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ABSTRACT

This thesis discusses the depiction of rulers in Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides. It
aims to demonstrate the complexity and variety both of the ideas underlying the
presentation of these rulers (Part One) and of how the playwrights use these ideas to
depict these rulers (Part Two).

Chapter 1 presents the first detailed study of the features shared between rulers in
Herodotus and tragedy. Chapter 2 provides a fresh analysis of how the idea of
tyrannis was used in Athenian political and intellectual life, before examining how
tragedy fits into this context. Chapter 3 examines how the depiction of tragic rulers
draws on ideas current in the Athenian democracy, especially concerning leadership
and obedience. Chapter 4 argues that, since many tragic plots revolve around
supplication and punishment, the depiction of tragic rulers is greatly affected both by
the plays’ plots and by contemporary conceptions of supplication and punishment.

After setting out a framework for discussing characters in tragedy (Introduction to
Part Two), there follow case studies on five rulers. Chapter 5, on Aeschylus, argues
that Eteocles (Seven Against Thebes) can best be understood in light of certain
conceptions concerning the behaviour of warriors in epic, and that the presentation of
Agamemnon (Agamemnon) draws on ideas about basileia current in the early fifth
century. Chapter 6 presents a comparison of Sophocles” Creon (Antigone) and
Oedipus (Oedipus Tyrannus), exploring how Sophocles uses similar underlying ideas
to depict them, while nevertheless presenting them differently in moral terms.
Chapter 7, on Pentheus in Euripides” Bacchae, considers how Euripides’ technique in
presenting him resembles Sophocles’.

The thesis provides many novel observations about fifth-century political thought,
about the relationship of tragedy to its political and intellectual context and to other
genres (epic, lyric, historiography), and about the tragic playwrights” technique in
presenting characters.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

I. Purpose and aims

This thesis investigates the depiction of rulers in the plays of Aeschylus, Sophocles,
and Euripides. Rulers are one of the most prominent groups of characters in tragedy,
occurring in the majority of extant plays. The plays are often deeply concerned with
the decisions that they make, which can be of great moral importance given the
power which the rulers often possess over other characters. In several plays where the
ruler is a main character, the moral interest of the play is so strongly focused on this
ruler that any interpretation of the play must necessarily depend to a considerable
degree on the depiction of this ruler. This is especially true of the five plays
considered in detail in the second half of this thesis: scholars” views of each have in
equal measure depended on and determined their views of the rulers in them
(Eteocles in Aeschylus’ Seven Against Thebes, Agamemnon in Aeschylus” Agamemnon,
Creon in Sophocles” Antigone, Oedipus in Sophocles’” Oedipus Tyrannus, and Pentheus
in Euripides’ Bacchae). Understanding the depiction of rulers in tragedy is, then,

essential for understanding these plays.

The depiction of tragic rulers is also, however, an interesting intellectual and literary
phenomenon in its own right. In fifth-century Athens, there were no sole rulers, since
Athens was governed democratically.! The Athenians did have officials (&oxovteg)
and generals (otoatnyot), but these held office temporarily and accountably, and
never held full power over Athens on their own. Yet the traditional legends, which
the Athenians knew through epic and lyric poetry and other oral storytelling, were
full of sole rulers, and the tragedians based their plots on these legends.
Consequently, in depicting these legendary rulers in their plays, the tragic
playwrights did not have one single dominant model: they drew eclectically on a
wide variety of ideas which were available to them, and which they could expect

their audiences to understand.

150 e.g. Easterling 1984:33.



This is enough to make tragic rulers an unusual and fascinating literary phenomenon.
However, precisely because the playwrights depicted rulers by drawing eclectically
on different sources, the depiction of rulers is also a remarkable phenomenon in
intellectual-historical terms. That is to say, much of these plays’ engagement with
contemporary thought, especially political thought, takes place in relation to the
depiction of rulers. Studying the depiction of rulers consequently teaches us much
about how fifth-century tragedy fitted into its political and intellectual context.
Indeed, the plays occasionally draw our attention to aspects of fifth-century thought

that might otherwise elude us.

Until now, however, investigation of tragic rulers has been disparate and
unsystematic. Much important work can be found in articles or books concerning
individual plays or playwrights. Such discussions, acutely aware of these works’
literary complexity, often do justice to the moral issues surrounding individual rulers;
however, being focused on individual plays, they generally cannot place these rulers
within the phenomenon of tragic rulers as a whole. Most scholars who have taken a
broader view have studied not rulers in tragedy, but tyrants in tragedy.? These
scholars have maintained that certain tragic rulers (such as Sophocles” Creon and
Euripides’ Pentheus) are ‘tragic tyrants’, instantiating a prototypical ‘figure of the
tyrant’, who displays certain conventional negative features. Within the Athenian
democracy, it is suggested, the presentation of such characters had a particular
ideological function: by representing democracy’s ideological opposite, tyranny, on

stage, tragedy played a role in democratic Athens’ self-definition. Such studies have

2 Berve 1967:1.192-202; Lanza 1977; Giorgini 1993:149-168, 193-211, 245-262; Edmunds 2002;
Seaford 2003; T. Graham 2017 (doctoral supervisor: P. Burian); Ugolini 2017, especially 457-
458. Lanza 1977, which I have built on especially in Chapter 1, has perhaps been most
influential, and also covers many topics not discussed here (e.g. the relationship between
‘tyrant’ figures in tragedy and Plato; the reception of the ‘tyrant’ in later literature).
Limitations of space prevent me from discussing Polyphemus in Euripides’ Cyclops, whom
O’Sullivan 2005 regards as displaying ‘tyrannical” aspects.

Earlier analyses of particular tragic rulers as ‘tyrants’ include Sheppard 1916:75,
1922:xli-lviii; Thomson 1929; Bowra 1944:72-78; Podlecki 1966.

Zeitlin 1986, who, discussing the presentation of Thebes in tragedy, sees Thebes as
‘the paradigmatic home of tyrants’ (122), has also had widespread influence.



revealed many conventional features shared between different tragic rulers, often also
shared with rulers in Herodotus. However, since such studies designedly focus on
these recurrent negative features, it is not their concern to account for the full
complexity of the depiction of tragic rulers. Consequently, they take little account
either of other strands in contemporary thought that the playwrights drew upon in
depicting these same rulers, or of the moral and characterisational complexity with
which the playwrights have presented them. No substantial recent study has taken
rulers in general in tragedy (as opposed to tyrants) as its subject, although some

dissertations did so in the early twentieth century.?

The present thesis examines rulers in fifth-century tragedy as an intellectual-historical
and literary phenomenon. Its aim is to present (in Part One) an account of the most
important ideas that underlie the depiction of tragic rulers, and to explain in detail (in
Part Two) how these ideas are used by Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides to depict
five specific rulers, namely Eteocles in Seven Against Thebes, Agamemnon in
Agamemnon, Creon in Antigone, Oedipus in Oedipus Tyrannus, and Pentheus in
Bacchae. The overall argument of this thesis is that the variety and complexity both of
the ideas underlying the depiction of rulers in tragedy and of the playwrights” actual

depiction of these rulers is very great. By describing this variety and complexity, we

3 Heim 1904 (doctoral supervisor: A. Roemer); Blum 1940 (doctoral supervisor: J. Mewaldt);
Nauhardt 1940:43-83 (a doctoral thesis; the preface thanks M. Pohlenz, K. Deichgraber, and U.
Knoche); van Groningen 1941 (not a doctoral thesis); Callahan 1944 (doctoral supervisor: W.
Jaeger); Meuli 1945 (doctoral supervisor: E. Howald). Heim 1904 is often helpful, the others
occasionally.

These dissertations are also interesting from the perspective of the history of
scholarship. Blum 1940, which interacts considerably with contemporary ideas about what a
Fiihrer should be, would reward attention from a scholar knowledgeable about Austria in the
Nazi period. Blum, categorised as a Mischling 1. Grades, was prevented from receiving his
doctorate until 1945 (Posch 2008). Nauhardt 1940, reviewed in glowing terms by Oldfather
1941, subscribes his preface ‘Im Felde’; according to the website of the Volksbund Deutsche
Kriegsgriberfiirsorge (volksbund.de/graebersuche.html), he was reported missing in Poland at
the start of 1945.

Easterling 1984 is a judicious but brief survey, which captures nicely the full range in
the presentation of tragic rulers, rightly singling out Agamemnon in Aesch. Ag., Creon in
Soph. Ant. and Oedipus in Soph. OT as particularly complex figures (1984:42-44). Atack 2020
contains one chapter on drama (39-67), discussing Aeschylus’ Persians and Suppliants,
Euripides’ Suppliants and Erechtheus, Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus, and Aristophanes” Wasps
and Birds.



can learn much both about the thought-world of fifth-century Greece and about the

ways in which the tragic playwrights presented characters.

It should be noted that, although this thesis discusses in detail many political ideas
present in tragedy, it does not rely on or aim to advance a specific view of the
political or ideological function of tragedy in general within the Athenian polis. So
much has been said about this topic by recent scholars that it would be difficult to
add anything worthwhile. Also, since the validity of this thesis” arguments does not
in fact depend on a specific view of this matter, setting out such a view might create
the false impression that my conclusions are dependent on it, and might thereby

undermine their credibility.*

In this Introduction, I provide an overview of what I consider the nature of the
phenomenon under investigation to be. This is intended to indicate transparently and
discuss briefly the many important issues that cannot be investigated in detail within
a doctoral thesis of limited length, and to make it easier for the reader to fit the

detailed arguments in the chapters that follow into the bigger picture.

This Introduction also aims to explain the terminology used by fifth-century Greeks
to refer to rulers, especially since elsewhere I have preferred not to adopt a strongly

lexical approach.

4 I am most in sympathy with Pelling 1997, 2000:164-188, Said 1998, and Allan and Kelly
2013:77-92, who all emphasise the variety of tragedy (and its original audience): the ways in
which tragedy is political or ideological differ in different cases.

With Griffith’s articles (1995, 1998, 2005, 2011), which emphasise the sympathy and
admiration that Athenian audiences may have felt for tragedy’s elite legendary figures, I am
partially, but not entirely, in sympathy; cf. Carter 2007:44-49; Allan and Kelly 2013:95, 99.
However, since this thesis does not seek to generalise regarding tragedy’s ideology or social
function, but focuses on detailed questions of intellectual history and characterisational
technique, I have not presented any detailed response to this work (although I have
occasionally cited it on individual points).



II. Overview of ideas associated with rulers

Tragic rulers are, inevitably, presented in terms of ideas about rulers available in
tifth-century Athens. These are highly culturally specific, and are the direct product
of the historical and political context. They may be divided into those deriving from
the Greeks’ legends, those deriving from oral traditions concerning the seventh and

sixth centuries, and those deriving from the political environment of the fifth century.

1. We can assume that Greek legend, up to the fifth century, was recounted primarily
in two forms—poetry and non-poetic oral storytelling.> Our knowledge of the poetic
tradition, consisting of the Iliad, Odyssey, and other surviving epic and lyric material,
is substantial but partial. We know little about the non-poetic oral storytelling of
legends. All extant tragedies except Aeschylus’ Persians are set within the world of
Greek legend (although specific plots are often invented by the playwright).
Consequently, the vast majority of tragic rulers are pre-existing legendary figures. It
is generally impossible to assess the extent to which the depiction of any given ruler
in tragedy draws on or resembles earlier depictions of the same figure, because there
is no extant tragedy (except the fourth-century Rhesus) for the plot of which we have a
full narrative account of earlier date in which the protagonists are presented in a
detailed fashion. Some characters depicted in the Iliad or Odyssey do appear in
tragedy in different contexts (Agamemnon, Menelaus, Ajax, Odysseus, Achilles), and
can fruitfully be compared with their epic antecedents. In particular, these characters
are often placed in similar situations to those in which they are found in epic, and it

has sometimes been argued that they are characterised similarly.®

5 In using the word ‘legend’, rather than ‘myth’, to refer to ‘traditional stories about allegedly
historical events of the human past’ (W. Hansen 2002:25-26 n. 2), I follow the standard
terminology of scholars of oral traditions (including e.g. Edmunds 1983, 1985; W. Hansen
2002). Since I discuss oral traditions in some detail in Chapter 1, it seems best to adopt this
usage, even though it runs against that of most Anglophone scholarship on Greek literature.

¢ The tragedians’ adaptation of epic characters has been studied unsystematically, except by
Aélion 1983:11.327-352. On Odysseus, however, see Stanford [1954] 1963:102-117; Worman
2002:115-122, 135-148; Schein 2013:20-23, and on Soph. Phil. 96-9; Jouanna [2007] 2018:331-333.
On Ajax in Sophocles” Ajax, see e.g. Kirkwood 1965; Winnington-Ingram 1980:15-19; Jouanna
[2007] 2018:320-328. Agamemnon is discussed usefully by van Erp Taalman Kip 1971, Griffin



However, tragedy is not period drama, or pastiche of epic.” Although the poetic
language of tragedy contains features which may recall epic and thereby give the
world of tragedy a legendary colouring,® the tragic playwrights do not reproduce the
moral and political thought-world of the Iliad and Odyssey. In particular, in epic the
role of the ruler is conceptualised in a highly distinctive way: he rules in consultation
with the community;® his role centres not only on military action, but also on
conducting sacrifices and administering justice;'® rule is hereditary, but not firmly
so;!! the ruler, called anax and basileus in the singular, is surrounded by but distinct
from the broader group of elite men, who are called basilees in the plural (sometimes
véoovteg).”2 The ruler often has a staff or sceptre (oxnnroov),”® and, especially in the
case of Agamemnon, his rule is seen as deriving from Zeus.!* The ruler is said to
possess privileges (Yéoac), and is regarded as the object of honour (tiur}) and respect

(atdwg).1®

These features are hardly ever replicated in tragedy. The political world of Sophocles’
and Euripides” Trojan War plays (Ajax, Philoctetes; Hecuba, Trojan Women, Iphigenia at
Aulis) is generally far removed from epic, and often recalls contemporary Athenian
political and military life.’* However, the symbols of epic basileia are applied to Xerxes
in a passage of Aeschylus’ Persians;'” in Agamemnon, Agamemnon is described as
possessing a skeptron, as having time, and as deriving his rule from Zeus;'® in

Sophocles” Electra, Agamemnon’s skeptron makes a vivid appearance in

1990, Fartzoff 1993; less interesting are Scholtze 1939:72-107, Blum 1940:72-113, H. F. Graham
1952:66-115.

7 See Easterling 1985.

8 Stanford 1942:17-27; Bergson 1956; Sideras 1971.

9 Ruzé 1989:221-223; van Wees 1992:31-36; Raaflaub 1997:8-20.

10 Carlier 1984:162-177.

11 Van Wees 1992:281-294.

12 Carlier 1984:145-150; van Wees 1992:31-32, 274-276; Raaflaub 1997:13-14; cf. Luraghi
2013a:14-15.

13 Easterling 1989; van Wees 1992:276-280; Unruh 2011.

14 Luraghi 2013¢:133-134; Desmond 2018:42-52.

15 Carlier 1984:151-162; R. P. Martin 1984:41-43; Yamagata 1994:127-129; Cairns 2018.

16 Cf. pp. 10-11 below.

17 Aesch. Pers. 762-764, with Hall ad loc..

18 Cf. pp. 171-172.



Clytaemestra’s dream;"” and the Chorus of Philoctetes hails Neoptolemus with an

elaborate evocation of epic basileia.’

However, as only Heim seems to have observed, the depiction of tragic rulers, despite
rarely drawing on epic conceptions of rulers in detail, has a fairly substantial
legendary colouring.?' The skeptron and thronos are common as symbols of rule in all
three playwrights, and, although in epic skeptra and thronoi are not exclusively
associated with rulers,? their association with rulers in tragedy probably does help to
give these rulers legendary colouring.?® The frequent use of the word anax and the
occasional use of the word koiranos, both used in epic, probably also impart a
legendary colour.?* Indeed, even such commonplace features as the presence of

retinues of slaves and attendants serving the ruler,” or Choruses of elders who

19 Soph. El. 417-423; cf. Easterling 1989:115-116.
0 éxva yap TEXVAC £TéQag MQOUXEL Kal Yvwpa maQ’ Otw To Oelov Alog oknmTQOV
dvaooetal o& &, ® TEKVoV, 160 EANALOEeV AV KQATOG WYVYLOV* TO oL EVVETE TL O0L XQEWV
vmovoyetv (Soph. Phil. 138-143). It is curious that Neoptolemus is the object of such an
extensive evocation of epic basileia, especially since he is not otherwise conspicuously treated
as a ruler. But the Chorus, composed of Neoptolemus’ loyal sailors, does not know that he is
acting on Odysseus’ instructions rather than using his own téxva and yvwua, or that he is
taking orders (925-926, 1010, cf. 6) rather than exercising his own kpatog. So there is perhaps
some irony here.
21 This paragraph summarises points made by Heim 1904:19-26, 92. Some of Heim’s points,
however, are based on unconvincing references (cf. Bengl 1929:23 n. 1); I have therefore been
selective.
2 S50 Geddes 1984:35; Unruh 2011:279.
2 The Atreids frequently have skeptra (Aesch. Ag. 43, 374; Eum. 626; Soph. El. 420, 651; Eur. EL
11, 321, IT 187, 235, Or. 237, 1058, IA 311, 412, 1194) and thronoi (Aesch. Ag. 43, 109, 260, and cf.
1054 with p. 184 n. 133 below; Cho. 572, 975; Soph. El. 267); much is made of Aegisthus’ seizure
of these symbols. Oedipus, Creon, and Oedipus’ sons often have skeptra (Eur. Phoen. 52, 73, 80,
514, 591, 601, 1253; Soph. OC 425, 448-449, 1354) or thronoi (Soph. Ant. 166, 173, 533, OT 237,
399-400, OC 368, 375, 425, 448-449, 1293, 1354, 1380). Other cases: Aesch. Pers. 297, 762-764,
775, Supp. 374; Soph. Phil. 140; Eur. Andr. 23, 588, 1223, HF 167, 213, 1167, Tro. 150, Ion 578, 660,
1572, 1619, Antiope fr. 223.17-18, 109-110, Melanippe Wise fr. 481.5. Non-rulers with skeptra or
thronoi are fewer, but do occur. Zeus (as ruler of the gods) frequently has a skeptron or thronos.
Normally skeptra and thronoi appear separately; they appear together only at Aesch.
Suppl. 374, Ag. 43, and Soph. OC 425, 448-449, 1354, as well as Pind. Pyth. 4.152 (on which cf. p.
172 below), as M. L. West 1997:563 notes. (West suggests that their coupling at Aesch. Supp.
374 may be a Near Eastern element; cf. p. 99 n. 7 below.)
2 M. Schmidt 2006:442-443 considers this already to be true of these words in the Iliad and
Odyssey.
% Heim 1904:20 rightly notes the archaising words duweg and omdoveg (along with ontadoi);
cf. Sideras 1971:68, 139. M. Schmidt 2006:441-442 considers duwec to be an archaism
conveying a legendary colouring already in the Iliad and Odyssey.
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loyally advise the ruler,? probably help to make the rulers of tragedy seem more like
those of epic. Passages where rulers are said to be the object of honour (tiur}) and
reverence (0épag),” or which emphasise their greatness by calling them blessed
(naxdoior), renowned (kAewvol), or the like,? may perhaps evoke the traditional
majesty of legendary rulers, even though these words are not in themselves epic
vocabulary.?” These elements do not closely correspond with epic, but nevertheless

combine to bestow on these rulers a certain legendary and epicising grandeur.

Some Euripidean passages provide brief but explicit descriptions of the authority of
Agamemnon or Menelaus over the Trojan expedition. In Helen, Menelaus says that he
led the army against Troy ‘not as a tyrannos nor commanding by force, but leading
the young men of Greece with their consent (éxovot).”* Similarly, in Orestes, Orestes
declares that he is the son of Agamemnon, “who ruled Greece not as a tyrannos, but
because he was thought worthy, although he did acquire a certain divine strength.”!

Electra and Iphigenia at Aulis also contain passages describing Agamemnon being

% As Heim 1904:24 says, these elders’ position seems quite formalised when they are called
npéoPoc Agyeiwv (Aesch. Ag. 855, 1393), ovykAntov tjvde yepovtwv ... Aéoxnv (Soph. Ant.
159-160, although cf. T. Graham 2017:138-139), ®nfnc dvaktec (Ant. 988), xwoag dvokteg
(OT 911), to?d” €pogot xwoag (OC 145), ync avaxtes (OC 831).

Sideras 1971:189 plausibly maintains that Aesch. Supp. 905, Eum. 399, and fr. 451q.9
are based on the epic formula Agyeiwv 1yrjtogeg 1de pédovreg (e.g. Il 11.79).
7 On the difference between time and sebas, see Cairns 1993:206-214. Passages where a ruler is
the object of time or sebas are concentrated in Aesch. Ag. (p. 171 n. 81 below), and are rarer
elsewhere: Soph. Aj. 667, 670 (Atreids), Ant. 166 (house of Laius), 744-745 (Creon remarks that
he has o¢Pacg for his own apxadi, setting up Haemon’s rejoinder that Creon’s 0épag is no true
oéPac if it involves disrespecting the gods; cf. Dalfen 1977:16-17), OT 1203-1204 (Oedipus);
Eur. Dictys fr. 337 (ur] velkog, @ yeoalé, Kowpdvolc tibov- oéfev d& TOUG KQATOUVTAG
apxatog vopoc); IA 633 (Agamemnon, addressed by Clytaemestra, widely deleted partly on
the grounds that the word oépag is not so used in Eur.; cf. Collard and Morwood ad loc.); cf.
Bacch. 319-321.
28 Example of paxagioc: Eur. El. 709 (Atreus and Thyestes). Examples of kAewvdc: Soph. OT 8,
1207 (Oedipus; cf. p. 206); Eur. IT 142, Tro. 358, Or. 17, Hel. 392 (Atreids), Phoen. 283 (Eteocles).
These examples (with others, some less plausible): Heim 1904:21-23.
2 On kAewvog, see Bergson 1956:194-196.
3 tvoavvog ovdE mEOg Plav otoatnAatwv, ékovot O dofac ‘EAAAdog veaviag (Eur. Hel.
395-396). The manuscripts’ ovdev yields ‘a tyrannos not in any respect commanding by force’,
but Dobree’s o0d¢ is universally accepted, because of the parallelism with Eur. Or. 1168
(Kannicht, Burian ad loc.).
31 6¢ ‘EAAG&dOC 1oE” déuwBeic, oL TOpavvog, AN Suws dwunv Beob Twv’ €0’ (Eur. Or. 1167-
1169; cf. Kovacs’ translation). The latter phrase, reminiscent of epic (Biehl, Di Benedetto ad
loc.), perhaps recalls the notion that Agamemnon’s power derived from Zeus.
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chosen as general by the Greeks.®> We cannot be sure why, or on what authority,
Euripides chose to present Agamemnon and Menelaus as elected generals
commanding an army of free soldiers. He may have done so to assimilate them to
contemporary Athenian generals;*® he may also have been aware of the notion, later
articulated in Aristotle, that the basileiai of the heroic period were over willing

subjects (éxovowat), unlike archaic and classical tyrannides.>*

Tragic rulers, then, are generally not depicted in terms of epic ideas concerning rulers.
It will, however, be necessary to take epic fully into account when we consider

Aeschylus’ Eteocles and Agamemnon in Chapter 5.

2. In the fifth century, various oral stories circulated concerning the events that had
taken place during the past two centuries. These often concern rulers of Greek poleis
during the seventh and sixth centuries or Eastern rulers of the seventh, sixth and
early fifth centuries; Herodotus recounts many such stories.®> Since the recording of
such stories in writing is not known before Herodotus, and since fifth-century Greece
was an oral culture, such stories probably constituted most fifth-century Greeks” only
source of knowledge about events before their own births. These stories, which may
have arisen as hostile traditions following the fall of each ruler,® are generally

unfavourable towards them.

Various elements which the stories in Herodotus recurrently associate with rulers are

also found in fifth-century tragedy. These shared elements, which are explored in

% Eur. EI. 1082, IA 84-86.
3 Similarly Roemer 1904:585; Heim 1904:30-31; Allan on Eur. Hel. 395-6. The sentiment behind
éxovol 0 dpfac EAA&dog veavioug (Eur. Hel. 396) might perhaps be compared with the
words with which, according to Plutarch, Pericles addressed himself whenever he assumed
the generalship: modoexe, IlepikAews: €AevBépwv apxels, EAAvVwv Agxels, moAttv
ABnvaiwv (Plut. Mor. 813d-814a).

Thucydides” account of Agamemnon’s rule, though equally anachronistic, is different
(Thuc. 1.9; cf. Kannicht on Eur. Hel. 395-6).
3 govotal Te kal mATOLAL YIYVOpEVaL kata vouov, Arist. Pol. 111.1285b5; cf. also Thuc. 1.13.1.
% General discussions of the oral nature of Herodotus” sources include Murray 1987; C. G.
Thomas 1988; Gould 1989:19-41; Hornblower 2002; Luraghi [2005] 2013b.
% So (in different ways) Salmon 1984:186-187, 197-198; Lavelle 1993:22-26, 114-125; cf. Luraghi
2014:71-75, 2015:79-80.
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Chapter 1, include moral patterns (especially the fall of the ruler from olbos to ate),
and various recurrent behaviours and story patterns. In my view, the presence of
these elements in both genres should probably be seen primarily as the result of the

influence of the story tradition on the playwrights (especially Sophocles).

3. By the early fifth century, only a few sole rulers were in power in the Greek world,
including in Sicily, Macedon and Cyrene. Thanks to surviving odes written by Pindar
and Bacchylides in celebration of Hieron of Syracuse (who ruled from 478 to 467), we
have a partial sense of the ideas and conceptions that could be employed in this
period to portray sole rule in a positive light (something which we lack for earlier sole
rulers). These ideas and conceptions are not generally reflected in Greek tragedy, but
I will argue in Chapter 5 that they are reflected in the depiction of Agamemnon in

Aeschylus” Agamemnon.

The tragic playwrights also naturally had access to all the ideas current in the political
life of the fifth-century Athenian democracy. These ideas are of many different kinds,

and I devote Chapters 2-4 to these.

Firstly, the notion of tyrannis had considerable importance in fifth-century Athens.
From the early fifth century, the Athenians kept alive a vivid memory of the fall of the
Peisistratid rulers (in 510), especially by celebrating Harmodius and Aristogeiton,
who had killed Hipparchus, the brother of the tyrannos Hippias, in 514. Furthermore,
on some occasions in the late fifth century, there seems to have been widespread fear
of tyrannis at Athens, and aspiring to become a tyrannos was employed as a political
accusation. In addition, late in the fifth century we begin to see the notion of tyrannis
being used, both in political and in intellectual contexts, as a metaphor for power in
general. I discuss all these uses of tyrannis in Chapter 2. My conclusion (a surprising
one, given a widespread tendency among scholars to suppose that the depiction of
tragic rulers is closely connected to the Athenians’ institutional antipathy to tyrannis)
is that tragedy makes contact with these contemporary ideas about tyrannis only

occasionally, and not systematically or continually.
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Secondly, the Athenians had a variety of ideas concerning what constituted good and
bad leadership, and also concerning the obedience owed to the holders of offices
(&oxat), especially in the military sphere. Such ideas are used liberally in fifth-century
tragedy. In some cases, this produces problems of anachronism, of which (in my
view) the tragic playwrights were aware, and to which they adopted various
solutions, enabling them to preserve the legendary colour of the world of the play,
but also to present the events of the play to their audience in contemporary political

terms. I discuss how the playwrights do this in Chapter 3.

Furthermore, most tragic rulers appear in plots that involve the ruler either admitting
suppliants into the polis or inflicting harm on his subjects. Consequently, the
presentation of rulers is affected not only by the nature of the plots in which they
appear, but also by the contemporary conceptions of supplication and punishment

that underlie such plots. This is discussed in Chapter 4.

The complexity and variety of the conceptions underlying the portrayal of rulers in
tragedy is, then, considerable. Indeed, besides the conceptions discussed in Chapters
1-4, which are recurrent in tragedy, there are many more which we will have to take
into account in Chapters 5-7, especially those which have no inherent connection to
rulers or rule, or which appear only in the presentation of one or two rulers. This
thesis, without aspiring to absolute comprehensiveness, aims to present a reasonably
detailed picture of the underlying ideas that bear most significantly on the depiction

of rulers in fifth-century tragedy.

III. Terminology

IILi. The range of the words anax, basileus, and tyrannos

In fifth-century tragedy, the main words used to refer to sole rulers are anax (poetic

only), basileus, and tyrannos. Fundamentally, all three designate a person ruling over
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a group of people; each has a cognate verb (dvacow, Bacilevw, Tvgavvevw) taking
the genitive of the people or place ruled. The abstract noun tyrannis (never basileia in
extant tragedy®) refers to what a ruler possesses, i.e. ‘rule’. Cognate adjectives
(BaoiAetog, PaociAucog, Tvpavvikog) are applied to what belongs to, or is proper to, a
ruler. A woman belonging to a ruler’s family may be called basileia (sometimes basilis)
or tyrannos (only in Euripides). Various other words for rulers are occasionally used,
such as koiranos (verb kowavéw), monarchos and tagos. Other verbs are also used
(including doxw, koatéw, 1yovuat), and we sometimes see the participle archon,

which was habitually used substantively to refer to democratic officials at Athens.

The playwrights” usage can only be understood in the context of that of earlier and
contemporary writers. I focus on the most common words, anax, basileus and

tyrannos: tyrannos poses most problems.

In epic, anax and basileus are both commonly used of legendary rulers,® as also in
lyric.¥ By the seventh century, however, Greek poleis no longer had rulers called
basileis, except for Cyrene, the Cyprian poleis, and Sparta (where there were two),
although in other poleis (including Athens) the basileus or basileis were officials with
limited powers.® In the seventh century, though, a new political phenomenon
emerged of individuals taking power in Greek poleis, and a new word, tyrannos,
became primarily applied to these Greek rulers (although the earliest attestation of
tyrannis, in the seventh-century poet Archilochus, is usually understood to refer to the

rule of the Lydian Gyges),* and the archaic poets habitually use tyrannos, alongside

37 Carlier 1984:236.

3% On the distinctions between anax and basileus in epic, see Carlier 1984:142-150, 215-230 (a full
list); Yamagata 1997; Carlier 2006; M. Schmidt 2006.

¥ For basileus, e.g. Alc. fr. 38a.5; Stesichorus fr. 180; Pind. Ol. 6.47. For anax, e.g. Stesichorus fr.
88.1; Pind. Nem. 3.33.

4 See Drews 1983:116-128; Carlier 1984:325-484. Drews denies that the basileis of Cyrene and
Sparta should be regarded as rulers, but see Carlier 1984:474-476, 503-505, Malkin 1994:113-
114, Mitchell 2000 (on Cyrene); Cartledge 2001 (on Sparta). On the Cypriot basileis, see lacovou
2006.

4 Archil. fr. 19, which the ancients themselves seem to have thought the earliest instance (V.
Parker 1998:149-151, with references); cf. T. Graham 2017:21-34. (Sir 2020:148, however,
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monarchos, to refer to sole rulers of poleis in their own day.*? No extant source prior to
tragedy applies this word to legendary rulers. The word tyrannos is a designation and
not a title; no known ruler used it as a title, and it is never used to address rulers in
the vocative.® Indeed, such rulers may sometimes have been referred to as basileis,*
and Pindar applies the title basileus to Hieron of Syracuse (as well as implicitly
referring to him as a fyrannos).* A few cases also exist where a cognate of anax
(@vaoow) is seemingly applied to a ruler of this period.* For the most part, though, in
early sources tyrannos refers to sole rulers of Greek poleis from the seventh century

onwards, whereas anax and basileus refer to legendary rulers.

The historians Herodotus, Thucydides and Xenophon are absolutely consistent in
referring to legendary rulers as basileus (never tyrannos). When it comes to archaic
and classical rulers, the word used depends on the locality ruled. Greek rulers (except
in Macedon, Thessaly, Sparta, Cyrene, and Cyprus) are habitually called tyrannos,

non-Greek rulers basileus. This usage Thucydides and Xenophon maintain

considers tyrannis not to refer to Gyges’ rule here, arguing that ta I'byew and peydAng
TuEavVvidog are separate items renounced by the speaker.)

#2 Archil. fr. 19 refers to Gyges of Lydia, and it is unclear whether Xenophanes fr. 3.2 refers to a
Greek or a Lydian ruler; Archil. fr. 23.20 and Semon. fr. 7.69 are not specific. Alcaeus (frr. 348
and possibly 75) calls Pittacus of Mitylene tyrannos. The prospect of tyrannis is also used
within the context of a Greek polis at Solon fr. 33.6; [Thgn.] 1181, 1204 (lines which may be
inauthentic; cf. p. 45). (References from Koéiv 2016:18 nn. 74-75.)

# De Libero 1996:38.

# An oracle quoted in Herodotus, which may be old, calls Cypselus of Corinth basileus (Hdlt.
V.92¢.2, with Koiv 2016:16-17 n. 66, who provides references). A popular song cited at Plut.
Mor. 157d-e, of unknown date, calls Pittacus basileus (cf. V. Parker 1998:156-157, 170; T.
Graham 2017:12), and a mutilated fragment of Alcaeus contains basileus (fr. 5.14); see Kdiv
2016:29-32.

4 Cases of basileus: Pind. Ol. 1.23, 114; Pyth. 1.60, 68 (plural, referring also to Hieron’s expected
successors), 3.70. Cases of tyrannos: Pyth. 2.87, 3.85 (both generalisations; the latter implies
more clearly that Hieron is a tyrannos). It is disputed what nouns were used to refer to Hieron
in his day outside Pindar’s poetry. Bacchylides applies neither word to Hieron; Herodotus,
writing subsequently, uses both. See Oost 1976:224-232; Morgan 2015:14.

