, ov tekovod mep (1324). Ion’s ignorance is once again underlined by
dramatic irony when quizzing Xuthus about his origins: Iov. yii¢ 6p’ éknépuka unTpoc;
Zo. o0 wédov tiktel ékva. (542). Xuthus shows considerable forgetfulness here; his wife
Creusa, Ion’s mother, is in fact descended from one born of the earth,'®® and thus Ion’s
deliberately outlandish proposition is in fact true.'®® Creusa herself is also unaware of
lon’s identity as her son; although biological realities mean that maternity is usually much
more securely established than paternity,'®” Creusa cannot connect lon to her experience
of birth because of the abandonment forced upon her by difficult circumstances. Creusa
is thus cast into the anomalous position of being stepmother to her own biological son,
and displays the hostility towards him expected from one in her position.’®® The
reconciliation and reunion of mother and son are ultimately achieved; Creusa recognises
lon as her son by means of various tokens.'®® This recognition, however, brings further
uncertainty over Ion’s identity in his wake, as he raises the prospect of Creusa claiming

divine paternity for him as a cover for an illicit liaison with a mortal.}’® Only the

163 Rabinowitz (1993), pp.193-4.

164517 ff.

165 267-70.

166 |_ee (1997), pp.220.

167 Rabinowitz (1993), pp.211-2.

168 §10-1, 1290ff., 1329-30; Rabinowitz (1993), pp.204-5. On the generalised hostility to stepmothers in
the ancient world, see Watson (1995) pp.2-19; for Creusa’s participation in the Greek mythical tradition of
‘wicked stepmothers’, ibid. pp.20-49.

169 1395ff,

170 1523-7; cf. 340-1.
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intervention of Athena and her divine reassurances of lon’s parentage establish the matter
beyond doubt for him.1™* Divine fatherhood is very often the object of scepticism and
doubt in tragedy, but the prominence and persistence of ignorance or deception regarding
Ion’s birth in this play underlines the epistemological difficulties of divine paternity for
mortals; it takes the intervention of another god with privileged knowledge to establish

the true state of affairs.1?

For the audience of the play, in contrast to the characters, Apollo’s paternity is
confirmed in the prologue, as is his intention to act in of his son’s interests.'’> However,
despite the ultimately benign intentions of Apollo’s intervention,!’ his plans and actions
are characterised by their heedlessness of human feeling and their disregard for mortal
custom and law. Apollo’s scheme entails a (false) oracle informing Xuthus that Ion is his
son, so that the latter may come to Athens and be recognised by his mother (untpog mg
MV dopovg / yvocOit Kpeovont, 71-2), thus obtaining his due inheritance. Ion’s
paternity is to remain secret, but he will go on to achieve fame as the founder of lonia.l”
At first, this plan works smoothly; Xuthus is absolutely delighted to discover lon as his
son,'’® and is eager to convey him back to Athens to be his heir:  dAL’ éxhnmv Ogod
damed’ ddnteiov te onv / €¢ tag AOMvag oteiye kowoppwv totpi (576-7). This proposition
is not well-received; Ton proves not to be ‘of one mind with his father’ — be that his
supposed father Xuthus, or indeed his real father Apollo — and offers various sound

reasons for his reluctance to leave Delphi for Athens.?’” He fears being the bastard son of

1711 1560.

172 For a discussion of the epistemic situation of mortal fathers with reference to Xuthus, see below.
1713 §7-75.

174 At least for his son; Xuthus’ fate is discussed below.

115 72-5,

176 51 71f.

177 588-647; Lloyd (1986), p.38.
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178 and is anxious at the

a foreigner amongst the proudly autochthonous Athenians
prospect of a political career.!’® Significantly, in contrast to Xuthus and Apollo, lon
considers the effect his return to Athens would have on the ‘childless’ Creusa; he shows
compassion for her sad situation,'® but fears her (understandable) hostility.'®* He is
proven prescient; Creusa laments her new plight,*®? and connects her present
displacement in the household to her earlier rape by Apollo and the subsequent loss of
her child.!8 In his present scheme, as in his prior assault, Apollo has paid scant heed to
Creusa’s response to her treatment, and has failed to plan accordingly. He intended Ion
to return to Athens to be recognised;®* Creusa is ultimately persuaded that it is not even
safe to allow lon to come to Athens to be murdered, and instead resolves to poison him
in Delphi.’® Apollo’s overall design does not founder, however; Creusa’s attempt to
murder lon is thwarted,'® and his desire for punishment ultimately yields to mutual
recognition and reconciliation. Athena confirms Ion’s parentage, earlier than Apollo had
initially intended,'®” and the play arrives at a seemingly happy ending.'88

The precise tone of this ending is a matter of some controversy,*® and it merits

closer examination. Athena’s speech resolves many of the problems in Apollo’s initial

plan for Ion and Creousa; Ion’s anxiety about being a foreigner in Athens is resolved by

178 592,

179 595-606; Ogden (1996), pp.155-6.

180 Esp. 618-20; Zacharia (2003), p,74.

181 §07-15; Rabinowitz (1993), pp.204-5.

182 .g. 790-2.

183 865-9.

18471-2.

1851020-8.

186 1185-1210. The Messenger attributes Ion’s salvation to Apollo (1118), but the young man’s piety also
plays a part; he is saved by pouring away the poisoned wine through religious scruple (1190); Lloyd (1986),
pp.42-3.

187 1566-8.

188 loyd (1986), p.33-4.

18 For an example of the diametrically opposed interpretations the ending can engender, contrast
Rabinowitz (1993), pp.212-7, where the play is seen as ultimately prioritising fatherhood and social ties
over motherhood, with Stehle (2009), pp.258-60, where the conclusion is presented as marginalising
fatherhood in favour of Creusa’s role as mother and guardian of Athenian autochthony.
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confirmation of his autochthonous, Erechtheid descent (éx yap tdv Epeyxfémg yeymg /
dikawog Gpyewv thg éufic 60 ybovoc, 1573-4), while Creusa’s resented apparent
childlessness is replaced with considerable fecundity; beyond the child she has now
regained, Athena promises further children with her husband Xuthus.*®® Athena herself
remarks on Apollo’s fine handling of the situation, past and present: kaA®¢ &’ ATOAA®V
mavt’ Enpae (1595). From a mortal perspective there are, perhaps, a few wrinkles.'%!
Athena reveals to Creusa that Apollo arranged for lon to be rescued by Hermes,*®? but
also that he intervened in the delivery itself: mp®dta pev / dvooov Aoyevel 6°, dote un
yv@dvar @ilovg (1595-6). This contrasts with Creusa’s account of events to the Old Man
(944-9); she recalls giving birth alone, specifically denying any assistance in the birth:
Ip. mo¥; tic Aoyevel 6°; § povn poydeic téde; / Kp. pdvn kat’ &vipov odmep dLevydny
yépoig (948-9). Apollo may have made the birth itself ‘free from sickness’ (&vocov), but
the Old Man nonetheless recalls Creusa’s secretive suffering at the time (vocov kpvoaiov
nvik’ Eotevec Mabpat, 944). As such, it is perhaps understandable that Creusa offers more
qualified approval of Apollo’s actions, contrasting his present praiseworthiness with past
neglect; aivd @oiPov ovk aivodoa mpiv, / obvey’ ob mot’ HuéAnce mondog dmodidmai pot.
(1609-10).1%3

Although Athena’s speech may reveal the truth of the situation and thus seek to
reassure lon and Creusa, it establishes that Xuthus will continue to operate under the
illusion that Ion is his biological son: vdv obv cidno moic 68’ ¢ méeuke coc, / v’ 1
d6xmo1g Zod0ov Ndémg &Mt /o T av Td cantiig dydd’ Exovs’ Inic, yovar (1601-3). There

is little doubt that the illusion is ‘sweet’ for Xuthus; he greets the discovery of his son

190 1589-94,

191 Athena remarks that Apollo remains absent to avoid ‘rebuke’ (uépyic, 1558); given the clear suffering
his conduct has caused, one feels he is wise to do so.

192 1599-600.

193 |_ee (1997), p.319 observes within lon “the recurrent theme that the suffering of the past is not obliterated
by its happy consequences.”
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with delight and credence.® Why shouldn’t he? Although the insecurity of paternity was
a perennial source of anxiety in classical Greek culture, as we have seen,'® Xuthus has

received an oracle confirming his paternity of lon (530-7):

lov  «ai ti pot AéEerg; Eo. Tatnp 606G i Kol 6V Toic EUOGC. (530)
lov  tig Aéyer 140’ Eo0. 6¢ 6’ €0peyev 6vta Aoiog Euov.

lov  poptopeic covtdt.  Eo. 0 10D 00D v’ Ekpabav ypnotmpia.

lov  €o@daing aiviyy’ dxobcsoc.  Eo. 00K dp’ 6ph’ dkovopey.

Iov 0 0¢ Adyog Tig éott Doifov; Eo. TOV CLVAVTHGAVTA Lol

Iov  1iva cuvavinow; Z0. 60pmv TdVve’ £E16vTL ToD Beod  (535)
lov  ovpeopdg tivog kupticay; Eo. Toid’ €UOV TEPLKEVAL.

lov  oov yey®dt’ §j ddpov BAlwv; Zo. ddpov, dvta o’ && Enod.

This is an uncharacteristically straightforward oracle, with no command or condition to
fulfil on Xuthus’ part;'% the man is given perfectly reasonable grounds for his confidence
that lon is his son, despite the surprise of this discovery. Nonetheless, despite being led
to believe that his paternity is rendered more than usually secure by the reassurances of
divine knowledge, Xuthus has in fact fallen prey to that situation so feared — and thus so
fiercely legislated against'®’ —in classical Athens; he is unwittingly raising another’s child
as his own son. Xuthus is not granted the honourable position of being an informed co-
father with Apollo, as Amphitryon is with Zeus in Heracles, but rather is divinely

ordained to remain a dupe. Even though he and Creusa will have legitimate children

194 51 7ff.

195 See above.

19 Stehle (2009), p.256.

197 See above for discussion of the strict penalties inflicted on seducers and rapists to deter threats to
legitimacy.
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together,*® Jon will still inherit Xuthus’ position as king of Athens.’®® Xuthus is a

foreigner,?%

and thus perhaps his deception would be more palatable to an Athenian
audience,?*! but the audience is still confronted with the cherished Athenian ideology of
autochthony being maintained only through a deception which undermines the similarly

202 \\e thus see, in the conclusion of lon, a solution devised

crucial notion of legitimacy.
and enforced by a divine father which entails a considerable transgression in terms of
mortal social and legal norms. Apollo is a god, and not only acts differently from a mortal

father, but ends up undermining the mortal institution of fatherhood itself through his own

paternal schemes.

lon pursues many of the aspects and implications of divine fatherhood to their
fullest extent. Apollo’s initial fathering of Ion is achieved only through sexual violence
against Creusa, and the play provides ample scope for her to give voice to her suffering.
The offspring of this union is himself left in ignorance for many years, and achieves
knowledge of his true divine paternity only after a particularly convoluted process of
deception, doubt, and ultimate discovery. Although absent, Apollo does consistently
intervene in affairs on earth, but his interventions are often marked either by an
insensitivity to likely human emotional responses, or indeed a total disregard for mortal

norms and practices. Apollo may have good intentions for his son, but the consequences

198 1589-94.

199 1572-3, cf. 659-60. Technically, in accordance with classical Athenian law lon could inherit from his
mother Creusa, if he were legitimate; Lee (1997), p.167. He is, however, the illegitimate child of Creusa
and Apollo, and his public legitimation in Athens proceeds from the false premise that he is Xuthus’ son;
Ebbott (2003), pp.80-1. That said, the mythical world of tragedy need not always be held to to the letter of
Athenian law.

200 63-4, 290.

201 |_loyd (1986), p.38 makes this suggestion.

202 Swift (2008) p.61 suggests that Xuthus is such a ridiculous figure as a foreigner and a cuckold that the
Athenian audience would feel no discomfort at his fate. Given the extreme anxiety about maintaining
legitimacy in Athenian culture, however, | am more inclined to side with Kearns (2013) p.66-7 and see
room for at least some sympathy for this deceived hushand.
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of his divine fatherhood for the mortal characters of the play makes it difficult to agree

with Athena that ‘Apollo did all things well.’

5.4. Conclusion

The notion of gods as fathers, not simply in a symbolic but also in a concrete
sense, could be expected to serve as a point of particular closeness and comparison
between divine and mortal. There is closeness in a very physical sense, as gods engage in
sexual unions of varying kinds with mortal women, and also the prospect of an
uncharacteristic point of closeness in behaviour; mortals do not hurl lightning bolts and
slip down effortlessly from Olympus on winged sandals, but they do also father children.
However, tragedy, even more so than other Greek literature, uses the phenomenon of
divine fatherhood to demonstrate the vast distance between the mortal and divine realms.
Although often — though not always — influential figures, divine fathers are a conspicuous
absence from the tragic stage, so much so that their paternity is frequently called into
doubt by other mortals and even their own children. Their actions on behalf of those
children, whether the outcomes are happy or not, underline their fundamental difference
from their mortal offspring, and divine fatherhood, from conception onwards, is
undertaken in total, striking defiance of numerous mortal laws and customs. The tragic
depiction of divine fatherhood serves to emphasise through close juxtaposition the vast

gulf between mortal and divine experience.
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Chapter 6: Contested fatherhood in Greek tragedy

6.1. Conflicting accounts of fathers and fatherhood

As we have seen thus far in this thesis, the tragic father is a complex figure in a
complex position. Not only are the demands and expectations placed upon him as a father
numerous and often challenging, but fatherhood is simply one of his areas of activity and
responsibility. As we have seen, the tragic father must also manage other family
relationships and public or political concerns, while the expectations of mortal fatherhood
clash with the actions and ethos of a hero or a god.

It is unsurprising, therefore, that fathers and fatherhood are depicted with such
variety and complexity not only by the tragic poets themselves, but also by their
characters. The array of activities and duties undertaken by any particular tragic father
allow individual figures to be characterised in contrasting and even directly conflicting
ways. Other characters, usually driven by their own motivations, draw upon different
aspects of these complex personae to support their arguments. Beyond this conflict over
individual father-figures, fatherhood as a whole can be subject to wildly differing
interpretations, which are contested with force and eloquence upon the tragic stage. The
conflicted position of the tragic father, born of the variety of additional and competing
roles and responsibilities to which this figure is subject, leads to frequent rhetorical

conflict over both specific fathers and the proper conduct of fatherhood more generally.
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6.1.1. Contesting the father — Telamon in Sophocles’ Ajax

Given the multifaceted nature of fathers within tragedy, it is unsurprising that a
single father may be presented in highly varied fashion by numerous characters within a
single play. This variety is most conspicuous when the father in question is absent from
the stage, and thus only described through the speech of others. The divergence of these
representations is rarely unmotivated. Agamemnon, for example, is the subject of
condemnatory and exculpatory representations by Clytemnestra and Electra respectively
in both Sophocles’ and Euripides’ Electra,® while both Odysseus and Philoctetes
manipulate the memory of Achilles in an effort to win over the late hero’s son
Neoptolemus in Sophocles’ Philoctetes.? Perhaps one of the most intensely and
interestingly contested fathers in tragedy is Telamon, the protagonist’s father in
Sophocles’ Ajax. Although he never sets foot onstage, Telamon is the subject of highly
varied presentations by an array of the drama’s characters: Ajax, Teucer, Tecmessa, even
the Messenger and the Chorus all deploy different accounts of this particular father to
support their rhetorical purposes. Although very different in their emphases, these
accounts all draw to at least some extent on established norms of the paternal role in
classical Athens; the father’s position is one of such extent and complexity in Greek

thought that a single father may bear this wide array of interpretation and presentation.

Although an old man by the time of the play, Telamon has an extensive history of
martial and heroic achievement. For Ajax, his father’s achievements in the expedition

against Troy a generation earlier® add bitter emphasis to his own misfortune (434-40):

1'S. El. 530-48, 563-76; E. EIl. 1018-29, 1041-5, 1069-75; discussed further in section on Orestes.

2 See esp. Roisman (1997).

3 This was traditionally led by Heracles, although Sophocles does not mention that until 1303, allowing for
a purer antithesis here between Ajax and Telamon; Finglass (2011), pp.266-7.
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6tov matnp pev toed’ an’ Tdaiog y0ovog

O TPATO KOAMOTED APloTeHoOs oTPATOD (435)
npdC oikov NAOE TiGAY EDKAEIY PEPMV-

€Y® 0’ 0 Kelvov Todc, TOV aDTOV £G TOTOV

Tpoiag Emeldmv ok ELdocovi 6Oével,

000’ Epya. peim YEPOC ApKEcS EUTGC,

dripoc Apysiooty @8’ dmdAlvpon. (440)

In a passage marked by “carefully balanced antithesis”,* Ajax emphasises the familial
bond between the two men - matnp (434); 0 keivov maig (437) — and the identity of
location: Tijed’ an’ ISaiog yOovog (434); tov avtov & Témov (437).° Ajax considers
himself his father’s equal in might - o0k éAdecovi cOéver (438) —and yet this has not led
to greater achievement: ovd’ &pyo peio (439); the balance of negated comparatives
reinforces the contrast. While there is extensive emphasis upon the renown his father
achieved - 10 Tpdto KoAoTel aplotevoag (435); macav ebkieiay (436), Ajax himself
is dishonoured and undone (440). In seeing his father as a figure to match and ideally

surpass in terms of accomplishment, Ajax is quite conventional;® this pervasive sentiment

4 Heath (1987), p.180.

5 It is notable that Ajax talks of Telamon leaving Troy to return home; Ajax discounts this very possibility
for himself at 460.

6 1t is the extreme to which the hero takes this desire for emulation which proves problematic; De Poli
(2013), pp.51-2.
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is found in Homer,” in Pindar,® in Athenian rhetoric,® philosophy,’° and elsewhere in
tragedy.*! Nonetheless, Ajax presents Telamon’s probable response to the disappointment
of such expectations as remarkably harsh. In contrast to his father’s glorious
homecoming, Ajax imagines his own return home (mpog oikovg, 460; cf. 436) with
dismay; his lack of honour (t@dv dproteiov drep, 464, cf. 435), contrasting with the
repeatedly emphasised renown of Telamon,? makes the prospect of facing even his own
father unthinkable.'® Although Ajax is in part motivated by continued hostility to the
Atreidae,'* his concerns are primarily with his father;*® his suicide is introduced as a

means of demonstrating his worth to Telamon (470-2):

... EPQ 11 N téa (470)
10188’ 4’ g YépovTl SNAdow maTpi

un tot UGV v’ domhayyvog €K Kelvov yeymG.

The emphasis on paternity in Ajax’s language is once again pronounced,® and the lengths
to which this consideration of his father’s opinion will drive Ajax are reinforced if we

consider the potential implications of domlayyvog. The metaphorical meaning of ‘spirit’

7 For example, Glaucus recalls his father Hippolochus’ entreaties that he be the bravest and thus not shame
his forefathers (Il. 6. 206-11), while Hector’s famous prayer for Astyanax (ll. 6.476-81; cf. S. Aj. 548-51)
includes the hope that his son will far outdo him. Agamemnon does in fact attack Diomedes for having
failed to match the prowess of his father Tydeus, a charge strenuously denied by Diomedes’ charioteer
Sthenelus (1l. 4.370-411).

8 e.g. Pyth. 11.13-4; Nem. 6.17-24, where the sons’ victories so far surpass the achievements of the father
that they save him from obscurity.

%e.g. Isoc. 1.12

10°e.g. PI. Lach. 179b-c, where Socrates’ interlocutors are ashamed by their relative lack of achievement in
comparison to their fathers, whom they blame for neglecting their education and upbringing.

1e.g. A Sept. 478-9.

12 465,

13462-3.

14 469.

15 Indeed, Telamon seems to be the only figure whose verdict matters to Ajax; Lawrence (2006), pp.21-2.
16 Alaux (2000), pp.47-8.
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or ‘courage’ is undeniably uppermost,!’ but omAdyyva also has an anatomical frame of
reference as ‘the innards’; given that Ajax throws himself upon a sword in this play, we
may see in GomAayyvog a rather graphic evocation of the lengths to which Ajax will go to
prove to his father that he ‘has guts’.*®

Ajax’s representation of Telamon as a harsh judge of his sons’ conduct receives
corroboration later in the play from his brother Teucer. While Ajax believes the only way
to escape his father’s censure is to perish at Troy, Teucer imagines the hostility he will
face from Telamon for having failed to keep Ajax alive and restore him to the family
home.’® Much like Ajax, Teucer emphasises Telamon’s role as father (Telapmdv, 6og
moTip €poc ©” dpo, 1008), and sardonically imagines the reception he will receive.?’ He
justifies his pessimism with reference to Telamon’s sour disposition,?* characterising his
father as an irascible old man of the sort more familiar from comedy.?? Much like his
brother, Teucer imagines savage condemnation from his father, but with a much more
familial focus; rather than expecting to be criticised for his lack of glory or failure to

match Telamon’s heroic achievements, Teucer anticipates harsh words on his

shortcomings with regard to family obligations (1012-6):

00TOg Tt KpOYEL, TOToV 0VK Epel KoKOV

TOV €K 00pOg YeYDTA ToAENiOL VOBOV,

17 Finglass (2011) ad loc.

18 Alaux (2000) p.48 raises the intriguing possibility of &oniayyvog alluding to procreation, citing Ant.
1066, where Tireisias refers obliquely to Haemon as the product of Creon’s ‘innards’ (t®v c®v ... €k
omhayyvawv). However, Griffith (1999) ad loc. notes the striking novelty of using omAdyyva in reference to
male reproduction in this way; the term much more commonly refers to the female reproductive organs.
Nonetheless, if we allow for Alaux’s reading, the issue of paternity is even more fully emphasised in this
passage.

191008-20.

20 1008-10.

211010-1, 1017-8.

22 Alaux (2000), pp.54-5; cf. e.g. Ar. Eg. 40-3, Men. Dysc. (Handley (1965) ad 6 provides further examples
from lost and fragmentary comedy).
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TOV 0&1MQ TPOodOVTO Kol Kokovopig
oé, eiktat’ Alag, | d0AotoV, MG TO ol (1015)

Kpatn Bovovtog Kol SOLOVG VELOLUL GOVG.

Teucer imagines angry emphasis upon his illegitimacy (1013), and the charge of
cowardice and betrayal (1014); the use of the third person (tov ... yey®dta; TV ...
npoddvta) adds a sense of disdainful distance to Telamon’s imagined accusations,
brought out all the more forcefully by the sudden shift to the second person (cé, @iitot’
Afog, 1015).2 Teucer imagines with indignation charges that he connived in his brother’s
death to usurp Ajax’s rightful inheritance (1015-6). Suspicion that illegitimate children
may seek to supplant the lawful heirs to a household are not unheard of,?* but Teucer’s
emphatic acknowledgement of Ajax’s claim to the inheritance - t& 6@ / kpdtn; d6p0VG ...
covg — coupled with his clear devotion to his brother throughout the play,? put the lie to
these imagined charges. Teucer, like Ajax before him, characterises Telamon as a father
whose expectations he cannot match, and whose extreme hostility he therefore expects.
Unlike Ajax, however, Teucer is able to deploy his father’s past heroic
achievements and enduring fame to more positive ends. while Ajax dwells upon

Telamon’s prowess — and the implications of his failure to emulate that prowess — in

2 Finglass (2011) ad loc.

24 S0-called ‘amphimetric disputes’, in which two women and lines of children attempted to be recognised
as legitimate by the single male husband/father, are common in tragedy. For example, in Hippolytus, the
Nurse uses the threat Hippolytus poses to Phaedra’s legitimate children’s position in the household as part
of her efforts to cajole her to speak (304-9); Hippolytus himself expects such an accusation at 1010: Ogden
(1996), p.198. Such conflicts also had their place in classical Athens itself, particularly as a result of the
‘bigamy concession’ of ¢.413: Ogden (1996), pp.72-5. The dispute of Boeotus and Matitheus, for example,
which spurred the composition of Dem. 39 and 40, seems to have drawn force from Matitheus’ belief that
Boeotus, his half-brother, was not truly recognised as legitimate by their father Mantias; Ogden (1996),
pp.192-4.

25 Teucer emphasises his bond with Ajax from his first appearance (& giltat’ Alac, & EHvarpov Sup’ duoi,
977; & pidtar’ Alog, 996), rejects Menelaus’ attempt to prevent his brother’s burial (e.g. 1108-10), reminds
Agamemnon of Ajax’s prowess on behalf of the Achaeans (1272-81), and ultimately sees his brother buried
with all due honour (1396ff.). Patterson (1990), p.65 notes that Teucer’s devotion would have been all the
more striking in a classical Athenian context as bastardy absolved one of all familial obligations and
privileges.
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reference only to himself, and thus treats this as a spur to choose death over dishonour,
Teucer deploys that same history of achievement to bolster, rather than castigate, his own
status and reputation. Agamemnon, in part of a speech attacking Teucer’s earlier defence
of Ajax against Menelaus, makes repeated, insulting accusations that Teucer is a slave
and a barbarian,?® even claiming to be unable to understand the man’s ‘barbarous’

language.?” Teucer offers a wholehearted rebuttal (1299-303):

0¢ &k motpog pév gipt Tehapdvog yeyag,

60711g 6TpaTOd TG TPDT® APIETEVGOG EUNV (1300)
{oyel Evvevvov puntép’, 1 evoel uév nv

Baciiern, Aaopédovtog: EkKplTov 0€ viv

dopnp’ éketve *dmkev AAkpnvng yovog.

Teucer proudly declares his paternity, and reminds Agamemnon of his father’s famed
prowess: 1o tpdt” dprotevoag (1300). Indeed, it was this act of prowess which lead to
his own birth; Telamon was rewarded, by no less than Heracles himself, with Teucer’s
foreign but nonetheless royal mother: gvoet ... pacikeia, (1301-2), an effective retort to
Agamemnon’s claim that Teucer is ignorant of his own servile ‘birth’ (o0 padmv g €l
@Yoy, 1259). A father’s achievements were a natural source of pride for his offspring,?®
while paternal misdeeds reflected poorly on his children as well;? this gives Teucer’s
retort about the terrible crimes of Agamemnon’s father Atreus its force.® It is striking,

however, that even as Teucer celebrates Telamon and thus reinforces his own status, he

26 1228; 1235; esp. 1259-63.

271262-3.

28 g.g. Pind. Pyth.1.100: ydppa 8’ ovk dALOTpLOV Vikapopia matépoc; Pyth. 11. 57-8; And.1.147.
29 g.g. Aeschin.2.93; Lys. 10.28.

301293-4.

221



echoes earlier depictions of his father’s stern and demanding attitude to his sons. Teucer
refers to Telamon’s prize for honour (ta mp®dt’ dprotevoac, 1300), but it is the lack of
such a prize3! which leads Ajax to expect such a hostile reception from his father and thus
choose death instead. Teucer offers an elevated and edifying image of his maternal line
to suit his rhetorical purposes, but he has of course previously imagined his own father
insulting such origins in his anger (tdv £k Sopdg yeydta mokepiov vohov, 1013).32 These
echoes of earlier representations of Telamon in the play demonstrate the malleability of
this absent father’s depiction. Teucer is able to rework aspects of Telamon which
prompted such dread in his sons to defend them against the calumny of a rival from
beyond the family.

For all the harshness of old Telamon as imagined and described by his sons, other
figures within the play offer a less menacing account of the aged father. The Messenger
who announces Teucer’s arrival to the Chorus recounts an anecdote about Ajax’s
departure for Troy to demonstrate the hero’s lack of good sense.®® In true Homeric
fashion, Telamon dispatched his son to war with wise words on appropriate conduct: 6
HEV YOp aOTOV EVVETEL, “TéKVOV, dopl / PovAOL Kpateilv pév, oV Bed &’ del Kpateiv.”
(764-5).3* Ajax rejects this advice, declaring his determination to obtain glory without
divine aid.%® The Messenger emphasises Ajax’s arrogance and folly - évovg (763);
VYIKOUTOG KAPPOVoG Nueiyoto (766); toodvd’ ékdumer pdbov (770) — in contrast to the
depiction of Telamon as a wise paternal advisor: kaAdg Aéyovtog ... moTpdg (763). While
Ajax himself is tormented and ultimately driven to suicide by his failure to match his

father’s deeds, the Messenger decries the hero’s failure to adhere to his father’s words.

31435, 464.

32 On the importance of context for tragic speech, see Dale (1954) pp.xxv-ix on ‘the rhetoric of the
situation’, and then Pelling (2005), p.100.

3 762-70.

3 Cf. 11. 9. 252-9; 11. 782-90; Finglass (2011) ad 762-70.

% 767-9.

222



The Messenger deploys this vision of Telamon as the wise, educative father to reinforce
his condemnation of Ajax’s destructive arrogance.