4 The word anax is not used in lyric poetry to refer to any ruler of this period, but avaoow is
reconstructed as applying to an uncertain Sicilian ruler (probably Gelon, Hieron or Polyzalus)
on the erased earlier text of CEG 397 = FD II1.4:452, the inscription that accompanied the
famous charioteer at Delphi (Adornato 2008; Morgan 2015:75-80). Archil. fr. 23.20 says, of an
unknown individual’s capture of a city, keivng avaocoe kat t[vgav]vinv éxe (as Kdiv 2016:21
points out in this connection). One inscription applies the verb dvacow to the damiourgoi at
Argos (SEG X1.336, quoted and discussed by Carlier 1984:394-395). Also, Aeschylus’ Persians
calls Darius and Xerxes anax.
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consistently.#” Herodotus generally maintains it, but occasionally diverges from it,
particularly when it comes to Greek rulers in southern Italy, Sicily, Cyprus, and

Macedon.

In maintaining that the distinction between basileis and tyrannoi is essentially
geographical (basileis being legendary or non-Greek rulers, and tyrannoi Greek rulers
of archaic or classical poleis), I disagree with scholars such as Ferrill, for whom
Herodotus’ distinction between basileis and tyrannoi is that tyrannoi are bad, usurping
or illegitimate rulers, basileis legitimate ones.* It is true that Herodotus’s work
contains many negative statements about fyrannoi, and that most tyrannoi in
Herodotus are illegitimate and most basileis legitimate—since, whereas Persia and
other eastern lands had an institution of legitimate kingship, most Greek poleis did
not. However, this does not entail that moral iniquity or illegitimacy is actually the
principle governing Herodotus’ usage. Herodotus refers to Greek rulers of poleis as
tyrannoi irrespective of their ethical qualities, and to non-Greek rulers as basileis even
if they are bad rulers or usurpers. On the small number of occasions where
Herodotus does call non-Greeks tyrannoi (19 times, by my count) or refers to rulers of
Greek poleis as basileis (11 times, excluding Sparta, etc.), it is not obvious that he does
so in the direction of the distinction which Ferrill draws; for instance, he calls the
good and legitimate ruler Croesus tyrannos. Most importantly, though, such cases are
numerically dwarfed by cases where Herodotus adheres to the geographical
distinction, calling non-Greek rulers basileis (699 times) and rulers of Greek poleis

tyrannoi (92 times, excluding Sparta, etc.).*” In maintaining that Herodotus draws this

4V, Parker 1998:164-165.

4 Ferrill 1978, followed by Baragwanath 2008:191 n. 56, Atack 2020:16, but rightly rejected by
V. Parker 1998:161-165; Koiv 2016:21 n. 90. My views on Herodotus’ usage largely coincide
with Carlier 1984:236-238.

4 19 cases where non-Greek rulers are referred to using tyrannos or cognates: the Lydians
Candaules (1.7.2; but his power is called faciAnin three times), Gyges (twice, at 1.14.1; but
eight times PaociA-), Ardys (1.15; twice PaotA-), and Croesus (1.6.1 and implicitly at 1.86.4;
seventeen times PaoiA-); the Medes Deioces (1.96.1, 1.96.2, 1.100.1; nine times PaoiA-),
Cyaxares (1.73.3; twice BaoiA-), and Astyages (1.109.4; fourteen times BaoiA-); Xerxes (VIL52.2,
VIIL.142.5; 172 times PaotA-); the Twelve Kings of Egypt (I1.147.4; four times Bao1A-); Aridolis
of Alabanda (VIL.195; never BaotA-); Pigres and Montanes, prospectively, over the Paeonians
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geographical distinction, though, I also disagree with Parker, who, in rejecting the
view that Herodotus maintains an ethical distinction, concludes that Herodotus drew

no distinction at all;*® the numbers show clearly that this is false.

Since archaic and fifth-century sources routinely call legendary rulers anax or basileus,
it is unsurprising that tragedy does so too, presumably making use of these words’
legendary connotations. In calling some legendary rulers tyrannos, however, tragedy

is unusual.’!

Regarding Aeschylus’ usage, opinion has been divided (as with Herodotus) between
Parker and others, who maintain that Aeschylus uses basileus and tyrannos

interchangeably,”? and Bengl and Parara, who maintain that Aeschylus uses basileus

(V.12.1; never PaoiA-); Labynetus of Babylon (1.77.2; never BaotA-); Artayctes (IX.119.1; never
BaoA-); Arganthonius of Tartessus (1.163.2; once BactA-).

11 cases where rulers of Greek poleis are referred to using basileus or cognates:
Polycrates of Samos (I11.42.2; but twice tvoavv-); Maeandrius of Samos (V.27.1; twice Tvoavv-
); Aristagoras of Miletus (V.35.1; three times tvpavv-); Telys of Sybaris (V.44.1; once Tvpavv-);
Cypselus of Corinth (V.92e.2, within a quoted oracle; twice tupavv-); Gelon of Syracuse
(VIL161.1; twice tugavv-); Lycophron of Corinth prospectively (IIL.52.4; never tvoavv-);
Aristophilides of Taras (III.136.2; never tvpavv-); Scythes of Zancle (V1.23.1; never tupavv-);
Damasithymus of Calyndus (VIIL.87.2; never tupavv-); Amphicrates of Samos (I11.59.4; never
TUEAVV-).

These numbers exclude legendary Greek rulers (always BaotA-, 25 times), Spartan
rulers (always BaotA-, 78 times), Thessalian rulers (BaotA- twice), rulers of Cyrene (BaotA- 6
times), Grinnus of Thera (faotA- twice) and Etearchus of Oaxus (faoiA- once). Cypriot rulers
are called PaoiA- (8 times) and tvgavv- (3 times). Macedonian rulers are called BaotA- (6
times) and Tvpavv- (3 times).

Since I have reached these numbers by manually counting TLG searches, some room
for human error must be allowed. Nonetheless, it seems manifest that cases where Herodotus
diverges from the geographical distinction are few in proportion to cases where he adheres to
it, and that no distinction between good and bad rulers, or legitimate rulers and usurpers,
explains the divergences from this pattern, which are rather miscellaneous (cf. Cassola
1985:25-27).

50 V. Parker 1998:161-165; similarly Waters 1971:6.

51 As Rood, Atack and Phillips 2020:66 note, the fact that this is “peculiar’ (idov) is noted in
Hypothesis II to Soph. OT: (dlov d¢ T memdvOaowv ol ped” ‘Ounpov momrai Tovg mEo TV
Towkwv Pacideic TVEAVVOLS TTEOCAYOQEVOVTES, OPE TOTE TOLOE TOD OVOUATOS €I TOUG
"EAANVag dtadoBévtog, kata Tovg AQXLAOX0L xo0voug, kabamep Inmiag 6 coplotic @nouv.
It is not clear whether this observation goes back to Hippias of Elis, or just the second half of
the sentence (Laks-Most 36 D26).

52 Andrewes 1956:22; V. Parker 1998:158 n. 52.
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for legitimate rulers and tyrannos for illegitimate ones.>® In my view, Aeschylus does
distinguish quite strongly between basileus and tyrannos. He uses basileus for the
legendary rulers Eteocles, Agamemnon and Menelaus, and for the Persian rulers in
Persians, but tyrannos and its cognates for the rule of Aegisthus and Clytaemestra in
the Oresteia.* This seems pointed, since the whole presentation of the rule of
Aegisthus and Clytaemestra seems to evoke contemporary Athenian ideas about
tyrannis and the killing of tyrannoi.® The fact that Aeschylus also applies the cognate
adjective (Tvpavvikog) to Agamemnon and Priam (once each) —perhaps because he
did not feel the adjective to be so strongly marked as the noun—hardly seems

sufficient to justify Parker’s wholesale rejection of the distinction.>

However, this does not necessarily mean that Aeschylus is distinguishing between
basileis and tyrannoi strictly on the basis of legitimacy, as Bengl and Parara suppose.
Such a view intrinsically loses plausibility if we accept (as I am inclined to) that no
other archaic or fifth-century author maintains such a distinction strictly based on
legitimacy. Moreover, if (as seems likely) Aeschylus has chosen the word tyrannos to
evoke the full range of connotations which this word possessed in the Athenian
context, the notion that Aeschylus is maintaining a distinction of legitimacy seems
reductive; rather, he calls Aegisthus a tyrannos to make him seem analogous to the
tyrannoi of archaic Greece, and to set him in contrast with Agamemnon, whose status
as a legendary ruler Aeschylus stresses by frequently and emphatically calling him

basileus.5

Prometheus Bound consistently uses tyrannos to refer to Zeus (never basileus).”® This

diverges markedly from ordinary usage, since other sources commonly refer to Zeus

% Bengl 1929:59-60; Berve 1967:1.193-194, 202, cf. 11.626; Parara 2010:78-83.

5 Aesch. Ag. 1355, 1365, 1633; Cho. 972.

5 See pp. 86-88.

5% Aesch. Ag. 479, 828.

57 Aesch. Ag. 113, 521, 783, 1346, 1489, 1513; Cho. 360, 724, 1070.

% So rightly Parara 2010:120. The playwright does, however, apply dvdoow (Prometheus Bound
202) and &vag (584) to Zeus.
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as anax and basileus,” but not tyrannos.®® This pointed use of tyrannos goes hand in
hand with the playwright’s application to Zeus of the traditional negative features
associated with many rulers in the tradition of stories about archaic rulers which I
discuss in Chapter 1.°* As in Aeschylus’ Oresteia, it seems likely that the playwright
chooses this word not just to indicate Zeus' illegitimate usurpation of power
(although this is certainly part of the picture), but also to create a broader and more
general analogy between Zeus and the rulers of archaic Greek poleis familiar from the

story tradition.

Sophocles continues to distinguish, up to a point, between basileis and tyrannoi.®? In
Ajax, he refers three times to Agamemnon and Menelaus as basileis, as in epic and
Aeschylus,® although he refers to the circle of counsellors around Agamemnon using
the cognate adjective of tyrannos (tvpavvikog), and has Agamemnon state that it is
not easy for a tyrannos to be pious.®* So basileus perhaps predominates here. In
Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus, though, Creon and Oedipus (along with Laius) are
referred to predominantly as tyrannoi, and only occasionally as basileis.®> Since, as
discussed in Chapter 1, Sophocles depicts Creon and Oedipus with many features
shared with the story tradition about archaic rulers, his usage here may reflect this. It

is perhaps also significant that Oedipus is not called tyrannos until around the point

% The Iliad and Odyssey do not call Zeus basileus, only anax (cf. Calhoun 1935; Yamagata 1997:1,
5), but basileus is common in other archaic and fifth-century poetry (references in Bruchmann
1893:126), and as a cult title (references in Jessen 1897).

60 Cf. Parara 2010:46-47, 55. Zeus is, though, referred to using tvoavv- at Gorg. Hel. 3 (Laks-
Most 32 D24; cited by Berve 1967:11.629); Soph. Colchides fr. 345, Polyxena fr. 524; Ar. Nub. 574,
Av. 1605, 1643, Plut. 124 (of which Birds and Wealth are thought to parody Prometheus Bound or
Prometheus Unbound: Herington 1963:239; T. Graham 2017:98-100). Cf. also Cratinus, Wealth-
Gods fr. 171.22 (with Herington 1963:236-237); Chirons fr. 258 (lampooning Pericles; cf. pp. 77,
86, with quotation).

61 So already, in essence, Thomson 1929:3.

62 Here I agree broadly (although not in all details) with Giorgini 1993:209-210.

6 Soph. Aj. 188, 390, 959.

6+ Soph. Aj. 749, 1350 (a generalisation; cf. pp. 21-22 below); cf. Polyxena fr. 524.3.

6 Creon is basileus at Soph. Ant. 155, 382, but tyrannos at 60, 506, 1056, 1169. Oedipus is basileus
only at OT 1202, but tyrannos at 380, 408, 513, 535, 541, 588, 592-593, 925, 939, 1094-1095. Laius
is basileus at OT 257, but tyrannos at 128, 799, 1043.
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in Oedipus Tyrannus at which he begins to display the anger and suspicion often

associated with rulers in these stories.s®

In Electra and Oedipus at Colonus, Sophocles distinguishes between basileis and
tyrannoi, never calling the same character by both titles. In Electra, Sophocles follows
Aeschylus in referring to Aegisthus as tyrannos, and in comparing Clytaemestra to a
tyrannos in a simile.”” In Oedipus at Colonus, Sophocles calls the Theban rulers (Creon,
Eteocles and Polynices) tyrannoi,® but calls Theseus basileus.® In this play, it is not
obvious that any connection is drawn with the tradition of stories about rulers
reflected in Herodotus, but Sophocles” use of the word tyrannos nevertheless seems
unsurprising, given his previous application of this same word to the Theban rulers
Creon and Oedipus in Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus. It is also unsurprising that
Sophocles chooses not to call Theseus tyrannos, given the associations of this word

with the Peisistratids within the specific context of Athens, where this play is set.

In Aeschylus and Sophocles, then, the words basileus and tyrannos sometimes overlap,
but are largely distinct, and it often seems possible to explain their usage. With

Euripides, matters are more difficult.

Firstly, Euripides conspicuously applies tyrannos and its cognate adjective
(tvoavvikog) not just to rulers, but also collectively to their families, wives,
daughters, palaces, and marriages (usages almost unknown in Aeschylus and
Sophocles), while also using basileus and its cognates in similar situations.” Indeed,

the only families not referred to using both words are families to whom Euripides

6 Soph. OT 380; Budelmann 2000:219 notes this.

¢ Soph. El. 661, 664.

6 Soph. OC 373, 448-449, 851, 1338.

 Soph. OC 67.

70 In Aeschylus and Sophocles, such idioms using aotA- occur several times (Aesch. Ag. 96,
157, 518, Cho. 343, 1065, fr. 388; PV 869; Soph. Ant. 941, 1172), but only once using tvoavv-
(Soph. Trach. 316).
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applies this usage twice or less often: his habitual practice seems to be to mix the

two.”

Furthermore, even discounting such collective usages, it is easy to see (from the list in
section IV below) that Euripides often refers to the same ruler as both basileus and
tyrannos. Unlike in Sophocles, it seems impossible to discern why any given ruler is

called basileus, tyrannos, or both: the two words seem almost entirely interchangeable.

Indeed, these words can be used in close proximity, by the same speaker, with
reference to the same ruler. The Chorus of Euripides’ Electra sings, ‘Now the old
basilees whom we love will rule (tvpavvevoovot) our land justly.””? When Menelaus
in Helen regrets that he, as a basileus, has to beg from other rulers (&AAouvg
tvodvvoug), the word ‘other’ (&dAAouc) clearly implies that he includes himself
among tyrannoi.”® Theseus in Suppliants, arguing against sole rule, begins by saying,
‘There is nothing worse for a polis than a tyrannos’,”* but then switches to basileus,

before referring to this ruler’s tyrannis again.”

Nor does Euripides use tyrannos where traditional negative features are alluded to,
and basileus where not; this is clear from Theseus” words. Similarly, although Creon in
Medea calls the traditionally harsh temper of a ruler ‘a tyrannos-like temper’ (Afua
tvoavvikov),”® the First Messenger in Bacchae refers to Pentheus’ temper as ‘an

excessively basileus-like manner” (10 faociAikov Alav), with similar force.”

In some contexts, however, the two words are never interchangeable, even in

Euripides. Above all, when a generalisation is made about rulers or rule in Euripides,

7t Euripides mixes PaoctA- and tugavv- to refer to ruling families, palaces, etc., throughout
Med., Andr., Phoen., Hel., Or., with scattered cases elsewhere.

72 vV Ol TAQOG ALETEQAS Yalag Tvpavvevoovat @idot BactAng ducalw (Eur. El 876-878).

73 Eur. Hel. 511-512.

7+ 0UdEV TLEAVVOL duopevEaTteQov TOAeL (Eur. Supp. 429).

75 Bur. Supp. 444, 446.

76 Eur. Med. 348.

77 Bur. Bacch. 671.
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as also in Sophocles, tyrannos and tyrannis are consistently used.” One can only guess
why; perhaps, since sole rulers in archaic and classical Greek poleis were habitually
called tyrannoi, this was, for archaic and classical Greeks, the most obvious term to
use when discussing sole rule in general. Furthermore, as elsewhere, no ruler is ever
addressed as tyrannos in the vocative: normally anax is used.” Occasionally other
factors arise. When, in Phoenician Women, Eteocles debates the merits of holding
power in a fashion that draws on contemporary intellectual debates, his use of the
word tyrannis reflects these debates, which always use this word in such contexts.®
Also, when in Helen and Orestes it is denied that the Atreids ruled as tyrannoi, this
perhaps reflects an awareness of the distinction later drawn by Aristotle between

tyrannis and the basileiai of the heroic period.®!

However, when Theseus in Suppliants declares that he is not a tyrannos, the point is
not that he is a good ruler rather than a bad one,® but rather —as he explicitly says—
that Athens is a democracy and not governed by a sole ruler at all.®* Euripides does
not call Theseus basileus either; in this, Theseus resembles Pelasgus in Aeschylus’

Suppliants.

78 No generalisations about tyrannoi or tyrannis occur in Aeschylus.

In Sophocles: Aj. 1350, Ant. 506-507, 1056, OT 541-542 and 873, Ajax the Locrian fr. 14,
Soms of Aleus fr. 88.1-3, fr. 873.

In Prometheus Bound: PV 224-225.

In Euripides: Med. 119-121, Hipp. 1012-1015, Supp. 429-455, Ion 621-625, Phoen. 549-551,
Aegeus fr. 8, Antigone frr. 171-172, Archelaus fr. 250, Auge fr. 275, Bellerophon fr. 286.5-9, Dictys
fr. 335, Ino fr. 420, Ixion fr. 426, Oedipus fr. 543.1, Daughters of Pelias fr. 605, fr. 850, fr. 1050.
Except Eur. Bellerophon fr. 286, we owe all fragments here to Stobaeus, whose interest means
that a disproportionately large number of Euripidean generalisations regarding tyrannis have
survived. Kovacs deletes several of these passages; cf. pp. 44-45.

Exceptions, using basileus: Eur. Supp. 444; Eur. IA 645.

Herodotus also tends to use tyrannos and tyrannis in generalisations, in Greek (e.g.
V.92a), Persian (I11.80.4, I11.81.1), and mixed contexts (VII.142.5).
7 Cf. p. 15.
80 Cf. pp. 90-92 below.
81 Cf. p. 11 above. Bengl 1929:61-62 (followed by Berve 1967:1.202) rightly notes that these
passages draw such a distinction. Bengl compares Socrates’ definition of tyrannis at Xen. Mem.
1V.6.12, which however does not explain why Euripides has drawn this distinction only with
reference to the Atreids; Aristotle’s ideas about heroic basileia seem more relevant.
82 So seemingly Lanza 1977:100-101.
8 Eur. Supp. 399, 403-406.
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In short, then, Aeschylus sharply distinguishes between basileis (most legendary
rulers) and tyrannoi (Aegisthus and Clytaemestra, whose rule evokes contemporary
Athenian ideas about tyrannis). Sophocles draws a similar distinction, but with more

fluidity. Euripides, however, habitually applies both words to the same rulers.

IILii. Did the word tyrannos have negative connotations?

Archaic and classical texts often express antipathy towards tyrannoi and tyrannis.
Solon says that it would be shameful for him to seize tyrannis.® A couplet attributed
to Theognis contains an exhortation to lay low a ‘demos-eating tyrannos” (dnpo@ayov
topavvov) by any means, without resentment from the gods.®> The Chorus of
Aeschylus’ Agamemnon declares it better to die than to live under tyrannis.s
Herodotus” Socles tells the Spartans that there is nothing more unjust or bloody than
tyrannis.®” In Euripides’ Suppliants, Theseus declares that Athens has no tyrannos but is
free. Here, the clear implication is that a tyrannos is a bad thing for a polis, as indeed
he shortly explains explicitly.®® It should, however, be emphasised that the word
tyrannos does not actually have to carry the sense ‘bad and oppressive ruler” in any of
these passages, as the word ‘tyrant’ commonly does in English; indeed, it is doubtful

whether any such passage exists in archaic or fifth-century Greek.®

Furthermore, there are cases of tyrannos where the slightest negative connotation
would be destructive. There are not only passages where tyrannis is considered to be

positive and desirable by its possessor,” but also passages where tyrannis is regarded

8 Solon fr. 32.1-4.

8 [Thgn.] 1181-1182 (perhaps inauthentic; cf. p. 45).

8 Aesch. Ag. 1364-1365.

& Hdt. V.92a.1.

8 Eur. Supp. 403-405, 429-446. As we have just seen, though (p. 22), tyrannos cannot mean ‘bad
ruler’ at 404, since Theseus is denying that Athens has any form of sole ruler.

8 A possible exception is Soph. OT 873. Considering it undesirable to place too much weight
on this controversial passage, I have set out my own view in Appendix 1 (pp. 272-275). For the
distinction between tyrannos being used in antipathetic contexts and having intrinsic negative
force, cf. p. 274 n. 4 there.

% Speakers in Archil. frr. 19, 23.17-21, Solon fr. 33.5-7, express this view, although Archilochus
and Solon themselves reject it; cf. Connor 1977:98-104, Hoekstra 2016:29-30. In tragedy: Soph.
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positively by someone else. When Pindar, praising Hieron, emphasises the prosperity of
tyrannoi, not only Hieron but also poet and audience are presumably supposed to
approve.” When Herodotus declares that Polycrates” death was unworthy of him,
and says that none of the Greeek tyrannoi, not even the tyrannoi of Syracuse, could
compete with him in magnificence (peyaAompemein),”? any overtone of hostility
towards Polycrates would run against the sentence’s meaning. Herodotus surely
writes tyrannos not to convey such an overtone, but because he habitually uses the

word for rulers of Greek poleis regardless of whether he approves of them.”

In tragedy, too, especially Euripides, tyrannos is found where negative connotations
would be undesirable. Although Aeschylus primarily applies tyrannos and its
cognates to Aegisthus and Clytaemestra, in Libation-Bearers Agamemnon is said to
have died in a fashion unworthy of a tyrannos (toémolotv 0L TVEAVVIKOIS Bavav).*
Although Aeschylus perhaps uses the cognate adjective (tvoavvucoc) more freely
than the noun,” it remains difficult to believe that Aeschylus could have written a
line where even this adjective is actually used in an approbatory fashion if he had
regarded tyrannos as having strictly negative connotations. In Sophocles” Oedipus
Tyrannus, the Chorus, expressing goodwill towards Oedipus, apostrophises Mount
Cithaeron, declaring that it ‘will be celebrated by us in dances, for bringing good
things to our tyrannoi.”* If tyrannos had intrinsic negative connotations, Sophocles
would hardly have used it here. In Euripides’ Electra, the Chorus recounts how a

Herald summoned the populace for Atreus and Thyestes by proclaiming, ‘Go to the

Sons of Aleus fr. 88.1-3; Eur. Tro. 1168-1170, Phoen. 503-508, Archelaus fr. 250, Bellerophon fr.
286.5-9, Ixion fr. 426. At Pl. Resp. VIIL.568Db (cited by Hoekstra), it is said that Euripides ‘and the
other poets’ often praise tyrannis. Cf. p. 82 below.

o1 Pind. Pyth. 3.84-86.

%2 Hdt. I11.125.2.

% Dewald 2003:40-41 gives more examples of tupavv- in approbatory and neutral contexts.
Ferrill’s contention that no such cases exist (1978:396-397) seems incorrect.

% Aesch. Ag. 479.

% Cf. p. 19.

% al xopeveoBal mMEOS MUV w¢ €minoa @égovta Toig €poic tvpdvvols (Soph. OT 1093-
1095).
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agora, to the agora, Mycenaeans, to see the portents of the blessed tyrannoi.””” Here, any
negative overtones would undermine the Herald’s words, which praise the brothers,
rousing the populace’s loyalty towards them. In Euripides’ Heracles, the Chorus,
praising Heracles, declares, “You are a better tyrannos in my eyes than the ignoble
anaktes [i.e. Lycus]’; this is reduced to nonsense if tyrannos is taken in a negative
sense.”® Such cases show that in itself the word tyrannos need not imply

disapprobation.

This does not, however, entail that tyrannos was a neutral or colourless word.” On the
contrary, since the word refers to the whole phenomenon of sole rulers in archaic and
classical Greek poleis, it will have been hugely meaningful to any classical Greek
audience. Potentially, indeed, it could have reminded audience-members of any
aspect of the phenomenon of tyrannis with which they happened to be familiar. Such
aspects might include the wealth (olbos, ploutos) or injustice (adikia, hybris) often
associated with tyrannis in archaic poetry and tragedy, for instance when Jocasta in
Euripides’ Phoenician Women calls tyrannis a ‘prosperous injustice’ (&dukiav
evdatpova).'? Equally, though, for fifth-century Athenians the word may have been
reminiscent of any of the gnomai, stories, and political ideas associated with tyrannis at
the time—including, presumably, many of those outlined in Chapters 1-2, and others

besides.

Many of these associations, clearly, will have been unfavourable, since most of these
gnomai, stories and other ideas do reflect negatively on tyrannis—but it seems
reductive to emphasise the negativity of these associations over their great variety.
Rather, for fifth-century Greeks, tyrannis was a very real and multifaceted

phenomenon. Only by detailed investigation of their stories about tyrannoi and their

97 Ayogav dryopdv, Muknvaiol, oteixete pokagiwv opopevol tvgavvwv eacuata (Eur. EL
708-711).

% Kkpeloowv poL TVEAVVOG E@ug 1) duoyével dvdktwv (Eur. HF 809-810). Kovacs’ translation,
“You are more kingly in my eyes than the ignoble tyrant’, neatly illustrates the fact that
tyrannos does not map onto English ‘tyrant’ here.

9 Cf. Budelmann 2000:214-215.

100 Eur. Phoen. 549; Connor 1977:98-104 (archaic poetry and tragedy); de Libero 1996:23-38
(archaic poetry); Budelmann 2000:214-219 (Sophocles).



26

generalisations about tyrannis, perhaps, might we approach a full understanding of

the word’s possible associations.

IILiii. Summary of the ancient terminology

In summary, then, my view of the terms anax, basileus and tyrannos is as follows.

Since archaic poets and fifth-century historians call legendary rulers anax and basileus,
it is unsurprising that the tragic playwrights routinely use both words to refer to

legendary rulers in their plays.

However, since these poets and historians only apply the word tyrannos to rulers of
archaic and classical Greek poleis, it is more surprising that the playwrights call some
tragic rulers tyrannos. When Aeschylus, the writer of the Prometheus Bound, and
Sophocles do so, they often seem to be evoking the historical phenomenon of tyrannis.

Euripides” usage is freer.

Archaic and classical authors distinguish between tyrannoi and basileis not primarily
on the basis of morality or legitimacy, but rather on the basis that tyrannoi are rulers

of Greek poleis, basileis legendary and non-Greek rulers.

In tragedy, the word tyrannos does not possess intrinsic negative connotations (since
it is sometimes used in positive contexts where these would be destructive), but it is
also misleading to call it a ‘neutral” word. Rather, it is potentially evocative of any
aspect of the phenomenon of sole rulers in Greek poleis, as understood in fifth-century

Athens.

IIL.iv. The terminology used in this thesis

The complicated nature of the Greeks” own words for ‘ruler’ has some implications

for how this thesis itself should talk about rulers.
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Firstly, it can be seen that the mere fact that a tragic ruler is called tyrannos or basileus
tells us nothing in itself about the way in which that ruler has been depicted. It may
sometimes be possible to explain why a given playwright has used one term as
opposed to the other, but we will only be able to give that kind of explanation if we

already know the ideas in terms of which the ruler is depicted more broadly.

Secondly, it is clearly impossible to separate tragic rulers into two categories, one
consisting of basileis and the other consisting of tyrannoi. The two words are, for the
most part, not mutually exclusive in tragedy, and therefore do not constitute useful

categories of analysis.

Similarly, it is not useful to use the words ‘king’ and ‘tyrant” (which are
conventionally used as equivalents for basileus and tyrannos). This is partly for the
same reason: since there is no consistent division between basileis and tyrannoi, there
can be no consistent division between ‘kings’ and “tyrants’, if these are understood as
equivalents of the Greek words. More importantly, though, ‘king” and “tyrant’ have
unwanted associations in English that do not apply to Greek tragedy: ‘king’ has
associations of majesty and feudalism, while ‘tyrant’ commonly signifies ‘bad or
oppressive ruler’.'! So it is impractical to divide rulers into basileis or ‘kings’ and

tyrannoi or ‘tyrants’.

The word ‘tyrant’ presents particular difficulties, since scholars have used it in
multiple senses. There are at least five ways in which one could apply the word

‘tyrant’ to archaic and classical Greece:

(a) as an equivalent for tyrannos as actually used in fifth-century literature (which
is impractical, given the overlap with basileus and the variation between authors’

usage),

101 Cf. Pope 1991:156.
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(b) to refer to those whom Thucydides would have called tyrannoi, i.e. sole rulers
of Greek poleis (as is done by most modern historians),

(c) to refer to usurpers or illegitimate rulers (who are not necessarily always the
rulers whom Thucydides would have called tyrannoi),'

(d) to refer to those rulers who instantiate the conventional properties of the ‘figure
of the tyrant’ (as is done by scholars who analyse tragic or Herodotean rulers in
these terms, such as Lanza and Lateiner),'®

(e) to refer to rulers who are, in the scholar’s view, cruel and oppressive (as is done

by some scholars of tragedy).!*

Clearly, there are some rulers that would fit into several of these categories, but there
are also rulers who would fit only into one or two. For this reason, the word ‘tyrant’ is
unsurpassed in its sheer potential for confusion as a term of analysis, and I have not

used it.105

Instead, in referring to any specific ruler or group of rulers in tragedy or elsewhere, I
have called them rulers. This term possesses a convenient lack of positive or negative
connotations in English, which makes it easy to refer to any given ruler without
prejudging the way in which that ruler has been depicted. Where it is necessary to be
more specific, it is easy to do so by qualifying the word ‘ruler’, for instance by saying
‘rulers depicted as cruel and oppressive’ or ‘rulers depicted in terms of the
conventionally negative ideas found in Herodotus’. (Of course, this involves
additional verbosity—but that is a slight price to pay for avoiding ambiguity,
especially where the presence of this particular source of ambiguity would be

destructive to the clear exposition of the argument of the thesis.)

102 Cf. pp. 16-21 above.

103 Lanza 1977; Lateiner 1989:170-186; cf. pp. 4-5 above.

104 Jordan 1979:85-86 n. 133 is unusual in arguing explicitly for this usage; he also cites some
earlier scholars who employ it.

105 [ say this only with respect to fifth-century tragedy. When applied to archaic history, the
term ‘tyrant’ is not so confusing (although it is not without its problems), since historians of
archaic Greece concur in using it in sense (b); cf. de Libero 1996:23, 37-38.
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There is, however, one exception. In fifth-century sources (including Herodotus), the
Peisistratids at Athens are always called tyrannoi and their rule a tyrannis, and the
notion of tyrannis played an important role in fifth-century Athenian political and
intellectual life, being widely used as a metaphor for absolute power. The words
basileus and basileia are simply not used in our sources in this fashion. Therefore, I
have used tyrannoi and tyrannis as interpretative categories specifically in the context
of Athenian political and intellectual life, chiefly in Chapter 2. However, whenever it
is necessary to discuss non-Athenian rulers or the rulers of fifth-century tragedy (who
are, as we have seen, not consistently called tyrannoi), I have chosen to use the more

neutral terms ‘rulers’ and ‘rule’.

Lastly, in common with most scholars, I have referred to the holders of archai within
the Athenian democracy as “officials’. (Given the restricted powers of these officials
except in military contexts, it seemed difficult to call them ‘rulers’ in English.)
However, the Greek words commonly used to refer to them (&oxw, doxovteg, aoxr))
literally mean ‘rule’, and can equally be applied to sole rulers in tragedy. Therefore,
when I say in Chapter 3 that Creon in Antigone is presented in a way that brings him
close to the officials of the Athenian democracy, it should be borne in mind that this
assimilation is perhaps facilitated by the fact that Greek has no categorical distinction

between ‘rulers’ and “officials’ in the first place.

IV. Overview of rulers in tragedy

Most extant tragedies contain at least one ruler, and there are also many known rulers
in fragmentary plays. It is not feasible to consider all of these in the thesis, and there is
only room to enter into a fully detailed discussion of five (Chapters 5-7). Here,
therefore, it seems important to discuss briefly the rulers whom I have not been able
to discuss in detail in the thesis, and to clarify how the detailed chapters that follow

fit into the full complexity and variety of the depiction of rulers in tragedy as a whole.
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In order to facilitate this, but also in order to present visually the playwrights” use of
terminology (as outlined above), I provide a list of all rulers in extant tragedy,
categorised according to the play in which they appear, as well as a list of rulers from
fragmentary plays. In each case, I have listed rulers who seem to me to be conceived
of as exercising sole rule (or joint rule with one other person) within the play. Where
a character who appears on stage is conceived of as exercising sole rule in the past or
in the future, I have included this character in brackets. I have included rulers from
fragmentary plays only where it seems clear that the character in question appeared

on stage and was presented as ruling.

After each ruler’s name, I have indicated, using the signs B, T and %, whether that

ruler is referred to (in extant material) using the words basileus, tyrannos, and anax (or

their cognates). Where the Greek letter is given in brackets, e.g. (B), this denotes that

only cognates occur, not the common noun.

I do not include gods, off-stage characters, family-members of rulers such as
daughters and wives (unless they themselves exercise authority within the play),
characters who are rulers in epic but exercise no authority within a given play (Ajax,
Achilles, Philoctetes, Odysseus), generalisations, metaphors with no reference to a
particular ruler, cases where the Chorus are called anaktes, or cases where these words
are applied collectively to rulers’ families, wives, daughters, palaces, and marriages. I

also omit Prometheus Bound (where no ruler appears on stage anyway).
Space prohibits full references, which can easily be found using TLG.

Aeschylus

Persians: XerxesP%, (DariusP?)
Suppliants: Pelasgus®

Seven Against Thebes: EteoclesP

The Oresteia: AgamemnonP(D; Aegisthus and Clytaemestra®
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Also: Theseus and Adrastus (Eleusinians);'% Lycurgus (Edonians, Lycurgus); Laius
and Oedipus (Laius, Oedipus); Pentheus (Wool-Carders (?), Pentheus);'”” Menelaus

and Proteus (Proteus); Telephus and Agamemnon (Telephus); Priam (Phrygians).