Depictions of Telamon as a stern and judgemental father, a wise advisor, or an
illustrious forebear all focus upon his authority and agency, particularly towards his sons;
no-one disputes his right to warn and to judge his offspring. Tecmessa and the Chorus,
however, complement this image of paternal authority with a focus upon Telamon’s
human frailty and his corresponding dependence upon his son. In response to Ajax’s
decision — largely motivated by fear of disgrace before his father — to commit suicide,
Tecmessa pleads with the hero to consider the implications of his death for his family.%
Having confronted Ajax with the prospect of both her and their son Eurysaces enduring
slavery and slander after his death,3’ she reminds him of the consequences of his suicide

for his parents (506-9):%

AL aidecat PEV TOTEPA TOV GOV €V AVYPD
YNPY TPOAEIT®V, AIdECHL OE UNTEPQ
TOAMDV £TOV KANpoDyoV, 1| 6€ TOALAKIC

Beoig aparor (dvTa TPOg OO0V LOAETV:

There are two prongs to Tecmessa’s invocation of Ajax’s parents here. Tecmessa counters
Ajax’s obsession over his failure to emulate Telamon’s glorious past by reminding him
of his father’s unhappy present and future.® Telamon is old, and will be lost without Ajax
to provide him with suitable care and support amidst the hardships of his final years

(Avyp®d / ynpg, 506-7). This invocation of the son’s duty to care for an elderly parent

36 485-524,
37 496-505.
3 De Poli (2013), pp,54-5.
39 Sorum (1986), pp.367-8.
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touches upon one of the central planks of filial piety in classical Athens, the provision of
suitable Bepomeio and tpogsio,*® and also has epic antecedents; Priam invokes Peleus’
difficult old age to win Achilles’ sympathy in Iliad 24.** Crucially, however, Tecmessa
does not mention only Telamon; in contrast to Ajax’s singular obsession with his father’s
judgement, Tecmessa places the old man in his context as one of two parents to whom
Ajax owes support. The balance of her language - aideoar pev matépa ... aidecor o6&
untépa (506-7) — reinforces the equal claim of these figures to Ajax’s duty of care, and
indeed Tecmessa actually affords more space to a pathetic depiction of the hero’s
anguished mother. This account of Ajax’s death as a source of grief for both his parents
is brought out even more emotively by the Chorus in the first stasimon.*> They imagine
the grief of Ajax’s mother upon hearing of his madness,* a grief too great to be expressed
even by the lament of the nightingale,** before turning to the father: & tAduov mdrep, oioy
o€ pével mubéohat / maudog dvcpopov drav (641-3). One wonders if there is a faint verbal
echo of the very name ‘Telamon’ in & tAduov; whereas Ajax links his name to
lamentation at 430-3,% at the beginning of the speech in which he resolves to die to avoid
disgrace before his father, the Chorus here perhaps use eponymy to suggest that Ajax’s
death, not his life, will grieve Telamon.*® Tecmessa and the Chorus counter Ajax’s
emphasis upon Telamon’s past and the expectations he derives therefrom with a reminder
of this aged father’s position as one of a pair, and the devastating effect Ajax’s death will

have upon the material and emotional life of both parents.

40 See p.6 n.46.

4111, 24. 486ff.; Zanker (1992), pp.22-3.

42 596-645; Finglass (2011), p.313.

43622-34.

44 628-30.

4 Alaux (2000), pp.46-7.

46 Alaux (2000), pp.47-8 is incorrect to derive Telamon from tAdw; the etymology is tehaumv, a broad belt
for equipment: Kanavou (2015), p.42. Nonetheless, this error does at least convey something of the
similarity of sound, more pronounced here with the adjective form tidpov.
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This attempt to invoke Telamon as a reason for Ajax to live is not successful,
owing to the latter’s evasion and resistance. Ajax does not explicitly deny his filial duties
to his aging parents, but transfers them;*’ he demands that Eurysaces fulfil the
requirements of care in his stead (&g o yévntan ynpoPookog eicaei, 570). Ajax is
determined for his son Eurysaces to emulate him exactly; he is to be subjected to the same
harsh regimen as Ajax and thus made identical in all respects except his fortune.*® Instead
of fulfilling his duty to his son, as Tecmessa asks,*® Ajax seeks to deploy this identical
Eurysaces as a placeholder to fulfil his own duties to his aging parents. Having thus
disposed of the material aspect of his duty to his parents, Ajax, in his great speech before

his death, reworks the affective claims made upon him (845-51):

o0 &, ® TOV aimdy oVpavOV StppniaTdv (845)
"Hh\e, matpdav v eunyv dtav y06va

0ng, émoymdv ypusdveTov Nviav

dyyellov drtog g EHac LOpov T’ ELOV

Y€POVTL TaTPL 1) TE SVGTIVE® TPOP®.

1 mov TéAava, THVS® dTav KA QaTLY, (850)

foel péyov KokvToV €v Tdon TOAEL.

Ajax is keen for both his parents to learn of his death (849) but, tellingly, specifies that

he expects his mother to lament;® there is no acknowledgement here of the claims made

47 Lawrence (2006), pp.24-5, noting the obligations Ajax lays upon Teucer as well.

48 548-51; De Poli (2013), pp.52-3.

49510-3.

%0 Ritual lament specifically was generally the province of women in classical Greece: Alexiou (2002), p.6.
That said, there are examples of paternal mourning in tragedy, even if they take a different form; Creon
bewails his loss as his son’s body is brought onstage at S. Ant. 1261ff., while at E. Supp. 1080-1113 Iphis
expresses grief at the loss of both his children and the dire consequences for himself. Ajax does not
acknowledge the possibility of any such grief on the part of his father.
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by Tecmessa and the Chorus that Telamon also will find his death distressing.>! Telamon
is prominent in Ajax’s final words; as well as the explicit reference, Ajax refers to his
homeland and house as, literally, ‘of his father’: matp®av v &unyv ... ¥06va (846); ®
rotpdov £otiog PaOpov (860). Despite the efforts of Tecmessa and the Chorus, Ajax
clings to his characterisation of his home as the domain of a father who will not accept
his return; his mother will mourn his death, but Telamon’s attitude — as imagined by Ajax
— still demands it.

In this play, the audience encounter Telamon repeatedly, but only through the
representation of others. This single figure is presented in terms of his glorious heroic
past and his unhappy future, condemning his sons and grieving for them, offering sage
advice and requiring material support. All of these aspects of Telamon reflect aspects of
fatherhood in both the heroic world of the play’s setting and the classical Athenian context
of its first production. Such is the complexity of the paternal role in Athenian thought
that, though a single figure, Telamon can be characterised as demonstrating all of these

widely varied attitudes and behaviours in pursuit of various rhetorical ends.

6.1.2. Contesting fatherhood — Euripides’ Alcestis

The complexity of fatherhood in tragedy is reflected not only in such widely
varied depictions of a single father figure, but by the array of opinions and expectations
voiced concerning the paternal role itself.>?> One of the most explicit instances of such

conflicting expectations over fatherhood is found in the agén of Euripides’ Alcestis.>®

51 506-7;641-3; see above.

52 For example, much of the clash between Haemon and Creon in Sophocles’ Antigone (635-780) centres
on differing interpretations of the father’s role and rights; see my discussion in ch. 3.2.1.

53 Technically, the agon in Alcestis concerns the proper behaviour of both parents, but the focus is on Pheres
as father in particular; he is the figure who comes onstage to state the case for the pair, and some of the
arguments put forth for and against their refusal to die apply only to Pheres as father.
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The play begins with a prologue from Apollo. Foreshadowing the father-son strife
to come, the god reveals that, in vengeance for Zeus’ slaying of Asclepius, he killed some
of the Cyclopes; his father decreed servitude to a mortal as punishment.> The mortal in
question, Admetus, king of Pherae, showed suitable piety towards the god, and so Apollo
contrived for him to escape death if another were to die in his place.> All refused to die
for Admetus except his wife, Alcestis, and as the play opens the day ordained for her
death has come.%® Although, as Apollo reveals to Death himself, Heracles will ultimately
come and restore Alcestis to life,>” the household is plunged into grief. Alcestis herself
bids an impassioned farewell to her home and family,>® and obtains from a distraught
Admetus the promise never to remarry and thus to spare their children the menace of a
stepmother.>® Alcestis dies, but amidst the mourning an oblivious Heracles arrives to seek
hospitality; Admetus disguises the true nature of his loss and receives the hero.®® Amidst
the final funeral preparations, Pheres enters, and the clash of father and son takes place.

The decision of Pheres (and his wife) not to die in Admetus’ stead has attracted
repeated comment by this point in the drama.5? Alcestis, when conveying her last wishes
to Admetus, contrasts her own behaviour and the magnitude of her sacrifice with that of
his parents;® despite their advanced age, and the possibility of a glorious death to save

their son,% they betrayed (zpovdocav, 290)% their only child, whom they have no hope

4 1-7.

5510-4.

%6 15-21.

57 65-71; see ch. 4.1.

%8 158-95.

%9 280-335; for hostility to stepmothers, see above, p.208 n.168.

80 476-567.

61 Burnett (1971), p.40.

62 290-4; Dyson (1985), p.21.

63201-2.

8 Parker (2007) ad 291-2 translates as “failed”, and sees no reproach in Alcestis’ words; I feel that even
“failed” is a term of reproach, and, while less forceful than Admetus’ comments on the matter (see below),
Alcestis’ elaboration on the many reasons which should have lead the old pair to sacrifice themselves serves
as at least implicit criticism of their failure to do so. Lloyd (1992), p.40 sees Alcestis’ words here as more
clearly condemnatory.
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of replacing.%® Admetus, speaking in the impassioned aftermath of Alcestis’ speech, is
more powerful and explicit in his hostility to his parents (eTvydv uev i w £tikreyv,
&y0aipov &’ pov/ matépa, 338-9), accusing them of demonstrating only rhetorical philia
(Méyou yap Noav ok Epymu eikot, 339). The Chorus also find the refusal of Admetus’
parents to die, at best, perplexing;%® they make repeated reference to the advanced age of
the pair (yepaiod, 467; moAiav Eyovte yaitav, 470), and, for their refusal to save their son,
term them “unfeeling” (oyetAio, 470). At the outset of the encounter between Pheres and
Admetus, therefore, we are aware both of a reasonably widespread interpretation of the
elderly parents’ refusal to die as an illogical choice, given their advanced age and lack of
other children, and of Admetus’ intense hatred towards them for such a refusal.

Pheres’ tone in his initial speech acknowledges no such strain to the father-son
relationship.%” He employs conciliatory, paternal language, twice addressing Admetus as
tékvov.% Both the content and the structure of the speech aim at establishing the unity of
father and son. Pheres declares his sympathy with Admetus (kaxoict coiot cuyKapV®V,
614), and, in praising Alcestis’ sacrifice, remarks on the benefits of this action for both
himself and his wife and Admetus (620-2; 625-6: @ t6vde pév choac’, dvactoaco 82 /
nuag witvovtag). For Pheres, Alcestis has spared him the hardships of childlessness and
a grim old age (ynpat mevOipmt kataebiverv, 622). The provision of care and material
support for an aged parent was an extremely important aspect of filial duty in classical
Athens,% and the grim prospect for those who lacked children no doubt informs the

general horror at childlessness.”® Pheres’ reasons for appreciating Alcestis’ sacrifice and

65293-4.

66 466-70.

67 614-28.

88 614, 620; Jakobs (1999), pp.279-80. On the emotive weight of tékvov, see above, p.86 n.55.

% See p.6 n.46.

0 Cf. e.g. 903-11 in this play for an anecdote of unhappy childlessness; E. Med.1325, where Jason rails at
Medea for, amongst other things, inflicting childlessness upon him (kép’ Grud’ dndrecac); Iphis’ lament
at E. Supp. 1087-8
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thus the continued life of a son to provide for him in old age have been taken as self-
centred,’® but it nonetheless reflects a perfectly conventional view of at least part of the
child’s obligation towards their parent in classical Greek thought. Pheres’ status as an
aged father entrammels expectations of care from his son, and he is explicitly pleased that
this expectation may continue to be met.

Admetus’ response to Pheres’ offer of consolation and funerary adornment retains
the vibrant hostility of his earlier outbursts.”? He rejects Pheres’ claims of sympathy and
the proffered funerary ornament;” indeed, he rejects the very notion of Pheres’ paternity

(636-9);

00k N60’ &p’ dpO@dG ToDdE chpatog TaThp,
000’ 1) TEKETV PACKOVGO Kol KEKANUEVT
pp W &tikte, SovAiov 6’ a4’ aipatog

oo T@®L Yuvoukog ofig vefAnOnv Adbpat.

This striking remark is, of course, a powerful rhetorical turn rather than a sincere claim
of servile origins.” Such is Admetus’ anger at his parents for failing to offer their lives
for his that he no longer considers them his parents; their failure to meet his expectations
of parental conduct lead him to deny them the position of parents.” Admetus’ declaration
that Alcestis, who was willing to die in his stead, now stands as mother and father to him?®

reinforces his expectation of self-sacrifice as part of the parental role.

1 Jakobs (1999), pp.279-80.

2629-72.

3 631-5.

74 Griffith (1978), p.83.

5 Rohdich (1968), p.34; Griffith (1978) pp.85-6 notes the emphasis on dpBdc.
6 646-7.
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Admetus’ arguments as to why Pheres should have been willing to sacrifice
himself also demonstrate and deploy his understanding of what proper parental behaviour
entails. The advanced age of Pheres and his wife is a repeated point of reference,’”” but
Admetus also invokes Pheres’ experiences of fatherhood in support of the old man’s
death. The very fact of Pheres’ paternity is presented as a great good fortune in his life;
he has in Admetus a son and successor (naic 8’ v £yd cot tdvde d1ddoyog dduwv, 655),
thus ensuring the continuation of his line and preventing the alienation of his house. This
posthumous boon is matched by Admetus’ assertion of his filial piety towards his aging
parents; Pheres cannot claim disrespect or mistreatment as justification for yielding up
his son to die (00 pmyv €peic y€ p” ¢ dtudlovia cov / yijpag davelv mpovdwioc, 658-9)."
Having denied his parents, Admetus absolves himself of any further filial duty towards
them; he sarcastically bids them beget other children who will support them in their old
age,’® and refuses to have any part in his father’s burial.®% Admetus’ rejection of this
immensely important filial duty®! is part of an attempt to undermine Pheres’ prior joy at
escaping childlessness.8? Pheres’ decisions would have seen Admetus perish, and so
Admetus will not grant his father any benefit from his continued existence: t¢0vnka yop
on tovmi 6° (666). He will instead bestow the benefits of his filial duty and care upon the
one who saves him.2 It is striking that, although Admetus condemns his father so
forcefully, he is not entirely dissimilar from him. He complains that he has received poor
recompense for his care from his parents, in that they refused to die for him: kévti T@®vdE

pot xapwv / to1avoe Kol ov N tekods’ nAha&dny (660-1). Much as Pheres celebrated the

7635, 643, 649-50, 669-72.

8 Dyson (1988), p.19.

9 662-4.

8 665.

81 See Is. 2.18, 36-7; Dem. 57.70; X.Mem. 2.213; Strauss (1993), p.65.
8 Burnett (1971), pp.41-2.

8 666-8.
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continued life of his son primarily in terms of the benefits this would bring to him in his
old age, Admetus presents his filial care towards his parents not as an end in itself, nor
recompense for the care which he himself received from them in childhood,®* but rather
as a service for which he expects their lives as restitution. He presents this willingness for
self-sacrifice as a natural part of the parental role, a role which he denies or assigns (at
least in rhetoric) according to the fulfilment of this expectation.

Pheres’ retort to this attack clarifies his understanding of the paternal role and
defends his conduct therein.®® Beginning with an ironic echo of the Chorus’ paternal
language (® mod 675, cf. 674), he reminds Admetus of his status as a freeborn Thessalian,
and, in a retort to his son’s disparagement of the elderly, condemns the rashness of
Admetus’ ‘young man’s words’ (veaviog Adyovg, 679).88 Having established his right to

speak,®’ Pheres exercises it in a defence of his conduct as father (681-9):

€YD 0¢ 6”7 olk@V deOTOTNV EyEVAUNY

Kk&Opey’, 0peidm 6’ 0Oy VIEPOBVICKELY GEOEV"

00 yap Tatpdlov TOVY® EdeEauny vopov,

naidwv Tpobviiokey Tatépag, ovd’ EAAnvikov.

cavT®dL yop €ite SuoTuyng €iT’ gvTLYNG (685)
E€pug: 0 & MUAV xpiiv o€ Tuyydvew Exels.

TOAALDV HEV Bpyels, TOAVTAEDPOLG 0€ GOt YOG

Aelyo- Totpog yop TadT’ £0eEAUNY TTAPQL.

i 0f|té 6° Notknka; oD 6° AnoocTep®d;

8 ¢f. 682; Arist. EN 1163b remarks that the son can never truly repay his debt to his father for giving him
life.

8 675-705.

% cf. e.g. S. Ant. 735.

8 Lloyd (1992), p.39.
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Pheres regards his paternal duty as fulfilled through the transmission of material wealth
and status.® Admetus is master of a household (oikwv deomdtny, 681) and a state (ToAAGY
uev Gpyeig, 687); he received rearing as a child (k&6pey’, 682) and possesses extensive
landholdings as an adult (687). For Pheres, this is enough (& 6’ nudv ypijv oe toyydvew
£yeig, 686); he declares that he has passed on to Admetus what he received from his own
father (688), thus strengthening his account of the paternal role with reference to a
precedent. As far as Pheres is concerned, the duties of a father emphatically do not include
dying for one’s child; this is neither an ‘ancestral’ (ratpdiov, 683, with the literal sense
of ‘paternal’ immensely apt in the context) nor a Greek (684) custom. Strictly speaking,
Pheres is quite correct; there is no established notion in Greek thought or custom that a
father should die for his child.®® The self-sacrifice of a parent is, however, not entirely
unthinkable; within tragedy, for example, Creon expresses willingness to die in his son’s
place in Phoenician Women,*® while the Euripidean Heracles vows to die in defence of
his children if need be.®! Dying for one’s child is not a duty, as Admetus would claim,®?
but neither is it quite as unimaginable as Pheres’ emphasis upon individual self-interest
would suggest.®®> Admetus expects too much of the role of father, but Pheres perhaps
allows for too little; he focuses solely on the material aspect of paternity, and, while
perfectly correct that there is no duty for him to die for his son, perhaps neglects the

affective aspect of the relationship.

8 Jakobs (1999), p.281.

8 Parker (2007), p.178.

% Pho. 968-9 see above, ch.3.2.2.
91 HF 577-8.

%2 Dyson (1988), p.19.

%3 685-6, 690.
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For all that father and son are at odds, Pheres goes on to declare one fundamental
point of similarity between them: they both want to live.®* The old man deploys strikingly
balanced language to reinforce the comparison — yaipeig 0pdV OG- TaTéEPL &’ OV YOIPELY
dokeic; (691)% — and in the ensuing stichomythia is well-furnished with retorts to
Admetus’ castigations over his unwillingness to die (e.g. 711-2, esp. 715-6: Ad. pokpod
Biov yap Mobouny épdvta ce. / Og. GAL 00 60 vekpov avti cod TOvd’ Ekpépetc;). These
bitter exchanges form something of a dark counterpart to Pheres’ suggestions of unity in
his opening words, although any sense of harmony is gone. The clash over the parental
role persists; Pheres once again defends his (and his wife’s) conduct against Admetus’
hostility: dpdr yovedowy ovdev Exdikov mabmv; (714). This is a striking charge in itself; in
Greek culture and myth, there are numerous parental curses, and such imprecations were
notoriously powerful.® A son cursing his parents represents a remarkable inversion of
the “usual’ practice. Admetus takes such innovation even further; he threatens to ‘disown’
his father: €1 8’ dnewmeiv ypfiv pe knpvKwV Y7o / v onv moTpdlo £6tiov, Ameinov dv.
(737-8). amoléysw is the verb used for fathers disowning their children;®” Admetus
expands upon his earlier rejection of his paternity by once again abrogating a traditional
aspect of the parental role and deploying it against his father.%® Such innovations are not
limited to Admetus’ concept of the role of father. Pheres impugns Admetus’ behaviour
as a husband, accusing him of having murdered his wife (tavtnv kataxtdg, 696; cf. 730).
He then takes this accusation further; he remarks that Admetus has made a ‘clever

discovery’ (copdg &’ pndpeg, 699) of how to cheat death forever; he can repeatedly

% Lloyd (1992), p.39.

% The line seems to have gained some notoriety; Parker (2007) ad loc. notes the parody at Aristophanes
Nub. 1415, and direct quotation at Thesm. 194, almost thirty years after the original production of Alcestis.
% See discussion above, ch.3.3.1.

% Burnett (1971), p.42. Disownment was a possibility in classical Athens, most decisively through the
(extreme) legal measure of anoxnpvéic, “proclaiming a separation” (Plut. Them. 2).

% Arist. EN 1163b4: sons simply cannot disown their fathers.
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induce his wife of the time to die in his place.®® Much as Admetus has presented an
unconventional vision of the paternal role in his confrontation with Pheres, now the aged
father charges his son with distorting the role of wife to include dying as a substitute for
her husband. Such an innovation will not be without consequences; Pheres’ parting shot
reminds Admetus that Alcestis has a brother, Acastus, who will seek to avenge what he
will take as her murder (730-3). Pheres accuses his son of consistently asking too much

of those around him, and taunts him with the potentially dire consequences.

The interpretation of this scene is a challenge with implications for the tragedy as
awhole. As well as the criticism directed at him within the play itself, Pheres has attracted
scholarly condemnation for the tenor of his arguments.'® Nonetheless, the logical basis
of much of what he says,'%! the elevated nature of his social position,'%? and the fact that
he speaks second, as is customary for the speaker with the stronger argument in a
Euripidean debate (if there is one),%® have all been taken to signify that he cannot be
dismissed out of hand. Admetus’ behaviour has equally received a mixed reception; some
see his anger as entirely justified by Pheres’ apparent hypocrisy,'® but equally the
excesses of his attacks upon his parents and the demands he places upon them weaken
the persuasiveness and attractiveness of his case.'® The nature of the paternal role is
central to the debate; Pheres defends his (in)action in terms of his understanding of
fatherhood, while Admetus attacks it on the same grounds. Admetus notably strays much

further from established norms in his claims and demands; he presents a radical vision of

%9 699-701; Rohdich (1968), pp.35-6.

100 Burnett (1971), p.41; Jakobs (1999), pp.280-1.
101 Lloyd (1992), p.39.

102 Dyson (1988), pp.19-20.

103 Dale (1954), p.106.

104 Burnett (1971), p.40.

105 Dyson (1988), p19; Dale (1954), p.106.
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the duties of fatherhood in an effort to justify the extraordinary demands made upon it,
while Pheres’ sarcastic claims about Admetus’ ‘innovative’ development of the role of
wife reinforces the impossibility of accommodating self-sacrifice within normal family
structures. The extraordinary nature of Alcestis’ offer to die is thus reinforced, but so too

is the elasticity of tragic fatherhood.

Telamon and Pheres are strikingly different, in many ways. Telamon is absent
from the stage and we hear of him only in the words of others, while Pheres is present to
put his own case most forcefully. Accounts of Telamon revolve around the great deeds of
his past, whereas Pheres’ depiction and reception are informed by what he has not done.
Nonetheless, the characterisation of both these men is dominated by their paternal role.
The depiction of fathers and fatherhood in these works draws upon the array of activities
and responsibilities undertaken by classical Athenian fathers, and further complicates
matters by including the extraordinary actions, attitudes and events of the mythical past.
This combination of the complexity of fatherhood in contemporary norms and the
extreme circumstances afforded by myth has great dramatic potential, and perhaps no

work demonstrates this more effectively than Euripides’ Orestes.

6.2. Contested fatherhood in Euripides’ Orestes

We have examined specific case-studies of tragic conflict over both the nature of
specific fathers and the rights and duties of fatherhood more generally. In the late

Euripidean tragedy Orestes,' we find bitterly-fought examples of both such contests,

106 First performed in 408 BC; schol. ad 371.
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and unsurprisingly so. Orestes is a work marked by extensive interest in and discussion
of the father, in general and specific terms, and this has been reflected to some extent in
scholarship upon the play. For example, the preponderance of fathers and father-figures
amongst the play’s characters has been noted,?” as has the importance of Agamemnon’s
legacy in guiding Orestes’ actions and Orestes’ manipulation of that legacy in support of
his own aims.!%® These are fruitful approaches to the play, and I believe there are good
grounds for taking them further; Orestes is a play which is intensely interested in the
paternal % The character and legacy of Orestes’ late father Agamemnon are extensively
manipulated and interrogated, while the fundamental values of fatherhood as a whole are
vehemently contested. The paternal role of the many fathers depicted or mentioned —
Tyndareus, Menelaus, Strophius, even Zeus - is crucial in determining their actions and
reactions to the astonishing events of the play. Fathers and fatherhood are as important in

Orestes as they are controversial.

6.2.1. Agamemnon in Orestes

Although he has been murdered long before the events of Orestes, Agamemnon
is nonetheless a pervasive presence in the play. Orestes in particular offers several
strikingly varied images of his father as part of his attempts to save his own and his sister’s
lives. However, these must contend with the alternative accounts of the late king which

those within and beyond the family can bring to bear against such efforts.

107 Zeitlin (1980), p.64; however, she interprets the world of the play as one marked by the weakness of
patriarchal values; p.66.

18 De Poli (2013), pp.57-63.

109 This is not to say that the maternal is totally absent. We witness the interactions of Helen and her daughter
Hermione (112ff.), and Clytemnestra’s claims upon her children prove troublesome for their schemes in
the play; see below. That said, fathers and their concerns are notably more prevalent.
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Agamemnon is invoked in a variety of ways by his children, particularly Orestes.
Electra’s somewhat elliptical prologue refers to his murder,'° but it is striking that the
focus here seems to be more on Clytemnestra’s actions and her fate. She is condemned
as ‘a most unholy mother’ (untpog dvoocwwtdrng, 24), who murders her husband for
reasons too immodest for a maiden to recount.*'! There are also repeated references to
the ensuing matricide and consequent torments,**? but the only explicit motivation given
for this drastic act is the instruction from Apollo.!'® A pattern is thus established which
persists for the earlier portions of the play; Agamemnon’s role in motivating the matricide
is at first minimised in favour of emphasising Apollo’s command. Electra repeats her
claim of Apolline responsibility in her exchange with the Chorus!# and, when she rails
against her late mother a little further on in the play, she once again refers to Agamemnon
as one of Clytemnestra’s victims (ano &’dAecag / motépa tékvo T€ TAdE G€0evV
ao’aiporog, 196-7), but makes no association between him and the matricide. There is at
most only an implicit suggestion of avenging Agamemnon which emerges at 191-3, when
Electra laments Apollo’s role in compelling Orestes and Electra to slaughter their ‘father-
slaying mother’ (motpopdvov patpog, 193).11° Perhaps the most interesting comment on
the role of Apollo in prompting the matricide comes when Orestes, after his frenzy has
subsided and he is able to lament his pitiable state, quite explicitly contrasts Apollo’s
influence with that of Agamemnon.*® He rebukes the god (uéugopon, 285), suggesting

he used curses (émdpog, 286) to drive him to commit matricide. He imagines

110 Wright (2006), pp.39-40 notes that Electra expects the events to be well-known (17, 20, 30), and is often
a little reticent in giving details (14, 16, 27).

111 25-7.

112 29-32, 34-8, 46-50.

113 29-31: De Poli (2013), p.57.

114 163-5.

115 Henrichs (2000) pp.178-9 notes Electra’s rather startling use of sacrificial imagery in these lines
(8€£0v0’ O Poifog Nudc, 191); later in the play, it is Agamemnon’s history of actual human sacrifice which
is evoked; see below.

116 284-93,
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Agamemnon, by contrast, seeking to prevent him from killing Clytemnestra, as such a
crime would bring suffering to Orestes without bringing back his father.*'” In these earlier
scenes, Agamemnon is most frequently presented as a victim of Clytemnestra’s actions
rather than as a motivation for her murder; indeed, he is even imagined as putting less
stock in this act of vengeance than in the welfare of his children.

Nonetheless, this is Agamemnon as presented by others, and such presentation
proves extremely malleable. The same Orestes who presented such a powerful image of
his father (hypothetically) arguing against the matricide later offers a totally contradictory
account to justify his deeds. When faced with the wrath of Clytemnestra’s own father
Tyndareus,**® Orestes places much greater emphasis upon the importance of avenging
Agamemnon as a motivating factor in his actions.'® He does not defend the matricide in
and of itself, but attempts to negate the crime therein by invoking his duty to avenge his
father: &y 8’dvooiog eit pntépa ktavav, / 610G 8¢ y’Etepov Gvopa, TIHOPDOY TOTPL.
(546-7, cf. 563, 587). This attempt to counterbalance the matricide by referring to
Agamemnon’s claims becomes even more direct; Orestes asserts, in direct contrast to his
earlier image of Agamemnon as arguing against the matricide, that, had he failed to
murder his mother, he would face the Furies of his father.?® He still attributes significant
responsibility for the murder to Apollo,*?! but Agamemnon’s demands now coincide with
those of the god, rather than countermanding them in his children’s interests. Vengeance
for Agamemnon is a perfectly comprehensible motivation, even amongst those who do
not endorse it; Tyndareus notes that it motivated Electra, as he rails against her for

encouraging Orestes to commit matricide through, amongst other things, invoking the

17 De Poli (2013), p.57.

118 Discussed in greater detail below.
119 De Poli (2013), pp.58-9.

120 580-4; cf. A. Cho. 924-5.

121 591-9,
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mistreatment of their father (6veidog ayyéilovoa tayapéuvovog, 618). In a particularly
striking comment, the Chorus describe Clytemnestra herself acknowledging that Orestes
acts on behalf of his father (matpdi-/ av Tyudv yapv, 827-8), while pleading with him not
to pursue this reasoning too far.'?> Nonetheless, this line of argumentation is not equally
prominent throughout the play; it undergoes a sudden marked increase in prominence as
part of the matricides’ rhetoric as the drama progresses, and this shift from minimising
to emphasising the pressure to avenge Agamemnon demonstrates the instrumental nature
of the childrens’ references to their father. Orestes in particular modifies his presentation
of Agamemnon, sometimes drastically, to support his current line of argument and further

his cause.'

To this end, Orestes also draws heavily upon Agamemnon’s status as brother to
Menelaus, in an effort to elicit the latter’s aid. The news of Menelaus’ impending arrival
in Argos fills Orestes with hope; quite reasonably,*?* he expects to meet with assistance
from a man bound by blood and obligation to his father: fjxet g £uoic kai 6oig Kakoig
/ &viyp Opoyevic kol yaprtog Exav motpdg, (244-5).1%° In many ways, their encounter at
first bodes well for Orestes’ cause. Menelaus remarks on the many misfortunes of the
house, beginning with the fate of his brother Agamemnon.*?® He refers to his desire to
embrace his brother’s son with loving hands (dok®v ‘Opéotnv moida tov Ayouépvovog /
eiloiot yepoi mepPareiv 372-1), and asks the Chorus for the whereabouts of

‘Agamemnon’s boy’ (Ayapéuvovog maig, 376). Unfortunately for Orestes, his deeds, as

122 825-30: Kyriakou (1998), pp.290-1.