Sophocles
Ajax: Agarnemnon[ST and MenelausP(®)
Antigone: CreonPT

Oedipus Tyrannus: OedipusPT®, (Creon®)

Women of Trachis: —
Electra: Aegisthus and Clytaemestra™
Philoctetes: Neoptolemus*10?

Oedipus at Colonus: Theseusﬁo‘, CreonT, (Oedipus)

Also: Aegeus (Aegeus); Athamas (Athamas); Acrisius (Acrisius); Priam (Alexander);
Aeetes (Women of Colchis); Adrastus (Eriphyle); Atreus (and Thyestes) (Thyestes);

Iobates (Iobates); Agamemnon (Iphigenia); Cocalus and Minos (Men of Camicus);

Oenomaus  (Oenomaus); AcastusP? (Peleus); Agamemnon(T) (Polyxena);
Agamemnon (Those Who Dine Together [Syndeipnoi]); Telephus (Telephus); Theseus
(Phaedra).

Euripides
Cyclops: —
Alcestis: AdmetusP®, (Pheres())

Medea: CreonPT® Aegeus

106 Plut. Thes. 29.4-5, Isoc. XI1.168-171, with Sommerstein 2008:56-57.

107 On Wool-Carders, see Jouan 1992:77-78; Sommerstein [1996] 2010a:35, 2008:170-173.

108 Clytaemestra seems to be regarded as ruling at Soph. El. 522, 651; cf. 664. Aegisthus is,
however, presented as the main ruler (267-268, 420-421, 661).

109 Cf. p. 9 n. 20 above. Among off-stage characters, Agamemnon and Menelaus are mentioned
as being in authority at 455-458, 793-795, 872-873, 1023-1024, 1294; cf. 6.
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Children of Heracles: DemophonPT® 110 EurystheusP™
Hippolytus: Theseus(D
Andromache: Peleus®, Menelaus

Hecuba: Agamemnon®, Polymestor®

Suppliants: Theseus®, Adrastus™
Electra: — ™

Heracles: LycusP™, Theseus®

Trojan Women: — 112

Iphigenia among the Taurians: ThoasPT&
Ion: Xuthus, (Ton(P) (@)

Helen: TheoclymenusP™®, MenelausP™
Phoenician Women: EteoclesP(D)®, Creon
Orestes: MenelausP®, (Orestes®)113

Bacchae: Pentheus(P)™® (Cadmus)

Iphigenia at Aulis: AgamemnonP® and Menelaus®

Also: Aegeus (with the young Theseus) (Aegeus); Aeolus(V) (Aeolus); Priam®’
(Alexander); Phegeus (Alcmaeon in Psophis); Creon™ (Alcmaeon in Corinth); Creon
(Antigone); CisseusP (Archelaus); Aleus (Auge); Busiris (Busiris); Acrisius (Danae);
PolydectesT? (Dictys); Erechtheus and Eupolemus (Erechtheus); Eurystheus
(Eurystheus); Minos (with the young Theseus) (Theseus); Atreus® (and Thyestes)

(Thyestes); Athamas (Ino); Theseus (Hippolytus Veiled); Polyphontes(T)

110 Acamas is treated as co-ruler at 35, but not at 115-119, nor subsequently.

1 Aegisthus, however, is a prominent offstage character. Clytaemestra does not seem to be
treated as ruling.

112 Menelaus appears, but does not seem to be in any particular position of authority.

113 This play has a unique quasi-democratic setting; no ruler is in power. Aegisthus and
Diomedes are mentioned, but neither rules. At the end, though, Apollo declares that Menelaus
will rule in Sparta, Orestes in Argos (Eur. Or. 1660-1661). Tyndareus is in a dominant position,
but is not clearly presented as ruling, at Sparta (626; cf. Griffith 2011:203-204).
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(Cresphontes); Catreus and Atreus (and possibly Thyestes) (Cretan Women);
Minos? (Cretans); Aeolus (Melanippe Wise); Metapontus (?) (Melanippe Captive);!14

Oeneus(®) (Meleager); Oedipus (Oedipus); Agrius and Oeneus (Oeneus);

Oenomaus (Oenomaus); Agamemnon (Palamedes); Pelias (Daughters of Pelias);

Minos (Polyidus); Proetus® (Stheneboea); Lycomedes (Scyrians); Agamemnon,

Menelaus, and Telephus (Telephus); Tisamenus, Temenus, Cresphontes, the two

sons of Aristodemus, and Archelaus (Temenus, Sons of Temenus); Meropsfgo‘

(Phaethon); Athamas (Phrixus A and B).

Aeschylus’ rulers are hard to categorise. Darius and Xerxes, as the only two non-
legendary rulers in tragedy, are unique; since the method pursued in this thesis could
not be applied satisfactorily to them without detailed inquiry into Greek perceptions
of Achaemenid kingship, I have generally left them aside.!"> We will see in Chapter 5
that Eteocles and Agamemnon are presented in terms of ideas not found elsewhere
in similar form. As discussed in Chapter 3, Pelasgus resembles Demophon in
Euripides’” Children of Heracles and especially Theseus in Euripides’ Suppliants. His
role involves accepting suppliants into the polis, and he acts in a quasi-democratic
way —although he differs from Demophon and Theseus in ruling Argos. Aegisthus
and Clytaemestra, considered in Chapter 2, appear to recall contemporary Athenian
ideas regarding tyrannis and the killing of tyrannoi.'® Clytaemestra is remarkable in
holding a double tyrannis together with Aegisthus.!'” Aegisthus and Clytaemestra can
be compared with their equivalents in Sophocles’ Electra and Euripides’ Electra, who

are not so clearly presented in these terms.

114 Cf. Collard, Cropp and Lee 1995:242-243.

115 ] discuss aspects of Persians briefly at pp. 51, 65-67 below.

116 See pp. 86-88.

17 11v ANV tvgavvida (Aesch. Cho. 973). The plurals at Ag. 1354, 1362-1363, also seem to
imply joint tyrannis, although at 1633 the Chorus objects specifically to Aegisthus becoming
Tooavvog Apyelwv. Clytaemestra’s possession of tyrannis picks up on her earlier exercise of
rule in Agamemnon’s absence (koatog, 258) and her earlier tendency to assume a male role
(11, 351): Winnington-Ingram [1948] 1983:101-106; Zeitlin 1978:153-154.
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Aeschylean fragments offer few hints. His plays about Oedipus (Oedipus), about
Adrastus’ recovery of the corpses of the Seven through Theseus’” help (Eleusinians),
and about Pentheus (Pentheus, and perhaps Wool-Carders) depicted rulers who appear
in extant plays by Sophocles (Oedipus Tyrannus) and Euripides (Suppliants, Bacchae).
As discussed in Chapter 7, fragments of Aeschylus’ Edonians suggest resemblances

between Lycurgus in Edonians and Pentheus in Euripides” Bacchae.!'®

In Sophocles and Euripides, too, no two rulers are the same. Nevertheless, in order to
present a clear overview, it is helpful to group them into a few loose categories. In
doing so, I do not wish to suggest that these are the only possible categories, or to
understate the variety within each group; rather, I wish to emphasise this variety,

which is substantial.

1. A first convenient group consists of rulers depicted in terms of the conventionally
negative features discussed in Chapter 1, many of which are shared with stories
about rulers in Herodotus. There is much internal variety within this group, since

these rulers often display other features that are not of this kind.

Firstly, we have Sophocles’ Creon (Antigone) and Oedipus (Oedipus Tyrannus). These
rulers, as is widely acknowledged, display considerable similarities, although they
differ considerably in their moral presentation; a detailed comparison forms Chapter

6.

We do not know how Euripides presented Creon and Oedipus in his lost Antigone
and Oedipus. The fragments are tantalising: we know that Antigone ended happily
(perhaps suggesting a more positive portrayal of Creon), and extant fragments
suggest that this Antigone, like Sophocles’, may have reflected extensively on political

issues and on Creon’s role as ruler.!® In Oedipus a speaker, perhaps Jocasta, says that

118 See pp. 243-244.

119 Bur. Antigone fr. 171 articulates a principle, the need to please the many, which Creon
emphatically denies at Soph. Ant. 734. Fr. 172 resembles Sophocles’ play in exploring the
relationship between a tyrannos and the nomoi.
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phthonos was responsible for Oedipus’ fall; if these lines accuse Creon of phthonos
towards Oedipus, this may suggest tensions between Creon and Oedipus comparable

to those in Sophocles” Oedipus Tyrannus.'?°

In extant Euripides, Lycus (Heracles) and Pentheus (Bacchae) display similar
conventional features; Chapter 7 will discuss Pentheus in these and other respects. In
Medea, Euripides seems to subvert conventional negative notions of how a ruler
might behave, when Creon states that he does not have the temper of a tyrannos and
has often been harmed by his aidos.’?! Such a capacity to act harshly without
displaying aidos is exhibited by Lycus in Heracles. So Euripides is cognisant of the
association of rulers with harsh behaviour, but is not bound by it, even subverting it

by presenting a ruler whose mildness causes his destruction.

Sophocles and Euripides may have presented other rulers similarly. We sometimes
know enough about a fragmentary play’s plot to see that a ruler may have been
presented in such a light, as with Cisseus in Archelaus,'> Polyphontes in
Cresphontes,'” and Lycus in Antiope.’?* However, not all Euripidean rulers who play
oppressive roles are presented in the conventional terms discussed in Chapter 1, and

so we cannot be sure that such deductions are sound.

2. Theseus and other Athenian rulers. Sophocles” and Euripides” plays often feature
Athenian rulers. Demophon in Euripides’ Children of Heracles and Theseus in
Euripides” Suppliants play especially similar roles, receiving suppliants into Athens,
and going to war on their behalf. In this respect, these plays resemble Aeschylus’
Suppliants, where Pelasgus receives suppliants into Argos and defends them against
the Egyptians. Also comparable are Theseus in Euripides’ Heracles and Theseus in
Sophocles” Oedipus at Colonus, who receive a single hero into the Athenian polis. As

Mills shows, these plays all have a close relationship with the Athenians” self-

120 Eur. Oedipus fr. 551, with Collard and Cropp 2008b:6.

121 Eur. Med. 348-349.

12 Suggested by Schmid 1940:765.

123 Hyg. Fab. 137 [= Eur. Cresphontes test. iia] gives the plot; cf. p. 89.
124 So Collard, Cropp and Gibert 2004:266.
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definition as a community, as also found in other sources (especially the formalised
funeral orations delivered during wartime at Athens); this involved presenting
Athens as a polis hospitable to suppliants, and presenting Theseus as a great man and

as the founder of the Athenian democracy.!

Nevertheless, these figures are not merely instantiations of Athens’ self-image, but are
also presented as people making genuinely difficult decisions. Demophon is
confronted with an oracle that a young woman will have to be killed, which he
cannot do without provoking popular unrest; Theseus initially refuses to help and is
only convinced by his mother’s intervention. Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 3,
these plays all present the ruler’s political position differently. In Aeschylus’
Suppliants Pelasgus acts as a democratic leader, and Euripides” Suppliants presents
Theseus as the founder of the Athenian democracy, dwelling considerably on the
nature of good and bad democratic leadership. In Euripides’” Children of Heracles and
Sophocles” Oedipus at Colonus, by contrast, the ruler is depicted more
straightforwardly as a sole ruler. Both on the level of decision-making and in terms of
the political ideas underlying their portrayal, therefore, the depiction of these

characters displays considerable complexity.

Sophocles and Euripides present these characters in a largely positive fashion, which
reflects and explores contemporary Athenian ideals about good leadership and
Athens’ role in the world. However, Euripides at least was by no means constrained
to present Athenian rulers in such a way. In Medea, Aegeus’ decision to offer
sanctuary to Medea seems to subvert the conventional presentation of Athens as a
place welcoming to strangers: whereas Heracles (Heracles) and Oedipus (Oedipus at
Colonus) are heroes bringing great blessings, the Chorus of Medea expresses deep
discomfort about Medea’s admission to Athens, since she will shortly murder her
children and (as the audience will probably have known) will subsequently attempt

to poison Theseus.”® In Hippolytus, Euripides’ presentation of Theseus, who

125 Mills 1997; similarly e.g. Atack 2020:47-52.
126 B, Vickers 1973:476-478; Mossman on Eur. Med. 663-763; Swift 2017:88-89.
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accidentally causes his son’s death, is hardly flattering; as Mills suggests, Euripides
has distanced this Theseus from Athens by setting the play in Troezen and not
treating Theseus as Athens’ representative.?” In Ion, a play containing much reflection
on Athenian identity, the depiction of Xuthus, Creusa and Ion does not seem
idealised; indeed, Creusa’s unwillingness to allow Ion to inherit power at Athens
when (she thinks) he does not have autochthonous blood is partly what leads her to
conspire against his life.!” It is interesting that, whereas Euripides’ Suppliants and
Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus avoid calling Theseus tyrannos (presumably because
any Peisistratid connotations would be undesirable), in Hippolytus and lon Theseus
and Xuthus do possess tyrannis.’” These plays, then, present Athenian rulers in a light

which is not at all straightforward.

Several fragmentary plays featured Athenian rulers. Euripides’ Erechtheus, like
Children of Heracles and Suppliants, clearly placed Erechtheus in a difficult quandary:
in one fragment, Erechtheus” wife Praxithea persuades him to allow his daughter to
be sacrificed.’®® In another speech, Erechtheus gives advice to his son which shows
that, like Suppliants, this play contained exploration not only of Athenian values, but
also of politics and leadership.’® We know little about Aegeus or Theseus in other

plays.13

Athenian rulers, then, were presented in various ways; often, they were the focus for

exploring ideas both about political leadership and about Athens’ identity and values.

3. Non-Greek rulers. Aside from Aeschylus’ Persians, Euripides’ plays contain three

non-Greek rulers: Polymestor in Hecuba, Thoas in Iphigenia among the Taurians, and

127 Mills 1997:193-194.

128 Cf. Loraux [1981] 1993:199-208, 220-224; Gibert 2019:40-43 (with further references).

129 Eur. Hipp. 1013, 1020; Ion 621, 626, 829, 1464, 1572; also Heracl. 111.

130 Bur. Erechtheus fr. 360, used as an example of patriotism by Lycurg. Leoc. 99-101 [= Eur.
Erechtheus test. ii]. Atack 2020:52-55 sees Erechtheus as anticipating theories of basileia later
proposed by Xenophon and Isocrates.

131 Eur. Erechtheus fr. 362, especially lines 24-31.

132 Sophocles’ Phaedra and Euripides’ Hippolytus Veiled presumably featured Theseus in the
same role as Euripides” Hippolytus. In Sophocles” Aegeus, Euripides’ Aegeus, Euripides” Theseus,
and perhaps Sophocles” Theseus, Theseus is still young.
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Theoclymenus in Helen. Euripides may have invented all three.'s3 Iphigenia among the
Taurians and Helen have similar plot structures, in which the main characters escape
from a foreign country, the ruler of which is determined to kill any visiting Greeks.!>
Some scholars regard not only Polymestor but also Thoas and Theoclymenus as
stereotypical foreigners, brutal and stupid.’® Others, however, have seen positive
qualities in Thoas and Theoclymenus, noting that Thoas acts piously and is courteous
to Iphigenia,'* while Theoclymenus does not justify Helen’s fear that he will rape her
or disrespect her supplication of his father’s tomb.!¥” These considerations do not
cancel out these rulers’ willingness to murder visiting Greeks (or Theoclymenus’
willingness to contemplate killing his sister), but perhaps Euripides has depicted
these characters with a little more light and shade, morally speaking, than one might
expect just from their plot roles.!® Thoas and Theoclymenus are not assimilated in
any significant way to real non-Greek rulers such as the Persian basileis, and these
plays do not dwell on the political issues prominent in many plays discussed in this

thesis.1®

Several fragmentary plays included non-Greek rulers. Like Helen and Iphigenia among
the Taurians, Andromeda, produced together with Helen, depicted the escape of a male
hero with a woman from a foreign country.'* Therefore, Cepheus may possibly have
been presented similarly to Thoas and Theoclymenus,!#! but evidence is lacking. Since
Busiris in the satyr-play Busiris rules Egypt (like Theoclymenus) and sacrifices
foreign visitors (like Thoas), he should perhaps be connected with Thoas and
Theoclymenus.'> Like Polymestor in Hecuba, Eumolpus in Erechtheus and Tereus in

Sophocles” Tereus are portrayed as Thracians, and Hall suggests that the playwrights

133 Mossman 1995:29-31, Battezzato 2018:8-9 (Polymestor); Dale on Eur. Hel. 9-10
(Theoclymenus); Cropp on Eur. IT 32-33 (Thoas); Hall 1989:107, 110, 112-113 (all three).
134 Burian 2007a:40-41 summarises the similarities.

135 Hall 1989:110-113; cf. Cropp 2000:48-50.

136 Kyriakou 2006:34-36; L. P. E. Parker on Eur. IT 1153-1221.

137 Wright 2005:194-199; Papadodima 2013:243.

138 Cf. Wright 2005:194, 199.

139 Despite Podlecki 1970:414-415; Allan 2008:58-59.

140 Allan 2008:4; cf. Wright 2005:43-44.

141 Collard, Cropp and Gibert 2004:140.

122 Collard and Cropp 2008a:318; Marshall 2014:93 n. 117.
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innovated in associating them with Thrace, perhaps to take advantage of the
stereotype of Thracians as violent and deceitful.’*® However, we should be cautious
about inferring these characters’ presentation from their plot roles; the playwrights

need not necessarily have presented them as negatively as their roles might suggest.

4. The Greek leaders at Troy. Agamemnon and Menelaus appear repeatedly in
Greek tragedy. As mentioned above, their authority is not presented in a manner
closely reflecting the Iliad;'** rather, they are portrayed in more contemporary terms.
In Ajax, Menelaus uses contemporary ideas about obedience to justify not burying
Ajax."5 Euripides, as with Athenian rulers, often places Agamemnon in difficult
positions, especially ones where he is torn between obligations to the army and
personal obligations. In Hecuba and Iphigenia at Aulis, Agamemnon complains about
his position, declaring that the ruler of such an army is practically a slave to his own
soldiers.¥ In Hecuba, the army’s possible anger makes him reluctant to punish
Polymestor.'” In Iphigenia at Aulis, Agamemnon is incapable of preventing the
sacrifice of Iphigenia because he believes that, if he tried, the army would mutiny.!
In both plays, the army is depicted as an immensely powerful body, over which
Agamemnon and Menelaus are far from having full control; perhaps this reflects how
armies were seen as operating during the Peloponnesian War. In both plays the army

is swayed by Odysseus’ demagoguery;'® in Hecuba, the army debates, like a

143 Hall 1989:103-107; R. C. T. Parker 1987:203-204 disagrees regarding Eupolmus (cf. Collard,
Cropp and Lee 1995:152-153). Tereus’ savagery in Accius’ Tereus may possibly go back to
Sophocles (Degl'Innocenti Pierini 2002:127-128, 132; Sommerstein, Fitzpatrick and Talboy
2006:155-156).

144 See pp. 7-11.

145 See pp. 117-120.

146 Eur. Hec. 850-867; IA 449-450, cf. 645; cf. Heim 1904:29-31, 48; T. Graham 2017:182-198.
Almost no passage of Iphigenia at Aulis is free from textual doubt; Kovacs condemns some of
the passages cited here, although Diggle thinks them probably authentic. Nevertheless, these
parallels, being important if valid, cannot be neglected.

147 Eur. Hec. 850-867.

148 Eur. IA 531-535.

149 Eur. Hec. 130-140, 254-255; IA 525-533 (condemned by Kovacs). On Odysseus as
demagogue, see Heim 1904:49-50, 96, 101 (citing the scholiast on Eur. Hec. 254 and Eustathius
201.24 on II. 11.200); Stanford [1954] 1963:111-116; Worman 2008:52-55; Schein on Soph. Phil. 96-
9.
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democratic assembly, the fate of Polyxena;'* in Iphigenia at Aulis, Menelaus recounts
how Agamemnon gained leadership over the army by humbly soliciting ordinary

soldiers’ favour.1s!

These plays may also be compared with Euripides’ Orestes, where the populace of
Argos is enormously powerful, and where neither Menelaus nor anyone else has the
slightest power over them.!>> Rather like Agamemnon in Hecuba or Iphigenia at Aulis,
Menelaus explains that he cannot help Orestes because he does not have the military
forces to defeat the Argives in a fight. All that can be done, he says, is to wait until the

mob’s rage abates and then try to persuade them.!*

We cannot know how Agamemnon and Menelaus were presented in Euripides’
Palamedes and Telephus, or Sophocles’ Iphigenia, Syndeipnoi and Polyxena. In one
fragment of Polyxena, though, Agamemnon expresses the limitations of his power; so

perhaps Agamemnon was presented as powerless before the army here, too.!>

Menelaus in Euripides’ Helen falls within the Euripidean tendency, remarked upon
by Aristophanes, of putting on stage traditionally high-status characters (not
necessarily rulers) wearing ragged clothing.’® Menelaus remarks upon his descent
from prosperity, especially when he laments that, although a basileus, he must beg
from other tyrannoi.’* Indeed, Menelaus exemplifies two Euripidean tendencies —that
of placing the Atreids in difficult and unglamorous positions, and that of reducing

traditionally prosperous individuals to the status of beggars.

150 Eur. Hec. 107-140; cf. Carter 2013:34-39, 48.

151 Eur. [A 337-345 (condemned by Kovacs).

152 De Romilly 1972:240 makes this comparison; cf. Carter 2010:81-82. On the demos in Orestes,
cf. pp. 130-131 below, and de Romilly 1972; Easterling 1997:29-33; Carter 2013:39-46, 52-53.

153 Eur. Or. 684-716.

154 Soph. Polyxena fr. 524. Cf. also Aesch. Myrmidons fr. 132c.1 (discussed by Snell 1964:3-7;
Michelakis 2002:24-26), where Achilles is concerned about being stoned by the Greek army.

155 Ar. Ach. 412-434 (with examples), Ran. 1063-1064; cf. Eur. Hel. 420-424. The phenomenon
(including Menelaus) is discussed by Aélion 1983:11.159-165; Allan 2008:34; Cecchet 2015:67-88.
156 Eur. Hel. 510-512.
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In Andromache, Menelaus takes up the same persecuting role as Theoclymenus in
Helen. Much is made of Menelaus being a Spartan; his and his daughter Hermione’s

vicious conduct prompts numerous anti-Spartan reflections.!>”

Euripides, then, often placed Agamemnon and Menelaus in difficult and demeaning
positions, and assimilated them considerably to contemporary generals and political
leaders. We cannot know how extensively Sophocles did the same, for instance in his
Polyxena, but some contemporary elements are certainly present in the presentation of

Menelaus in Ajax.

5. Various rulers in Euripides do not fall into any of these categories. Some, such as
Admetus and Pheres in Alcestis and Peleus in Andromache, are hardly depicted as

rulers at all, acting largely as the heads of their households.

Eteocles in Phoenician Women is distinct from Euripides’ Lycus and Pentheus in not
displaying the traditional negative elements outlined in Chapter 1, and in drawing on
contemporary intellectual debates concerning tyranny, power, and justice, which do
not feature in the portrayal of Lycus and Pentheus.’® The relationship between
Phoenician Women and Aeschylus’ Seven Against Thebes is also important.’ In the agon
of Phoenician Women Polynices’ claim is made to seem credible, whereas Aeschylus’
Eteocles dismisses it in a few lines;'® Euripides’ Eteocles engages in an extended and
cautious strategic discussion with Creon, whereas Aeschylus’ Eteocles acts decisively
and on his own judgement.!¢! Euripides’ Eteocles is, then, a complex special case, and,

although presented less positively than in Aeschylus, is not really a typical ‘tyrant’.

157 Poole 1994:7, 9-11, 17 places Menelaus’ portrayal within the wider context of anti-Spartan
sentiment in Euripides. Some (e.g. Poole 1994:9) maintain that Eur. Andr. 471-474 criticises the
Spartan double basileia, but Stevens ad loc. and Allan 2000:213-214 are cautious.

158 So rightly Nauhardt 1940:72. Cf. pp. 90-92 below.

159 Discussions of the relationship between Phoenician Women and Seven Against Thebes include
Aélion 1983:1.197-228; Papadopoulou 2008:38-44; Hilton 2011:28-41. (Blum 1940:48-71 and
Meuli 1945:79-84, comparing Euripides’ Eteocles with Aeschylus’, are not especially useful.)

160 Aesch. Sept. 658-678; cf. Aélion 1983:1.211-213; Papadopoulou 2008:38.

161 Cf. Papadopoulou 2008:41. Hilton 2011:30 argues that Eur. Phoen. 751-752 points self-
consciously to Aeschylus.
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We have already considered several rulers who threaten suppliants at an altar; these
tend to be presented negatively, although only Lycus in Heracles is presented using
the conventionally negative features discussed in Chapter 1, while Theoclymenus in
Helen is a remarkably pious non-Greek, and Menelaus in Andromache is a Spartan. To
these we may add Creon in Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus and Eurystheus in
Euripides” Children of Heracles.'®> Creon’s position is curious: Eteocles and Polynices
considered handing him the throne, but decided against it, and now he is acting
under instructions from the Theban people ‘even though a tyrannos’.'®> Eurystheus in
Children of Heracles is also unusual, since, despite his role as persecutor, he apparently
co-exists with an Argive democratic Assembly, which passes a legal verdict against
the children of Heracles.!* Also, although Eurystheus is deprecated by all other
characters, he seems to be presented less darkly when he appears on stage; Euripides
treats Alcmene’s revenge, which might have been presented as a just act, as open to
serious moral objections, making Eurystheus more sympathetic in the end than one

might have expected.!¢®

V. Aeschylus and Euripides in the service of contemporary rulers

Aeschylus and Euripides primarily wrote plays for performance in democratic
Athens. However, according to the biographical tradition, they visited the courts of
sole rulers—in Aeschylus’ case Hieron of Syracuse (ruled 478-467), and in Euripides’

case Archelaus of Macedon (ruled 413-399).

Aeschylus wrote at least one play, Aetnaean Women, specifically for Sicilian

performance, in celebration of Hieron’s foundation of the polis of Aetna in the late

162 The similarity of these characters’ roles is pointed out by Meuli 1945:76-77; Kopperschmidt
1971:339-343.

163 Soph. OC 741-742, 837-838, 850-851 (kai tvgavvos wv Ouwe), with Finglass 2011b:46 and 48
n. 17.

164 Eur. Heracl. 141-142 and 186 (cf. 60) seem to imply that the Argives voted to kill or exile the
children of Heracles, although Allan ad locc. interprets differently; cf. p. 166 n. 58 below. Also,
in Suppliants, the decision to refuse Adrastus access to the bodies of the Seven is ascribed by
the Herald to the whole Argive people, rather than Creon alone (Supp. 467-468, cited by
Finglass 2011b:48-49).

165 Allan on Eur. Heracl. 983-1017; cf. Burian 1977.



43

470s, and Persians was reperformed in Sicily around this time. Aeschylus’ visit to

Sicily will become relevant in Chapter 5.1

In his last years, Euripides visited Archelaus of Macedon, for whom he wrote
Archelaus.’” This play depicted the rise of Archelaus” eponymous legendary ancestor
to power in Macedon.!®® The performance context, plot, and prologue fragments
(which trace the ancestry of the legendary Archelaus all the way back to Danaus) all
suggest that this play will have served to legitimise the historical Archelaus’ Greek
heritage and rule over Macedon.'® The legendary Archelaus is not a ruler within the
play (since only at the end does he leave to found Aegae).”” This legendary Archelaus
was probably presented in a highly positive light, since several fragments praise a
young man, probably Archelaus, for his noble ancestry, courage, and intelligence.!”!
Archelaus is probably contrasted with the injustice, foolishness, cowardice, violent
savagery, and anger of a rich man described in another set of fragments; these may

refer to Archelaus” enemy Cisseus, who rules during the play itself.”2

These visits do not bear greatly on Aeschylus” and Euripides” depiction of rulers in
most of their other plays, which are written for Athenian audiences. The playwrights’
willingness to work for sole rulers does, however, indicate that any view of their
presentation of rulers that relies on a pervasive ideological antipathy to sole rulers is

likely to be incorrect.””> However, such a supposition is not borne out by the plays in

166 See p. 180 n. 120.

167 Eur. T 1.1A.6 = Archelaus test. iia'. The biographical tradition also states that Euripides died
in Macedon (T 1.IA.10, 1.IB.3, 1.II; Kannicht 2004:1.101, 104, 106 gives further sources), which
Scullion 2002 doubts. However, it remains accepted that Euripides wrote the play for
Archelaus (Scullion 2006:193-194; Moloney 2014:236).

168 Hyg. Fab. 219 seems to recount the plot [= Eur. Archelaus test. iiia]: Harder 1985:170; Collard,
Cropp and Gibert 2004:331; Collard and Cropp 2008a:230.

169 Moloney 2014:234-240; cf. Csapo 2010:172, Duncan 2011:78-80, Stewart 2019:6-9.

170 Hyg. Fab. 219.5.

171 Bur. Archelaus frr. 231-233, 237, 240, 242, 246, with Collard and Cropp 2008a:231.

172 Bur. Archelaus frr. 235, 239, 255, 257-259, cf. 264. One wonders whether, in depicting Cisseus
as laying a trap for Archelaus in which he intends Archelaus to be burnt alive (Hyg. Fab.
219.3), Euripides may have been reusing an element from Heracles, where Lycus intends to
burn Heracles’ family alive (Eur. HF 240-246).

173 Cf. Duncan 2011.
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any case, since—as we have seen—tragic rulers are presented in many different ways,

some highly sympathetically, others very negatively.

VI. The scope and purpose of Chapters 5-7

Out of this great variety of rulers, I have only studied five in the fullest detail:
Aeschylus’ Eteocles and Agamemnon in Chapter 5, Sophocles” Creon and Oedipus in
Chapter 6, and Euripides’ Pentheus in Chapter 7. These chapters do not present
comprehensive accounts of these characters, for instance by listing these rulers’
character-traits, or by discussing their psychology and thoughts. Rather, these
chapters aim to take the observations made in Chapters 1-4 further, by exploring how
the playwrights use pre-existing ideas (including those considered in Part One) to

present these five characters, especially in moral terms.

In contrast to the intellectual-historical approach of Chapters 1-4, Chapters 5-7
explore the playwrights’ technique in presenting these characters. It is therefore
necessary to set out certain points of principle regarding the study of characters.
However, since these principles will not be relied on until Chapter 5, I have thought it

best to leave these to the Introduction to Part Two, rather than discussing them here.

VII. Questions of authenticity

I have followed Griffith and others in maintaining that Prometheus Bound is probably
not by Aeschylus, but by an unknown playwright writing before the 420s.17# Since

Rhesus is probably a fourth-century play, I have omitted it.'”>

Kovacs systematically rejects several Euripidean passages discussing demagogues
and tyrannoi,'”° namely Hippolytus 1012-1015; Suppliants 238-245, 414-416, 442-455;
Heracles 588-592; Ion 595-606, 621-632; Phoenician Women 549-567; Orestes 907-913;

174 Griffith 1977, especially 11-13 (date); M. L. West 1979, 1990:51-72.
175 L japis 2012:1xvii-Ixxv; Fries 2014:22-42.
176 Kovacs 1982.
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Daughters of Pelias fr. 605; and tentatively Ino fr. 420. Except for Orestes 907-913,
however, other recent editors retain these passages, and I consider them probably

genuine, although my argument relies little on their authenticity.

I have cited poems attributed to Solon (frr. 4, 6, 9-11, 13, 30, 32-33, 36-37) as evidence
for the circulation of given moral and political ideas by the tragic playwrights” day. I
therefore do not rely on these poems” authenticity (which some doubt), but only on
them predating the mid-fifth century (which seems secure).!”” I use Theognis 43-52,
commonly considered authentic, in the same way."”® Since Theognis 667-682 are
probably by Euenus of Paros, I treat these lines as a fifth-century poem.” I have
placed no great weight on Theognis 153-154, which are probably inauthentic,® or on
1181-1182, 1203-1206, which belong to a section of the corpus containing many
inauthentic lines;¥! where I adduce these lines as parallels, I do so only on the

grounds that they may be archaic.

Here and there, these assumptions may be incorrect; if so, some observations made in
the thesis might lose a little of their force, but the overall picture would be little

affected.

VIII. Summary

All in all, then, the aim of this thesis is to explain the main conceptions that underlie
the portrayal of rulers in the plays of Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides (primarily
in Chapters 1-4), and then to explain in detail how these playwrights make use of
these ideas to depict five specific rulers (discussed in Chapters 5-7). Detailed

discussion of all points has not been possible, but the detailed discussions in the

177 Lardinois 2006; Noussia-Fantuzzi 2010:45-65.

178 It is a ‘Cyrnus’ poem within lines 19-254, which are widely considered authentic (M. L.
West 1974:40-43, 55-56, followed by Bowie 1997:62, Lane Fox 2002:35-36; Selle 2008:185, 191
differs).

179 See pp. 105-106.

180 See p. 50 n. 10.

181 M. L. West 1974:43; Bowie 1997:62; Lane Fox 2002:36.
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chapters that follow may be fitted into the broader overview that has been presented

here.



PART ONE

IDEAS

47
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CHAPTER 1. RULERS IN STORIES IN HERODOTUS AND IN TRAGEDY

I. Introduction

Many features are shared between rulers in Herodotus and in tragedy. Scholars have
noted similarities between Herodotean and tragic rulers, but this chapter provides a

detailed survey.

We are not here primarily concerned with the many recurring features characteristic
of the Greek oral tradition of stories about rulers,! several of which appear also in the
Oedipus legend, as employed in Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus? These include
ominous prophecies heralding the ruler’s birth, his exposure as a child, his rise to
power through cunning, and abnormal sexual conduct (such as incest).> Ogden also
argues that the Oedipus story shares with numerous stories about rulers and colony-
founders a ‘loimos-schema’, involving deformity or lameness, pestilence or sterility,
exposure, scapegoating and expulsion.* These features are of great importance for

understanding the development of the story tradition, but were not introduced by

1 Catenacci [1996] 2012; Luraghi 2013a:49-71; 2014; 2015.

2 Such shared elements between the Oedipus legend and story tradition are discussed by
Vernant [1981] 1988, Gentili 1986, and are taken into account by Catenacci [1996] 2012 passim.

3 Ominous prophecies: e.g. Hdt. 1.59.1-3 (Peisistratus), V.923.2-92y.1 (Cypselus), Diod. Sic.
VIIL.24 (Orthagoras), Cic. Div. 1.23 (Phalaris); discussed by Catenacci [1996] 2012:38-53.

Cunning: e.g. Hdt. 1.59.3-6, 60.3-5 (Peisistratus), Polyaenus, Strat. 1.23.2 (Polycrates),
Nicolaus of Damascus, BNJ 90 F 61 (Cleisthenes of Sicyon); discussed by Lavelle 1993:115;
Catenacci [1996] 2012:160; Luraghi 2014:73 and passim.

Exposure: cf. Hdt. 1.110-112 (Cyrus), with Catenacci [1996] 2012:59; Danze 2016:586-
588.

Incest: Hdt. 111.31-32 (Cambyses), VI1.107 (Hippias, in a dream), Diog. Laert. 1.96 and
Parth. Amat. narr. 17 (Periander), with Catenacci [1996] 2012:124-125; Lightfoot 1999:485 and n.
254; cf. Finglass 2018b:60. Other abnormal sexual conduct: Hdt. 1.61.1 (Peisistratus), V.92n.3
(Periander); cf. Catenacci [1996] 2012:121-141; Luraghi 2015:74-75.

Of course, Herodotus’ stories about rulers also contain many characteristically oral
features not shared with the Oedipus legend. See Hansen’s folktale analyses of the stories of
Darius and Intaphrenes’ wife (Hdt. II1.119 with W. Hansen 2002:62-66), Perdiccas of Macedon
(VIIL.137-139: 2002:424-426), Gyges and Croesus (1.6-13, 28-91: 2002:316-327), Cyrus’ birth and
early life (1.107-130: 2002:408-414), and Polycrates’ ring (II1.40-43: Aarne, Thompson, and Uther
736A; W. Hansen 2002:14, 29 n. 73). Scholars have also considered in some detail the oral
elements of the stories about Cambyses (Aly 1921:86-88; Lang 1992, with Luraghi [2005]
2013b:100-101). Cf. pp. 72-73 n. 143 on Periander and Lycophron.
4+ Ogden 1997:1-2, 29-30, passim.
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Sophocles into the Oedipus legend, since Oedipus Tyrannus presupposes them. Rather,
these elements are shared between the Oedipus legend and the story tradition at the
legendary level; they may be among the oldest parts of the Oedipus legend, and may
indeed predate the sixth century, and thus the entire tradition of stories about sixth-

century rulers.

Outside Oedipus Tyrannus, however, these elements scarcely appear: no other tragic
ruler’s birth is heralded by portents, none is exposed, none is lame or deformed, none
rises to power by means of cunning or trickery,® and none engages in markedly
peculiar sexual behaviour. So, although these elements are of great importance for
understanding the origins of Greek thought about rulers,” they are generally not

taken over into tragedy, and therefore need not concern us here.

This chapter surveys the moral ideas (II) and characteristics and behaviours (III)

associated with rulers in Herodotus and tragedy.

I aim to complicate the view of Lanza and others, according to which the common

behaviours attributed to rulers amount to a ‘figure of the tyrant’, by showing that the

5 Our evidence for the early Oedipus legend is shaky. The incest is attested at Od. X1.271-273.
Late sixth-century and fifth-century pots depict Oedipus answering the Sphinx’s riddle, i.e.
rising to power by his intelligence (Moret 1984:1.49-50, 80, Edmunds 2006:18-19, Larson
2017:113-115, citing especially Rome, Vatican Museum 16.541, c. 470; Stuttgart,
Landesmuseum Wiirttemberg 65/15, c. 530; Basle, Cahn Collection 855; cf. also Edmunds
1985:12-13, 30-35).

The oracle addressed to Laius (first mentioned in Aesch. Sept. 742-749) and the story
of Oedipus’ birth and exposure (perhaps presupposed by Aesch. Laius fr. 122, but not properly
recounted until Soph. OT) are not actually attested until the fifth century. However, these
elements are widely analysed as basic to the legend (Edmunds [1981] 1983, 1985:6-10, 22-31;
Gantz 1993:490, 492), especially given the Oedipus legend’s connection with other Greek
legends involving the hero’s ascent to the throne (Luria 1927) and lameness and bastardy
(Ogden 1997:31-32); cf. Bremmer 1987:43-53; Manuwald 1992:5. Edmunds 1979:8-10 and [1981]
1983:162-164, building on Luria, observes connections also with Near Eastern divine kingship
myths. The second oracle, addressed to Oedipus, may however be a Sophoclean innovation
(Manuwald 1992:9-10; Finglass 2018a:34). Cf. Catenacci’s remarks on the relationship between
heroic legend and the stories about rulers (Catenacci [1996] 2012:21-23).

6 Aeschylus’ Aegisthus, indeed, excuses himself, saying that carrying out the deception was
clearly a job for a woman (Aesch. Ag. 1636).

7 As Catenacci [1996] 2012:21 remarks, ‘La complessa elaborazione [of ideas about tyranny] del
V-1V secolo ... non nasce dal nulla.
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connections between different rulers in Herodotus and tragedy are often more
extensive and complicated than has generally been realised. We are not dealing with
the reproduction of a stock figure, but rather with a heterogeneous variety of

recurrent moral ideas, story patterns, and other elements.

II. Moral elements

Perhaps the most prominent resemblance between rulers in Herodotus and in
tragedy is the conventional idea according to which a person progresses from
prosperity (olbos or ploutos) to ruin (ate). This progression often involves wrongdoing
(hybris, adikia) followed by retribution or defeat, or the gods resent the person’s
prosperity (phthonos) and destroy it.® Often, ate is preceded and precipitated by
mental delusion (anoia, apate) or arrogance (mega phronein).® This complex of ideas is,
clearly, well-fitted to explain the fall of any ruler. It perhaps originated in the archaic
period, first appearing in poetry attributed to Solon and Theognis, where these ideas

are propounded in a general, moralising way, without apparent reference to rulers.!

8 Garvie 2009:xxiv-xxvi lays this out well; cf. R. C. T. Parker 1997:151-152. These two
mechanisms are not necessarily mutually exclusive in any given case (Cairns 1996:17-22; cf.
Lloyd-Jones 1971:55-70).

° In tragedy, ate primarily refers to ruin or disaster, unlike in the Iligd and Odyssey and
occasionally Aeschylus (Sept. 312-316, 686-688, 1001, Supp. 104-111, Ag. 1192, according to
Sommerstein 2013:6-7), where it refers to folly or delusion (= anoia, apate). However, even
where ate means ruin or disaster it is often linked with folly and delusion (e.g. Aesch. Pers. 93-
100, 739-742, Soph. Ant. 594-603, with Cairns 2013:xii-xiv), and Aeschylus does not usually use
ate to refer to ruin that is not somehow caused by the sufferer’'s own folly (only at Supp. 444,
Ag. 643, 1124, according to Sommerstein 2013:10-11), although Sophocles and Euripides do
(Sommerstein 2013:11-12).

The word ‘hubris’ has made its way into everyday English to refer to the pride that

comes before a fall, but this is mega phronein in Greek. In Greek, hybris denotes outrageous,
often violent and insulting, wrongdoing. However, there is a close association between mega
phronein and hybris, and indeed the latter often implies the former (Cairns 1996:10-16,
modifying Fisher 1992).
10 Solon frr. 6.3-4, 13.3-13, 13.71-76; [Thgn.] 153-154 (seemingly derivative of Solon fr. 6.3-4, and
therefore perhaps inauthentic: Bowie 1997:62; contra, van Wees 2002:58 n. 21). Solon fr. 13.7-8
might, though, be connected to Solon’s refusal of the wealth that comes with tyrannis
elsewhere (fr. 33.5-6). There is also a different archaic idea according to which hybris produces
stasis, leading to tyrannis (cf. p. 86 below).
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Pindar uses the same ideas to interpret the downfalls of Tantalus and Ixion, in poems

addressed to Hieron of Syracuse."

In tragedy, the fall from olbos to ate is described in choral odes of Aeschylus’ Persians
and Agamemnon, and Sophocles” Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus, in generalising
terms, which leave it to the audience to consider how this pattern might apply to the
plays’ characters.”>? However, Darius’ Ghost explicitly invokes it to explain Xerxes’
defeat,'® and Creon explains his own downfall in retrospect in similar terms.' Also, it
is surely no coincidence that the four plays in which the Chorus invokes the fall from
olbos to ate all focus on a ruler meeting with disaster. It seems, then, that Aeschylus
and Sophocles felt this pattern to be appropriate to stories involving the falls of rulers.
So did Herodotus: Croesus’ and Polycrates” falls are interpreted as happening on
account of divine nemesis or phthonos at their olbos,'> while both divine phthonos and

divine punishment are invoked in relation to Xerxes” defeat.!

Since there are multiple ways in which an individual can fall from olbos to ate, this
moral pattern is very flexible. Herodotus mentions divine phthonos in relation to
Croesus and Polycrates, but divine punishment and divine phthonos in relation to
Xerxes. Solon’s poetry strongly emphasises the moral aspect, strongly distinguishing
between just prosperity, which is secure, and unjust prosperity, which brings
destruction.”” Pindar also emphasises Tantalus’ and Ixion’s punishment for
wrongdoing. In Aeschylus’ Persians, Darius” Ghost explains Xerxes” defeat primarily
as the result of hybris, which the gods resent.’® These passages do not exhibit any

particular consciousness that divine phthonos and divine punishment are alternatives,

11 Pind. Ol 1.54-59, Pyth. 2.25-31. In urging Hieron not to act with hybris, these lines perhaps
anticipate tragedy and Herodotus in applying the fall from olbos to ate to a ruler (although
indirectly, and in a contrario fashion); cf. pp. 181-182.

12 Aesch. Pers. 93-100; Ag. 381-388, 750-773; Soph. Ant. 611-625, OT 873-894 (references partly
from Schmiel 1990:343-344).

13 Aesch. Pers. 807-828.

14 Soph. Ant. 1261-1276, cf. 1161-1171.

15 Hdt. 1.34.1, 111.40.2-3.

16 Hdt. VIIL77, 109.3, cited by Said 2002:137.

17 Solon fr. 13.7-13.

18 Aesch. Pers. 807-828.
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but the second stasimon of Agamemnon seems to oppose the two, expressing the hope
that the gods punish wrongdoers, rather than prosperity necessarily bringing
destruction.” Clearly, therefore, the fall from olbos to ate is a flexible motif: sometimes
amoral divine phthonos is emphasised, sometimes hybris and punishment, and these
explanations can be treated as complementary or set against each other. Herodotus’
and the playwrights’ choices in using these ideas can only be understood with
reference to the situations, characters and ideas presented in each instance, as we will

see in relation to Agamemnon, Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus in Chapters 5-6.

Herodotus and tragedy associate other shared ideas with the falls of rulers, such as
the notion of misfortunes running through a family. This sometimes takes the form of
the idea that later generations are punished for the wrongdoings of earlier
generations.?? In Herodotus, the story of Croesus is framed by this notion,?' although
elsewhere it is applied to non-rulers.?? In tragedy, the Chorus of Seven Against Thebes
explains Eteocles’ fall in terms of the wrongdoing of his grandfather Laius.?? In
Agamemnon, too, the killing of Agamemnon is placed in the context of the many
misfortunes and crimes of earlier Atreids, especially those of Atreus and Thyestes
(which Cassandra calls the ‘ate that began everything’).* The notion of ancestral kaka
is also employed prominently in relation to the Labdacids in Sophocles” Antigone and
Oedipus at Colonus and Euripides” Phoenician Women, and in relation to the Atreids in
Sophocles” Electra and Euripides’ Iphigenia among the Taurians and Orestes.?® In these
plays, the specific notion of transgenerational punishment (articulated in Herodotus
and in Seven Against Thebes) is present in the background if at all; the emphasis is

rather on ancestral misfortune.

19 Aesch. Ag. 750-762, with Dodds 1951:30; Winnington-Ingram [1973] 1983:1, 8; Sommerstein
on Aesch. Ag. 757-758; Garvie 2009:xxv; cf. Ellis 2017:52.

20 This topic has been treated exhaustively by Gagné 2013:275-445.

21 Hdt. 1.13.2, 91.1; see Gagné 2013:326-327.

22 See Gagné 2013:278-325.

2 Aesch. Sept. 720-791, 800-802; see Gagné 2013:351-362.

2 rioctagyov atnv (Aesch. Ag. 1192); cf. 1184-1197 passim, and Gagné 2013:394-416.

% Gagné 2013:362-393, 416-438.
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Furthermore, rulers’ falls are often foreshadowed by dreams, oracles or warnings. In
Herodotus, the falls of Astyages and Polycrates and the defeat of Xerxes are all
anticipated by dreams,? and scholars have compared these to ominous dreams in
tragedy, such as Atossa’s in Persians or Clytaemestra’s in Libation-Bearers.”” Oracles—
or, rather, specifically the Delphic Oracle, accompanied by the ‘constant presence of
Delphic Apollo in the background’?®—play an important role in Herodotus, especially
in the story of Croesus, where Apollo not only predicts Croesus’ demise long in
advance,” but issues a riddling oracle which actually prompts Croesus to the
misjudgement that results in his destruction.®® This resembles Oedipus Tyrannus,
where Apollo similarly issues an oracle that results in Oedipus’ destruction. Indeed,
at the end of the Croesus story, Apollo is actually criticised by Croesus for his
misleading oracle, in a way that somewhat resembles the criticism levelled at Apollo
in Sophocles” Oedipus Tyrannus or even Euripides’ Ion.3' Said also maintains that there
is a parallelism between the role of seers in tragedy (such as Teiresias in Sophocles’
Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus) and ‘warner’ characters in Herodotus (such as Solon,
Croesus, and Artabanus). Although the ‘warner’ figures in Herodotus do not derive
their authority from their religious position, both groups” warnings heighten the
sense that the ruler’s fall is inevitable, and, as Said says, ‘foreshadow what is going to
happen and help the reader notice the blindness of the rulers who did not pay

attention to them’.3?

26 Hdt. 1.107-108 (Astyages; cf. Said 2002:128); 111.124 (Polycrates; cf. Griffin 2006:53); VIL.19
(Xerxes).

27 Aesch. Pers. 176-199, Cho. 523-533, 928-929, with Griffin 2006:52-53 (also citing Eur. Hecuba
30-33, 69-78).

28 Herington 1991:7.

2 Hdt. 1.13.2. Other oracles anticipating rulers’ falls: I1.139 (Sabacus of Ethiopia), 147, 151-152
(the Twelve Kings of Egypt), IV.163 (Arcesilaus of Cyrene), cited by Said 2002:122.

30 Hdt. 1.53.3.

3t E.g. Soph. OT 1329-1330; Eur. Ion 436-451. The criticism of Apollo in Herodotus’ account
(Hdt. 1.90.2-3, cf. 1.87, 1.75.2) is discussed usefully by Flower 1991:71-73, Gagné 2013:327-329.
Cf. also Fontenrose 1978:112.

32 Said 2002:122, drawing on Stahl 1975:6-7. Note also the parallelism between Hdt. IX.16.5 and
Soph. OT 216-218, discussed by Edmunds 2000:37-40 (and cf. p. 216 n. 86 below).
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Scholars of Herodotus have often suggested that these elements are shared between
tragedy and Herodotus because of tragic influence on Herodotus.®® Now, tragic
influence on Herodotus is intrinsically plausible,* and such influence has been traced
in verbal parallels between Herodotus and Sophocles,® and in the structure of some
stories in Herodotus, especially that of Croesus and Atys.* However, when it comes
specifically to these shared moral ideas, the notion that Herodotus’ use of them was
influenced by tragedy seems open to doubt, in view of the oral nature of Herodotus’
work; his stories were his own versions of pre-existing stories.” We have no access to
Herodotus’ sources, but it must be regarded as at least possible that the oral versions
of these stories that Herodotus relied upon already contained, in some cases, the
moral elements in question. Moreover, it is inherently and necessarily the case that, if,
in any given instance, Herodotus’ oral source already mentioned any of these moral
elements and then Herodotus used this element in his own version of the story, he
cannot possibly have derived this element from tragedy: the two possibilities are
mutually exclusive. (It is, though, logically possible that Herodotus” oral sources
included such elements in their versions of some stories but that in other cases
Herodotus was influenced by tragedy to include these elements.) Even considering
the bare possibility that Herodotus” sources contained these moral elements should

therefore make us pause before ascribing them to tragic influence.’

% Said 2002, Griffin 2006. This notion, that the debt of Herodotus to tragedy can be seen in the
shared moral ideas and worldview, is also advanced by Schmid 1934:570-572; Pohlenz
1937:116-118. I am not the first to doubt this view; Chiasson 1979:178-220 objects to it at length
(although on different grounds from those presented here).

3 Earlier scholars (notably Jacoby 1913 cols. 232-242; Schmid 1934:317-318, 569-570) maintain
that Herodotus actually spent time in Athens and knew Sophocles personally. This is possible
(and this view is adopted by Ostwald 1991:143-147), but see Podlecki 1977 for a sceptical
discussion.

% Podlecki 1977:248-250 gives a list. (The best-known verbal parallel is between Hdt. I11.119.6
and Soph. Ant. 909-912, but this is usually taken to reflect Herodotean influence on Sophocles
rather than vice versa: see p. 72 n. 141.)

% Arguments for the story of Croesus and Atys (Hdt. 1.34-45) displaying tragic form are
presented by Rieks 1975:32-38, Fontenrose 1978:111-115, and Chiasson 2003:7-19; cf. the
different approach of Manuwald 1992:5-7. More generally on tragic form in Herodotus, see
Said 2002:118-119, 132 (with further references); Griffin 2006:54 (expressing some scepticism).
37 Cf. the discussions cited at p. 11 n. 35.

% All this would hold true even if we knew that Herodotus was familiar with tragedies
containing these same moral elements. So, for instance, even if we imagine Herodotus to have
heard the Croesus story with a strong Apolline focus and to have watched a large number of
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However, this is not just a bare possibility: it is entirely plausible and indeed
positively likely that all the elements considered above were present in Herodotus’
sources. We have already seen that the notion of a fall from olbos to ate is used in
archaic poetry both in general terms and in specific cases (Tantalus and Ixion in
Pindar). There is no reason at all to suppose that Athenian tragedy was the first genre
to apply this motif to rulers, and the story tradition may well have been doing this
long before. Equally, there is no particular reason to suppose that tragedy, as opposed
to the broader legendary tradition, influenced Herodotus” depiction of the fall of
Croesus in terms of trans-generational punishment. On the contrary, the way in
which Herodotus frames the Croesus story—with brief but clear statements that
Croesus’ fall will represent a punishment for the wrongdoing of his ancestor —seems
altogether different from tragedy, where the notion of trans-generational punishment
is hinted at obscurely, creating an ominous atmosphere dominated by ancestral kaka.
As for dreams, oracles and warnings, if Herodotus had drawn them from tragedy we
would probably expect them to be more prominent in tragedy than in Herodotus, but
the opposite is truer: most extant tragedies contain none of these elements, whereas
they are frequent in Herodotus. Moreover, dreams, oracles and warnings are such
common elements in archaic poetry, Greek legend, and throughout other folktale
traditions that it would be surprising if they were not to some degree present in the
fifth-century story tradition. Reinhardt, indeed, maintains that the Herodotean
‘warner’ figure is drawn from Near Eastern storytelling, and not from the Greek
tradition at all; if there is any truth in this, it can hardly be maintained that
Herodotean ‘warner’ figures have much to do with tragic seers.* Also, when it comes
to Apollo and his oracles, the notion that their prominence in Herodotus is owed to
tragedy conflicts with Jacoby’s widely accepted hypothesis that they are owed to
Herodotus drawing on Delphic sources, especially in the Lydian stories, and that any

such Delphic sources are likely to have placed a strong emphasis on precisely these

tragedies with a similarly Apolline focus, it still makes no sense to attribute the Apolline
elements in Herodotus’ version of the Croesus story to tragedy.
% Reinhardt [1940] 1960:169-170.
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elements, i.e. Apollo, his oracles, and human failure to comprehend them.* It also
ignores the possibility that, as scholars have convincingly argued, the prominence of
Apollo in both tragedy and Herodotus is owed in large part to the general cultural
influence of Delphi on the whole legendary tradition underlying the Oresteia, the
plays of Sophocles, and Herodotus’ stories.*! In short, while tragedy sometimes might
have influenced Herodotus” use of these moral ideas, it is certainly not safe to

maintain this view in general terms; by and large, it seems rather improbable.

Therefore, all we can say with certainty is that fifth-century tragedy and storytelling
had available similar moral ideas and ways of explaining things. Consequently, when
Herodotus and the tragic playwrights depict the fall of rulers, many of the ways in
which they do this are drawn from this shared pool.# For precisely this reason, it is
impossible to say whether, in any given instance, there is direct influence; there may
have been a fair amount, in either direction. Reasonable caution dictates that we go
little further than that. What seems beyond doubt, however, is that these writers’
depiction of the fall of rulers shares many elements and is based on very closely

related cultural preconceptions.

III. Characteristics and behaviours

II1L.i. Introduction

The moral ideas just discussed take the form of overarching patterns. However, rulers

in Herodotus and tragedy also display various shared behaviours and other

attributes. In tragedy, Lanza analyses these as a ‘figure of the tyrant’, and Lateiner has

4 Jacoby 1913 cols. 421-422; Defradas 1954:211-215, 223-226; Rieks 1975:28-29; Fontenrose
1978:112-113, 115; Murray 1987:105-107; Flower 1991:61-63 and passim; Hornblower 2002:377-
378.

4 Delphic influence on the Oedipus legend: Robert 1915:1.69-70 with Edmunds 1985:15; also
Edmunds [1981] 1983:158; de Kock 1961:22-27; Fontenrose 1978:110. On the Orestes and other
legends: Defradas 1954:136-146, 153-156, 164-165, 181-188, 200-201; Fontenrose 1978:108-110.

# Similarly Chiasson 1979:237.
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taken a similarly paradigmatic approach to Herodotus.* The similarity between
Herodotean and tragic rulers is pointed out by Luraghi, who remarks that many
passages in tragedy ‘contribute to depicting an image of the sole ruler that is broadly
consistent with the historical narratives on archaic tyrannoi, which were being written
down in the same years’.** However, since scholars have generally studied rulers in
Herodotus and tragedy separately, the exact nature of this broad consistency has

gone largely unspecified.

Lanza emphasises four main behaviours: impiety, greed, fear and suspicion, and
anger; moreover, these rulers are often set in opposition to freedom (eleutheria), a
central value of fifth-century Greek thought.® I have little to add regarding impiety;
rulers in Herodotus and tragedy exhibit impiety in a heterogeneous variety of ways,
which seem difficult to compare, except by acknowledging that impiety is found in
both.# I will also not consider greed and rapacity here, for a different reason:
although rulers in the story tradition exhibit these behaviours, I do not think that
Lanza is actually correct to maintain that they are especially associated with rulers in

tragedy.¥

I will consider four areas in which tragic and Herodotean rulers can be productively
compared. Firstly, I will argue that rulers’ fear and suspicion is not so much an
attribute of a prototypical ‘figure’ as a recurrent story pattern, in which a ruler
suspects a plot and takes action to prevent it (ii). Secondly, the unwillingness of rulers

to listen is also part of a recurrent story pattern (iii). Furthermore, anger (0oyn),

4 Lateiner 1989:170-186. Waters 1971, by contrast, rejects any kind of patterning in Herodotus’
presentation of rulers. Gammie 1986 and Dewald 2003 adopt a more moderate position, noting
some shared features among rulers in Herodotus while also emphasising their variety.

4 Luraghi 2013¢:139.

4 Lanza 1977:45-64.

4 In Herodotus, note especially 1I1.27-29, 37-38 (Cambyses in Egypt), VI1.238.1-2, VII.109.3
(Xerxes). Tragic rulers’ impiety is discussed by Lanza 1977:56-60; examples include Creon’s
refusal of burial to Polynices (Soph. Ant.) and the Atreids’ refusal of burial to Ajax (and note
especially Soph. Aj. 1350), Pentheus’ conflict with Dionysus (Eur. Bacch.), Lycus’ threats to
burn Heracles’ family at the altar (Eur. HF 242-245), and Polymestor’s murder of his guest
Polydorus (Eur. Hec. 21-27, 787-805, 852-853); cf. also Eur. Phoen. 492-493, 524-525.

47 See Appendix 2 (pp. 276-279).
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although it appears in many different contexts, is part of a wider constellation of
shared motifs in one case, namely its use in the story of Periander and Lycophron and
in Sophocles’” Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus (iv). Then, I will consider how
Herodotus and tragedy apply the language of slavery and freedom firstly to Persia,

and secondly to the legendary rulers of tragedy (v).

I will conclude by briefly arguing that, as with the moral ideas discussed above, these
resemblances between Herodotus and tragedy probably do not indicate tragic
influence on Herodotus; they may, however, indicate the influence of the story

tradition on tragedy (vi).

IILii. Fear and suspicion

Several Herodotean rulers, in a recurrent story pattern, act in order to prevent
subjects from threatening their power.* Astyages orders the infant Cyrus exposed,
because a dream informs him that Cyrus will overthrow him.* Cambyses orders
Smerdis killed because he fears (tavta deioac) that he might kill him and take the
throne.® Darius executes Intaphernes and his sons, suspecting them of plotting
against him.”! Apries is falsely suspected of sending soldiers to military defeat in
order to rule more securely (ko@aAéotepov dpxot),”> and Polycrates does just this,
sending men he suspects of planning to revolt (OUntwnteve pdAlota €¢ émavaotaoty)
to serve under Cambyses.> Periander asks Thrasybulus how to govern Corinth most
safely (aopaAéotatov), and, on Thrasybulus’ advice, kills Corinth’s leading
citizens.> In these passages, the most remarkable thing is perhaps how little the ruler’s
fear or suspicion is emphasised; only in Cambyses’ case is fear briefly mentioned.

Otanes, in his general discussion of the disadvantages of sole rule, does not mention

4 These are selected from row A4 in Lateiner’s table (Lateiner 1989:172, 176), which also
contains passages less relevant here.

49 Hdt. 1.108.1-4.

50 Hdt. I11.30.3.

51 Hdt. I11.119.

52 Hdt. 11.161.4.

5 Hdt. I11.44.2.

5 Hdt. V.92(.2-n.1. Also: 1.64.1, 1.99.2, 1.134.2.
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fear and suspicion, instead attributing rulers’ tendency to mistreat their citizens to
phthonos.* It seems clear that such stories about rulers were a recurring feature of the
tradition, but also that Herodotus, in telling these stories, does not emphasise the fear
and suspicion that might have been conjectured to lie behind the rulers’ actions in

each case.

In tragedy, fear and suspicion come into much sharper focus.® A fragment of
Euripides’ Daughters of Pelias (455) says, ‘This highest state admired by mortals,
tyrannis—you could not find one more wretched. He has to pillage and kill his
friends, and is also subject to the greatest fear that they will do him some harm.”>”
Similar general statements are enunciated by characters justifying the renunciation of
tyrannis in Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus, and Euripides’” Hippolytus and Ion.® In
Suppliants, Theseus says that the ruler ‘kills the best men and whoever he considers
intelligent (or, “proud’), fearing for his tyrannis.* In Prometheus Bound, Prometheus
remarks of Zeus, ‘For this illness inheres in tyrannis: not trusting one’s friends.’®

Tragedy, then, places more emphasis than Herodotus on rulers’ fear and suspicion.

As in Herodotus, several tragic rulers act to preempt threats to their power. Creon in
Antigone, informed of Polynices’ secret burial, wrongly suggests that it was done by

paid agents of citizens desiring to overthrow him.®' In Oedipus Tyrannus, Oedipus

5 Hdt. 111.80.4-5; phthonos, which Herodotus specifically says is an inborn characteristic of
humans in general (doxn0Oev éupvetal dvOownw, 111.80.3), is clearly a different explanation
from fear, which is produced by circumstances.

5% The references given here, and in the next paragraph, are discussed by Lanza 1977:45-49;
Ugolini 2017:462-463.

% 10 O €oxatov 01 TovTo BavuaoTov PEOTOIS, TVEAVVIC—OoUY ebgolg av dBAwTEQOV!
@LAoLG Te MOEBOELY KAl KATAKTAVELV XQEWV, TTAEIOTOG POP0og TEdTeoTL pr| dpdowat Tt (Eur.
Daughters of Pelias fr. 605).

% Soph. OT 584-593; Eur. Hipp. 1013-1020, Ion 621-628.

¥ Kal tovg a&piotouvg oU¢ <T'> Av TynTaL EOVelv KTeivel, dedOKwS TG Tvoavvidog TtépL
(Eur. Supp. 445-446).

60 gVEOTL YAQ TG TOLTO Th) TvoavvidL voonua, toic @idowot ur memoBévar (PV 224-225).
Xenophon and Plato use the incapacity of the tyrannos to trust his friends as an argument
against tyrannis (Xen. Hier. 4.2, P1. Resp. VIIL567a-c, cited in relation to PV by Thomson 1929:4):
see pp. 81-82 below.

61 Soph. Ant. 290-294; cf. 533.
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suspects Teiresias and Creon of plotting against his rule and life,%? and threatens
Creon with death.®® In Prometheus Bound, Prometheus prophesies that his release will
be owed to Zeus’ desire to maintain his rule against a plot,* and Zeus submits
Prometheus to further tortures to find out how to avoid this plot and preserve his
rule.®® In Euripides” Heracles, Lycus explains that he wishes to kill Heracles” family not
out of shamelessness (avatdeiax) but out of caution (evA&Pewx): having killed
Heracles’ father-in-law, he knows that Heracles’ sons, when grown up, will threaten
his life.® In Euripides” Electra, the Farmer describes the extensive precautions which
Aegisthus has taken to secure his rule against overthrow by Orestes, and Aegisthus’

fearfulness is emphasised throughout.®

All this clarifies the exact resemblance between Herodotus and tragedy. What is
shared is a recurrent story pattern in which rulers anticipate threats and take action to
thwart them; what is not shared is an emphasis on rulers’ fear and suspicion, which is

scarcely mentioned in Herodotus, but which tragedy remarks on more explicitly.

IILiii. Unwillingness (or willingness) to listen to advice

A further pattern shared between Herodotus and tragedy involves subjects hesitating

to address their ruler.

This is common in Herodotus” stories from the Persian court. Croesus asks Cyrus
whether he should speak or be silent, Cambyses wishes to kill Croesus for speaking
his mind, no-one except Artabanus is willing to advise Xerxes in opposition to

Mardonius, and Demaratus hesitates to speak his mind to Xerxes. Artemisia says that

62 Soph. OT 380-389, 532-542, cf. 658-659.

6 Soph. OT 623.

64 PV 168-177, cf. 756, 761-762. At Hes. Theog. 526-534, by contrast, Zeus allows Heracles to
release Prometheus in order to increase Heracles’ fame.

65 PV 947-950, 990-991, 1014-1035.

6 Eur. HF 165-169; similarly 207-210, 213.

67 Eur. El. 22-42, 617, 831-833, discussed by Duranti 2017:566-571.
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it is right for her to declare to Xerxes her real opinion.®® These examples show that this
motif of hesitation to speak is flexible, and is used in various permutations.
Sometimes rulers react badly to advice, but sometimes are amenable to it; sometimes
subjects hesitate to address rulers, but elsewhere disclaim hesitation, boldly speaking

out.

Tragedy employs the same motif, with similar flexibility.®” In Sophocles” Antigone, the
Guard is afraid to announce Polynices” burial to Creon; here, this fear is justified by
Creon’s threats and fearsome conduct.” In Oedipus Tyrannus, however, Teiresias
asserts his right to speak, saying that, even though Oedipus is ruler, he can be his
equal in speaking back in turn. Later, Creon insists on Oedipus listening to him
defend himself, which Oedipus does, although impatiently.”” In Bacchae, the
Messenger is afraid to speak because he fears Pentheus’ sharp temper and to basilikon
lian. Pentheus, however, says he will not harm him.” Later, too, the Chorus-leader
hesitates to speak freely (Adyouc éAevBépouc) before the tyrannos, but declares that

she will speak nonetheless.”

In Herodotus and tragedy, rulers do not, then, consistently behave in the same way;
rather, the two genres share a story pattern. Its consequences for the presentation of
rulers vary, since sometimes rulers willingly listen to advice, while elsewhere they

react harshly and even violently.

IIL.iv. Anger

Another element displayed by rulers in Herodotus and tragedy is anger (doyn).

Unlike the features just discussed, orge is not restricted to a single story pattern, but

6 Hdt. 1.88.2, 1IL.36, VIL.10.1, 101.3, 104.5, VIIL.68a.1. I draw these from row C6 of Lateiner’s
table (Lateiner 1989:174, 178).

 On these passages, cf. Carter 2004:212-213; Finglass on Soph. OT 408-9.

70 Soph. Ant. 223-236.

71 Soph. OT 408-410, 543-544.

72 Bur. Bacch. 670-672.

73 Bur. Bacch. 775-777.
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occurs in various situations. When Cyaxares mistreats certain Scythians, Herodotus
remarks that he must have been prone to anger (0py1Vv dxpog). Cyrus answers the
Ionians with orge when refusing to receive their submission on the same terms as
Croesus. Cambyses’ orge prompts his disastrous invasion of Ethiopia; he also becomes
angry when Prexaspes tells him that he is said to drink excessively, and, recollecting
this anger later, kills Prexaspes” son with an arrow. Periander is angry with his son
Lycophron, who is, however, even more persistent in his anger with Periander, who
killed Lycophron’s mother. Xerxes exhibits anger at Artabanus” advice not to invade
Greece, and also when he orders that Pythias” son be cut in half.”* So Herodotean
rulers often display anger—and, whereas fear and suspicion only seem to occur in

one particular story pattern, orge arises in many contexts.

For Euripides, there was clearly an association between rulers and a harsh or angry
temper. This is clear from the Messenger’s reference to Pentheus’ ‘excessively basileus-
like manner’ (10 PBaociAwkov Aiav), and from Creon’s reference to the ‘tyrannos-like

temper” (ANua Tveavvikov) in Medea.”