123 De Poli (2013), pp.59-60.

124 Griffith (2009), pp.291-2 notes that, in a classical Greek context, the most obvious and natural people
to ask for help are one’s @iAot, including blood relatives.

125 Kyriakou (1998), pp.283-5.

126 360-9.
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well as his identity, have weight. Menelaus also wanted to embrace Clytemnestra,*?” but
has heard of her fate, which he refers to in disapproving terms: tfj¢ Tuvdapeiog Toudog
avooiov eovov (374). The use of the patronymic also foreshadows the appearance onstage
of Tyndareus, who will prove an especially determined foe of the young matricide.
Orestes is not the only figure with a father who can be deployed in support of his cause.
Menelaus is not unsympathetic to Orestes’ plight.'?® Although he condemns the

130 and tries to offer

matricide itself,*?® he is saddened to hear of Orestes’ subsequent fate,
some encouragement.'® Crucially, the bond between Menelaus and Agamemnon does
seem to have some sway; the Spartan king is able to understand Orestes’ actions in terms
of vengeance for his father (matpog ... Tipopio, 445),%2 and defends his decision to
address a matricide on the grounds of his kinship with the young man’s father (¢piAov pot
natpdc oty Ekyovog, 482).

Orestes attempts to capitalise upon the relationship between Menelaus and his
father, recalling the favours Agamemnon performed for his brother as an inducement to
Menelaus to intervene for their salvation now. These are oblique allusions at first; Orestes
appeals to Menelaus to aid him and his sister in their plight as recompense for his ‘father’s
favours’ (GAA” avtidalov Kol mOvev év T pEPEL, / YaprTag maTP®IOG EKTIVOV £C 0VG 6€
dei, 452-3). After the forceful appearance and intervention of Tyndareus (discussed in

detail below), Orestes once again asks Menelaus to repay the debt owed to his father

127372, Glaucus’ account of Agamemnon’s fate at 366-7 is sufficiently riddling for Menelaus (unlike an
audience familiar with the tale) to be unaware that Agamemnon has been murdered by Clytemnestra;
Willink (1986) ad loc. Willink (1986), Diggle (1994) and West (1987) all delete the much more explicit
reference to murder at 361, although West also expresses reservations about 367.

128 porter (1994), p.70.

129 393, 413.

130 See esp. 447.

181 e.g. 399.

132 De Poli (2013), p.59.
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Agamemnon,** but this time he states much more explicitly the nature of the favours to

which he is referring (646-59):

adK®* AaPelv ypn 1 avti ToddE TOD KOKOD

ao1KoV TL Tapd 6od* Kol yop AYOUEUVOV TOTHP

adikme 40poicog EALGS’ RAO° v’ "TAov,

0VK £EQUAPTAOV ADTOC GAL’ auopTiov

TG o1i¢ Yuvakog adikiov T’ idUeEVOC: (650)
anédoTo 8, OG xPM TG Piloot Tovg Pidovg, (652)
10 o®OW 4ANOGS, 6ol Tap’ AoTid’ EKTOVAV,

dmwg b TV o1V dmordfoig Evvdopov.

AmOTEIGOV OVV pot TaTO 10T €Kel AaBdv, (655)
piov movioog nuépav, NuUdv drep

COTNPLOG OTAC, LT 06K’ EKTTANGOG &TT).

Ev uev 160’ fuiv avl’ £voc dodvai o xpn: (651)
a & AN Elafe ooyl Eutic OLOGTOPOV, (658)

€M o’ &yewv tadd’- ‘Eppovny un kteive 6v-

Far from glorifying his father’s exploits at Troy, Orestes emphasises the morally
questionable nature of Agamemnon’s intervention there (@dikwg d0poicog EALES® RAO’
o’ "TAov, 648), so that he can extract an unjust action in recompense from Menelaus. He
requires such an action, as he acknowledges it is morally wrong to help him (646-7).1%

Despite the questionable morality of Agamemnon’s actions, Orestes nonetheless

133 642-3.
134 West (1987), p.227, who notes the provocative nature of Orestes’ line of argument.
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highlights the extent of his father’s assistance; he risked life and limb in battle beside his
brother (652-3), toiling for 10 years (657), all for the sake of Menelaus’ wayward wife
(650; 654). Second-person singular pronouns and possessives are widespread, as Orestes
reminds Menelaus that all this was done for him: tfj¢ 61jg yovaukoc (650); 6ol nop’ donid’
gkmovav (653); 6mwc o Vv 61V dnoldfoig Evvaopov (654). The greatest favour of all
was the sacrifice of Iphigenia, the murder of a daughter for the sake of a brother and his
wife. The oblique wording of the reference (& 6’ AvAig EhaPe opdyr’, 658) can be seen to
minimise Agamemnon’s responsibility,'® but it also recalls the language used of
Menelaus’ receiving favours from Agamemnon (@ 8’ #hafeg dmdd0g maTpog Epod Aafdv
napa, 643). Agamemnon’s sacrifice of Iphigenia, one of the many events within the play
with a rich literary pedigree,’*® an act vigorously deplored and contested in other
tragedies,**" is here presented by Orestes as part of a system of quid pro quo exchange, a
bargaining chip to exert leverage on his uncle. The impact of this reference is reinforced
by the sudden shift from the allusive to the extremely blunt; Orestes reassures his uncle
that he does not ask him to kill his own daughter in recompense for Iphigenia (é®d o’ &yswv
o006’ ‘Epudvny un kteive ov, 659). He thus reminds Menelaus of the violence of this
action taken on his behalf without explicitly attributing such violence to Agamemnon.
This account of Agamemnon’s favours to Menelaus does not primarily serve to glorify or
justify the late king’s actions. Instead, his deeds on behalf of Menelaus are presented by
Orestes in such a way as to capitalise most effectively on Agamemnon’s claims upon his
brother’s gratitude.

Orestes attempts to press the matter still further with his uncle. Having asked

Menelaus to repay the debt of obligation to Agamemnon to himself instead, Orestes now

135 West (1987), pp.227-8.
136 Zeitlin (1980), pp.52-4 notes the breadth and depth of literary allusion in the play.
137 See ch.2.1.
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casts such an intervention as a favour to Agamemnon as well; it would prevent the
destruction of his house.*® Indeed, as the culmination of his appeal, Orestes brings his
father back from the dead, at least rhetorically.*® He once again invokes Menelaus’ tie
of kinship to Agamemnon - & notpoc duoape Ogie (674) — and asks his uncle to imagine
the ghost of Agamemnon hovering above them, speaking Orestes’ words and making
Orestes’ pleas. Orestes’ appeal to his uncle for aid draws upon his father’s connection to
Menelaus, and conversely that man’s debt of obligation to his father, in an extensive and
highly varied fashion; the desperate young man seeks to wring every last drop of
persuasive power from his father’s fraternal bond.

Orestes is not successful. Despite the many favours owed and the general
expectation of assistance, Menelaus issues a surprising rejection of Orestes’ plea.**® He
claims to feel for Orestes’ plight and be eager to help his kin,*** but laments that his
relative political and military weakness in Argos prevents him from taking decisive action
on behalf of his nephew; he can only offer attempts at persuasion.'*? Orestes has a rather
different interpretation of Menelaus’ reticence; he accuses him of valuing his relationship
with his father-in-law more than that with his brother,'4® and assumes that Menelaus has
designs upon the Argive throne which will be served by Orestes’ death.** There is no
explicit evidence of such intentions on Menelaus’ part to support such accusations,'*® but
these claims are nonetheless of interest because they represent the ultimate failure of

Orestes’ efforts to invoke Agamemnon in order to win over Menelaus. Orestes attempts

138 662-4. Diggle (1994) and West (1987) delete 663; West ad loc. points out that Orestes has otherwise
only been speaking of his own salvation, without mention of Electra.

139 674-7.

140 682-719. Willink (1986), pp.191-3 offers an overview of differing scholarly opinions on the reasons for
Menelaus’ shock decision.

141 682-6.

142 687-93.

143752; see below.

144 1058-9.

145 Kyriakou (1998), pp.300-1; Willink (1986), p.264 notes that the accusation, while plausible, “illuminates
[Orestes’] thinking rather than [Menelaus’]”.
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to use the tie of blood and obligation between Agamemnon and Menelaus to motivate the
latter to help him and his sister, but this same tie of kinship brings with it the prospect of
inheritance; the family tie Orestes seeks to deploy in his own interests in fact makes it in

Menelaus’ interest to do nothing.

For all of Orestes’ speculations on dynastic intrigue, Menelaus’ explicit
justification for his lukewarm response is his limited power over the Argive citizenry. Not
for the first time in this play,'“® Argive political life and public opinion threatens the
interests of Orestes and his sister. As a king, Agamemnon himself was a participant in
this political sphere, and consequently Orestes also attempts to deploy the memory of his
father in the public arena to further his cause there. He and Pylades are not without hope
of meeting with a favourable reception in so doing;*’ they intend to present his actions
as just vengeance for his father,*® and expect to meet with considerable sympathy.'4°
This is not entirely implausible; the Messenger who informs Electra of the proceedings
of the assembly remarks upon his favourable view of Agamemnon (cdt yap gbvolav matTpi
| dei mot’ elyov, 868-9), born of the extensive generosity he met with from the royal
household.**® Such favourable interpretations are found within the assembly itself. The
honest Argive farmer™®! echoes Orestes’ own claims, seeing the young man’s matricide
as rightful vengeance for his father (tipwpeiv matpi, 924). Orestes’ own speech before the
assembly®®2 attempts to capitalise on the public sympathy for Agamemnon’s plight,

combining as it does filial piety with public spirit (932-7):

148 1n the prologue (46-50), Electra reveals the role of the assembly in determining the fate of her and her
brother; Romilly (1972), p.237.

147 775-85.

148 775-6.

149 784-5.

150 869-70.

151 923-9.

152932-42, but the text is problematic. West (1987) deletes only 933, while Diggle (1994) follows Wecklein
in also deleting 938-42. Willink (1986) is unique in deleting all of 932-42; he argues (pp.236-7), that the
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Ehee 8- Q vy Tvéyov kekTnpévol

[réhon TTehaoyoi, Aavaidor devtepov],

VUV AuOveV 00dEV iocov fj moTpi

gxteva UNTéP’ - €l yap Apoivav ovog (935)
gotat yovouéiv 6610¢, o gbavort’ Et° v

Bvniokovteg, 1| Yovar&il SovVAEDEWY YpeDV.

In contrast to his appeal to Menelaus, in which he dwells upon the specifics of
Agamemnon’s favours to that man as his brother, here Orestes turns his late father into
an everyman, a hapless husband whose violent end could befall any Argive should the
matricide not be endorsed.

Unfortunately for Orestes, Agamemnon’s public image and legacy is not the sole
preserve of his son. Several figures in the public sphere have their own account of
Agamemnon to offer, and these often oppose Orestes’ attempts to appropriate his father
to his own ends. This has proven a problem throughout the play. During their meeting,
Orestes laments to Menelaus that Oeax, a relation of Palamedes, has been mobilising the
citizens against the young matricide and his sister as revenge for the unjust execution of
his kinsman at Troy.'®® Orestes’ various claims to act in vengeance for his father are
echoed by Menelaus’ observation that Oeax, too, is seeking revenge (ITaAaundovg e

Topel povov, 433); Agamemnon and his actions have a legacy beyond his family which

excision leaves a smooth join of 931 to 943 (kovdeic &1 eine 60¢ 8 EnfAOe GvYyovoC, ... GAL’ ok Emeld’
duhov, €0 Sok@v Aéyerv-), and suggests that the content of Orestes’ speech could be inferred from 544-
601. This seems a little stark; there is at least a brief summary of every other speaker’s words, and Orestes’
form the climax of the debate. West (1987) ad loc notes that even the full-length account of Orestes’ speech
is relatively perfunctory so as to maintain the momentum of the narrative (pp.247-8); it seems unnecessary
to delete the speech entirely. Given the various problems of logic and repetitiousness in 938-42 (Willink
(1986), pp.236-7), | am cautiously inclined to follow Diggle’s text.

158 431-3.
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can prove dangerous for those within it. During the assembly debate itself, Orestes’
various presentations of his father and his fate are endorsed or contested. This can come
from unexpected quarters; one of the speakers is Talthybius, who was Agamemnon’s
comrade at Troy (6¢ o@®t matpi cvvendpber Ppvyag, 888), but nonetheless speaks in
opposition to Orestes’ interpretation of Agamemnon’s death and the correctness of his
response. He praises Agamemnon, but not Orestes’ actions in avenging him.>* Talthybius
thus defies one of the central planks of Orestes’ strategy; he is able to separate his opinion
of Agamemnon from his judgement of his son. He is disparaged by the Messenger as
under the influence of those with power (V76 toig Suvauévoiloy v dei, 889), and he pays
constant court to the relatives of Aegisthus as he speaks.>® This demonstrates one of the
risks of invoking, as Orestes does, the past deeds and connections of a late father;
Talthybius’ loyalty has been altered by subsequent adjustments in the Argive power
balance, and Orestes’ own actions in the interim (namely, the murder of Aegisthus), have
started to bear unhelpful fruit. Agamemnon’s legacy in the Argive public sphere is not

sufficiently positive or enduring to help Orestes’ cause as the young man would wish.

For all that it is condemned by the Messenger (hardly an impartial witness) as
born solely of craven subordination to powerful interests, Talthybius’ speech against
Orestes does contain an interesting line of argument; he remarks that Orestes’ actions set
a dangerous precedent for parents: 61t kabiotain vopovg / €¢ Tovg teKOVTAg 00 KAAODS
(892-3). This identifies one of the greatest difficulties Orestes faces in his efforts to deploy
Agamemnon in the play. Orestes’ arguments depend upon the importance of the father,

but the action which he often describes as ‘avenging his father’ entailed the murder of his

154 890-1.
155 893-4,
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mother. This causes difficulties even with those who are not unsympathetic; as discussed
above, Menelaus is willing to see Orestes’ actions in terms of vengeance,'®® but is still
horrified at the idea of matricide.’®” Tyndareus’ more general condemnation of Orestes’
actions (discussed in greater detail below) includes an impassioned reference to the
famous scene of Clytemnestra baring her breast as she pleads with her son.**® Even near
the play’s finale, when Orestes once again justifies his actions with reference to his father,
he is confronted with the claims of the mother (1605-6): Me. ti¢ &’ v npoceinol ¢’; Op.
6oTIc £0Ti PrAomdTmp. / Me. dotig 8¢ Tt untép’; Op. evdaipmv Epv.

Orestes’ response to the threat posed to his arguments by his late mother’s legacy
is twofold. Firstly, he establishes a qualitative difference between his mother and father

(551-3);

i xpfv 1e dpacat; dvo yop avtifeg dvoiv:
TaTnp PEV PUTEVGEY g, o1 O’ ETiKTE Toic,

10 omépp’ dpovpa Taparafods’ GAAOL Thpa.