However, in two especially conspicuous cases of rulers displaying orge—Creon in
Sophocles” Antigone and Oedipus in Oedipus Tyrannus—it seems that orge is part of a
larger group of elements shared with the story tradition. This may be seen by
comparing these two plays with the story of Periander and Lycophron in

Herodotus.”

7+ Hdt. 1.73.4, 1.141.1, 111.25.1, 34.3, 35.1, 52.3-4, VIL.11.1, 39.1. Other instances of rulers’ anger:
1.156.2; IV.128.1. Non-rulers also become enraged: 1.61.2, 1.114.5, I1.1213.3 (pretended anger),
III.131.1, VI.85.2. I have compiled these parallels using a TLG search for ogy-.

75 BEur. Bacch. 671; Med. 348-349, and cf. 455 (Paociréwv Bupovpévwv). The Nurse’s remark
deva TLEAVVWV ANUaTa kKal Mwg OALY’ AQXOHEVOL, TOAAX KQATOUVTEG, XAAEMAWS 0QYAS
petafarrovoy (Med. 119-121) applies the same thought to Medea herself (cf. Mossman on
Eur. Med. 115-30, 120-1); this exemplifies the breadth of Euripides’ use of tyrannos (cf. pp. 20-
21).

76 Cf. Lanza 1977:49-50, whose account of rulers” anger focuses primarily on these two plays.
Other angry rulers include Euripides’ Eteocles (Phoen. 454, cited by Lanza).

77 Shared elements between the story of Periander and Lycophron and Oedipus Tyrannus,
including those mentioned here, are discussed by Catenacci 2000; Finglass 2018b. Catenacci
[1996] 2012:148 briefly notes, without exploring, the fact that Antigone also exhibits some of
these features.
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In Herodotus, Lycophron returns to Corinth knowing that his father Periander killed
his mother. On his arrival, Periander questions him (iotogéovtt), but Lycophron
refuses to reply; Periander, enraged (megioowg Ovu@ €xouevoc), drives Lycophron
out.”® Periander has thus been displayed questioning and enraged. Then Periander
questions Lycophron’s brother (iotopee), and, getting no answer, continues to
question him (éAimageé te iotogéwv).” When Periander finds out why Lycophron
refuses to speak to him, he sends a herald to drive Lycophron from houses where he
takes refuge,® and eventually makes a proclamation (xrjovyua) that no-one should
speak to Lycophron or receive him in their house.®! Later, Periander remonstrates
with Lycophron, saying, ‘My son, which of these things is preferable, your current
state, or to take over, by being well-disposed towards your father, my tyrannis and
the other good things which I now have? You are my son, and the basileus of wealthy
Corinth, but have chosen the life of a beggar, opposing and being angry with the one

with whom you least ought to.”s2

For our purposes, what is significant here is that Periander, rather than merely
exhibiting orge, combines this with extensive questioning, and with making a
proclamation. Furthermore, his orge is the result of provocation by his son, and it is
particularly interesting that he uses the argument that it is unsuitable to maintain

anger against one’s own father.

Looking at Sophocles” Antigone, the portrayal of Creon contains similar elements.

Rather as Periander made a kerygma forbidding anyone to receive Lycophron, Creon

78 Hdt. I11.50.3.

79 Hdt. I11.51.1.

80 Euripides’ Children of Heracles features a similar pattern (cf. Forsdyke 2009:256-259), since
Eurystheus sends a herald from city to city to drive the Heraclids out. This may have been an
established part of the legend (rather than indicating the story tradition’s influence on
Euripides), but we cannot tell. (It is not mentioned at Hdt. IX.27.2.)

81 Hdt. I11.52.1.

82 °() matl, KOTEQA TOVTWV ALQETATEQA EOTL, TADTA TX VOV EXWV TIQNOOELS, T] TNV TUEAVVIdA
Kat <toe> ayada T VoV Eyw €xw, TabTa E0VTA TG TATEL ETUTHOE0V MAQAAAUBAVELY; OC EwV
£uoc te maig kai KogivOou thg evdaipovog Paocideve dAntnv Pilov eidev, avriotatéwy te
Katl 0QYT) X0EWEVOS €¢ TOV o€ fiklota éxonv (Hdt. 111.52.3-4).
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makes a kerygma forbidding Polynices” burial.®* Creon interrogates the Guard and
Antigone,®* becomes enraged, threatening the Guard with his orge, and becomes
similarly angry with Antigone.®> Creon emphasises his son Haemon’s duty not to

argue with him,% but eventually provokes Haemon to orge against him.®

Sophocles” Oedipus Tyrannus exhibits some of these features again. Oedipus is
provoked to anger against Teiresias and Creon,® and his questioning of Teiresias,
Creon, the Messenger, and the Shepherd is even more prominent than in Antigone.
Oedipus’ kerygma is indeed closer to Periander’s than Creon’s is, since it concerns the
exclusion of an individual from human contact.® Also, both rulers” kerygmata rebound
upon themselves: Oedipus turns out to be the murderer cursed in his proclamation,
whereas Periander breaks his proclamation by speaking to his son, thereby incurring
the fine stipulated in it.”* Indeed, as Catenacci points out, Oedipus Tyrannus resembles
the story of Periander and Lycophron more broadly, since both depict the killing of a
family member rebounding on the killer, and both also feature the killer’s identity
being revealed in a cryptic way (by Apollo’s oracle in Sophocles, and by Procles” hint
in Herodotus).”® Scholars have also postulated resemblances between the story of
Periander and Lycophron and either Sophocles’ Electra or Sophocles’” Oedipus at

Colonus.%?

Exactly how these resemblances should be explained is a difficult question, which I

will consider further below. Here, my point is merely that these resemblances are

8 Soph. Ant. 8.

8 Soph. Ant. 237-248, 441-537.

8 Soph. Ant. 280, 473-496.

8 Soph. Ant. 639-647, 742.

87 Soph. Ant. 766.

8 See pp. 222-227. Oedipus’ anger in OT cannot in itself be taken to derive from the story
tradition, since Oedipus is already angry at Thebaid frr. 2, 3; Aesch. Sept. 724-725, 785-787 (Else
1976:83), but it is the broader constellation of motifs shared with Herodotus that is striking.
Else’s view that Creon’s anger in Antigone also derives from the epic and Aeschylean Oedipus
seems ill-founded to me (cf. p. 202 n. 13 below).

8 This correspondence is discussed by Finglass 2018b:63, 67-73.

% Hdt. I11.52.6, with Catenacci 2000:197-198.

1 Catenacci 2000:197.

%2 Electra: Finglass 2018b:73. Oedipus at Colonus: Catenacci 2000:197-199.
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clearly more complex than the mere sharing of a single behaviour, orge, between
different rulers. The ‘figure of the tyrant’ model does not account for the depth and

extent, or for the heterogeneity, of the shared features.

IIL.v. Rulers and the suppression of freedom

In fifth-century Greece, freedom (éAevOepia) and slavery (dovAeia) were important
political concepts. Solon’s poems already raise the notion that subjection to a ruler
constitutes slavery (dovAoovvn).” Its opposite, eleutheria, probably gained particular
importance as a political ideal due to the Persian Wars, when the Greeks faced the
prospect of what they considered slavery to the Persian basileus.** This terminology
appears in Herodotus, especially in relation to the Persian basileus: Cambyses
considers the Ionians to be his inherited slaves, and elsewhere the Persians’ subjects
are called slaves.”> Greeks not subject to the Persian basileus are said to possess
eleutheria, and the Spartans’ freedom is specifically constrasted with the subjection of
those under his rule.”* Greek rulers are presented in similar terms when the
Athenians are said to have become more powerful on being freed (éAevOepwOévtwv)

from the Peisistratids.”

In Aeschylus’ Persians, douleia and eleutheria are treated similarly.”® The aim of Xerxes’
expedition is ‘to cast a yoke of slavery upon Greece’.”” When Atossa asks who the

Greeks’ master (deomdtnc) is, the Chorus-leader replies that the Greeks are not called

% Solon fr. 9.3-4; cf. frr. 4.17-18, 11.1-4, and Raaflaub [1985] 2004:27, 53-54.

9% This is the view of Raaflaub [1985] 2004:58-89.

% Hdt. I1.1.2; 111.88.1. I draw these and the following parallels from row C8 of Lateiner’s table
(Lateiner 1989:175, 179). The notion that all subjects of the Persian basileus are slaves is a Greek
(mis)understanding of Persian culture, as discussed by Missiou 1993; T. Graham 2017:57-58.

% Hdt. VII.104.4, 135.3.

7 Hdt. V.78; similarly, V.66.1, V.91.1; cf. VIII.143.1. Cf. also Thuc. 1.17 (discussed by Forsdyke
2001:338).

% I here follow Raaflaub [1985] 2004:60-61. Xerxes in Persians is also usefully discussed by T.
Graham 2017:62-70, who rightly says that Aeschylus portrays him in terms of ‘the political and
ideological language of democracy, but does so in the negative’ (2017:62).

» Cuyov auiBadeitv dovAlov ‘EAAAGDL (Aesch. Pers. 50). The yoke metaphor is important in
Persians (cf. Garvie ad loc., with further references); it is used of the Persian attempt to conquer
the Greeks also in Atossa’s dream (Aesch. Pers. 191, 196, cf. 594).
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slaves (dovAoL) or subjects (Umtrjicoot) of any man.'® Later, the Chorus anticipates that
Persian defeat will entail freedom for their subjects: “No longer are men’s tongues
guarded; for the people have been released to speak freely (éAev0egpa Balewv), since
the yoke (Cuyov) of force has been released.”'”" So Herodotus and Aeschylus’ Persians

both use slavery and freedom to talk about Persian rule.

Furthermore, in Herodotus and in Euripides’ Suppliants, a character—Otanes in
Herodotus, Theseus in Euripides—makes a speech in favour of democracy as
opposed to sole rule, in a debate regarding which constitution is better. Theseus
emphasises the eleutheria and equality of democracy, which are absent under a sole
ruler, and the right to speak equally, isegoria, which was indeed a major feature of
Athenian democracy.'® In Herodotus, Otanes says ‘How could mounarchia, in which
the ruler can do what he likes without accountability (dvevOUvw moléerv T
BovAetan), be a well-adjusted thing?1® This thought finds a ready parallel in
Aeschylus’ Persians, where Atossa says of Xerxes, ‘he is not accountable to the polis

(ovx vmevOBLVOG TOAeL), and if he comes back safe he rules over this land.”’* This

100 Aesch. Pers. 242.

101 o1 €1t YAooa otolowy év puAakaic: AéAvtat Yo Aaog EAev0epa Palewy, wg EAVON
Cuyov aAkag (Aesch. Pers. 591-594).

102 Eur. Supp. 438-441. Isegoria had probably been important as early as Cleisthenes” reforms in
508/507 (J. D. Lewis 1971; Raaflaub [1985] 2004:96-97), although Ober 1989:78-79 maintains that
it was pre-Cleisthenic, but only open to the elite until c. 462.

Tragedy often regards freedom of speech as an important part of freedom: Soph. Aj.
1257-1261, fr. 927a; Eur. Phoen. 391-395, fr. 216; Tragica Adespota fr. 304 (cited by Raaflaub
1981:360 n. 257 and [1985] 2004:348 n. 88). Euripides particularly emphasises the practice of
being able to say anything and everything (parrhesia), which he associates with Athens (Eur.
Hipp. 421-422; lon 671-675). On parrhesia at Athens (as distinct from isegoria or eleutherostomein),
see Raaflaub [1985] 2004:221-224; Carter 2004.

At Eur. Phoen. 393, t@v koatovvtwv presumably refers to the Argives in general,
rather than specifically to their ruler Adrastus (who has not been mentioned since 160); if so,
the thought is very similar to Ion 671-675.

105 xiog O av ein xonua kKatnotnuévov povvagxin, T €£eott avevBlvew motéey T
PovAetay (Hdt. 1I1.80.3).

104 oy DtevOULVOG TOAEL, owOels O Opolwe Tode Kowpavel xOovog (Aesch. Pers. 213-214). In
Persians, reference proper to a polis are several times used to talk about Persia (Tourraix
1993:108-109; Garvie ad loc., citing 117, 219, 682, 715, 781, 946).
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stands in contrast with the practice of the Athenian democracy, of which the

accountability of officials was an important feature, and of other Greek poleis.'%

Herodotus and tragedy, then, use the language of slavery and freedom to talk about
Persian rule, and about sole rule in general. However, what is more important for our
purposes is how tragedy applies this language to legendary rulers. Since the tragic
playwrights and their audiences were presumably used to thinking about Persian and
sixth-century Greek rulers in terms of slavery and freedom, it is perhaps natural that
the playwrights should also employ such ideas in depicting tragic rulers. Still, there is
nothing inevitable about this development, and the playwrights certainly did not use
such ideas indiscriminately; indeed, such ideas are only moderately common in
tragedy, and are always used pointedly. Here, I provide a brief survey, summarising
points often made before; several of these cases will be discussed further in later

chapters.%

The first tragic rulers to whom the language of slavery and freedom is applied are
Aegisthus and Clytaemestra in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon.'”” As Agamemnon is being
killed, the Chorus expresses extreme antipathy towards Aegisthus’ and
Clytaemestra’s tyrannis, remarking that it would be better to die than live under it
and threatening them with the Chorus’ own opposition and with that of the populace,
which they expect to stone Aegisthus and Clytaemestra.'” Aegisthus threatens the
Chorus using animal imagery, including the yoke and goad.''* In Libation-Bearers, the

overthrow of Aegisthus and Clytaemestra is several times called eleutheria.''* We will

105 Accountability procedures were by no means a specifically Athenian or democratic feature,
as Rhodes 2003:116 points out in the present context; for a useful overview and bibliography,
see Frohlich 2017. Accountability and euthynai at Athens are helpfully discussed by Sinclair
1988:77-83; Hamel 1998:126-130.

106 Tn addition, note Soph. fr. 873 (60tic Yo we TVEAVVOV EUTIoQeVETAL KELVOL ‘OTL DODAOG,
KAV EAe00eQOG HOAT)).

107 This is discussed, using these references, by Podlecki 1986:94-95; Parara 2010:115-119.

108 Aesch. Ag. 1364-1365; cf. 1354-1355.

19 Aesch. Ag. 1409-1413, 1615-1616, 1633-1635.

110 Aesch. Ag. 1624, 1639-1640.

1t Aesch. Cho. 807-811, 859-865, 1044-1047, cited by Raaflaub [1985] 2004:89 as ‘the first
unequivocal identification of the liberation of a city with the overthrow of tyranny’.
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further discuss Aeschylus’ presentation of their overthrow as the overthrow of an

oppressive tyrannis in Chapter 2.

In Sophocles” Ajax, Agamemnon applies the language of slavery to Teucer, calling
him a slave,'? and objects to him speaking too freely.!* Agamemnon also uses animal
imagery of the domination that should be exerted over men like Ajax."* Agamemnon
treats Teucer like this because Teucer’'s mother was a slave,'®> and there is no
suggestion that Agamemnon views his subjects in general as slaves; however, this

language may still set Agamemnon in opposition to freedom.

In Antigone, Creon’s rule is set in opposition to freedom rather more prominently.!t
Creon uses the yoke metaphor of his own rule."” He compares Antigone to an angry
horse controlled by a bridle (another animal metaphor),"® before telling her that ‘it is
not possible for a person who is a slave of those close to them to think proudly.”"
When Antigone says of Creon that “tyrannis is fortunate in many ways, and especially
in being able to do and say what it wishes,” this resembles statements about sole
rulers” unaccountability in Aeschylus and Herodotus.'® In regarding his own will as
nomos, Creon perhaps bears out Theseus’ observation in Suppliants that sole rulers

keep the law in their own possession, whereas under democracy the laws are the

12 Soph. Aj. 1235.

113 Oapowv VPICelc kaleAevOegootopeis (Soph. Aj. 1258).

114 Soph. Aj. 1253-1254. The point about animal metaphors is made by Finglass on Soph. EI
1462.

115 Soph. Aj. 1228.

116 These points about Creon are made e.g. by those cited at p. 199 n. 2. S. R. West 1999:124-129
compares Creon with Herodotus’ Cambyses, suggesting that Creon would have been
reminiscent of Persian monarchy, but the shared features which she mentions do not seem
distinctively Persian in their connotations or distinctively Herodotean.

117 Soph. Ant. 291.

118 Soph. Ant. 477-478, again with Finglass on Soph. EI. 1462.

119 o0 yaQ EkméAeL @oovelv €Y’ 60TIc DODAGS Eott twv TéAag (Soph. Ant. 478-479). However,
Creon is perhaps not calling Antigone a slave because she is subject to him politically; tav
niéAag may imply that he is claiming obedience as her kyrios. Cf. also 517, 756.

120 GAA" 1) TvEAVVIG TTOAAL T &AA” evdoupovel kdleotv avT) dpav Aéyewv 07 & PovAetal
(Soph. Ant. 506-507).
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common property of all.'”! I will place these aspects within the context of Creon’s

portrayal as a whole in Chapter 6.

In Oedipus Tyrannus, also discussed in Chapter 6, such features seem much less
prominent. Edmunds emphasises the lines where Teiresias asserts his right to equal
speech (i.e. isegoria) with Oedipus, declaring that he is not Oedipus’ slave but
Apollo’s.’22 This differs from Antigone, since Oedipus neither calls Teiresias a slave
nor tries to prevent him speaking, but Teiresias” words perhaps imply that Oedipus’
behaviour threatens his freedom. Creon also has to ask Oedipus to listen to him on an

equal basis (lo” avtakovoov).'

Sophocles” Electra seems, less strongly than Aeschylus’ Libation-Bearers, to present
Aegisthus’ killing as that of a tyrannos, and at the end of the play Orestes is
congratulated on securing eleutheria.’?* Aegisthus talks about the Argives” subjection
using imagery that (as Finglass argues) probably echoes Aegisthus’” words in

Agamemnon.1?

In Euripides, notions of freedom and slavery appear prominently in the portrayal of
two rulers.'? In Heracles, Lycus tells the Chorus that they are slaves of his tyrannis;'?’
the Chorus-leader is indignant at this,? and he and Megara speak bitterly of Lycus

acting as their master (deomotnc).'® In Bacchae, Pentheus implies that the disguised

121 Bur. Supp. 429-432; so roughly B. Vickers 1973:529-530; Allen 2000:89-93.

122 Soph. OT 408-410, with Edmunds 2000:46-47 (following Raaflaub 1980:15 and 49 n. 43),
2002:75-76. For isegoria, cf. p. 66 above. Edmunds also suggests that these lines recall the word
isokratia, a synonym for isonomia found at Hdt. V.92a.1. Cf. also Giorgini 1993:206-207; T.
Graham 2017:114-115.

123 Soph. OT 544, with Edmunds 2002:76. I here leave aside Ant. 736-739 and OT 629-630,
discussed at pp. 121-123, 233-235 below. Although these passages are often considered
‘tyrannical’, and although the former presents Creon in an un-democratic light, they do not
specifically relate to freedom, and therefore do not fall within the category discussed here.

124 Soph. El. 1508-1510; cf. p. 89 below.

125 Soph. El. 1458-1463, with Finglass 2005:204 and n. 19.

126 These are pointed out e.g. by Finglass on Soph. OT 410-11. Note also Hel. 1428
(Theoclymenus); Phoen. 520, 628 (Eteocles; cited by Heim 1904:38).

127 Eur. HF 250-251.

128 Eur. HF 270-272.

129 Eur. HF 258, 274, 277, as Sheppard 1916:75 points out.
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Dionysus is his slave;'** also, when the Chorus-leader says that she hesitates to speak
‘free words” (Adyoug €AevOépouc) before Pentheus, this implicitly creates an

opposition between Pentheus and free speech.!!

Prometheus Bound, where Zeus is pointedly called tyrannos, emphatically contrasts
Zeus’ sole rule with freedom.!3? Kratos tells Hephaestus that no-one is eleutheros
except Zeus.! The Chorus warns Prometheus against speaking too freely
(éAevOegootopety).’** When Prometheus predicts Zeus’ fall, he contrasts Zeus’ rule
with slavery, saying that Zeus will find out how different ruling (&oxewv) and slavery
(dovAevewv) are.!® The yoke metaphor is used, when Hermes compares Prometheus
to a ‘newly-yoked foal” (veoCvyng mwAoc) struggling against the bit.!% Zeus is also
said not to be accountable (OmevOvvog),’” and to keep the nomoi in his private

possession,'* ideas also applied to Creon in Antigone.

These elements clearly serve to place the strongest possible emphasis on the absolute
nature of Zeus’ power. The significance which one attaches to this will depend on
one’s overall view of the play, which cannot be explored in detail here. Certainly this
emphasis makes Prometheus’ position seem bleaker, and increases the disjunction
between his apparent hopelessness and the prospect which he raises of Zeus’
eventual fall. The emphasis on Zeus’ absolute power may also have a broader point

regarding the nature of human existence, in demonstrating the helplessness of

130 Eur. Bacch. 803.

131 Eur. Bacch. 775-776.

132 Cf. pp. 18-19 above. These key points are made by Thomson 1929. More detailed
discussions include Said 1985:15-20, 312-314, 325; Giorgini 1993:163-168; Seaford 2003:99-100;
Picariello and Saxonhouse 2015; T. Graham 2017:90-96.

133 PV 50.

134 PV 180.

135 PV 927.

136 PV 1009-1010; cf. 108, 579 (referring to Prometheus’ actual bondage).

137 PV 324; cf. 150.

138 PV 150, 403.
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individuals before the gods” power, and perhaps a theological point, in posing the

arbitrary omnipotence of Zeus as an intellectual problem.!®

IIL.vi. The relationship between rulers in Herodotus and in tragedy

Rulers in Herodotus and tragedy, then, exhibit certain shared features. However,
taking a comparative approach has shown that matters are also more complex. Often,
we are dealing not just with shared elements, but with broader story patterns or
groups of elements. These are employed flexibly, and in ways that vary considerably
not only between Herodotus and tragedy, but also within each. Lanza and others are
right to highlight the shared elements, but we should also take full account of the

flexibility and variety with which these are employed.

As with the moral ideas discussed above, we cannot be sure what actual relationship
between Herodotus and tragedy these shared features suggest. Many of the
considerations raised above, however, also apply to the shared story patterns, where
rulers take action against plots, or where subjects hesitate to speak openly before
rulers. That is to say, if these elements were already employed by Herodotus’ source
for any individual story, he cannot possibly have taken them over from tragedy in that
specific case, and these patterns—which are often fundamental to the stories’
structures, and which are generally more prominent in Herodotus than in tragedy —
may have been used by Herodotus’” sources in any number of cases. Consequently, we
cannot confidently postulate any tragic influence at all here, although of course there
is never any way of excluding it. By contrast, it seems entirely plausible that, in
employing these patterns, tragedy was drawing on the story tradition (although not
necessarily on the specific stories recorded in Herodotus). However, certainty is

unattainable.

139 [t was argued by Schmid (especially 1940:306, regarding Zeus) that PV depends on various
Sophistic ideas about the gods. Since scholarly opinion now tends to agree with Schmid that
PV is not by Aeschylus (p. 44 above), the question of how PV fits into these intellectual
currents would perhaps reward renewed scholarly attention.
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The similarities between Sophocles” plays and the story of Periander and Lycophron
present more difficulties, since they do not constitute a recurrent story pattern;
indeed, questioning and proclamations are not especially common in Herodotus.
Also, some of the resemblances seem rather close: Periander’s argument with
Lycophron and Creon’s with Haemon both deal with the obedience owed by a son to
a father, and Periander’s and Oedipus’ proclamations both exclude individuals from
human contact. Some scholars have indeed regarded it as overwhelmingly likely that
Oedipus Tyrannus is directly influenced by Herodotus” version of the Periander and
Lycophron story,'* which is rendered plausible if one accepts that Sophocles may
have been familiar with Herodotus” work more broadly.'! Sophocles may, though,
have heard the story independently in a similar form, given the intrinsic likelihood of
a well-educated Athenian such as Sophocles having heard a story concerning such an
important figure as Periander from a city as close as Corinth. The opposite
hypothesis—tragic influence on the story of Periander and Lycophron sufficiently
thoroughgoing to account for all these resemblances —seems rather unlikely, since the
shared elements are fundamental to the story and spread throughout it. If they were
all removed, it is difficult to see what form the story could have taken —whereas
Sophocles had the fullest freedom to employ or not employ such elements in Antigone
and Oedipus Tyrannus, given the largely invented nature of these plays” plots.'* Also,
there are reasons internal to Herodotus” work to think that Herodotus recounted the

story of Periander and Lycophron largely as he heard it.’® It therefore seems more

140 Aly 1921:95; Catenacci 2000:200-201. Finglass 2018b:73-75 is more cautious (as I am here).

141 The chief evidence is the verbal parallel between Hdt. 1I1.119.6 (where Intaphrenes” wife
explains her decision to save her brother on the grounds that she can find another husband
and children) and Soph. Ant. 909-912 (where Antigone explains her burial of Polynices on the
same grounds). The closeness of the wording and the greater suitability of the reasoning to the
Herodotean context are widely taken to prove direct Herodotean influence on Sophocles. See
Griffith on Soph. Ant. 904-15, 909-12, and Szlezak 1981:112-113, who lists some scholars who
doubt this (to whom add W. Hansen 2002:64). Other possible close verbal parallels are listed
by Podlecki 1977:248-249.

142 Catenacci 2000:201 seems right to remark that they ‘sembrano caratterizare proprio alcuni
dei punti in cui pil personale o addirittura innovativa appare la rielaborazione drammaturgica
del mito di Edipo operata da Sofocle” On Sophocles’ invention in Amntigone, cf. C.
Zimmermann 1993:115-137; Griffith 1999:4-12. On OT, see Finglass 2018a:27-31.

143 Indeed, Luraghi puts this forward as the clearest case of this in Herodotus” work, arguing
that, since the connection between the story and its ostensible purpose (explaining why the
Corinthians went to war against Polycrates of Samos) is very strained, ‘the story has so little to
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plausible that Sophocles” plays were influenced by the story than vice versa. But we
cannot exclude other possibilities, such as that the elements in question also appeared

in other stories—or earlier tragedies —unknown to us.

IV. Conclusion

In this chapter, it has been tentatively suggested that the shared elements considered
are the result of shared cultural context, and are probably to be explained primarily
on the basis that the tragic playwrights were cognisant of the tradition about stories
current in their day about archaic rulers. Alternative hypotheses may, however, be
tenable in some cases, and the partial nature of our evidence makes certainty on all
such questions largely unattainable. By contrast, the features discussed do not seem
to provide clear evidence for tragic influence on Herodotus or the story tradition,

although such influence cannot be excluded.

However, the exact relationship between Herodotus and tragedy is not the main
point of this chapter, which has aimed primarily to illustrate the heterogeneity of the
elements shared between Herodotus and tragedy. Some are overarching moral ideas
common within the culture of the time. Others are story patterns. The anger of rulers
is different again, occurring in a wide variety of contexts. The opposition between
sole rulers and freedom is a phenomenon of yet another kind, and stands apart from
these other elements in being strongly politically charged and in being associated
with Greek and Athenian self-definition in terms of freedom, especially from Persian
domination. We should not forget, either, the oral elements considered at the start of
the chapter, which do not regularly occur in tragedy, but are shared between the

Oedipus legend and the stories about archaic rulers at the legendary level.

do with the context that the conclusion that Herodotus has collected it as a fully developed
story seems inescapable’ (Luraghi [2005] 2013b:106). Cf. Frankel [1924] 1960:67-68 n. 3 (who
thinks that Herodotus must have picked up the story in Corinth itself); Sourvinou-Inwood
1988:172 (arguing that this oral story shares a ‘father-son hostility” schema with legends such
as those of Theseus and Hippolytus, Phoenix, and Tenes).
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Furthermore, these shared features differ not only in their natures, but in the rulers to
whom they are applied. The rulers depicted in terms of the fall from olbos to ate, who
include Herodotus” Croesus and Aeschylus” Agamemnon, are not always the same
ones who are depicted as angry, suspicious or opposed to freedom. Anger, suspicion
and the language of freedom and slavery are often, at least in tragedy, applied to the
same characters at the same time—which, as Lanza saw, produces a highly effective
dramatic figure—but these elements can occur separately, too. Overall, then, it was
open to storytellers and playwrights alike to draw on this rich variety of traditional
ideas, patterns and motifs in a flexible and varied manner, depending on whatever
considerations seemed appropriate to depicting, or telling a story about, any

particular ruler.

This chapter, presenting the first detailed comparison of the depiction of rulers in
tragedy and in Herodotus, has demonstrated the considerable complexity of one
important group of conceptions underlying the presentation of rulers in tragedy. In
contrast with the approach of those scholars who seek to identify a ‘figure of the
tyrant’ in Herodotus and tragedy, we have seen that the elements shared between
rulers in tragedy and Herodotus are varied and flexible, and we have been able to
identify the differing nature of these elements with more precision than is possible on
the basis of that approach. In the next chapter, we will look at another group of ideas
underlying the depiction of rulers, in order to continue to demonstrate the complexity

and variety of the ideas underlying the presentation of rulers in tragedy.
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CHAPTER 2. TYRANNIS, THE KILLING OF TYRANNOI, AND STASIS IN
ATHENIAN POLITICS AND TRAGEDY

I. Introduction

This chapter investigates how the depiction of rulers in tragedy and the ideas
enunciated about tyrannis in tragedy fit into the role of the idea of tyrannis in fifth-
century Athenian politics. That the concept of tyrannis was important in how the
Athenians thought about politics in this period is well-established, and it is nothing
novel to suggest that tragedy’s depiction of rulers may be related to this. However,
scholars arguing this have generally focused on the notion that the role of tyrannis in
Athenian politics was that of a foil against which the Athenian democracy could
define itself, and that tragedy, in depicting rulers, took part in this process—i.e. that it
portrayed on stage democracy’s ideological opposite.! I wish to suggest that the
reality is more complex than this, and that the relationship between tragedy and the

role of tyrannis in Athenian politics is highly variable.

Firstly, I will lay out the role of the idea of tyrannis in Athenian politics, not
exhaustively, but so as to show that the idea of tyrannis was used in Athenian political
life in three readily distinguishable ways—which indicates that the role of tyrannis in
Athenian political life is more multifaceted than is commonly acknowledged. Then, I
will argue that tragedy fits into this complex picture in a more subtle and variable

way than the common view allows for.

IL. The role of tyrannis in Athenian politics

The three main roles that tyrannis played in Athenian political life were, I will argue,

in the celebration of Harmodius and Aristogeiton, who killed Hipparchus, the brother

of the tyrannos Hippias, in 514; as a perceived threat to democratic Athens, and

1 E.g. Berve 1967:1.192-195; Lanza 1977:ii-xiv; Rosivach 1988:45-46; Edmunds 2002:67-70;
Allan and Kelly 2013:92 and n. 60; Ugolini 2017:457-458. Also important is Cerri 1982:139-144.
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therefore as a political accusation against opponents; and as a way of thinking about
the use and nature of power, both in intellectual circles and in discussions of

Athenian foreign policy.

The killing of Hipparchus by Harmodius and Aristogeiton at the Panathenaea of 514
BC was celebrated as a founding act of the Athenian democracy, in various official
and unofficial contexts.? At an early date statues of the two men were set up in the
agora.® They were celebrated in cult.* Songs were sung, declaring (misleadingly) that,
by killing Hipparchus, Harmodius and Aristogeiton ended the tyrannis, making
Athens isonomos.> Privileges were accorded to descendants of the two men and long
upheld,® while the Peisistratids’ descendants may have been outlawed.” Official
proclamations and oaths against tyrannis were sworn from an early date,® and laws

against tyrannis were passed.” Harmodius and Aristogeiton appear on vase-

2 For a fuller summary, see Raaflaub 2003.

3 On the statues, see Taylor [1981] 1991:13-21; Holscher 1998:158-160; Azoulay [2015] 2017:23-
45.

4 [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 58.1; Taylor [1981] 1991:5-7; R. C. T. Parker 1996:136 n. 55; Shear 2012.

5 Carmina Popularia PMG 893-896 [= Ath. XV.695a]; on these, cf. G. S. Jones 2014:232-233, 242-
249; Budelmann 2018:266. Aristophanes mentions this song at Ach. 980, Vesp. 1222-1227, Storks
fr. 444, and plays on it at Ach. 1093, Lys. 632 (Taylor [1981] 1991:23). The same view of the
killing of Hipparchus is presupposed by Miltiades” remark at Hdt. VI.109.3 (cited by Taylor
[1981] 1991:xviii).

¢ Jsaeus V.46-47, alongside other sources: see Taylor [1981] 1991:1-5.

7 This may have been the purpose of the ‘stele about the wrongdoing of the tyrannoi’
mentioned by Thucydides (VL.55.1-2, cf. Ar. Av. 1074-1075; Andoc. 1.78, 106; Marcellinus, Life
of Thucydides 32). This is accepted by Ostwald 1955:109 and Dover on Thuc. V1.54-59, but is
only argued for fully (to my knowledge) by Stahl 1891:265 n. 1.

8 Proclamations against tyrannis before Assembly and Council meetings: Ar. Thesm. 338-339
with Dem. XIX.70; Rhodes 1972:36-37. The heliastic oath: Dem. XXIV.149. It has been
suggested that the bouleutic oath contained a similar clause (U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff
1893:1.54 and n. 23, followed by Ostwald 1955:109, 112; against this, Highby 1936:29-30), but all
we have solid evidence for is that it contained a clause against betrayal of the city and katalysis
tou demou in general (Dem. XXIV.144; cf. Rhodes 1972:194).

° Possible early laws against tyrannis: [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 8.4, 16.10; Plut. Sol. 19.3-4; Ostwald
1955:104-109; Gagarin 1981. The decree of Demophantus of 410 outlawed tyrannoi and
required all citizens to swear to kill anyone who acted as tyrannos or helped establish one
(Andoc. 1.96-98); this oath was sworn at the Dionysia, perhaps in the agora (Shear 2007:157-8)
or theatre (P. Wilson 2009:23-26). The decree was erected outside the bouleuterion to remind the
bouleutai how they should treat those aspiring towards tyrannis (Lycurg. Leoc. 126; cf. Shear
2007:158-159). On the decree, see Teegarden 2013:30-53; Azoulay [2015] 2017:63-65. Later laws
against tyrannis are discussed by Teegarden 2013:57-220.
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paintings,!® and the readiness with which characters in Aristophanes quote the skolia
songs or reminisce about the expulsion of the tyrannoi suggests that casual expression
of patriotic sentiments about these events may have been commonplace.!! These
traditions were not uncritically accepted by everyone at Athens,'? but the overall
picture is very clear: an opposition to tyrannis, expressed through honouring and
celebrating Harmodius and Aristogeiton and through practical and symbolic
measures against tyrannis, was among the foundations of the Athenians’ collective

identity. This, then, is part of the picture.

The second role of tyrannis mentioned above is related, but different. This is that the
Athenians sometimes used tyrannis to understand what they thought—or feared—
was going on in contemporary Athenian politics.’* We see this firstly in political
invective against Pericles in the 430s.* However, in Aristophanes” Wasps (422) a
character complains at the sudden commonness of accusations of tyrannis, a word
which he says (presumably in exaggeration) that he had not heard being used for fifty
years. This suggests that the commonness of accusations of tyranny varied; there was
perhaps a boom in them in the late 420s.> Such accusations appear several times in
Aristophanes” Wasps and Lysistrata,'® although conspiracies of other sorts were also

feared in this period: the accusations made in Knights (424) by the character

10 There are three early fifth-century instances (Wiirzburg, Martin von Wagner Museum L 515;
Rome, Museo Nazionale Etrusco di Villa Giulia 50321; Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum inv.
5247), three late fifth- or early fourth-century Panathenaic vases (London, British Museum B
605; Hildesheim, Roemer und Pelizdus Museum inv. 1253 and 1254), and three late fifth- or
early fourth-century oinochoai (Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 98.936; Rome, Museo Nazionale
Etrusco di Villa Giulia 44255; Ferrara, Museo Nazionale di Spina 6406). All are discussed by S.
Schmidt 2009; cf. Neer 2002:168-181, Azoulay [2015] 2017:77-83, 185-189.

11 Skolin mentioned casually: Ar. Ach. 980, Vesp. 1222-1227. Reminiscences about military
actions against the tyrannoi and Spartans: Ar. Lys. 273-285, 665, 1150-1156. Cf. Taylor [1981]
1991:31.

12 Hdt. VI.123.2, Thuc. VI1.54-59, and others question these traditions in various ways; cf. R.
Thomas 1989:242-251; Lavelle 1993:63-79; Hornblower on Thuc. VI1.54-59.

13 On all this, the summary of Cerri 1982:142-144 is useful.

14 Cratinus, Chirons fr. 258 [= Plut. Per. 3.4], quoted at p. 86 below; possibly Cratinus, Wealth-
Gods fr. 171.22-23; Plut. Per. 4.2, 7.3, 11.1, 16.1, 39.5. Cf. Henderson 2003:162-163; Tracy 2009:96-
108.

15 Ar. Vesp. 488-491. Cf. Taylor [1981] 1991:88-90; Henderson 2003:166-167 and n. 50.

16 Ar. Vesp. 417, 463-465, 486-487; Lys. 618-619, 630.
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representing Cleon are mostly unspecific,'”” while he mentions conspiracies aimed in

one case at inducing allied revolt,'® and in another at conspiring with the enemy."

It is the incidents of 415, though—the mutilation of the Herms and the profanation of
the Mysteries—that demonstrate most vividly the Athenians’ fear of tyrannis. In 415,
accusations of tyrannis gained particular potency from the suspicion that one specific
person was aiming at tyrannis—namely, Alcibiades.” Thucydides explains the
Athenians’ decision to recall Alcibiades from Sicily as follows: ‘the people of Athens
... were at that time ill-tempered and suspicious towards those charged concerning
the Mysteries, and thought that everything had been done with a view to a
conspiracy aimed at oligarchy or tyrannis’ (émi Euvvwpooix OAryaQyikn wail

TLOAVVIKT)).?!

Thucydides” account of the oligarchic revolution in 411, though, is conspicuously
lacking in accusations of tyrannis. For instance, when Thucydides says that
Phrynichus suspected Alcibiades” motives, he says that Phrynichus rightly thought
that Alcibiades did not care whether Athens was governed oligarchically or
democratically, but merely wanted to be recalled as the result of a change in
government.?? Here and elsewhere, tyrannis is not a relevant consideration—and,
given the Athenians’ keenness to bring Alcibiades back at this point, it is difficult to

see how it could have been.” After the revolution, however, tyrannis was certainly a

17 Ar. Eq. 257, 452, 628, 862.

18 Ar. Eq. 236.

19 Ar. Eq. 475.

20 So explicitly Thuc. VI.15.4. That is to say, Alcibiades gave the Athenians’ latent fears of
tyrannis an object, turning their general fear into a more specifically targeted and potent one
(Woodhead 1970:79-80; de Romilly [1995] 2019:72-74).

21 Thuc. VI.60.1 (with Hornblower ad loc. for the translation ‘or’); cf. V1.28.2, V1.53.3, VI1.61.1.
These references are from Henderson 2003:169.

2 Thuc. VIIL.48.4.

2 Likewise, when members of the oligarchic party kill Androcles, Thucydides says that this is
because he was a demagogue and enemy of Alcibiades (VIIL.65.2), and, when mentioning the
populace’s distrust of Antiphon, Thucydides merely says that they thought him too clever
(GAA” VMoMTwe @ mANOeL dx dOEav dewvotntog dakeipevog, VIIL68.1). Osborne’s use of
these passages to argue that ‘Continuing fear of tyranny certainly played some part in the
events of 412/11" (2003:258) seems doubtful; these passages suggest rather that other fears
were prominent, whereas fear of tyrannis is conspicuously unmentioned.
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factor. The decree of Demophantus (410) forbade both the holding of public offices
after the katalysis tou demou (i.e. participation in an oligarchy) and aspiration towards
or holding of tyrannis?* which implies that, as in 415, the Athenians feared
conspiracies and revolutions of any sort, whether aimed at oligarchy or tyrannis.
These two possible outcomes of a successful revolution were naturally closely

associated, as their combination in the decree of Demophantus shows.?

The Athenians’ fear of tyrannis, then, clearly varied according to the circumstances;
sometimes it was potent, sometimes less so. Furthermore, it co-existed with other
fears, such as plots in favour of the enemy or revolting allies, and there is also
abundant evidence that the Athenians were acutely aware of the threat posed by elite
conspiracies that aimed at overthrowing the democracy (kxataAvoic tov dnuov) and

instituting an oligarchy.?

24 Shear 2007:150.

%5 Cf. Shear 2007:151-152.

2% Thucydides tells us several times that the Athenians feared katalysis tou demou, firstly in 457
(L.107.4), and later in 415 (II1.81.4) —at which point he also states that the Athenians were
afraid of conspiracies aiming at both oligarchy and tyrannis (V1.60.1). In 411, Thucydides refers
to the oligarchs’ primary aim as katalysis tou demou (VII1.47.2, VII1.54.4, VIIL.68.1), and tells us
that the army at Samos and the crew of the Paralus blamed the oligarchs precisely for the
katalysis tou demou (VIIL.86.2, VIIL.86.9; cf. also II1.81.4). All this indicates that Athens was
aware of the threat to democracies posed by oligarchic katalyseis tou demou. Nor is it surprising
that this should be expressed as fear of katalysis tou demou rather than of oligarchia, since, in
truth, the katalysis posed the immediate threat, not whatever precise constitution replaced the
democratic one. None of this quite proves that in 457, or even 415, the words katalysis tou
demou were used, but Thucydides does seem to have thought that Athenians and others were
prepared to recognise the threat posed by conspirators of any sort, including the oligarchic
ones who (unlike the ones supposedly aiming at tyrannis) were actually active throughout late
fifth-century Greece.

I therefore see no warrant for saying that it ‘is a tempting hypothesis that this binary
view, of a choice between democracy and tyranny, laid the Athenians open to the oligarchic
coup of 411, since many democrats had never seriously considered what real oligarchy and
oligarchs might be like’ (Brock 1989:161). The Athenians must have known that oligarchic
conspiracies had been going on throughout fifth-century Greece (cf. Rhodes 2000:120-128;
Simonton 2017:59-61), and Thucydides provides plenty of evidence that they were afraid of
just this sort of conspiracy, whose aim was widely known to be that of katalysis tou demou.

The oligarchs themselves, as represented in our sources, talk about neither oligarchia
nor katalysis tou demou, but rather ‘changing the constitution” (Xen. Hell. 11.3.24, 32, although
katalysis tou demou at 28), ‘rectifying the constitution’ ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 35.2), ‘doing politics
more sensibly’ (Thuc. VIIL.53.3), or ‘doing democracy but not in the same way’ (VIIL.53.1):
Caire 2016:279. They also talked about reinstating the patrios politeia (e.g. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 29.3):
Shear 2011:49-53; Caire 2016:262-278.
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The third main role of tyrannis in Athenian political discourse is its use as a tool of
analysis. In the instances we have seen so far, tyrannis is understood as a political
threat, something somebody else is aiming at. However, as has recently been discussed
in an excellent article by Trampedach, tyrannis is also commonly used in meditating
on the use of power by those who possess it, or who wish to acquire it, by those people

themselves.?”

On the one hand, tyrannis is used to consider the use of power in the abstract, in the
context of the intellectual debates of the late fifth and early fourth century, especially
as represented in Plato.?® In Plato’s Gorgias, Polus, who wishes to demonstrate the
great power of rhetoric and orators within poleis, emphasises that orators ‘like
tyrannoi, kill anyone they wish, and confiscate property and expel from their cities
anyone they like.”” The point on which the orator is purportedly like the tyrannos is,
then, his power to do injustice. Subsequently the debate turns to the question of
whether the position of the tyrannos—’to be able to do whatever one likes in the polis,
killing and expelling and doing everything according to one’s own ideas®—is
desirable. Polus raises Archelaus of Macedon as an example of such a man.* Polus
considers it obvious that Archelaus is fortunate (evdaipnwv) and that any person in

this position would be, and is confident that any Athenian would agree.*

27 Trampedach 2006. I have not, however, used Trampedach’s article in detail; the questions
asked are different from those considered here.

28 [ will not call these discussions ‘Sophistic’, because we cannot firmly attribute them to those
to whom this adjective is uncontroversially attached (Protagoras, Gorgias, Prodicus, Hippias,
Thrasymachus): the evidence is too thin. (For similar reasons, it is controversial to call
immoralistic argumentation ‘Sophistic’: de Romilly [1988] 1992:111-161.)

2 (OoTEQ Ol TVEAVVOL, ATIOKTEWVVAOV TE OV AV POVAWVTAL Kol APALQOVVTAL XOTHATA KAl
ExBaAAovory ¢k v moAewv 6v av dokt) avtoig (Pl. Grg. 466b-c).

30 ¢Eetval v Th) mOAeL, O Av DOKT) aVTQ, TIOLELY TOVTO, Kol ATOKTELVUVTL Kol EKPAAAOVTL kal
TIAVTA TEATTOVTL KATA TNV avToL d0&av (PL. Grg. 469c).

31 PL. Grg. 470d-471d.

32 PL. Grg. 468e, 471c-d. The desirability of tyrannis is likewise regarded as commonly accepted
at Resp. 1.344b-c (by Thrasymachus); Leg. Il.661la-b; cf. Hoekstra 2016:29 (with further
instances). For passages regarding tyrannis as desirable, cf. pp. 23-24 n. 90.
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In other respects, however, Polus” view of the tyrannos is not merely traditional.
Because it is being used as an example to prove that power to do injustice in general is
a good thing (for instance in the case of orators), it is an argumentative, hypothetical
and tendentious picture of the tyrannos. No mention is made of the disadvantages
that might go along with the power of a real tyrannos, not necessarily because Polus is
unaware that there might be disadvantages, but because Polus (or rather Plato
through him) is setting up a thought experiment: would a person with supreme
power to do injustice be fortunate in principle? This tyrannos is not a realistic portrait;
his identity is restricted to such propositions as are relevant to the task of acting as a
yardstick for the question of whether injustice is always bad or is sometimes

beneficial to oneself.

Much the same thought experiment is posed when Glaucon, in Plato’s Republic, puts
forward Gyges (who was not only a tyrannos, but also possessed of a ring conferring
invisibility and therefore undetectable in injustice) in the same way Polus put
forward Archelaus.® Here again, the notion of tyrannis used is one advanced for the
sake of the argument, and the way in which tyranny is conceived here is entirely
determined by Glaucon’s polemical purpose, namely that of giving a description of a
person who is supremely powerful and supremely unjust, and about whom questions
can be asked including, “‘would such a man be eudaimon?’, and ‘should a man in such

a position of power act immorally?’

This polemical description of the tyrannos as powerful, unjust and happy appears to
have been well-known in this period, since several authors offer responses aimed at
refuting this view. One such response is provided by the Anonymus Iamblichi, who
argues that there is no such thing as a man who is supremely powerful, and that even
if one existed he could not defeat the laws and his fellow citizens; tyrannoi only arise

in poleis where respect for the laws is lacking.3* Moreover, long before these thinkers,

33 PI. Resp. 11.359b-361b.

% Anonymus lamblichi 6.2-4, 7.12-16 (Laks-Most 40). Cf. de Romilly 1980:31-33, comparing
this writer’s criticism of tyrannis and philotimia to the treatment of these issues in Thucydides,
Plato’s Gorgias, and Euripides’ Phoenician Women.
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a strong strain of ideas existed emphasising the unhappiness and undesirability of
tyrannis, and especially the lack of friends and fear of losing power which the tyrannos
is said to experience. Such ideas, which occur in Sophocles” Oedipus Tyrannus and
Euripides” Hippolytus, Suppliants and lon, already appear in a fragment of Euripides’
Daughters of Pelias (455), and are somewhat anticipated in Pindar’s Pythian 11 (466).%
(As discussed in Chapter 1, such ideas may be connected with the story tradition
reflected in Herodotus, where rulers often take action to thwart plots against them.)
Intellectuals of the late fifth and early fourth centuries naturally found such ideas
highly suitable for inclusion within their own arguments against the desirability of
tyrannis.¥ In Xenophon’s Hiero, Hiero argues that the tyrannos has a thoroughly
unpleasant life, for just these reasons.* Building on Socrates’ idea that injustice harms
the doer’s soul, Plato’s Republic expands on this picture of the tyrannos as fearful and
friendless by arguing that the tyrannos is not only supremely unhappy but is also
powerless, since he is a slave of his own appetites.®* In this intellectual debate,
therefore —both sides of which are represented in tragedy* —not only is the tyrannos
described in a very particular way (as a successful practicer of great injustice), but
there are also several creative responses to this picture of the tyrannos, which involve

showing his weakness, unhappiness or vulnerability.

But the use of the idea of tyrannis to discuss the morality and attractiveness of
supreme power was not limited to intellectual debates: it is also sometimes used to
conceptualise the power of Athens as a tyrannos polis over its subject allies. This
metaphor may possibly have emerged in the mid-fifth century when Athens’

domination over its allies was criticised.*! If so, the Athenians had various possible

% Pind. Pyth. 11.53-54; Eur. Daughters of Pelias fr. 605, Hipp. 1013-1020, Supp. 446, lon 621-628;
Soph. OT 584-593. These examples are discussed by de Romilly 1970:181-183; Cuny 2004:72-76.
3 See pp. 58-59.

37 Cf. Ugolini 2017:463 and 472-473 n. 23.

3 Xen. Hier. 3 (lack of friends), 4.1-2, 5.1-2 (fearfulness).

% PL Resp. VIIL.567a-c, IX.573b-580a (especially 579c-580a).

40 Cf. Kriegbaum 1913:27-28. The undesirability of tyrannis is emphasised in the cases
mentioned just above; its desirability is argued for by Eteocles in Euripides’ Phoenician Women,
and in the passages cited in pp. 23-24 n. 90.

4 This is Raaflaub’s theory, although conclusive evidence is lacking (Raaflaub 1979:243-252,
[1985] 2004:133-134).
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responses. They could have strenuously denied that they possessed a tyrannis,*?> or
they could have accepted that they possessed a tyrannis but urged that tyrannis was a
desirable thing to possess (which would have been in line with arguments such as

those attributed to the Athenians in Thucydides” Melian Dialogue).*

The evidence for the Athenians” own use of the idea, though—a passage in
Aristophanes’ Knights and three speeches in Thucydides*—shows the Athenians
doing neither of these things. On the contrary, in each case the idea is accepted more
or less dispassionately, as signifying the acknowledged fact that they exert absolute
power over the allies and the allies hate them for it; this is then used as a basis for
asking what action the Athenians should take as a result.* Thus, Pericles takes as his
premise the allies” hatred of Athens on account of Athens’ unjust rule, here called
tyrannis, and argues that it would for this reason be dangerous to relinquish the

empire.* Cleon likewise takes it as his premise that the allies hate Athens for its

# This would have been in line with some of their other rhetorical strategies for defending
their empire, such as their argument that they ruled in their subjects” interests (Raaflaub [1985]
2004:173-177).

# Thuc. V.89, 105. The Athenians perhaps did notf habitually employ such argumentation
(Strasburger [1958] 2009; Low 2005 and 2007, especially 227-228).

# Thuc. 11.63.2, 111.37.2, V1.85.1; Ar. Eq. 1111-1114. In Book I, the idea is used by the Corinthians
as an accusation against the Athenians, rather than by the Athenians themselves (1.122.3,
1.124.3). Tuplin 1985:348-358 shows that these passages are essentially the only relevant fifth-
century ones.

% On the tyrannis polis metaphor I follow chiefly de Romilly [1947] 1963:124-128, 258-259;
Tuplin 1985:352-358; Hoekstra 2016:26-28. Some scholars are unwilling to allow that the
Athenians, owing to the vehement and institutional opposition to tyrannis associated with the
celebration of Harmodius and Aristogeiton, can have been willing to look at tyrannis in the
dispassionate way I describe (especially Raaflaub [1985] 2004:177, 2003:77-81). This, however,
is precisely what the Athenians did do, and Pericles’ speech at 11.63.2, which is clearly
predicated on the more dispassionate and analytical concept of tyrannis which I am
elaborating in this section (as indeed de Romilly [1947] 1963:126-127 comments), cannot be
explained on any other basis: Pericles’ use of the metaphor requires it to be somewhat
dispassionate.

I also disagree with Connor, who maintains that the metaphor of the tyrannis polis was
appropriate in Athenian politics because, although it might have negative connotations, it was
also highly appealing to the Athenians, in line with traditional ideas about the desirability of
tyrannis to the possessor (Connor 1977, citing the passages given in pp. 23-24 n. 90). This is
largely beside the point (cf. Tuplin 1985:361-362; Hoekstra 2016:27-28), because Thucydides’
orators do not use the metaphor to evoke an emotional response, positive or negative, so
much as an analytical one: they use it to help their audience deliberate on the issue at hand.

46 Thuc. 11.63.2; cf. Tuplin 1985:353-354.
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unjust rule, again called tyrannis, and argues that for this reason Athens cannot afford
to trust them and cannot hope to win their goodwill.# Euphemus uses the same
metaphor, arguing that Athens’ status as a tyrannos is a reason why it has to be
particularly self-interested, choosing its friends and enemies cynically. As in Cleon’s
argument, Euphemus’ premise is that, because everyone hates Athens’ unjust rule
(i.e., tyrannis), Athens cannot rely on goodwill or pre-existing ties, and therefore must
be cynical and calculating.® In Aristophanes’ Knights, the Chorus sings to the
character Demos, ‘Demos, your rule is excellent, since all people fear you like a
tyrannos.”* Here, the dominance of the demos within the polis is referred to, rather than
the polis within the arche. As in the Thucydidean cases, though, the metaphor is used
as a means of discussing the nature and advantageousness of power: the Chorus
argues that the power of the demos entails that it is duped by politicians, while Demos
replies that this position is nonetheless highly satisfactory, since it can profit from
these politicians and ruin them when it wishes.®® The Thucydidean evidence, then,
suggests that the Athenians responded to the accusation of tyrannis neither with
vehement denial nor with greedy cupidity, but rather by pragmatically realising their
allies” antipathy towards them on account of their unjust power over them, and by
considering the consequences of this observation for the nature of their power and
how to employ it most expediently. In Aristophanes, similarly, the metaphor is used

to consider the advantageousness of the power of the demos.

In one case, tyrannis is used to think about an oligarchy’s power, when Xenophon's
Critias tells Theramenes that ‘if, because we are thirty and not one, you think that it is

any less necessary for us to take care over our rule as though it were a tyrannis, you

4 Thuc. 1I1.37.2.

4 Thuc. VI.85.1.

¥ @ Afue, KaAnv Y €xeg apxny, 0te mdvteg avBpwmot dediaot 0’ WoTeQ Avdea TVEAVVOV
(Ar. Eq. 1111-1114).

5 Ar. Eq. 1121-1130.
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are naive.” Xenophon'’s Critias here applies the same logic to the power of the Thirty

within Athens that Thucydides’ Pericles applies to Athens” power within its empire.>!

The flexibility of tyrannis as a metaphor for power is further shown by its application
to abstract things. Plato’s Hippias calls nomos a tyrannos.>? Sisyphus, in the fragment
of the Sisyphus attributed to Critias, says that nomoi were invented so that dike might
be a tyrannos over humans.®® Gorgias, using a similar metaphor, argues that logos, i.e.
persuasion, is a ‘great potentate” (uéyac duvdornc).>* Love is called a tyrannos over
gods and humans in both Euripides and Plato.®> A Chorus in Sophocles even
expresses the power of the aulos over them by calling it a tyrannos over their minds.5

Tyranny could, then, be used as a metaphor for the power of all kinds of things.

So tyrannis was a flexible analytical tool, used for thinking about power both in
theory and in practice. This use of tyrannis coexisted alongside the two phenomena
discussed above —the celebration of Harmodius and Aristogeiton, and the perception
of tyrannis as a practical threat in late fifth-century politics. This, then, is the complex

role of tyrannis in Athenian political life, within which we must place tragedy.

IIL. Tyrannis, stasis, and tragedy

The role of the concept of tyrannis in Athenian politics is connected to that of the
concept of stasis. The philosophical discussions of tyrannis discussed above are based
on the notion that one might attain tyrannis by force and injustice, i.e. by some sort of
stasis. Likewise, the use of tyrannis as a political accusation was founded on Athenian
fears that stasis might occur and result in tyrannis. This fear was not precisely borne

out by events, since stasis led rather to oligarchy in 411 and 404; however, the

51 el O¢, OTL TELAKOVTA E0UEV Kal OV €lg, TTOV TL OleL WOTEQ TVEAVVIDOG TAUTNG TS AQXNS
xonvat érupeAeiofat, evOng el (Xen. Hell. 11.3.16); cf. Theramenes’ reply at 111.3.48-49. This
parallelism is observed by Caire 2016:50-51.

52 PI. Prt. 337d.

5 Critias, Sisyphus fr. 19.5-6.

53¢ Gorg. Hel. 8 (Laks-Most 32 D24).

5 Eur. Andromeda fr. 136.1; PL. Resp. IX.573b.

% Soph. Trach. 217.
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Athenians were not averse to conceiving of the end-point of stasis as tyrannis even
where this was not representative of the situation in hand. This is shown by Cratinus’
joking account of Pericles” divine parentage: ‘Stasis and Chronos, mingling together,
brought forth the greatest tyrannos, whom the gods call the Head-Gatherer.”>” Pericles
neither attained power by stasis nor was a tyrannos—but, because the notion that stasis
led to tyrannis was well-accepted, it is employed here polemically and comically

despite not, strictly speaking, being accurate.

Indeed, the notion that stasis led to tyrannis (often as a result of hybris) seems to have
been well-established. Theognis, warning against bad men (xaxot) acting with hybris
for the sake of private gain, concludes, ‘From this emerge stasies, the killing of men by
their relatives, and mounarchoi; may this never please this city.””® Similar passages

occur in Solon and Herodotus.?

This brings us to Aeschylus’ Oresteia. In an excellent article, Fisher has rightly said,
‘The idea that serious hybris, especially as a result of an excess of power, prosperity or
wealth, may produce stasis if unchecked through the laws remains a cliché in the
dramatic poetry of fifth-century Athens.®® As he further observes, the Oresteia is
marked by a series of murderous crimes—i.e. the hybris and phonos mentioned in the
poetry ascribed to Theognis and Solon and in Herodotus. These lead to the tyrannis of
Aegisthus and Clytaemestra, and further stasis in the form of Orestes’ return and
revenge. Aeschylus refers to the conspirators as a stasis, and in Eumenides the Chorus
prays ‘that stasis, insatiate of evil, may never rage in this polis; and may the dust not
drink up the dark blood of the citizens and then, out of lust for revenge, eagerly

welcome the city’s ruin through retaliatory murder.”®" The trilogy, then, does not

¥ Yraots 0¢ kat meeouyevr)g Xoovos AAANAolot pryévte HéYLOTOV TIKTETOV TVEAVVOV, OV
on kepaAnyegétav Oeot kaAéovowv (Cratinus, Chirons fr. 258 PCG [= Plut. Per. 3.4]).

5 €K TV YAQ OTAOLEG TE Kal EUpuAOL OVOL VOV povVaQXOL Te' TOAEL purjTtoTe Thde &doL
(Thgn. 51-52).

% Solon fr. 4.18-19, and cf. frr. 9.1-4, 11.3-4 (although it is not entirely clear whether doulosyne at
fr. 4.18 refers to tyrannis: see Noussia-Fantuzzi ad loc.); Hdt. 111.82.3; cf. Bengl 1929:84.

6 Fisher 2000:101. I follow him closely in this paragraph.

61 Orestes and associates as a stasis: Aesch. Cho. 111, 458-460. The Chorus’ prayer: tav 0
amAnotov Kakwv pimot’ év méAel otdow tad €mevxopal PEépely, pndE Tovoa KOVIg
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examine tyrannis in isolation; like Solon and Theognis, it explores it as part of the

wider phenomenon of political conflict within the polis.

Some scholars have linked the killing of Aegisthus in the Oresteia directly with the
killing of Hipparchus,® because, in Libation-Bearers, Orestes’ killing of Aegisthus and
Clytaemestra is seen as bringing eleutheria to the polis. When Orestes enters with
Aegisthus” and Clytaemestra’s dead bodies, he proclaims, ‘Behold the double tyrannis
of the land, which killed my father and pillaged my house!"®*—and later the Chorus-
leader reassures Orestes with the words, “You have done well! Do not yoke your
mouth to painful speech or utter evil words: you have freed (AevOépwoang) the
whole polis of Argos, handily cutting off the two serpents” heads.”** So Libation-Bearers
sees Orestes” act not only as vengeance, but also as liberating the polis from tyrannis.
Also, the Chorus twice uses the imagery of the ‘light of freedom” for Orestes’ act:%
this imagery is shared with the epigram attributed to Simonides that may have been
inscribed on the base of the statue of Harmodius and Aristogeiton in the Athenian
agora.®* However, although the killing of Aegisthus and Clytaemestra is described as
the killing of two tyrannoi, the theme of vengeance is much more prominent, and the
language of killing tyrannoi is adapted to a plot where the killing of Aegisthus and
Clytaemestra will lead not to isonomia but to the restoration of a traditional regime of
sole rule;®” it is chiefly to the domos, not to the polis, that the ‘light of freedom’ is said

to come.®

HéAaV alpa TOALTAY dU OQYAV TIOLVAS AVTIPOVOUS atag apmaAioat moAews (Aesch. Eum.
976-983, trans. Sommerstein).

62 Raaflaub [1985] 2004:89 and 309 n. 134; Griffith 1995:95 n. 112.

6 deoBe xoag TV IMANV TLEAVVIOX TATEOKTOVOUG Te dwHATwY TogOntogas (Aesch.
Cho. 973-974).

4 AN €0 V' Empalag, und’ EmlevxOnc otéua @run movnea pNd EMYAWOO® KaKA:
NAevBéowoac maoav Agyelwv moALy, dvolv doakdvtowy eVTETwS TepwV kaa (Aesch. Cho.
1044-1047). This last line perhaps recalls Orestes’ phrase v dtAnv tvgavvida (973).

65 Aesch. Cho. 807-811, 859-865.

6 The epigram runs, 1| péy’ ABnvaiolot @déwg yéved’, Nvi’ Aglotoyeltwv ‘Imnagyov kteive
kat Apuodiog (Simon. FGE I). On the epigram, see Taylor [1981] 1991:22-23; de Lisle 2018.

67 Griffith 1995:95 notes this.

6 The view that the killing of Aegisthus and Clytaemestra in Libation-Bearers reflects the killing
of Hipparchus has a corollary in the possibility, explored by Prag 1985:103-105, that vase-
paintings of Orestes and of Aegisthus’ death recall the killing of Hipparchus. However, Prag
rightly emphasises ‘how tentative such suggestions must be’ (Prag 1985:104).
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It is difficult to know how much importance to assign to these turns of phrase. Dodds
regarded them as ‘no more than straws in the wind’, and perhaps he is right®—but it
may be that, given the prominence of Harmodius and Aristogeiton in Athenian
culture, only a few small hints would have been needed to remind Athenians of this
particular point of reference. If one entertains the possibility that the killing of
Aegisthus and Clytaemestra recalls the killing of Hipparchus (even if very loosely),
one will wish to consider how this fits into the wider ways in which Aeschylus’
Oresteia is embedded in contemporary political life. The most conspicuous political
elements in the trilogy, of course, are those in Eumenides, where the depiction of the
legendary foundation of the Areopagus and the repeated mentions of an alliance with
Argos are generally taken to refer with clarity to contemporary events.”” The
significance of Aeschylus’ presentation of the killing of Aegisthus and Clytaemestra,
though, is probably to be found at a broader level. The Oresteia, as a whole, presents a
number of political processes experienced by archaic and early classical Athens;
among these processes, as we have seen, the progression from stasis to tyrannis has a
role. The killing of a tyrannos and the resulting liberation—as Meier points out—also
have a place among these political processes reflected in the trilogy.” Indeed, the fact
that the killing of the tyrannoi at Argos is followed by the establishment of democratic
eunomia at Athens in Eumenides means that the Oresteia seems to echo quite closely the
preceding century of Athenian history, as Aeschylus may have understood it: firstly
stasis, then tyrannis, then the killing of the tyrannoi and liberation, and lastly reform
and the rule of law. The killing of tyrannoi, then, plays its part in the wider texture of
political issues and processes handled in the trilogy, which culminate in the founding
of the Areopagus and the establishment of eunomia at Athens at the trilogy’s

conclusion.

% Dodds 1960b:20.

7 For the relationship between Aesch. Eum. (esp. 689-706) and Ephialtes’ reform of the
Areopagus in 462 ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 25; Arist. Pol. 11.1274a8-16), see Macleod 1982:127-129;
Schaps 1993. Extreme scepticism is expressed by Harris 2019. The alliance with Argos: Aesch.
Eum. 289-291, 669-673, 754-777, with Thuc. 1.102.4 and e.g. Sommerstein [1989] 2010a:285-287,
although cf. Harris 2019:392 n. 8.

7t Meier [1988] 1993:130, 134-135; cf. McGlew 1993:190-196 (more adventurous, and less fully
convincing).
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Aeschylus’ emphasis on the killing of tyrannoi in Libation-Bearers is not matched
elsewhere. Sophocles” Electra includes some such ideas. Juffras suggests that the
picture which Electra paints of the honours she and Chrysothemis would receive for
killing Aegisthus echoes the honours paid to Harmodius and Aristogeiton,”> and the
play ends with the Chorus praising Orestes for obtaining eleutheria.”> But scholars
have rightly noted that political elements such as these are hardly prominent; relative
to Aeschylus, Sophocles has clearly reduced the prominence of the theme.”* In
Euripides’ Electra, although Electra expresses indignation at Aegisthus’ carrying of
Agamemnon’s sceptre and riding his chariot,” Aegisthus” death does not seem to be

presented in any significant respect as the killing of a tyrannos.”

However, Euripides’ plays do provide some of the clearest instances of the notion
that stasis leads to tyrannis. In a fragment of Cresphontes (before 421), the Chorus prays
to Peace to defend the house from stasis.”” The relevant act of stasis was presumably
Polyphontes” killing of the previous ruler Cresphontes (the father of the titular
character) so that he, Polyphontes, might be tyrannos,”® but we cannot know whether

the play explored stasis in detail.”

Similarly perhaps, Euripides’ Heracles of 416, although without exploring stasis in
depth, conceives of the tyrannis of Lycus as obtained through stasis.® The prologue
tells us that Lycus ‘killed Creon and having killed him rules the land, having fallen

upon the polis when it was sick with stasis.’®! Likewise the Chorus-leader,

72 Soph. El. 973-985 with Juffras 1991; Finglass ad loc..

73 Soph. El. 1508-1510.

7+ Cf. Knox 1983:7-9; Finglass 2005, especially 201-202.

75 Bur. El. 319-322, cited by Finglass 2005:201.

76 Indeed, as Duranti 2017:571-572 notes, it is stated that Orestes can expect no assistance from
within Argos (Eur. EL. 605-611).

77 Bur. Cresphontes fr. 453.15-26.

78 cog Tvparvvevol xOovocg (Eur. Cresphontes fr. 448a.22).

7 Cf. Harder 1985:103; Collard, Cropp and Lee 1995:125.

8 These citations are from Harder 1985:109.

81 kreiver Koéovta kal ktavwv doxet x0ovée, otdoel vooovoav v’ €meomecwy TOALY
(Eur. HF 33-34).
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complaining about Lycus’ rule, remarks, “The polis is not thinking right, sick through
stasis and bad counsel.”®? Later, Amphitryon states that Lycus’ power base consists of
‘many poor men, but outwardly appearing to be rich, who created stasis and
destroyed the polis to plunder their neighbours” property’.#3 This notion of stasis being
stirred up by impoverished nobles is also used by other writers to explain fifth- and
fourth-century political discord**—and so these lines show a clear connection to
contemporary ideas about stasis.®> In Heracles, then (and perhaps Cresphontes), despite
these plays involving the killing of a tyrannos, Euripides does not choose to assimilate
the plays to the Athenian conceptions concerning killing tyrannoi which we discussed
in relation to Aeschylus: instead, to the extent that Euripides uses a contemporary

frame of reference at all, it is that of stasis.