Orestes distinguishes between the actions of fathering (épbvteveév) and mothering
(¢tcte), using an agricultural analogy to show the inferior status of the latter.®>® This
presentation of conception has a famous literary antecedent in the words of Apollo in

Aeschylus’ Eumenides,*®® but was not uncommon in Greek thought.'®* Here, it has

156 425,

157 ¢.g. 397.

1%8 526-9; cf. A. Cho. 896-8.

159 Willink (1986), p.175, noting especially the hierarchical implications of &\\ov mépa.

160 A, Eum. 658-9.

161 Willink (1986), p.175, citing Anaxagoras A107 ap. Arist. gen. anim. 4.1.763b; Rutherford (2012), p.140
gives various other tragic examples of the analogy of human procreation and agriculture. Apollo’s famous
verdict would not have sat at odds with biological understanding in Aeschylus’ own day, but it is important
to recall that many theories of conception, along with Athenian social attitudes, attributed greater
importance than the god to the maternal role; Sommerstein (1989), pp. 207-8. The Hippocratic De semine,
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obvious instrumental worth; Orestes can cast the secondary importance of the mother in
conception as justification for the primacy of the father in his understanding of his filial
duty.

The second strand of Orestes’ response to the challenge posed by Clytemnestra’s
claims as his mother is to lay greater emphasis upon his mother’s role and actions as
Agamemnon’s wife. We have already seen this in his assembly speech; in response to
Talthybius’ claims that he establishes dangerous norms for the treatment of parents,
Orestes retorts that he has in fact prevented the establishment of dangerous customs for
the treatment of husbands by their wives.'®? This echoes an argument used by Orestes in
his clash with Tyndareus,®® and the main focus in his speech here is in fact not upon his
father but rather the misdeeds (real or potential) of women.*%4 It is by minimising the
importance and even identity of Clytemnestra as mother that Orestes seeks to justify his

radical actions against her on behalf of his father.

As the play progresses, and the assembly’s guilty verdict is revealed, the
ultimate failure of the matricides’ various efforts to rework and deploy their father’s
image and legacy in support of their cause becomes apparent. Nonetheless, Agamemnon
does not slip from their thoughts. Instead, the father who had been central to various
attempts to save their lives is now the key motivation for a worthy death. Upon news of
the verdict, for example, Electra begs Orestes to kill her, lest her death serve as an

opportunity for any further insult to their father’s house.%® Orestes himself declares that,

for example, attributes the creation of sperm to both men and women, and describes conception as a
combination of these two fluids (1, 4-5).

162 935-7. Arguments from precedent are common in Attic oratory; see e.g. Lys. 1.47, 12.35, 14.12, 22.19-
20, 27.7, 30.23; Dem. 50.66, 54.43, 59.112: Carey (1989), p.85.

163 564-71.

164 Lloyd (1992) p.128 notes that Orestes’ speech does the complexities of the case no justice, instead
offering a simple appeal to misogyny.

1651037-8.
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with all other avenues and hopes closed off to them, he and Electra can at least die
worthily of their nobility and their paternity: AL’ e’ 8nwc yevvoio kéyopépvovog /
dpaoavte kathovoopued’ aéibtata, 1060-1).1% Once Pylades has suggested vengeance
against Helen, Orestes expounds at greater length his understanding of his father’s legacy

and the role of that legacy in dictating his manner of death (1167-71):

Ayouéuvovog tot moic téuy’, 6¢ ‘EALGS0C
NpE’ GEmOeic, o0 THpavvoc, GAL duwmg
pounv Beod v’ oy’ OV 00 Kooy vvd
dodAov mapacymv Bdvotov, AL’ EAeVOEPMS (1170)

Yyoymv aenom, Mevélemv o8 teicopal.

Although Agamemnon’s legacy in political life was not enough to save his children, it
nonetheless serves as motivation to die in a certain way. Orestes offers a detailed account
(specifying, for example, that his father was a chosen, rather than hereditary, ruler of the
Greeks),*®” but one which also slips into hyperbole (pounv 0sod v’ €oy’, 1169).168
Despite all this great power, however, Agamemnon is dead; his legacy has not saved his
children, and now serves only to motivate the manner of their own demise. Nonetheless,
the fact that, even in their moment of death, the preoccupation of his children to prove
worthy of him nonetheless demonstrates his continued importance. He determined their
actions in life — he is a motivation for the matricide, and the justification for the appeal to
Menelaus — and now concern to match their father’s status informs the manner even of

their demise.

166 De Poli (2013), p.61.
167 West (1987), p.264.
188 Willink (1986), ad loc.
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Indeed, having constantly invoked, reworked and manipulated their late father for
others, the young matricides now call upon the deceased Agamemnon himself. The prayer
to Agamemnon has antecedents in Aeschylus’ Choephori and Euripides’ own Electra.'®®
It is perhaps telling that, while in the Aeschylean prayer the children make promises of
what they will do for Agamemnon, predominantly in the form of ritual honours,*’ here
the three avengers remark on what they are already doing or have already done for
Agamemnon.t’* On the basis of these services rendered, they make their request for aid
now: otkovv oveidn tade KAvwmv poont tékva,; (1238). This shift in chronology is almost
certainly partly a function of the later point in mythical time in which the play takes place,
but it also serves to link this prayer to the other uses of Agamemnon in the play.
Agamemnon’s children have spent the play recalling and recasting the past, particularly
the past deeds and experiences of their father, in order to defend their position in the
present. They now apply the same process to Agamemnon himself;*’? he is not simply
the material for their appeals, but even becomes their addressee. This is perhaps the
culmination of their highly instrumental recasting of the figure of Agamemnon
throughout the play. This absent father casts an extremely long shadow throughout
Orestes. He is imagined arguing for and against an act of violent vengeance on the part
of his children; he is presented as an everyman whose unhappy fate is a warning to every
Argive, and a mighty leader whose illustrious status demands a worthy death from his
children; he is invoked as a brother who sacrificed his own daughter and prayed to as a

spirit who can save his surviving children. The considerable multiplicity of

Agamemnon’s presentation here serves as a particularly striking example of the

169 A, Cho. 479ff.; E. El. 671ff.; Willink (1986), p.283.

170 A, Cho. 483-8.

111 ¢.g. 0t 6é0ev Oviiokovs’ Hrep (1232); Op. Ektevo untép’ ... HA. yauny 8 &yd Eipoug ... / TTv. éya 84
v’ €nekéhevoa kanélvs® dkvov. / Op. 6o, Tatep, apfiywv. HL. 008’ £yd npovdwkd oe. (1235-7).

172 De Poli (2013), p.60.
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complexity and variety which is so often displayed by the fathers of tragedy more

generally.

6.2.2. Fatherhood in Orestes

The presentation of Agamemnon is highly varied, and carefully modulated to the
demands of the situation and the furtherance of his children’s cause. However,
Agamemnon is only one of many fathers depicted or referred to in the course of the play.
They demonstrate an array of perspectives on the nature and duties of fatherhood, which
frequently stand in contrast or even conflict with Orestes’ presentation of Agamemnon in
particular. Despite these differences, the wide array of characters whose identity and
motivations are presented with reference to their position as fathers demonstrates the
vitality and significance of paternity in the world of the play.

Orestes’ attempts to vindicate his actions by invoking his father Agamemnon face
their most vigorous opponent in the person of his grandfather Tyndareus, himself father
of the murdered Clytemnestra. This is Tyndareus’ only extant appearance upon the tragic
stage, and it begins with great force.’” Orestes’ impassioned plea to his uncle Menelaus
for aid is followed by the Chorus’ unexpected announcement of the approach of the
elderly Tyndareus, dressed and cropped in mourning for his daughter (ueAdumenioc /
Kovpdi te Buyatpog mevlinmt kekapuévog, 457-8). The aged Spartan is thus characterised

from the outset by his grief as a bereaved father.

1713 Will (1961), p.96.
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Crucially, Tyndareus is not only a ‘father’ to Clytemnestra. Orestes is filled with
dread at the prospect of facing the grieving Spartan, because the latter acted, in many

ways, as a father to him (459-65):1"

amoAounV, Mevélae: Tovddpews 6d¢
otelysl TpoOg NUAC, 00 Mot aiddg i’ Exel
€c Oppat’ EMOETV Toloy E€gpyacuévorg.
Kol yép W E0peye opikpov via, TOAAL O
eunpat’ €EEminoe, TOV Ayouévovog
Ao’ AyKdAaict meprpépav, Anda 0’ dua,

TPAVTE W 00dEV 660V | A0GKOP®-

Orestes’ situation has been complicated immensely by the arrival of Tyndareus. Orestes
has invoked his father Agamemnon as a justification for his actions and in support of his
plea to Menelaus. but here is suddenly another figure whose behaviour at least bears a
striking resemblance to that of a father. Tyndareus provided him with rearing (1’ £€0peye
opkpov dvta), showered him with affection (moAla 8¢ / puinpat’ €€€minoe), and in short
treated him as a son (Tip@vté 1 ovdev Rocov §j Alookdpm). There is some sense here of
the distinction between biological fatherhood and the actions of fathering - Orestes never
loses sight of his identity as Agamemnon’s son (tov Ayapéuvovog / moid’) — but
Tyndareus’ past treatment of Orestes nonetheless complicates the young man’s efforts to
establish Agamemnon alone as a focus for his sense of filial duty and a justification for

his actions.

174 Willink (1986) ad loc. remarks upon Orestes’ debt of ¢ikia to Tyndareus for such care.
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Tyndareus’ words and deeds in the play are ultimately driven by his
paternal role, but this does not manifest itself straightforwardly. He has come to Argos to
make offerings at the tomb of his daughter Clytemnestra,'’® but his grief and anger at her
fate also reveals itself in his virulence towards Orestes in particular.'’® He describes the
young man in hostile and strikingly bestial terms (6 pntpo@oving 6de mpod dwudtmv
dpaxkov / etilpel vocddelg dotpamds, otOoyqp’ £udv, 479-80), and is incredulous that
Orestes found within himself the strength to go through with the matricide despite
Clytemnestra’s powerful pleas.}’’ Tyndareus repeatedly makes clear that he intends to
push for the death penalty for Orestes and his sister as a suitable punishment.*’®
Nonetheless, despite his strong emotions over the fate of his daughter, Tyndareus presents
his case against Orestes in ostensibly dispassionate and legalistic terms. He condemns
Orestes’ actions on the grounds that they do not correspond to Greek legal customs and
norms, to vopoc:t’® éotic 1 pév dikoiov ovk Eokéyato / 00’ RABeV &Ml TOV KOOV
‘EAMvov vopov (494-5). Orestes should not have murdered his mother, but rather exiled
her, since reciprocal violence leads to endless vendetta.'® Indeed, Tyndareus attributes
his concern to promote legal measures over vendetta not simply to personal or familial
interests, but to the collective interest of the body politic;'® vendetta has devastating

public consequences (kai yijv kol tolelg dAAG” dei, 525).

175 610-1.

176 Will (1961), p.98; Tyndareus speaks of Orestes with “a brutal malice uncommon in Greek literature.”
117 526-9.

178 536, 612-4; cf. 914-5.

1791 loyd (1992), pp.114-5. Tyndareus invokes vopog repeatedly during his time onstage: 487, 495 (quoted
above), 503, 523.

180 500-2; 507-11. Lloyd (1992), pp.116-7 notes how radically anachronistic this line of argument actually
is, regardless of Tyndareus’ careful framing of it as reflecting established Greek norms (see esp. 512).
Despite its startling content, the specifics of the argument have no significant impact; Orestes makes no
reference to the possibility of exile, nor is it discussed by the assembly; Scodel (2012), pp.117-8. Even
Tyndareus himself soon strays from his statement here; he calls for the death penalty for Orestes and Electra
at 536; Scodel (2012), pp.114-5.

181 523-5.
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Tyndareus’ self-presentation as a public-spirited champion of order and the
commonweal is reinforced by an apparent rejection of any partisanship as a father. He
makes no effort to defend Clytemnestra’s actions,'®? and indeed offers more generalised

condemnation of his daughters’ conduct (518-22):

€YD 08 oD HEV YUVOIKAG Avosiovg,
TPAOTNV 0& Buyatép’, 1| MOV KATEKTOVEV"
‘EAévnv 1€, TNV o1V dA0Y0V, 0VTOT’ QiVECH
000’ &v mpooeimotpl’: 000 6& {NAG Kakng

yovaukog EABOVO’ obvek’ €c Tpolag médov.

Far from showing any particular leniency or engaging in special pleading, Tyndareus
asserts that his rigorous moral standards (éye 6¢ pio® pev yvvaikag dvociovg) apply
equally, if not even more so, to his own children (zpdtnv 8¢ Bvyatép’). He even goes
beyond denunciation of Clytemnestra, the interpretation of whose actions forms an
important part of the debate here,'® to condemn his other daughter'®* Helen and the
terrible consequences of her infidelity (i.e. the Trojan War). Tyndareus even concludes
his speech by presenting his daughters as separate from other aspects of his life, an
unhappy aberration: £ym 8¢ tdAAa pakaplog TEELK’ avip / TV &g Ovyatépag: TodTo &’
ovk evdaupovd (540-1). This line of rhetoric complements the emphasis upon vopog as a
motivation; Tyndareus recalls his paternal connection to Clytemnestra and Helen only to
condemn them, and to distance himself from their conduct. It is perhaps telling that he

even attributes the law he follows to, literally, ‘fathers of old’ (matépeg oi méAat, 512).

182 496-9.

183 Orestes’ speech to Tyndareus, for example, offers lengthy analysis of Clytemnestra’s actions and their
implications to justify his own response: 557-78.

184 Helen’s unusual ‘dual paternity’, as a daughter of Tyndareus and Zeus, will be discussed further below.
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Fathers establish the vouoc against which they are empowered to judge and condemn even
their own children.

Tyndareus is not the only father in Orestes to renounce his offspring thus.
Pylades reveals to Orestes that he himself has been exiled; his father Strophius banished
him for his part in the matricide, condemning him as unholy (avociov Aéywv, 767, cf.
518). This has been interpreted as demonstrating the weakness of patriarchal values in the

185 _ Strophius will condemn a son to uphold the rights of a mother — but this is not

play
entirely convincing. Strophius’ actions seem rather to reinforce Tyndareus’ notion of a
father as a moral arbiter, able to denounce his children and distance himself from them
when they fall short of his expected standards of conduct. This self-presentation on
Tyndareus’ part is not unmotivated in his speech. In almost his final lines onstage, as he
attempts to cajole Menelaus into rejecting the pleas of Orestes and Electra, Tyndareus
encourages his son-in-law not to choose impious over moral friends (tocadt’ dkovoog
{601, unode ovooePeic/ €M, tapmdcag evoePestépoug pidovg: 627-8). Tyndareus’ account
of fatherhood as a position in which moral judgement can overcome the bond of blood
and the natural obligation to favour or assist one’s children serves to reinforce the
analogous behaviour he encourages in Menelaus here, namely to choose one’s ¢iiot on
the basis of moral conduct. This is not Menelaus’ instinctive response to the present
dilemma; he instead lays initial emphasis upon the importance of kinship ties as a guide
to behaviour.® Tyndareus’ account of paternity not only serves to distance the man
himself from the misdeeds of his daughters and strengthen his demands for justice by

making him appear a less partial advocate, but also reinforces the line of argument he is

using to turn his son-in-law against the matricides.