Euripides” Phoenician Women, produced within a few years of the oligarchic
revolution of 411 and democratic counter-revolution of 410, explores issues of stasis in
detail. As scholars have shown, the play contrasts devotion to one’s polis with selfish
individualism, and civic-minded isotes with philotimia and pleonexia— problems which
Thucydides, too, saw in contemporary politics.® Within this context tyrannis plays an
important role, especially in Eteocles” agon speech. Here Eteocles—uniquely in
tragedy —employs the third use of tyrannis discussed above, whereby power is
analysed from its holder’s perspective. As has sometimes been pointed out, his
speech wuses ‘immoralist’ techniques of argument commonly employed in
contemporary intellectual debates; in particular, in using tyrannis in this context,

Eteocles resembles Polus, Callicles and Glaucon in Plato’s Gorgias and Republic.’”

82 00 YaQ €0 PEOVEL TTOALS OTATEL vOooOLOoQ Kol kakols BovAevpaoty (Eur. HF 272-273).

8 moAAoUG mévntag, OABlovg O¢ T Adyw dokovvTag elval CUHHAXOVS dval €xeL ol oTAoLY
£0nKav Kal diwAeoav oA €@’ apmayaiot twv méAag (Eur. HE 588-591).

8 Plut. Arist. 13.1; Lys. XXIV.19, XXV.11; Pl. Resp. VIIL555d; Arist. Pol. V.1305b39-40,
V.1316b14-21 (parallels from Bond on Eur. HF 588-92).

8 However, U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff on Eur. HF 588-92 (followed by Kovacs 1982:32-
33) suggests deletion.

8 Especially Thuc. 11.65.8. Phoenician Women is discussed in this light, with further references,
by de Romilly 1965:35-46; Neumann 1995:62-66; Hose 1995:118-126;, Medda 2006:27-41.

8 This broad point (in slightly different terms) is made by Kriegbaum 1913:27-28; Nauhardt
1940:72-73 (who says that Eteocles is ‘ausgestattet mit den Ziigen des sophistischen
Ubermenschen’); Medda 2006:38-40. For the term ‘immoralist’, see Barney 2004, n. 1.
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Eteocles starts by casting doubt on the absolute nature of to kalon and to sophon, and
employs the notion that to act justly would be cowardice.’® This resembles
Thucydides” statement, in his description of stasis, that “They exchanged their usual
verbal evaluations of actions for new ones, in the light of what they thought
justified’,* and in particular that ‘Hesitation through forethought was considered
specious cowardice.” Eteocles” elaborate argumentation is anticipated by Polynices,
who earlier says that the argument of truth (u0Oog 1t dAnOeiag) is simple, whereas
the unjust argument (&dwog Adyoc) is sick, and requires ‘clever medicines’
(paopdxwyv ... copwv).” This contrast between these two arguments is the same one
vividly depicted in Aristophanes’ Clouds, and recalls the notion associated with
Protagoras that a clever speaker can make two opposing arguments about anything.*
Eteocles begins his argument proper by—like Polus in the Gorgias—emphatically
asserting the supreme desirability of tyrannis.”® His treatment of tyrannis as a goddess
is also typical of contemporary argumentation.” His conclusion makes it clear that he
is, like Plato’s immoralists, arguing in favour of a confessedly unjust course of action:
‘For I shall never hand over my tyrannis to this man; for if one must act unjustly, it is
finest to do injustice concerning tyrannis, but one should be pious in all other

things.”®

8 Eur. Phoen. 499-502, 509-510.

8 kat Vv elwdviav a&lwoy TV ovoudtwv €¢ & éoya aviiAdalav M) ducouwoet (Thuc.
I11.82.4); trans. Hornblower, as explained by Hornblower ad loc..

0 HéAANoIS 0¢ mEounOng dekia evmpemr|c (Thuc. 111.82.4). Eteocles’ argument shares with
this passage the opposition of andreia to dikaiosyne, found also at Anonymus lamblichi 6.1
(Laks-Most 40). (Parallels from Medda 2006:36-37.)

1 Eur. Phoen. 469-472.

%2 Ar. Nub. 889-1112, cf. 116; Diog. Laert. IX.51 (= Laks-Most 31 D26); cf. Eur. Antiope fr. 189.
The anonymous Dissoi Logoi are written on a similar principle (Laks-Most 41).

9 Cf. Pl. Grg. 469c-470e. Incidentally, Bellerophon’s description of tyrannis (Eur. Bellerophon fr.
286.5-8) is remarkably similar to Polus’ (Kriegbaum 1913:27-28).

% Attribution of divinity to an untraditional object: cf. Eur. Phoen. 531-532, 782, Cyc. 316-317,
334-335, with Seaford on Eur. Cyc. 316. Aristophanes portrays Socrates (Nub. 364-365) and
Euripides (Ran. 892-893) as doing much the same. Seaford connects this ‘persuasive
redefinition of divinity’ with Prodicus (Laks-Most 34 D15, D16, D17; cf. also Egli 2003:136-156,
especially 154-156).

% G oL MAENOoW T  EUNV TVEAVVIdA. €lTteQ YAQ ADUKELY XOT), TVOAVVIDOG TTéQL KAAALOTOV
Adwkelv, TAAAa O evoefetv xpewv (Eur. Phoen. 523-525).
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Here, then, as in Plato, the idea of tyrannis is used to debate the morality of power.
When placed in the context of this play, though, these arguments are no longer
abstract and hypothetical. Whereas in the cases discussed previously tyrannis was
used as a means of thinking somewhat metaphorically about the power of someone
other than a tyrannos, in Eteocles’ case (and only here) Euripides imagines what a real
tyrannos who acted according to the openly immoralist principles associated with
tyrannis by fifth-century intellectuals would look like.”* And it is a striking picture:
unlike in the arguments of immoralist thinkers, we get a remarkable view of Eteocles’
fallibility, as we know that these principles will lead to his downfall. By applying the
analytical use of tyrannis to the presentation of Eteocles, Euripides explores

contemporary issues of stasis in a fascinating and unique fashion.

Euripides” Orestes (produced in 408) explores further issues connected with the same
political context. The play has often rightly been compared with Thucydides’
description of stasis—and, although one might expect Thucydides” and Euripides’
depictions of stasis to be highly personal,”” they coincide on a remarkable number of
points.”® Hetaireiai are particularly prominent in both Thucydides and Euripides.
Rather as Thucydides says that that ties of blood (10 Euyyevég) became weaker than
those of hetairia, Orestes, impressed by Pylades’ loyalty, specifically exclaims that
hetairoi are greatly to be preferred to blood-relations.”” Pylades says he is bound to
Orestes by the pistis of their complicity in Clytaemestra’s murder; certain historical
hetaireiai were bound together similarly, including the one that murdered Hyperbolus

in 411 to create a pistis between the oligarchic conspirators.!® There are numerous

% Nauhardt 1940:73 writes, “Aus der sophistischen Lehre vom Naturrecht des Starkeren, von
der Physis im Gegensatz zum Nomos, werden hier die politischen Konsequenzen gezogen.’

7 Porter 1994:330.

% Rawson 1972:161 says of the Thucydides passage, “Could not this almost have been written
as a commentary on Orestes’” way of speaking?” The link with Thuc. IIL.82 has often been
discussed (Longo 1975; Porter 1994:327-332, with further bibliography in 325 n. 2; cf. also
Neumann 1995:93-94).

% Thuc. II1.82.6; Eur. Or. 804-806.

100 Thue. VIIL.73.3; cf. Andoc. 1.67, Polyaenus, Strat. 1.40.1; Calhoun 1913:35; Burkert 1974:107;
Longo 1975:273-274; Simonton 2017:260-263. On Athenian political hetaireiai in these years, see
Calhoun 1913 passim; Andrewes, Hornblower on Thuc. VIIL.54.4; Ostwald 1986:354-358. On
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other points of analogy between the portrayal of hetaireiai and stasis in this play and in

Thucydides.

It may seem that, in discussing stasis in Euripides, we have almost lost sight of
tyrannis. This, though, is exactly the point: in his Orestes, one of Euripides’ most
striking innovations is that he has completely removed from the picture the notion
that the killing of Aegisthus constitutes the killing of a tyrannos. The play never even
attributes the possession of tyrannis to Aegisthus, although it twice mentions his philoi
taking a role in the political conflict, i.e. as a hetaireia.'® Indeed, the play only
mentions Aegisthus a few times,'® and all discussion of the morality of Orestes” act
centres on his killing of Clytaemestra and on her adultery.!®® This clearly
demonstrates the variety of ways which the tragic playwrights—like contemporary
politicians and intellectuals—had of conceptualising political conflict. Whereas
Aeschylus chose to depict the killing of Aegisthus as the killing of a tyrannos,
Euripides appears to have preferred to reframe the situation to fit with the political

climate and ideas of his own day.!*

IV. Conclusion

Above all, then, the relationship between tragedy and the politics of fifth-century
Athens is highly varied: different ideas about tyrannis are employed in different ways
in different plays. This variation is to be attributed to the different intentions of
Aeschylus and Euripides, but also to the different times in which they lived. In

Aeschylus’ Oresteia, it is impossible—in the absence of detailed information about

philia and hetaireia in the play, see Greenberg 1962; Rawson 1972:158-160; Willink 1986:xliv;
Hall 1993:269-271.

101 Eur. Or. 435, 894.

102 Eur. Or. 435, 561 (sometimes deleted), 619, 894, 1158.

103 Eur. Or. 496-506, 539-541, 546-564, 923-929, 1131-1152 all focus entirely on adultery.

104 Petre 1997:1218-1220 —followed with only slightly more caution by Azoulay [2015] 2017:65-
67 —sees Euripides’” Orestes as a comment on the killing of Hipparchus: ‘Come anche Tucidide,
Euripide drammatizza la natura paradossale del tirannicidio, cui anche il poeta contesta il
carattere univoco che gli attribuiva la semplificazione popolare e commemorativa’ (Petre
1997:1219). However, since Euripides plays down this element, the play provides little basis
for this.
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how exactly the political debates of the early 450s were framed —to be sure how
audience-members would have related the presentation of Aegisthus” death as the
killing of a tyrannos to the political debates of the day. Thanks to Thucydides, we are
more minutely informed when it comes to the 410s, and can see that Euripides’
Phoenician Women and Orestes treat their subject-matter in a thoroughly contemporary
way, which maps strikingly onto the terms of contemporary political debate. We will,
though, perhaps not go far wrong if we assume that a detailed knowledge of the
political debates of the early 450s would be just as illuminating for our interpretation
of Aeschylus’ Oresteia as our knowledge of that of the 410s is for our understanding of
Euripides’ Phoenician Women and Orestes. Certainly, Aeschylus’ Oresteia is very much
a product of the 450s, just as Euripides” Phoenician Women and Orestes are very much
products of the 410s; these plays’ handling of political conflict and tyrannis are closely

related to the political contexts in which they were written.

Apart from the great deal of variation, though, the most important point is the
relatively slight degree of contact between these plays and the main political uses of
tyrannis that can be observed in fifth-century Athens. Only Aeschylus’ Libation-Bearers
relates closely to Athenian ideas about the killing of tyrannoi (although some slight
reminiscences are present in Sophocles’ Electra), and only Euripides’ Phoenician
Women seems to draw on the analytical use of the idea of tyrannis. Extant tragedy
does not draw on the use of the idea of tyrannis as political invective at all, as far as I
am aware.'® The playwrights could easily have included all of these ideas in the plays
frequently, if they had wished their audiences to habitually associate the rulers on the
stage with how the idea of tyrannis was used in Athenian politics. Yet they did so

only occasionally and selectively.

This seems to undermine the notion that the depiction of rulers in tragedy has
anything much to do with the way in which the idea of tyrannis was used in Athenian

politics, except where it is demonstrably invoked. If the depiction of rulers in tragedy

105 Of course, Oedipus accuses Creon of attempting to seize tyrannis at Soph. OT 532-542, but
this cannot be taken to recall contemporary invective: Oedipus objects to this not because
tyrannis is bad for the polis, but because he thinks that Creon wishes to usurp his power.
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were significantly affected by the execration of tyrannoi by means of the veneration of
Harmodius and Aristogeiton, or by the use of tyrannis as a term of political invective,
we would expect tragedy to make frequent contact with these ideas. As it is, however,
tragedy scarcely makes any —despite the fact that in other ways contemporary political
ideas are continually employed in tragedy, both in the depiction of rulers and more
broadly. The relationship between the ways in which the idea of tyrannis is used in
tragedy and in Athenian political and intellectual life, then, is a complex and variable
one: it is not reducible to, and often has little to do with, the portrayal of the tyrannos

as a foil against which Athenian identity might define itself.1%

In this chapter, we have continued to demonstrate the complexity and variety of the
ideas underlying the depiction of rulers in tragedy by looking at Athenian ideas
concerning tyrannis. We have seen that the relationship between ideas about tyrannis
in tragedy and in politics varies from case to case, and that tragedy makes contact
with Athenian political ideas about tyrannis relatively infrequently. This casts doubt
on the common view according to which the tragic playwrights’ depiction of rulers
and treatment of the issue of tyrannis are connected in a close and general fashion to
contemporary Athenian political ideas about tyrannis. In the next chapter, we will
further demonstrate the complexity and variety of the ideas underlying the depiction

of tragic rulers by looking at a different strand of ideas from Athenian political life,

106 T also doubt that tyrannis in tragedy should be closely connected with Athenian foreign
policy, as suggested by Knox 1954:100 = 1957:60-66 (Soph. OT); Raaflaub 1988:294-295 (PV); de
Romilly 1970:180 and Hoekstra 2016:34-37 (more generally, tentatively).

These scholars suggest references to Athenian imperialism on the grounds that such a
reference-point would in principle have been available to the audience. However, these
interpretations are not based on detailed correspondences between the plays and contemporary
political debates, and the detailed correspondences that do exist between tragedy and
contemporary debates are not with those concerning Athenian imperialism (cf. Griffin
1998:50-51). In Phoenician Women, where the idea of tyrannis is used analytically, the
correspondences are with philosophical texts, and links to contemporary politics are lacking.

Above all, such interpretations are excessively narrow. The use of the idea of tyrannis
to think about the empire was just one component of a wider contemplation of the internal
and external use of power at Athens (cf. de Romilly [1947] 1963:125-126; Raaflaub 1979:245-
252, [1985] 2004:128-146; Kallet 2003:121-122); there is no special reason to suppose that
tragedy would have prompted Athenian audience-members to think about the empire in
particular, rather than about power more broadly or in other manifestations.
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namely those which were actually used to think about the leadership of, and the

obedience due to, the leaders and officials of the Athenian democracy.
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CHAPTER 3. CONTEMPORARY, ANACHRONISTIC, AND DEMOCRATIC
ELEMENTS IN THE DEPICTION OF RULERS IN TRAGEDY

I. Introduction

We have now seen that tragic rulers are depicted using ideas about tyrannis and sole
rule, even though there were no sole rulers in democratic Athens. However, the
depiction of rulers is also affected by political ideas applied in the fifth century to

leaders and officials of the Athenian democracy.

When the playwrights apply contemporary ideas to plays set in the distant legendary
past, one may be inclined to call such ideas ‘anachronisms’. However, this idea does
not apply entirely satisfactorily to tragedy. Its legendary setting never existed, as
such; although the Greeks' epic poetry provides a view of this legendary past,
tragedy does not imitate the world of epic in detail, and it makes a nonsense of

tragedy to call everything that cannot be paralleled in extant epic ‘anachronism’.!

However, this does not mean that the playwrights were utterly blasé about
anachronism. Important here is ‘heroic vagueness’, the phenomenon, identified by
Easterling, whereby strong (and uncontroversial) correspondences between the play
and contemporary life are cloaked in terminology that lightly disguises their
contemporary referentiality.? Here, I will argue that, in presenting rulers, the
playwrights do not combine contemporary elements with the legendary past
haphazardly, but rather blend them carefully. They do so in various ways, in each
case striking a different balance between making the plays relevant in their own day

and maintaining the illusion of a legendary setting.

Firstly, we will compare how the playwrights combine contemporary elements with

the legendary past in four ‘suppliant plays’—Aeschylus’ Suppliants, Euripides’

1 Cf. Easterling 1985:1; Rood, Atack and Phillips 2020:61-62.
2 Easterling 1985, 1997; Pelling 2000:164-165.
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Children of Heracles and Suppliants, and Sophocles” Oedipus at Colonus (II)—before
looking closely at Euripides’ Suppliants, where uniquely interesting ideas about
leadership can be found, comparable to those used in both archaic poetry and

Thucydides (III).

Finally, we will consider Sophocles” Antigone, where Creon is presented, to an extent,

in terms analogous to contemporary polis officials (IV).

II. Anachronism and democratic elements in the suppliant plays

ILi. Democratic rulers in Aeschylus

The earliest extant play to depict a ruler in somewhat democratic terms is Aeschylus’
Suppliants. Pelasgus, as has been noted, is unusual in being called neither basileus nor
tyrannos.® On entry, he explains that he is the archegetes of the land, the local people
are called Pelasgians after him, and he rules (koat@) a vast territory consisting of
most of mainland Greece*—remarks which present him as extremely important and
powerful. His role within the polis, though, only arises when the Danaids supplicate
him. He replies that the Danaids are not his personal suppliants, but those of the polis,
adding, ‘I would not make (¢yw d” av o0 kpatvoly’) a promise beforehand, but only
after communicating (kowvwoacg) with all the citizens concerning these things.”> This
remark is ambiguous, since the potential optative (koatvoiy’) does not spell out
whether he is incapable of making such a promise, or wunwilling. Nor does

‘communicating’ (kowwoag) specify whether he or the demos will make the final

3 Cf. pp. 22, 30 above.

¢ Aesch. Supp. 251-259. The word aoyxnyétng (also 184) sometimes means ‘founder’ (e.g. ML
5.26). However, given its use in the Spartan Great Rhetra, its original sense was probably
‘chief leader” (Plut. Lyc. 6, with Rhodes [1986] 2007:68), and it means ‘ruler’ at Bacchyl. 3.24,
Soph. OT 751, and Eur. Tro. 447. Also, at Aesch. Supp. 184 the speaker (Danaus) does not yet
know that Pelasgus is the Pelasgians’ founder, as well as ruler. In Aeschylus, then, doxnyétng
presumably means ‘ruler” (Friis Johansen and Whittle on Aesch. Supp. 184-9; Sommertein on
Aesch. Supp. 184), although Pelasgus’ status as founder might possibly have influenced
Aeschylus’ choice of word (Parara 2010:48).

5 ¢yw O &v oV kpaivol OTOoXEOLV MAQOS, AOTOIS D¢ Aol Twvde Kowvwoag TépL (Aesch.
Supp. 368-369).
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decision. The Chorus, however, disagrees vehemently, saying, ‘But you are the polis,
and you are the populace: as a prytanis not subject to judgement, you rule the altar,
the hearth of this land, by your vote and nod alone; sitting on your throne, with your
sceptre alone, you decide every matter.”* What we are to make of this is disputed. One
possibility is that the Chorus, as foreigners, are uncomprehending of Greek custom.”
In fact, however, the matter is not spelt out; by making the extent of Pelasgus’” power

a matter of contestation, Aeschylus makes it ambiguous.

Shortly, Pelasgus reiterates his stance in different words, saying, ‘As I said before, I
would not do this (ovx ... mod&a” av) without the demos, even having the power
(00d¢ e kEaTV), in case, if something bad occurred, the people might say, “By
honouring newcomers you destroyed the polis.”’® Here, the participial phrase (ovdé
TeQ KQatwV) is often taken to imply ‘even though I do have the power’ (a concessive
participle) rather than ‘even if I did have the power” (a conditional participle),® but the
latter is not impossible.!® He adds here, though, an additional element, namely his
reluctance to be criticised by the people, a Homeric feature.!! These passages, then, do
not make Pelasgus’ theoretical powers very clear. In any case, the question is
subsequently put to the side, since—whether by choice, convention, or necessity —

Pelasgus does not attempt to exercise them.

6 g0 oL TOALG, oL O TO dAUIOV: TMEUTAVIG AKQOLTOG WV KQATVUVELS Bwpodv, éotiav xOovag,
povoynolotl vevpaoty oéBev, povooknmroowot O év Opovols X0éoc mAv EmukQalvelg
(Aesch. Supp. 370-375).

The word prytanis, used of Zeus (Pind. Pyth. 6.24; PV 169; Eur. Tro. 1258), Apollo
(Hymn. Hom. Ap. 68), and Hieron of Syracuse (Pind. Pyth. 2.58), was used in many poleis either
for the principal civic official, or for a board of officials (Welwei 2006, with references), as at
Athens, where the prytaneis were the presiding board of the boule. Here, the phrase prytanis
akritos is probably a paradoxical turn of phrase, recalling the Athenians’ own prytaneis, who
were accountable (Easterling 1985:2; Sommerstein on Aesch. Supp. 371; cf. p. 166 n. 58 below).
7 Most usefully, Sommerstein on Aesch. Supp. 370-5, 370 (paying attention to the Tou);
similarly, Heim 1904:27-29, Easterling 1985:2, Herington 1986:110; cf. M. L. West 2006:35-37.
8 elmov O¢ kat mEtv, ovk dvev dMUoL Tade mMEALatp’ dv, OVOE TEQ KQATWY, UT Kal TtoTe elmot
Ae@g, el oL T pr) A@ov toxol, “EmmAvdag TV dnwAeoag mOA” (Aesch. Supp. 398-401).
9 Friis Johansen and Whittle, Sommerstein ad loc.; cf. Denniston 1934:487.
10 So Garvie 2006:xvi; Bowen ad loc.. Allowing meQ its usual concessive force (as in Denniston’s
examples) does not necessarily prevent the participle being interpreted as conditional: in the
statement, ‘even if I had the power, [nevertheless] I would not do it’, there is a concession
involved alongside the conditional, and mteg seems explicable on that basis.
11 Aesch. Supp. 401, with Friis Johansen and Whittle ad loc.,, comparing II. XX.107; Od.
XXV .426-429; Eur. Supp. 229-231.



100

Instead, Pelasgus proceeds to act fully like a democratic leader. He calls the people
together in terms that, with considerable ‘heroic vagueness’, recall a democratic
Assembly without using the terminology.’? The meeting itself is described in terms
that clearly recall democratic procedure: there is a show of hands,’® resulting in a
decree.'* Pelasgus acts as a democratic orator, persuading them to adopt his
proposal.’> It is then the vote (yn@oc) of the demos, not his own decision, that
Pelasgus cites against the Egyptian Herald, and to reassure the Danaids.' Pelasgus’
behaviour, then, reflects democratic political life. Yet Aeschylus also seems to have
carefully avoided pushing the democratic elements so far as to explicitly remove
Pelasgus’ status as a sole ruler; since he persuades the demos and the demos obeys him,
there is no clash of wills, and consequently no final and definite indication of who is

really the party with kratos in this polis."”

In Agamemnon, Agamemnon also plans to consult the polis, by holding public
(kowvovg) assemblies among the whole people (év mavnyvper).'® However,

Agamemnon’s ‘constitutional’ position is, again, ‘heroically vague’. Since he chooses to

12 Aesch. Supp. 517-518.

13 Aesch. Supp. 604, 607-608, 621. The phrase d1)plov kgatovoa Xeip (604) is sometimes thought
to veil the notion of demokratia (Ehrenberg 1950:522-524; Raaflaub [1985] 2004:206;
Sommerstein ad loc.), but Vlastos 1953:338-339 and M. L. West 2006:36 are more cautious.

14 dnuov dédoktal mavteAn Ynelopata (Aesch. Supp. 601); £€dofev Agyeiowotv, oV
d1x0000mwe (605).

15 ¢me10¢e (Aesch. Supp. 615); cf. 623-624.

16 Aesch. Supp. 942-943, 963-965.

171 thus disagree both with those who argue that Pelasgus is clearly an absolute monarch (Friis
Johansen and Whittle 1980:1.28 and on Aesch. Supp. 365-9; Burian [1974] 2007b:202-205, but cf.
2006:200) and with those who argue that the Assembly is definitely sovereign (Herington
1986:110; Bakewell 1994:142-144, following U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1914:11 and
Snell 1928:59). Such views involve constitutional hair-splitting, and do not do justice to
Aeschylus’ presentation of a world that combines aspects of the present with the illusion of a
legendary past. More helpful observations are made by Friis Johansen and Whittle 1980:1.29;
Easterling 1985:2; Podlecki 1986:85-86;, Sommerstein 2019:29-31. Others compare Pelasgus’
Argos to historical poleis (Grégoire 1923:90-91; M. L. West 2006:37).

18 Aesch. Ag. 844-847. Fraenkel on 845 compares Agamemnon'’s use of kotvoug with Pelasgus’
Kkowwoag (Supp. 369).
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consult the populace, it is not apparent that he is obliged to do so, and Aeschylus

does not undermine his position as a sole ruler."”

Aeschylus” Suppliants is the earliest of several ‘suppliant plays’ featuring a ruler who
receives outsiders into the polis, acting in alignment with the polis and on its behalf:2
Demophon in Euripides” Children of Heracles, Theseus in Euripides’ Suppliants, and
Theseus in Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus are placed in roles comparable to Pelasgus’.
Yet these rulers are not all presented in the same way, making it useful to set out the

ways in which these rulers” positions are, or are not, ‘democratic’.

ILii. Euripides’ Children of Heracles and Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus

In Children of Heracles, Demophon is first mentioned when Iolaus says that Theseus’
two sons obtained rule over Attica by lot from among the descendants of Pandion
(kAow Aaxovtag €k yévouvg Ilavdiovog).?? Some consider this to echo the
Athenians’ use of the kleros to select officials from a predetermined list, but drawing
of lots is also found in the Iliad. Euripides has not chosen to mention anything
explicitly or exclusively democratic, and audience-members are free to imagine a

democratic procedure, the drawing of lots from a helmet, or anything in between.?

After this, Demophon is treated altogether as a sole ruler.?® The Chorus-leader
reproaches the Herald for attempting to seize the children of Heracles by saying that
he should have shown respect for a free land (ynv oéBovt’ éAevBépav) by speaking
to its tyrannos first?* The Chorus-leader here asserts Demophon’s authority as
tyrannos —not that of the demos—and indeed makes it clear that this authority is to be

understood to be compatible with Athens’ status as a free land. The Herald replies by

19 Here I disagree with U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1910:55 and Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag.
845, who regard Agamemnon as a constitutional ruler.

20 Cf. Burian 1971:1-33; Kopperschmidt 1971.

2t Eur. Heracl. 34-36.

22 Pearson, Allan, Kovacs on Eur. Heracl. 36 are all convinced that this is a democratic element;
Wilkins on Heracl. 34-7 is rightly cautious, pointing to e.g. Il. XXIV.400.

2 Demophon’s supposed co-ruler Acamas is effectively forgotten.

24 Eur. Heracl. 111-113.
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asking who the anax of the polis is, and the Chorus-leader directly states that it is
Demophon, upon which the Herald remarks that he must speak to Demophon, and

that anything else he says is spoken in vain.?

In all this there is no hint of democracy; Demophon is unambiguously a sole ruler,
and he acts as the unquestioned representative of the polis throughout the scene,
without any mention of a popular vote.? Later, however, matters change: oracles
demand that a virgin be sacrificed, and Demophon is confronted with ‘dense crowds’
(Tukvag ... ovotdoelc) of people, some approving of him and others accusing him of
foolishness, so that if he does what the oracle says, civil war (oikelog ... TéAep0G) is
on the point of breaking out.?” Here, Demophon recognises the impossibility of acting
at odds with the populace. However, there is no hint of a democratic constitution, as
in Aeschylus’” Suppliants and Euripides’ Suppliants: rather, we have a picture of
multiple irregular gatherings that are turning into stasis.2® Such stasis, which Euripides
also portrays in other plays, was a familiar feature of fifth-century politics;*> however,
Euripides has introduced this contemporary feature carefully, without making
Demophon anything other than a sole ruler. Similarly, although Demophon’s remark
that he does not have a tyrannis like that of foreigners (ov Yoo TLEAVVIY WoTe
BaoPdowv éxw) may possibly recall Athens” hard-won freedom from Persian rule,®
we have already been told that Demophon does hold a tyrannis—presumably of a
different, heroic-age sort.3! This heroic-age tyrannis is not clearly defined, but, as in
Aeschylus, this kind of vagueness is essential to how Euripides has dealt with the

issue of anachronism. It enables Demophon’s Athens to have resemblances to

% Eur. Heracl. 114-117.

26 So Mills 1997:102-103, rightly contrasting Eur. Heracl. with Aesch. Supp., while pointing out
the similarity with Soph. OC (as below).

27 Eur. Heracl. 415-419.

28 When Kovacs on Eur. Heracl. 36 states, ‘In this play Athens is governed, even in heroic times,
on democratic lines: cf. 415-24’, this seems entirely misleading, since nothing in either passage
shows that Athens is governed democratically.

2 Allan on Eur. Heracl. 418-19; on stasis in Euripides, cf. pp. 89-93 above.

3 Eur. Heracl. 423-424; cf. Hall 1989:193.

31 As Carter 2010:81, 85 says, it is not sole rule and democracy that are contrasted here, but
non-Greek and Greek sole rule.
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contemporary politics, while nevertheless remaining the domain of a sole ruler, as in

the tradition.

In Sophocles” Oedipus at Colonus, there is similarly no doubt that Athens is governed
by a sole ruler. Indeed, Oedipus asks whether Athens is governed by a single person
or the plethos (i.e. democratically) and is explicitly told —as in the equivalent exchange
in Children of Heracles—that it is ruled by one man, Theseus. However, it is only in the
Sophoclean exchange that the possibility of rule by the plethos is explicitly mentioned
and rejected.®? Theseus continues to act with unquestioned authority throughout

Oedipus at Colonus.®

IL.iii. Euripides’ Suppliants

In Suppliants, Euripides approaches matters differently. The Prologue does not
mention that Theseus is a sole ruler: Aethra prays for good fortune for herself,
Theseus, Athens and Troezen in one breath, and calls the recovery of the bodies of the
Seven a joint task for Theseus and Athens.** Adrastus addresses him as anax—a vague
term which tells us nothing about Theseus’ specific position.*> When Theseus rejects
Adrastus’ request, though, he mentions the people, saying that he could not justify
helping Adrastus to them.’® These scenes operate under the initial assumption that

Theseus is the decision-maker, but Euripides leaves his position undefined.

However, when Theseus decides that he wishes to help, he says, remarkably, ‘I want
the whole polis to decree this too, and they will, since I wish it, but by giving them a
share in the discussion I will have the demos more favourable. And indeed I
established the demos in sole rule when I freed this polis on the basis of equal votes.

Taking Adrastus as a demonstration of my words, I will go into the gathering of the

% Soph. OC 66-69 (cf. Eur. Heracl. 114-115), with ]J. P. Wilson 1997:191-192 (also comparing
Aesch. Pers. 241-242); Jouanna [2007] 2018:161. Cf. also Finglass 2011b:45-47.

3 E.g. Soph. OC 294-308, 1518-1535; Kelly 2009:111.

3 Eur. Supp. 3-4, 27-28.

3% Eur. Supp. 113, 164; cf. 255.

% Eur. Supp. 247.
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citizens. Once I have persuaded them of this, I will gather select young men and come
back here.””” Shortly afterwards, the Herald asks Theseus who the tyrannos of the land
is, and Theseus explicitly denies that one exists, saying that the polis is not ruled by
one man but is free and governed by annual officials.?® This contrasts with Children of
Heracles, where the land is said to be free and ruled by Demophon, and with

Sophocles” Oedipus at Colonus.®

In Suppliants, then, Euripides reconciles the play’s contemporary political
referentiality with the legendary past very differently. Whereas Pelasgus acts as a
democratic leader while still maintaining his status as sole ruler (without any real
explanation of how the two are compatible), and whereas Euripides maintains
Demophon’s status as sole ruler in Children of Heracles by not including democratic
institutions, Euripides” Theseus’ status as sole ruler is explicitly denied, and Athens
has become a full democracy. Moreover, Theseus presents an explanation: he himself
founded the democracy.® This idea, which may predate Euripides but certainly
became widespread in the fourth century,* enables Euripides to present a logically
coherent situation: the play presents Athens’ imagined constitution after Theseus’
foundation of the democracy but before his exile and death. This solution to the issue
of anachronism—a solution that would only work with Theseus—resembles
Aeschylus’ Suppliants in portraying a ruler acting within a democracy. However,

Euripides’” Suppliants, unlike Aeschylus’ play, provides an explicit explanation as to

7 d0&a O¢ xoMlw kat moAeL Aot tOde, d0EeL O Eov B€AovVTOG: AAAX TOD Adyov TEOTdOLC
ExoL’ &v ONUOV EVIEVETTEQOV. Kol YaQ KATETTNO avTOV € povapxiav éAevBegwoag T vd’
lodymeov moAv. AaPwv O AdpaoTov delypa twv eV AoYwv &g MAROog dotawv el kal
nieloag tade, Aektovg abpoloag devE” AOnvalwv koégous Héw (Eur. Supp. 349-357).

3 Eur. Supp. 403-408.

% Eur. Heracl. 114-115; Soph. OC 66-69; cf. pp. 101-103.

40 Eur. Supp. 352-353.

4 Fourth-century sources: Isoc. X.36; Plut. Thes. 25.2, citing Aristotle; [Dem.] LIX.75.4; Dem.
LX.28. It seems more likely that a well-established tradition should have become accepted by
multiple fourth-century sources than one invented by Euripides only a few decades
previously, and Eur. Supp. 352-353 would surely be presented more emphatically if
innovative: Morwood 2007:8-11, with further arguments; similarly Pohlenz [1930] 1954:1.361;
Herter 1939:307-313; Bain 1977:210; Easterling 1985:3. The opposite view is adopted, but
without good grounds, by Jacoby on Philochorus, FGrHist 328 F 19; Walker 1995:144-145.
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how Theseus can be the unquestioned leader of the polis (although not, in this play, its

sole ruler) at the same time as the polis is a democracy.