185 Zeitlin (1980), p.65.
18 486,
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Consequently, it is no surprise that this vision of paternal moral standards does
not go unchallenged. Orestes strives to implicate Tyndareus as fully as possible in his
daughters’ actions. When reminding Tyndareus of Clytemnestra’s adultery, Orestes
emphasises the elderly Spartan’s paternal relationship to the guilty party: 0 o1 o6&
Quyatnp (untép’ oidodpar Aéyewv) (557).287 He takes matters still further in a direct

accusation against Tyndareus (585-7):

oV o1 puTeEvGag QuyaTép’, ® YEPOV, KUKV
AmTOAEGAG pe: 010 TO Ketvng yap Opacog

TaTpPOG otePNBeig Eyevouny untpoktdvoc.

Such a line of attack is not totally unprecedented. Tyndareus’ attempts to distance himself
from his daughters are perhaps given extra urgency by his close association with their
misdeeds; it is as the father of notorious daughters that he is first mentioned in the play.*e®
Such a direct imputation of blame on the father for the conduct of his child also has
antecedents; in the lliad, Ares attributes the hostility of other gods towards Zeus to the
latter having fathered such a child as Athena.*®® The accusation here, however, seems to
go one step further. Tyndareus is not simply open to rebuke for having fathered a
wayward child, but, in Orestes’ line of argument, can be held responsible for the specific
deeds of that child and their consequences. If Tyndareus himself attempts to present

fathers as distanced from the misdeeds of their children and in a position to pass

187 Orestes notably lacks this scruple elsewhere in his speech; he refers to Clytemnestra as pfitnp at 546,
562, 572, 580, and 583.

188 249-50. Willink (1986) ad loc. notes that the scholion cites Stesichorus fr.223 Page and Hesiod fr.176
M.-W in support of Tyndareus’ unhappy paternal reputation here. These fragments between them claim
that Tyndareus forgot Aphrodite in sacrifice; the goddess drove both of his daughters to adultery in revenge.
The Chorus also refer to Helen patronymically when endorsing Pylades’ suggestion that she should die, at
1154.

18911, 5.875: West (1987), p.222.
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judgement upon them, Orestes aims at the total inverse; he suggests that the father is
totally and inextricably accountable for the deeds of his child. We do not have to accept
either of these somewhat simplistic positions as entirely true;'® Orestes’ accusation is
made very briskly, for instance,'®* and contains a great many causal assumptions, while
Tyndareus’ efforts to distance himself from his daughters are complicated both by the
traditional connection between him and them and by the intensity of his quest for
vengeance for Clytemnestra.’® Nonetheless, these lines of argument demonstrate the
potential for even quite a fundamental aspect of fatherhood — how far a father is
responsible for the deeds of his children — to be questioned or contested, and with starkly
contrasting outcomes depending upon the interests of the interlocutor.

Tyndareus’ power, and the ultimate success of his efforts to win over
Menelaus, do not fundamentally stem from the quality of his arguments, but rather the
potency of his threats.*®® As his closing remarks to Menelaus make clear, he expects his
relationship by marriage to that man to carry weight (toopov £xbog évapiOuit kfiidog t’
guov, 627).1%% If Menelaus sides with Orestes and Electra, he is forbidden to return to
Sparta (un ’wifowve Zraptidtidog yovoc, 626). Tyndareus is not Menelaus’ biological
father, but the latter is nonetheless his heir.*® As such, Tyndareus derives great influence
over his son-in-law from his capacity to bestow — or deny — political and economic power
by the processes of inheritance. These processes are vulnerable;'®® Orestes himself

laments that the condemnation of the citizen body has prevented him from inheriting the

190 Falkner (1983) p.18 notes the reductionist tendencies of both Tyndareus and Orestes in their debate more
generally; the arguments on fatherhood are no exception.

191 Willink (1986), p.178.

192 Zeitlin (1980), pp.64-5.

193 porter (1994), p.73.

194 West (1987) ad loc. Griffith (2009), pp.291-2 notes the considerable impact the play draws from the
double meaning of «f|dog as both ‘care’ and ‘marriage bond’.

195 In contrast to Homer, where Menelaus is clearly ruler of Sparta in his own right by the time of the Trojan
War (e.g. 1l. 2.581-90); the precise arrangement between Tyndareus and his son-in-law is never made
explicit in Orestes.

196 Griffith (2009), pp.285-6.
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throne from Agamemnon.®” The threat to his inheritance sways, or at least is taken as
swaying, Menelaus’ decision; he never explicitly concedes it, but Orestes certainly
interprets his ultimate rejection of their plea as reflecting his eagerness not to fall foul of

198 a judgement generally accepted by scholarly readers.'®® Tyndareus thus

Tyndareus,
employs his position as a father-figure (although not a biological father), and the attendant
power over the process of inheritance, as his most effective weapon in the fight to punish
Clytemnestra’s killers. His manipulations of various factors of his paternal role

demonstrate the flexibility of fatherhood as a concept, and reinforce his commitment to

that role; he does all this to avenge his daughter.

As discussed previously, Orestes and Electra at first pin their hopes for salvation
upon the same Menelaus over whom Tyndareus can exert such leverage, because of the
former’s fraternal tie to Agamemnon. When they are disappointed in these hopes, a
different scheme to obtain (or rather, extort) Menelaus’ aid emerges, this time centred
upon exploiting his position and feelings as a father.?° After the assembly’s guilty verdict
has been announced, Pylades suggests to Orestes that murdering Helen would be a
suitable vengeance for Menelaus’ betrayal;?*! should the attempt fail, they will set the
palace alight and risk all in a glorious last stand.?? Orestes embraces the suggestion, and
is willing to hazard the attempt whether it brings a worthy death or unexpected

salvation.?®® At this point, Electra intercedes. She informs Orestes of the presence in

197.437-8.

1% ¢.9. 752.

199 ¢.g. Porter (1994), pp.72-3; Willink (1986), p.192; West (1987), pp.223-4.

200 Eyripides had already depicted the relationship of Menelaus and his daughter Hermione in Andromache,
although the Spartan princess is a far less agreeable character in that work.

201 1105.

202 1149-52.

208 1168-74.
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Argos of Menelaus’?** daughter Hermione,?%

and encourages her brother to take the
young woman hostage.?% Thus, even after the murder of Helen, Orestes can use the threat
of violence against Menelaus’ daughter to compel his uncle to help them escape to safety;
if Menelaus doesn’t co-operate, Orestes will kill his child as well.?%’

Unlike the death of Helen, that of Hermione has no value in itself; Orestes
and Electra demonstrate no particular animus against her. It is instead a bargaining

counter in a process of negotiation,?%

and in this respect recalls Orestes’ invocation of
the death of another young woman, Iphigenia, in a similarly instrumental fashion earlier
in the play.?®® Indeed, this is far from the only point of similarity between the sacrifice of
Iphigenia and the prospective murder of Hermione. The language Electra uses for the
killing of Hermione - oV 6@ale mapOBévov dépnv (1199) — is that of sacrifice as well as
murder.?*® The hostage-taking and threat to murder/’sacrifice’ a young woman thus casts
Orestes in the position of repeating this infamous action of his father Agamemnon.?'!
This is perhaps not even simply a repetition, but a ‘correction’ of sorts. A famous
complaint of Clytemnestra in tragedy is that Agamemnon sacrificed his own daughter
when Menelaus’ would have made a much more logical victim.?!2 Orestes’ ‘replaying’ of

the sacrifice thus amends this flaw in the original scheme, but this in turn serves to

contrast Agamemnon’s conduct as father with that of Menelaus. The expectation is that

204 Technically, Electra introduces Hermione as Helen’s daughter (EAévng ... Ouyatép’, 1183); one wonders
if introducing the young woman by reference to her hated mother (even though it is the identity of her father
which is relevant for the plan) serves to make Electra’s violent suggestion more palatable.

2051181-4.

206 1189.

271191-9.

208 Griffith (2009), pp.295-6.

209 658-9, discussed above.

210 spagew is particularly the verb for the killing of sacrificial victims; LSJ s.v. A. Il. Euripides uses the
term frequently of human sacrifice - e.g. Hcld. 408, 490, 493, 502; Hec. 24, 188, 221, 433, 571; (of the
sacrifice of Iphigenia herself) IT 8, 20, 563; Pho. 913, 933, 964, 1010 — as well as metaphorically; see e.g.
Foley (1985), Henrichs (2000).

211 Zeitlin (1980), p.67.

2125 El. 536-41. Orestes’ comment to Menelaus that he need not kill Hermione (659) also arguably evokes
this possible alternative sequence of events.
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the latter will not be able to endure any threat to the life of his child; Agamemnon had no
such qualms.

The siblings’ expectations of Menelaus prove well-founded, up to a point.
He approaches the palace and demands that his followers break down the doors so that he
may save his child.?® Although Electra proposed the threat to Hermione as a gambit for
negotiations, Orestes repeatedly and explicitly threatens Menelaus’ daughter with death
without issuing any particular terms.?** This has a powerful effect on Menelaus himself.
He bluffs at first - kteiv’- O¢ ktavov ye TdVOE pot ddoeig dikny (1597) — but soon moves
to pleading: Me. dmarpe Bvyatpog eacyovov. Op. yevodng Epug. / Me. dAAL KTEVETS LoV
Buyatép’; Op. ov yevdng &1 &l (1608-9).2%° Orestes’ imputation of dishonesty to
Menelaus works in both an immediate sense (Menelaus has swiftly abandoned his earlier
bluff) and more generally; Orestes believes him fundamentally untrustworthy.?*® If taken
in this latter sense, we see Orestes using Menelaus’ character as a justification for
threatening Hermione. Menelaus’ subsequent question can perhaps be taken as
challenging this connection between his own behaviour and the threat to his daughter: is
Orestes really going to kill Hermione because her father is false? Taken in this light, the
scene provides a counterpart to the conflicting views of paternal standards found in the
exchange of Orestes and Tyndareus. There the question was how far a father could be
blamed for the action of his child; here we see contrasting views on the rightness or
otherwise of punishing the child for the actions of the father. Menelaus does not attempt

to deny Orestes’ accusation. His concern is to save his child, and he asks how to achieve

213 1561-3. Willink (1986) deletes 1563-4 to salvage 1565-6, believing that such a deletion alleviates the
various objections aimed at 1564-6; Willink (1986), p.341. Neither West (1987) nor Diggle (1994) follow
this, instead retaining 1563 and deleting 1564-6; | follow their ordering.

24 nédw ktoveiv cov Buyatép’ (1578); moida 8¢ ktevd cé0ev (1586).

215 The sequence of 1600-17 is disputed. West (1987) follows the manuscript ordering, but Willink (1986)
pp.345-7, after commenting on the difficultiestransposes 1600-7 to after 1612; Diggle (1994) also accepts
this reordering, and this is the sequence | have followed.

216 Willink (1986), p.345.
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this; Orestes demands more effective intervention amongst the Argives to prevent the
death penalty and allow the young man to take his throne.?*” Despite his concern for
Hermione, Menelaus is notably not immediately receptive to these terms — amongst other
things, he imagines with horror Orestes performing the ritual functions of a ruler?'® —and
demonstrates considerable self-pity?*® before finally seeming to relent: &yewc pe.(1617).
This, however, is not enough; for reasons which are not made entirely clear,??° Orestes
orders the firing of the house as a prelude to the murder of Hermione.??!* Menelaus’ fears
have come true; Orestes’ distrust of the father serves as motivation for the murder of his
daughter (prevented only by the intervention of Apollo). Although the initial plan was to
invoke Menelaus’ paternal feelings as a route to salvation, the ultimate course of action
is to exploit them as part of a drastic revenge. Both this initial conception and the ultimate
decision draw their efficacy from the clear strength of Menelaus’ paternal feeling; it is

strong enough to motivate and to torment him.???

It is worth noting briefly that, although the play (and this discussion) are
dominated by the depiction of fathers from within the extended Tantalid royal family, the
strength of paternal feeling at all levels of Argive society is made clear. Orestes’

confidence in arguments based on filial piety and the importance of avenging a father

217 1610-1601 (Willink transposes 1608-12 to follow 1599).

218 1602-3.

219 1615, 1616.

220 Willink (1986), p.349 does note that, while Menelaus has not precluded co-operation, he has been
hesitant to commit to it; Orestes’ scepticism is perhaps not entirely unfounded.

221 1618-20.

222 Although the sacrifice of Iphigenia is the most obvious analogue for Orestes’ threat against Hermione,
there is a further antecedent from within Tantalid family history, namely the terrible banquet of children
prepared by Atreus for Thyestes. The conflict between these brothers is referred to repeatedly in the play -
11-4, 807-18, 996-1010: Kyriakou (1998), pp.287-8 — and provides a precedent for the murder of children
as a means for revenge; although Orestes’ threat to Hermione begins as a gambit for negotiation, he has
ultimately resolved to kill her to spite Menelaus before Apollo’s intervention prevents this. Both the banquet
and the hostage situation derive their effect, ultimately, from the strength of paternal feeling and the
consequent pain when it is wounded.
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was, ultimately, misplaced, as discussed above, but there are nonetheless other indications
that fatherhood is valued and important amongst the citizens more generally. This is made
clear by the treatment of Helen within the work. When advocating the death of Menelaus’
wife, Pylades’ argument in favour of her murder include the devastation her misdeeds

have wrought on the families of Greece (1134-6):

vov &’ mep amdong EALGdog dwaet diknv,
OV TOTEPOG EKTEV, OV &’ ATOAECEY TEKVA, (1135)

vopeog T €0nkev 0peavag Euvadpmv.

The men for whose deaths Helen is held responsible are either fathers themselves or leave
behind fathers (and mothers) to mourn them. Pylades is in fact quite vindicated in his
expectation of widespread support for the death of Helen; the Chorus, echoing Pylades’
comment (vmgp amdong ‘EAAGS0g), remark that she brought misery to all Greece
(daxpvotot yap EXLada wiocav Eminoe <—>, 1363). Even Helen herself is afraid to go
beyond the palace into the city, and she specifies the fathers of the deceased as the reason
for her fear: dédowa matépag Tdv O’ Thiot vexpdv (102). Although Orestes’ invocation
of the importance of avenging his father specifically may not meet with the popular
support he hoped, the Argive, and indeed Greek populace more generally are understood
to place considerable importance upon the bonds of father and child, and consequently

expected to seek vengeance either for or as fathers themselves.

Helen never does meet with violent punishment, however. She is spirited away

from the swords of Orestes and Pylades,??® and the explanation for this reveals that the

223 1494-9.
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prevalence and prominence of fatherhood within the play is not limited even to the mortal
plane. In Apollo’s remarkable intervention at the play’s conclusion,??* the god outlines
Helen’s fate.??® Despite Helen’s relatively brief appearance in the drama, Apollo devotes

almost as much time to resolving her situation as that of Orestes,??

and the guiding force
in her fate is her position as daughter of Zeus. Zeus ordered her saved,??’ and Zeus’
paternity is sufficient to explain her ensuing immortality (Zmvog yop odoav Cijv viv
dpbrtov ypedv, 1635).228 This account of Zeus’ actions as Helen’s father can be
contrasted with the behaviour of Tyndareus. Tyndareus denounces Helen’s conduct and
distances himself from it, while Apollo is able to reveal that the Trojan War was born of
adivine scheme to reduce the human population;??® Helen was entirely innocent.?*® Given
that this tradition of the war’s origins often specifies Zeus’ particular involvement,?®* we
might even feel that Helen, who is repeatedly condemned within the play as responsible
for the many lives lost at Troy,?*? has in fact been blamed for her (divine) father’s actions,
in contrast to Tyndareus being blamed by Orestes for his daughters’ actions. The contrast
between Tyndareus and Zeus as fathers is reinforced by the reference to the Dioscuri.
They are first mentioned by Orestes as he reminisces about the care he received from
Tyndareus.?3® Whereas there, the Dioscuri stood as the benchmark for the distinctly

human care Tyndareus could offer — feeding, dandling and so forth — they appear here as

the counterparts to Helen’s divinisation (Kdotopi te IToAvdevket T° &v aibépog mruyois /

224 1625-90.

225 1629-37.

226 papadimitropoulos (2011), p.502.

227 1633-4.

228 Willink (1986), ad loc., noting the word-play.

229 1639-42.

230 Willink (1986), p.353 argues for transposing 1638-42 after 1663, but West (1987) and Diggle (1994)
delete 1638 and leave the other lines in their original position.
231 See e.g. Cypria fr.1; West (1987), p.292.

232 ¢,9. 102, 1134-6.

233 462-5, discussed above.
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obvbakoc £otar, 1636-7). Tyndareus (and Leda) may have honoured the Dioscuri
(tudvté, 1465)2%*, but Zeus has made them gods.

Divine fatherhood does not always have such favourable consequences. At the
play’s opening, Electra refers to Tantalus, the founder of her line: 6 yap poaxdéprog (kovk
oveldilm toyac) / Aog mepukmg, ¢ Aéyovot, Tavtaiog (4-5). Tantalus’ ultimate fate is
far less obviously ‘blessed’ than that of Helen; he is tormented by a threatening rock in
the underworld, for the crime of unbridled talk amongst the gods despite being a mortal
(6vBpwmog v, 8). Divine fatherhood is not a guaranteed boon; Zeus does not intervene
to save all his children. We may find the decision of which child to save a little arbitrary;
unlike her counterpart in Helen, who was conspicuously virtuous and free of any
wrongdoing,?®® Helen in Orestes follows the more established model and is not obviously
innocent. She attributes her voyage to Troy rather vaguely to “a divine madness”
(Beopavel moTpm, 79), and her apparent vanity in offering only the very tips of her hair
prompts Electra to dub her, rather scornfully, “the same woman as before” (1 mélon
yovny).2% It seems that Zeus, in contrast to the ostensibly impartial moral judgement of
Tyndareus, will intervene to save children of his who do wrong in accordance with his
overarching plans.

The gods also ultimately support the cause of Orestes. As Apollo reveals, Orestes
will endure only a brief exile for matricide, before winning his trial in Athens through
divine intervention.?®” Apollo explicitly confirms Orestes in his inheritance of
Agamemnon’s throne,?® and accepts full responsibility for the matricide after all: o

TPOG TOAMY O T’ €yd ONc® KaA®dG, / 6 viv povedoon untép’ Eénvaykaca (1664-5).

23 Technically, here they are honouring Orestes, but no less than they honoured the Discouri.
25 E. Hel. 16-67.

236 Wright (2006), pp.36-7.

237 1643-52.

238 1660.
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Apollo does not justify his actions here; unlike Eumenides, it is left to Orestes to invoke
the famous argument about the primacy of fathers.?3® Apollo also does not seem to enforce
the doctrine of paternal priority more generally upon the human sphere; he notes that
Neoptolemus will be killed while trying to exact recompense from Apollo for his father
Achilles,?? and arguably usurps one of Menelaus’ traditional roles as father in choosing
Orestes as a husband for Hermione.?*! Although Zeus’ actions with regard to Helen are
motivated by paternal sentiment, the gods of Orestes are not presented as upholders of
mortal patriarchal norms more generally; they instead apply an idiosyncratic and rather

partial attitude to paternity.?*? In this respect, they are far from alone in the play.

Orestes is a play which is full of fathers and significantly concerned with
fatherhood. From the anonymous vengeful fathers of the Argive citizen body to Zeus on
high, fatherhood matters to countless characters within the play; it informs and motivates
their actions and their utterances. There is considerable room for variation and even
conflict in how both fatherhood as a whole and individual fathers — particularly
Agamemnon — are to be represented and understood. Nonetheless, the variety and
frequent inconsistency of conceptions of paternity found within the play reflect the
breadth and complexity of the institution in the tragic genre more generally, but they do

not undermine its importance.

239 See 551-3, discussed above.

240 1656-7.

241 1653-4.

242 This is hardly surprising; see chapter 5 for a full discussion of the emphatically different conduct of gods
as fathers to mortals in tragedy.
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6.3. Conclusion

The fathers of tragedy are intensely varied, combining so many attributes and
activities that even the same individual can be assessed very differently by different
characters. The many distinctive interpretations of the nature and responsibilities of
fatherhood itself further reflect the elasticity and complexity of the role. Although, as we
have seen over the preceding chapters, this complexity can bring challenges and even
disasters to individuals attempting to reconcile fatherhood with other roles and
responsibilities, it also presents an opportunity. The highly variegated nature of tragic
fathers and fatherhood can be exploited by other characters in drama to advance their own
agenda or dispute that of another. These disputes over the paternal are hotly contested and
rarely decisive, but their prevalence in the genre underlines the importance of fatherhood
in tragedy. These arguments are worth having because fathers and fatherhood matter, and
can serve as a powerful motivation for the individual or as effective persuasion for others
around them. Fatherhood is worth contesting because the contradictions, challenges and
inadequacies of this role and the men who fulfil it in no way undermine its central

importance both on- and offstage.
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Conclusion

In concluding this thesis, we must seek unity in diversity. The fathers we have
discussed are weak and mighty, worn with age and flourishing in their prime, rulers and
subjects, heroes, exiles, and gods. This vast array of roles and responsibilities clashes
extensively with the demands of fatherhood in the genre, leading to innumerable conflicts.
The outcomes of these conflicts are themselves highly varied: fathers may ultimately
prioritise other roles over their paternity, as Agamemnon does at Aulis; suborn all other
concerns to their fatherly duty like Creon in Phoenician Women; or indeed proceed with
scant attention to the potential or actual conflict between their many responsibilities, like
Oedipus when he curses his sons with little regard for the consequences for his dutiful
daughters or the city of Thebes as a whole. This breadth of possibilities underlines the
considerable dramatic potential of fatherhood and its challenges, born of the variety of
fathers, dilemmas and decisions available to the poets of the genre. Not only is tragedy
rich in powerful instances of conflict within the family, but also, as this thesis
demonstrates, in conflict within individual family members, as the tragic father’s full
array of relationships, responsibilities and roles bring themselves to bear. The capacity
for considerable disagreement and variation in the presentation both of specific father-
figures and fatherhood more generally in the genre only reinforces this tendency to
conflict.

The complex and frequently conflicted nature of tragic fatherhood reflects its
classical Athenian context. As discussed in the introduction, Athenian fathers were
expected to fulfil a wide array of functions within both their family and the public life of
the democracy; they did not always prove equal to the task. In this light, the conflict

between, for instance, public and private duty faced by Agamemnon, Creon and Oedipus
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proves a more extreme but not totally alien counterpart to the struggles of many in these
plays’ original audiences. Tragic accounts of fatherhood do more than simply reflect
contemporary social issues, however. No roving hero or immortal god ever took their seat
in the Theatre of Dionysus, and yet, as we have seen, heroic and divine fathers such as
Heracles, Zeus and Apollo are often important to events upon the tragic stage. In these
works, the juxtaposition of something as everyday as fatherhood with beings so much
further up the cosmological scale has a deliberately jarring effect. The tragic depictions
of Heracles’ fatherhood in some ways ‘disenchant’ myth as tragedy so often does;! we
are confronted with the incongruity of so extreme a figure in a conventional domestic
setting and the extensive suffering this produces for all concerned. Tragic accounts of
divine fatherhood underscore that the intense anthropomorphism of Greek religious belief
does little to offset the disquietingly vast gulf between mortal and divine. For a classical
audience, tragedy’s deployment of conflicted fatherhood thus serves as an opportunity for
reflection upon one’s position in both the city and the cosmos.?

The number and variety of fathers in the genre justify this thesis’ focus upon them
but prevent it from being comprehensive in its coverage; a natural next step in research
on this topic would be to examine these remaining characters and assess their adherence
to or deviation from the conflicted fatherhood model.® Subsequently, there is room for
an examination of classical Athenian texts beyond tragedy in terms of role conflict,
particularly that of men. Classical Athens was an intensely patriarchal society which
operated on fundamental assumptions of male superiority, and yet this thesis has found
numerous examples in this society’s literature of, effectively, the shortcomings of male

characters in fulfilling their responsibilities. This is sometimes powerfully contrasted with

! Parker (2005), pp.140-1.

2 See e.g. Pelling (1997a), esp. pp.224-35, on tragedy as an opportunity for interrogating Athenian norms.
3 Euripides’ Andromache, featuring as it does three important father-figures — the absent Neoptolemus, the
obnoxious Menelaus, and the aged Peleus — would be an interesting place to start.
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the commitment of their female counterparts.* Is this all simply a reflection of the tragic
genre’s purposes? Do ‘pity and fear’ or ‘the tragic’ require failure and insoluble
dilemmas, particularly for male figures who are otherwise endowed with power and
agency? Or does this reflect a wider Athenian anxiety? Tragedy is not the only Athenian
literature to depict the disjunction of various spheres and responsibilities. Aristophanes’
Wasps, for example, depicts the strife which arises between father and son thanks to the
former’s obsessive participation in the great democratic institution of the lawcourts;® the
protagonist of Acharnians despairs of Athenian foreign policy and makes a private peace
with Sparta for himself and his family.® These are comic fantasies, but it is worth
considering whether, in line with the tragic evidence discussed in this thesis, they could
be taken as reflective of authentic contemporary concerns. Classical Athenian society
made extensive demands upon its men. An ideology of male supremacy including
expectations of civic participation, extensive military activity, and active control within
the household brings great responsibility in both public and private spheres, and requires
extremely (perhaps even implausibly) capable men to enact it.” This is naturally a
speculative hypothesis for now, but a broader examination of Athenian texts with
particular attention to instances of role conflict or role strain on the part of male characters
would go some way towards supporting or disproving it.

Given this thesis’ focus upon Greek tragedy, it is natural for democratic Athens

to dominate our thoughts, but disharmony between political and familial affairs does not

4 For example, the contrast between Agamemnon’s ultimate abandonment of his paternal responsibilities
and Clytemnestra’s surprising devotion as both a wife and mother in IA, see above, esp. ch.2.2.4.

5 Biles & Olson (2015) pp. xlvii-Ixii. Part of the son’s solution to his father’s mania for jury service and the
ensuing conflict between them is to bring that public institution within the home; one of the household dogs
is put on trial (760-1008).

& Ar. Ach. 130-3. On the political implications of Dicaeopolis’ actions, within and beyond the play, see
Olson (2002), pp.xI-lii.

" There were certainly citizens who were unwilling to fulfil all the expectations and obligations laid upon
them, particularly in public life; see e.g. Carter (1986); Christ (2006).
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stop at the Attic border. In Thucydides’ famed account of the Corcyrean civil war,® the
excesses of the great purge include fathers murdering their sons, and ties of kinship are
counted as secondary to those of political factionalism.® Many of the clearest conflicts
between domestic and public duty we have seen in this thesis affect the kings of tragedy,°
and in Athens’ great rival Sparta monarchy was not simply a feature of the mythical past
but an enduring component of the constitution throughout (and beyond) the classical
period.! This was a hereditary monarchy; the two kings had to belong to one of two royal
houses, the Agiads and the Eurypontids, and the process of succession was determined
by strict rules in which birth played a central role.'> For example, the Spartan king
Anaxandridas had two sons; Dorieus was considered the outstanding man of his
generation (t®v NAikwv / mdvtov tpdtoc, Hdt. 5.42), but the throne instead went to his
mad*® brother Cleomenes, because the succession was determined according to age rather
than ‘in accordance with excellence’ (kat’ avdpayadinv, 5.42).1* These succession laws
could also be manipulated in pursuit of personal vendetta or political goals; the same
Cleomenes conspired to have his co-ruler Demaratus deposed by having the latter
(falsely) declared illegitimate and thus ejected from office.® Such events provide a
historical counterpart to the succession conflicts which proved so damaging to tragic

Thebes,*® while the conduct of various Spartan kings provides interesting comparative

8 3.81-3; see Hornblower (1991), pp.477-9, Macleod (1983).

9 3.81.5, 3.82.6. On the echo here of an earlier depiction of social and moral disorder at Hes. WD 174-201,
esp. 182-6, see Edmunds (1975) pp.82-8, esp. p.86.

10'We have of course examined Agamemnon (ch.2), Creon, and Oedipus (ch.3) in such terms.

11 See Carlier (1984), pp.240-324 for a thorough account of Spartan monarchy.

12 Carlier (1984), pp.240-1.

13 Or so Herodotus says; Griffiths (1989) demonstrates the many elements of folktale and motif in the
account of Cleomenes and his madness.

14 ¢f. Hdt. 5.39, where Cleomenes’ succession is explicitly attributed to birth rather than excellence (00
Kot avopayadiny ... GAAL KaTd YEVOG)

15 Hdt. 6.64-70. This remarkable narrative includes one of very few serious allegations of corruption at the
Pythia (6.66; see Hornblower & Pelling (2017) ad loc.) and a dramatic encounter between Demaratus and
his mother as she swears to his legitimacy and explains the variable length of human gestation; Hornblower
& Pelling (2017), pp.177-81.

16 See ch. 3.3.
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material for considering tragic depictions of the conflict between paternal and public duty.
To name but one example from the early fourth century, Agesilaus’ controversial
intervention to prevent the execution of the father of his own son’s beloved was presented
as a response to his son’s entreaties.!” A more thoroughgoing examination of such
material would provide a broader context for the anxiety over role conflict which we have
identified in Greek tragedy and hypothesised in Athenian society.

These are all possible avenues for future research. In the meantime, we are left
with a clear picture of the prevalence and prominence of conflicted fatherhood in Greek

tragedy.

7 Plut. Ages. 25; X. Hell. 5.4.25-34, although he presents his hero Agesilaus’ calculation of Sparta’s own
interest as playing a significant part in his verdict (32-3); see Cartledge (1987), pp.136-8 on the incident.
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