II1. Ideas about democratic leadership in Euripides’ Suppliants

Euripides” Suppliants contains some discussion of good and bad political leadership,
which can be closely compared with ideas about political leadership found in poetry

ascribed to Solon and Theognis, and in Thucydides.

Some of the clearest evidence for archaic conceptions of leadership comes from
Solon.#2 One poem says, ‘The demos would best follow its leaders if they are not
excessively let loose (urte Ainv aveOeic) or constrained; for koros begets hybris
whenever great olbos comes to people whose mind is not sound.’# These lines imply
that the proper role of the hegermon of the demos is to restrain and prevent hybris or
koros.* Elsewhere, the poet claims it as a merit of his own leadership that, if anyone
else had been in his position of leadership, that person ‘would not have restrained the
demos.”®® The bad leader is said to do what pleases one party or another,* and is also
corrupt and greedy.*” In these poems, then, good leadership lies in restraining the

demos, whereas the bad leader is pleasing but rapacious.

Also interesting is a poem transmitted under the name of Theognis, but probably

actually by the fifth-century intellectual Euenus of Paros.*® The poet, complaining

4 On the question of authenticity, cf. p. 45 above.

8 dMNpog O @d av dglota oLV 1yepdvecoy émotto, pnte Ay avebeig unte Plalopevos:
TikTel Yoo k6Qog UPov, 6tav moAvg 6ABog Emmntal avOemolg 0TTO00LS HT] VOOS RQTLOG T)
(Solon fr. 6).

# Cf. Solon fr. 4.7-10 (dnpov 0" Nyepovwv adikog voog, olov ETolHoV UPELOC €K LLEYAANG
aAyea MOAAQ maBetv: o0 yaQ ETioTavtal KATéXely KOQOV OLdE TAQOVOAS EVPEOTVVOG
Koouely datog v 1jovxin). On the association between hybris, koros and ate, cf. pp. 50-51.

% o0k av kKatéoxe dnuov (Solon fr. 36.22, fr. 37.7).

% el yap 10eAov & toic Evavtiowow 1jvdavev tote (Solon fr. 36.22-23).

¥ kakoEadNg Te Kol pLAokTrwy dvrio (Solon fr. 36.21); cf. Solon fr. 4.11-13.

# [Thgn.] 667-682. So Hudson-Williams 1910:32-35, M. L. West [1972] 1992:66, and Selle
2008:225, although the poem’s authorship is a complex and uncertain matter.
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about the behaviour of his fellow-citizens,* says, ‘They have deposed the noble
helmsman who skilfully kept watch, they seize possessions by force, and discipline is
lost; no longer is there an equal distribution in the common interest; the porters rule,
and the base are above the noble.”” The attitude here is more emphatically aristocratic
than in Solon, but these poems share the notion that the role of a good leader is a
matter of skill,®® and of directing the people rather than being directed by them.>
Again, this good leadership is contrasted with the bad leadership of corrupt and
disorderly leaders, against whom the poet cites their low social class (pootnyot,

Kakot).”

These ideas about leadership resemble those which Thucydides employs in praising
the leadership of Pericles.>* Pericles governs the city moderately in peace, and guards
it safely, as does Euenus” helmsman.*® Like the good leader in Solon, Pericles exhibits
skill (which Thucydides calls movowx, yvwun).®* Thucydides sums up Pericles’
exellence by saying, ‘He, being powerful through his high standing and good
judgement, and being manifestly entirely incorruptible, restrained (kateixe) the
multitude while allowing them freedom, and was not led by them rather than leading
them.’™ Here, and also when he later says that in 411 no-one except Alcibiades was
able to control the mob (kataoyetv tov 0xAov),® Thucydides advances the same

notion of restraining the populace as Solon.* Thucydides then proceeds to explain

# [Thgn.] 670.

% xuBegvrny pév Emavoav €00A0V, 0TI @ULAaKNV eixev EruoTapévwg xonuatoa O
apridlovat Bir), kOoHoG O ATOAwWAEV, daoLOg O oVKET (00G Yivetal é¢ TO HéoOV: QoETI YOl
0’ apxovay, kakot & dyabav kabVmepBev ([Thgn.] 675-679, trans. Gerber). This parallel from
Bengl 1929:21.

51 ¢rotapévag ([Thgn.] 676); cf. éniotavtat (Solon fr. 4.9).

52 Cf. Solon frr. 6.2, fr. 36.22, fr. 37.7.

5 For the metaphor of the helmsman, see also p. 115 below.

53¢ Thuc. I1.65. In general on Thucydides’ treatment of good leadership as exhibited by Pericles,
cf. Yunis 1996:67-76; Leppin 1999:143-170.

% aopaiwg dtepvAa&ev avtrv (Thuc. I1.65.5); cf. puAaknv eixev émotapévawg ([Thgn.] 676).

% Thuc. I1.65.6, §; cf. émtiotavtat (Solon fr. 4.9), and émiotapévwg ([Thgn.] 676).

5 EKEVOC HEV dLVATOC WV T Te AEWHATL KAl T YVWOU XONUATWV TE dAQAVOS
AdWEATATOG YEVOHEVOS kaTelxe TO MANO0G €AevO€Qwe, Kkal ovk TYETO HAAAOV UTU aUTOD 1)
avtog Nye (Thuc. I1.65.8).

5 Thuc. VIIL.86.5.

5 Solon fr. 36.22, fr. 37.7; Hornblower on Thuc. I1.65.9.
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that, whenever Pericles saw the populace ‘bold in hybris” (OBoet Oagoovvtag), he
would produce fear in them with his words.®® This again resembles Solonic ideas—
since Solon saw good leadership as a matter of restraining koros or hybris,®* and since
elsewhere Solon prides himself on openly reproaching the demos,*? rather as Pericles is
said to do here. Thucydides’ rhetorical final remark, that Athens “‘became in name a
democracy, but in fact rule under the foremost man,” carries the Solonic ideal to a
provocative extreme.®® So Thucydides applies to Pericles ideals of leadership that

largely go back to archaic times.

Thucydides contrasts Pericles’ leadership with the Athenians” ignoring of Pericles’
advice after his death, saying, ‘But they (ot d¢), in all these matters, as well as others
which seemed unrelated to the war, acted in the opposite way, according to their
private ambitions and interests (kata tag Wiag eUotpiag kat O kéEdn), and
conducted affairs badly both for themselves and their allies; when matters went well,
the honour and benefit was more for private citizens, but, when matters went badly,
harm was done to the polis with regard to the war.”® When Thucydides mentions the
populace’s “private ambitions and interests’ here, it is primarily the ambitions and
interests of their bad leaders, Pericles” successors, that are referred to.®> Thucydides
shortly turns directly to Pericles’ successors, who, he says, ‘were disposed to
surrender all matters to the demos according to its pleasures.”® The bad leader’s

rapacity is already present in Solon and Theognis,”” as is the bad leader’s willingness

6 Thuc. I1.65.9.

61 Solon fr. 4.9, fr. 6.

62 9N pEV el xor dagpadnv ovewioat (Solon fr. 37.1).

63 gylyveto te A0y pév dnpokpatia, £gyw 6¢ VIO ToL TEWTOL AvdEog aox1) (Thuc. 11.65.9).
Thucydides cannot possibly have thought this remark strictly accurate, since he has just
explained how the people ejected Pericles from office; rather, Thucydides is emphasising
Pericles’ long-term influence over the Assembly (Gomme on Thuc. I11.82.4).

64 ol O& TADTA Te MAVTA € ToLVavTiov Empalav kal aAAa €Ew ToD MoAEUOL dokoLVTa eivatl
Kata tag iag @ulotipiag kal D k€Edn Kakwe &g te opas adToLS Kal Tovg EVHUAXO0US
émoAltevoav, & katogBoVEVa HEV TOIG WDIWTALS TIUN Kal w@eAia paAdov v, oparévia dE
) moAeL € Tov toAepov BAAPN kabiotato (Thuc. 11.65.7).

6 Hornblower ad loc. remarks, ‘here for once ... Th[ucydides] is not concerned to distinguish
between the people and its leaders’.

6 ¢ToAmovTo Ko’ Ndovag T O Kal tax modypata £vowovat (Thuc. 11.65.10).

67 Solon fr. 4.11-13, fr. 36.21, cf. fr. 4.5-6; Thgn. 45-46 and 49-50, using the word kerdos (this
parallel from Bengl 1929:48).
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to please the multitude.®® Thucydides” contemporary Aristophanes also uses the same
ideas: in Frogs, the Chorus envisages a bad leader who stirs up stasis because of
eagerness for private gain (kepdwv ilwv émBuvuwv) and takes bribes while steering
the ship of state.® Thucydides’ remarks about Pericles’ successors, then, draw on

much older ideas about leadership.

Although leadership in the fourth-century Athenian democracy differed in some
ways from that of the fifth century —for instance with regard to the separation of the
roles of general and orator’®—similar ideas about leadership continue to be applied.
Rather as in the earlier authors the good leader is seen as defending the city and its
populace, so in the fourth century the orator continued to be thought of as the
defender of the populace.” Likewise, rather as in Solon and Thucydides, fourth-
century orators often present themselves as harsh critics of the demos while

condemning other orators who speak for the sake of gaining charis with the demos.”

In Suppliants, Euripides draws on similar ideas.” Adrastus explains to Theseus that he
has turned to Athens for help because Athens ‘has in you a good shepherd, for the
lack of which many poleis have been destroyed, lacking a general.””* The notion that a
lack of leadership results in disaster is common: Thucydides maintains that bad
leadership after Pericles’ death resulted in the Sicilian disaster,”” and Solon and
Euenus suggest that bad leadership would entail the polis being harmed or
destroyed.” Similarly, the Messenger in Suppliants casts Theseus as an ideal general:

“This is the kind of general that one should choose, who is mighty amid perils, and

6 Solon fr. 36.23.

¢ Ar. Ran. 359-361.

70 M. H. Hansen 1983:49-51; Sinclair 1988:45-46.

7t [Thgn.] 676, Thuc. I11.65.5; pUAakec tng dnpokpatiac (Aeschin. II1.250); UAakeg D’ Dpav
kataotavteg (Lys. XXVIL3); Ober 1989:316-317.

72 Isoc. VIIL.3-6; Dem. I11.21.22; Lycurg. fr. I.5; Ober 1989:318-324.

73 My discussion here draws on Bengl 1929:20-29 in a general way and in the passages
discussed, although my point is different.

7 ExeL o€ MOWEV E0OAGV- 00 xoela mOAels MOAAaL dudAovt, évdeeic otpatnAatov (Eur.
Supp. 191-192).

75 Thuc. 11.65.10-11.

76 Solon fr. 36.25; [Thgn.] 680.
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hates the insolent multitude, which, when faring well, seeks to climb to the highest
rungs of the ladder, and destroys the olbos which it could have enjoyed.””” Like
Pericles” leadership in Thucydides, then, Theseus” military leadership is described in
terms recalling archaic poetry: it is contrasted to the hybris of the demos, which must

be restrained, because it threatens to destroy its olbos, leading to ruin.”

The excellence of Theseus’ leadership is primarily demonstrated in the military
sphere, but he also mirrors traditional practices of leadership in fifth-century Athens
by combining military leadership with political.” In particular, Theseus” persuasion
of the demos is directly followed by gathering the young men of Athens for war.®
Although Theseus has no need to restrain the demos, his attitude towards it accords
with Solon’s and Thucydides’ ideals, since he leads the demos, which follows his
policy.®! His means of leadership is his persuasion®>—as the structure of the Athenian
democracy entailed that it was for all Athens’ leaders®®*—and he is confident that his

personal authority will bring the populace with him.3

Euripides” Suppliants also contains ideas about bad leadership. Theseus claims that
Adrastus went to war because he was ‘led astray by the kind of young men who
delight in being honoured and in creating wars without justice, destroying the
citizens (pOelpovteg &dotovg), one in order to be general, another so that he can act
outrageously once he has taken power into his hands, another for the sake of profit

(képdovg oUvek’), not considering whether the populace is harmed in any respect (10

77 Tol9VdE TOL OTEAT YOV aipeloBat xpedv, 0¢ €v te toig dewvoloiv éotv dAkiog pwoet 0
UBoLoTV Aadv, O¢ TEACOWV KAAQ®G &¢ Akpa Prvat kKApakwy éviAata NtV anwAeo’
OAPov @ xonobat maenv (Eur. Supp. 726-730).

78 Thuc. I1.65.9; cf. Solon fr. 6.

7 Bengl 1929:28 remarks, ‘Mit der Strategie ist in der Stellung der idealen Volksherrscher ... die
Prostasie verbunden, auf die militdrische baut sich die politische Fiihrerschaft auf: sie
[Pelasgus and Theseus] haben die Initiative, das Volk ist zwar beratendes und entscheidendes
Organ, erteilt in Wirklichkeit aber nur die Zustimmung zu den Vorschldgen des moootdtng.’
Cf. M. H. Hansen 1983:49-51 on the tendency in the fifth century to unite the roles of general
and orator but to separate them in the fourth.

80 Eur. Supp. 355-357.

81 Eur. Supp. 349-355.

8 kol meloag tdde (Eur. Supp. 355).

8 Finley 1962; Rhodes 2000.

8 00EeL O Epov BéAovtoc (Eur. Supp. 350).
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niAn0og el Tt PAdntetar) by enduring this.®> The Argive Herald (a much less
sympathetic character, of course) uses a similar picture of bad leadership to criticise
democracy, claiming that, in Argos, “There is no-one who, flattering the polis with his
words, turns it this way and that (dAAot” &AAooe oteépet) for private profit (o
ké€pdog (d1ov), and who, though for the moment congenial and giving much pleasure
(NOLG kat ddovg TOAANV Xdowv), subsequently does the polis harm (éoav0ic €BAay)’),

and then escapes justice by concealing his earlier mistakes behind new calumnies.’®

Both Theseus and the Herald accuse the bad leader of aiming for private gain
(k€000¢), an idea which we have seen in Solon and Theognis, as well as Thucydides
and Aristophanes. The Herald mentions the bad leader’s changeability in order to
win charis with the populace: likewise, Solon associates the bad leader’s changeability
with his willingness to please.’” Also, Theseus and the Herald consider this to lead to
the polis being harmed—a thought which we have seen in Solon and Thucydides.
Similar notions about bad leadership, including the bad leader’s willingness to please,

are also found in Euripides’ Hecuba and Orestes.®

In Suppliants, then, Euripides explores and contrasts ideas about good and bad
leadership that go back to archaic poetry, and which were used in his own day to
think about contemporary leaders such as Pericles. This play’s focus on leadership
within the polis is made possible by the setting which Euripides adopts: whereas in
the other “suppliant plays’ the playwright maintains the ruler’s legendary status as a

sole ruler, here Euripides presents Theseus as having already made Athens a

8 véolg magaxOelc oltveg THdpevol xalgovol ToAépovs T avfavovo’ dvev dikng,
@Oeipovteg aotovg, 6 pev Onmws otgatnAati, 6 & wg VPl dOvapy &g xeloag Aafwv,
AAAog ¢ képdoug olvek’, ovk &mookont@V T0 TMANO0¢ el T PAdntTeTar maoxov tade (Eur.
Supp. 232-237). As de Romilly 1986:127-128 and Connor 1992:147-149 point out, this should be
placed in the context of other complaints about the youth of Athens’ leaders in the 420s (Thuc.
VI.12.2, VI.17.1, VI1.18.6; Eup. Demes frr. 104, 133, Cities fr. 252, Demes (?) fr. 333; Cratinus,
Seasons fr. 283): the youth of the men Theseus criticises is part of the picture of bad leadership
current in Athens at the time.

8 000" €0V ATV O0TIS EKXAVVAV AGYOLS TTEOG KEQOOG OOV &AAOT dAAoCE OTéPeL, TO O
avtiy’ 10vUg kat dolLg MOAANV xapwv €oavBic EBAaY’, elta daBolAaic véalg kAépac ta
nEoo0e opaAuat’ E££0v dikng (Eur. Supp. 412-416).

87 Solon fr. 36.22-25.

8 Eur. Hec. 131-133, 254-257, Or. 772-773, 902-916, fr. 1029. Cf. p. 39 n. 149.
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democracy. Here, then, Euripides applies to the legendary past ideas about
leadership current in democratic Athens. Without compromising the internal
coherence of the imagined legendary past of the world of the play, these ideas involve
the audience-member in reflection on what good leadership and bad leadership are
like within a democracy, and provide a prompt to think about issues of leadership in

the audience’s own day.*

IV. Contemporary elements in the presentation of rulers in Sophocles

IV.i. Introduction

It would be wrong, however, to neglect Sophocles. In particular, Sophocles presents
Creon in Antigone using substantial contemporary elements. These co-exist with
Creon’s legendary status as a sole ruler, which the play maintains, and also with the
features discussed in Chapter 1 which are associated with sole rulers in the story

tradition.

These contemporary elements are not continuous throughout the play; they are
chiefly concentrated in Creon’s opening speech (175-190) and his discussion of
obedience (663-676). In this way, Sophocles brings Creon more into contact with the

contemporary polis at some points, less at others. Nonetheless, these elements are

8 Some scholars go further, arguing that Suppliants refers to particular contemporary
politicians: Pericles (Goossens 1932, 1962:435-439, Morrison 1950:77, Podlecki 1976:22-27),
Alcibiades (U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1907:13, Delebecque 1951:222, Di Benedetto
1971:182-184, Michelini 1997, M. Vickers 2015), or Nicias (Goossens 1932:35-37, 1962:445-446).
However, since the ideas about leadership employed are commonplaces going back to archaic
poetry, in themselves they can hardly hint at any single politician; rather, audience-members
will have been able to judge any politician against these widely articulated notions, which are
instantiated in idealised form in Theseus. It is not just that Theseus is assimilable to multiple
contemporary politicians (as indeed is allowed by Grégoire 1923:90; M. Vickers 2008:11-12,
2015:339-340), but rather that his presentation encourages reflection on leadership on a more
general level. Of course, such general reflections may have prompted Athenians to reflect on
particular leaders, but such reflections take place in audience-members’ own minds, and are
not actually part of the play. Cf. Burian 1985:129 and 211-213 n. 1 (“The real problem is that all
these scholars assume that Euripides must be writing not about his ostensible subject but
about something else that can only be ferreted out by a kind of allegorical interpretation’);
Morwood on Eur. Supp. 352-3.



112

prominent, and indeed seem sufficient to justify maintaining that Sophocles
encourages his audience to judge Creon against contemporary standards, almost as

though he were an official of the Athenian polis.

IV.ii. Creon as a polis official in Sophocles’” Antigone

At the start of Antigone, Antigone informs Ismene that the strategos (Creon) has made
a kerygma to the whole demos of the polis (Ttoavor|u moOAeL). It would be mistaken to
place too much weight on the single word strategos, which Sophocles might have
applied to any military commander, irrespective of contemporary associations.
However, various considerations (which scholars have pointed out disparately)
validate the notion that Sophocles places Creon in a position analogous to a fifth-
century strategos. Creon here makes a kerygma carrying the death penalty—a power
which Athenian strategoi actually had, albeit only in the field.*® More broadly,
although we have no specifically analogous historical parallel, it seems to have been
the duty of Greek military commanders to arrange the fate of the enemy after a
battle,’’ and—as the controversy after Arginusae indicates—to arrange for the burial
of the dead.”? Creon’s calling of a ‘summoned meeting of elders” (cUykAnTov trjvde
YeQOVTwV ... Aéoxnv) may possibly evoke the phrase ocUvykAntog ékkAnoia denoting
a specially convened Assembly meeting,” or the power of Athenian otoatnyot to call
the Assembly.”* Also, as discussed below, it seems likely that the contemporary ideas
which Creon articulates later were primarily military in their associations.?> Of course,
none of this can have made audience-members think of Creon exactly as though he
were a democratic official, but such features make it possible to think about him in

analogous terms, to an extent. Ismene also talks about Creon as though he were a polis

9% Griffith on Soph. Ant. 7-8, citing Xen. Hell. 1.1.15 (where Alcibiades makes a kerygma carrying
the death penalty); Calder 1968:393, citing Lys. XIII.65 and Frontin. Str. 111.12.2. Cf. Hamel
1998:59-63.

91 Cf. Hamel 1998:40-44, 51-55.

92 Xen. Hell. 1.7; the point is made by Schachermeyr 1966:54.

9% Soph. Ant. 159-160 with Griffith ad loc., citing M. H. Hansen 1991:134-135.

% T. Graham 2017:139, citing Sinclair 1988:81, and cf. Hamel 1998:6-12; our sources do not
make the nature of this power very clear.

% See pp. 117-118.
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official when she justifies following Creon’s proclamation by talking of obeying “those
in power’ (toigc &v téAel) and not acting against the will of the citizens (Bia

TOALTWV).%

Furthermore, in his first speech, Creon enunciates a series of political principles,
beginning with the words, ‘It is impossible to find out the spirit, judgement and good
sense of any man, before he is shown to be practiced in the archai and nomoi.”” This
phrase, as scholars have observed, clearly invites the audience to judge Creon on the
basis of his political conduct during the play.”® Since archai and nomoi are often
coupled as a set phrase in Athenian contexts, Creon’s remark is one which could
equally easily be applied to any Athenian democratic official. Indeed, Creon’s remark
is an expansion of a proverb which Aristotle attributes to Bias of Priene, ‘Office will
reveal the man’ (&oxm a&vdoa deiet).”” Again, Sophocles is not actually portraying
Creon as a democratic official, but makes it easy for audience-members to think about
him, to some extent, as though he were one, and to judge him by a contemporary and

democratic standard.

Creon now expresses ideas about what it means to be a good leader and citizen,®
which he puts forward as his own principles of conduct. These principles” broad
acceptability in classical Athens is suggested not only by Demosthenes” quotation of
them in On the Embassy (343) as expressing an ideal of statesmanship which

Aeschines fails to live up to,'™ but also and more importantly by parallels with

% Ant. 67,79, cf. 907; Sourvinou-Inwood 1989:139.

7 AUNXOVOV D& TAVTOG AVOQOS €kpabetv PuxnVv Te kal @EOVNUA KAl YVWOUNV, molv &v
AOXAIC Te Kal vopolow Evtoiprg eavi) (Soph. Ant. 175-177).

% Cf. Holt 1999:675-676, 680-681, Cairns 2016:54, and (from a different angle) Budelmann and
Easterling 2010:299.

9 Arist. Eth. Nic. V.1130a1-2, cited by Bowra 1944:69; Griffith on Soph. Ant. 175-7.

100 As Cuny 2007:282-283 says, ‘Créon commence par définir dans l’abstrait le bon dirigeant (v.
175-183).’

100 Dem. XIX.246-249, often taken to prove that Creon is presented positively here (Calder
1968:404-405; Sourvinou-Inwood 1989:139, 142; Liapis 2013:87-88), although Harris [2004]
2006:69-70 disagrees. Cf. also Kirkwood 1958:121-122; Budelmann 2000:76-77; Cuny 2007:284-
287. In my view (similar to Cuny’s), Creon’s emphasis on his good judgement and sound
democratic principles in this speech set up criteria against which he ultimately fails (as
discussed further in Chapter 6).
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similar sentiments expressed elsewhere. Creon’s emphasis on taking hold of the best
plans (&olota PovAevpata) is an idea applicable to any form of government,'* but is
comparable to the bouleutic oath at Athens, which contained the clause ‘I will make
the best plans for the city’, and to proverbs attributed to Cleobulus and Solon.!*
Creon’s notion that a citizen should not keep quiet, but should participate, also has
relevance in a democratic context: it is rather close to the condemnation of political
non-participation (&moaypoovvn) and laziness (doyia) articulated by Thucydides’
Pericles and in Euripides.!® Creon’s specific argument that one should not put a
private philos above the polis is perhaps only found here —but his justification for this,
namely that private matters such as philia can only be sustained in a stable polis, is
also found elsewhere.!®> These principles are not distinctively democratic—and do not
stand in tension with Creon’s status as sole ruler—but are nevertheless contemporary
ideas which any Athenian might have professed and used to justify political

actions.106

102 Soph. Ant. 179; Hdt. 1I1.81.3 (oligarchy), VIL.10.01 (Xerxes); Thuc. 1.43.4 (the Athenian
Assembly).

103 Bouleutic oath: tax BéATioTta fovAevoewy t) moAet (Lys. XXXI.2); alternatively, tax BéAtiota
PovAevoey T Muw @ Adnvaiwv ([Dem.] LIX.4); cf. Lys. XXX.10, and Rhodes 1972:194-195
(maintaining, on good grounds, that this clause was probably part of the original Cleisthenic
bouleutic oath). Proverbs: moAitaig ta BéAtiota ovpBovAevery (Cleobulus, Laks-Most 3 T35
1.10); ovppovAeve un ta Hoota, aAAa ta dowota (Solon, quoted at Diog. Laert. 1.60). These
parallels are all from Blundell 1989:116 n. 43.

104 Soph. Ant. 180; Thuc. 11.40.2, cf. I1.63.3 and 11.64.4; Eur. Antiope frr. 183, 185, 187, 188; Med.
294-297. These criticisms are discussed by Ehrenberg 1947:47-48, 53-55; cf. the discussion of
Euripides” Antiope at Pl. Grg. 484c-486d, with Dodds on Pl. Grg. 485e3-486d1.

105 Democritus at Laks-Most 27 D356; Thuc. 11.60.2-3. These parallels are from Blundell
1989:118 n. 46, who gives a few others less relevant here.

106 Some scholars (Ehrenberg 1954:113-116, 141-149; C. G. Thomas 1975) draw a close
connection between Creon and Pericles. It is true that Creon’s ‘assertions are reminiscent of
Perikles’” (Thuc. 2.38-46, 60) (Griffith 1999:48 n. 142). But it is misleading to say that ‘The
political and cultural programme pronounced in the Funeral Speech contains most of the ideas
which Creon declares to be his programme: aggrandisement of the State, eulogy of the present
time, demand that equal order exist in house and State’ (Ehrenberg 1954:95). There are
certainly broad similarities, but none of Pericles’ arguments is closely parallel to Creon’s.
Pericles does not mention the things Creon does (testing people through the exercise of archai
and nomoi; philia; the ship of state), but merely related ideas, such as any two people living in
democratic Athens might have enunciated (cf. Bowra 1944:68; Schachermeyr 1966:57). Cf. p.
111 n. 89 for similar problems regarding Theseus in Euripides’ Suppliants.
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Creon also uses the Ship of State metaphor here: his words imply that he is its
captain, and Teiresias later says so explicitly.!”” The same metaphor is found in
Oedipus Tyrannus, where the Priest talks about the polis as a storm-tossed ship, and
Jocasta refers to Oedipus as the ship’s captain.!® The Ship of State, used previously in
Aeschylus,'” is used to refer to leadership by the fourth-century orators, but evidence
for similar fifth-century uses is lacking.' This may be because little fifth-century
political oratory survives, although, even if this metaphor was not so used, it may
have been used to think about leadership. Therefore, we cannot confidently call the
Ship of State an element shared with contemporary ways of thinking about

leadership, but it should still be considered a possible point of contact.

Ehrenberg notes that, in Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus, Sophocles uses the verb ‘to
set straight’” (0000w), to refer to the successful conduct of the affairs of the polis.
Aeschylus and Euripides do not use the word in this sense.!'' However, one of the
Attic skolia prays to Athena to set the polis straight,'> and Thucydides puts it in the
mouth not only of Pericles, but also Cleon, Diodotus, the Athenians at Melos, and
Nicias.!”® These politicians do not directly attribute the “straightening’ to themselves;
rather, they use the verb in general terms to refer to the success of the polis, and

obliquely present themselves as helping to bring that success about."* Creon’s use of

107 Soph. Ant. 189-190, cf. also 162-163, 994. Nautical imagery in Antigone more broadly is
discussed by Goheen 1951:44-50.

108 Soph. OT 22-24, 922-923. Nautical imagery in the play more generally is discussed by
Campbell 1986.

109 Chiefly Aesch. Sept. 2-3, 62-64. Archaic cases are less clear-cut, but the metaphor seems to
emerge gradually (Brock 2013:53-55, citing Alc. frr. 6, 208; Plut. Sol. 14.6; Aesch. Pers. 656;
[Thgn.] 667-682).

110 Perhaps excepting only Ar. Ran. 361. Brock 2013:57 cites numerous fourth-century passages,
e.g. Dem. IX.69, XIX.250; Aeschin. II1.158.

111 Aeschylus does not use the verb, while Euripides only uses it non-metaphorically.

112 Carmina Popularia, 884 PMG [= Ath. XV.694c].

113 Thuc. 1.140.1, 11.42.4, 11.60.2 (Pericles); 111.37.5 (Cleon); I11.42.4 (Diodotus); V.111.4 (Athenians
at Melos); V1.9.2 (Nicias); cf. VIII.64.4. Ehrenberg 1954:146-148 cites the skolion and the uses by
Pericles, but not the other politicians (although he notes the word’s commonness), creating the
impression that this verb is particularly Periclean —which seems implausible, given its use in
these other Thucydidean passages.

114 Especially Thuc. II1.37.5 (Cleon), V1.9.2 (Nicias).
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the word, including twice near the start of his first speech,'> along with the Ship of
State metaphor that follows,!"® similarly helps to imply that he envisages himself as
the one setting the polis on the right course, but again without explicitly applying the
idea to himself. So, although Ehrenberg’s own interpretation (that Creon is talking
like Pericles) seems implausible, it may be that Creon is talking like a contemporary

politician here.

The verb is also applied to Oedipus by the Priest in Oedipus Tyrannus and by Creon in
Antigone. However, these characters do attribute the success of the polis directly to
Oedipus, using the verb in the active.!”” This usage reflects the unique circumstances
of Oedipus’ legendary career, in that Oedipus did save the polis all by himself when
he overcame the Sphinx, an achievement strongly emphasised in Oedipus Tyrannus.!'8
Also, since other direct attributions of the success of the polis to particular agents
attribute it to the gods,' its direct attribution to Oedipus perhaps helps to present
him as an almost divine figure in the first scene of Oedipus Tyrannus, where he is the

target of the Priest’s supplicatory address.'?

In the scenes of Antigone where Creon interacts with the Guard and Antigone, there
are features that resemble the story tradition (discussed in Chapter 1),'?! but relatively
little evokes contemporary political life. However, Creon’s continual accusations of
bribery and conspiracies may have been reminiscent of those commonly made in
fifth-century politics.’?* Also, as Harris has argued, when Antigone argues that
Creon’s kerygma does not have sufficient force to override pre-existing nomoi, this
perhaps reflects the principle established in contemporary Athens according to which

illegal orders issued by polis officials should not be obeyed.!?*

115 Soph. Ant. 163, 167, 675.

116 Soph. Ant. 184-190 and especially 6061, 190.

117 Soph. Ant. 167; OT 39, 46, 51.

118 See pp. 206, 220.

119 Carmina Popularia, 884 PMG; Soph. Ant. 163.

120 Cf. p. 210.

121 See pp. 63-64.

122 See p. 279.

123 Soph. Ant. 453-455, with Harris [2004] 2006:59-61, 75-76.
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In the following scene, however, where Creon argues with Haemon, there is another
extended passage where Creon articulates ideas—concerning obedience—with
contemporary currency. Since contemporary ideas about obedience are also invoked

elsewhere (including in Ajax), we must place Antigone within this broader context.

IV.iii. Ideas about obedience

That obedience was owed to those holding power within the democracy, namely the
holders of archai, was a well-established principle. It was part of the Ephebic Oath,
which included the clause, ‘I shall obey those who exercise power reasonably at any
given time and the established laws and whatever laws may be reasonably
established in future.”?* Thucydides’ Pericles articulates a similar principle: ‘in public
affairs we do not contravene the laws, above all because of fear, through obedience to
those in office at any given time and to the laws (twv te aiel év aoxn Ovtwv
AKQOAoEeL KAl TV vOuwV), and especially to those laws which are established to help
people who are being wronged, and the unwritten laws the violation of which brings
well-recognised disgrace.”'” Some sources apply the ideal of obedience to Sparta in
particular, and suggest that Spartans especially excelled in their willingness to obey
laws and officials.’? However, the Ephebic Oath and Thucydides’ Pericles show that

obedience was an ideal considered valid at Athens too.

The Ephebic Oath, Thucydides and Xenophon all emphasise the value of obedience in
general. However, given the restricted powers of officials in Athenian public life, it

seems likely that the main situations in which Athenians would have been called

124 el EVNKONOW TV AEL KQALVOVTIWV EUPEOVWS Kal TV Beop@V TV WQUHEVWY Kail ovg
av 1o Aowmov Wevowvtat éupoovws (RO 88.11-14). The inscription recording the oath is
fourth-century, but the oath’s text, couched in archaic language, is probably sixth-century
(Rhodes and Osborne 2003:445-449).

125 7o Moot dLx DEOC UAALOTA OV TMAQAVOUOUUEY, TV TE alel €V aQXT) OVIWV AKQOAOEL
Kal TV VOHWV, Kal HAALOTA a0tV 600t Te €T wpeAia TV adikovuévwy Ketvtat kat 6oot
ayoagolL ovteg aioxvvny opoAoyovuévny @égovoty (Thuc. 11.37.3). Siewert 1977:104-105
thinks that this passage directly echoes the Ephebic Oath.

126 Hdt. VII.104.4-5; Xen. Lac. 8.1-2, Mem. I11.5.15-16; cf. also Thuc. 1.84.3, and Plut. Cleom. 9.
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upon to obey officials would have been military. It is surely no coincidence that the
three tragic characters who emphasise the importance of obedience (Eteocles in Seven
Against Thebes; Menelaus in Ajax; Creon in Antigone) are all military commanders.'?”
Indeed, Creon in Antigone makes it clear that the advantages of obedience lie
primarily in the military sphere, when he expresses confidence that only an obedient
man would ‘remain a good and noble comrade in the storm of battle.”1? Still, though,
neither in tragedy nor in other sources is obedience to polis officials said to be an
exclusively military virtue; it is treated as a good quality for a citizen to possess in

general.

Tragedy mentions obedience several times. Aeschylus provides the earliest attestation
of the word peitharchia (obedience), the status of which as an ideal he confirms by
having Eteocles refer to her as a goddess.’? Aeschylus also mentions the notion that

fear is important in a law-abiding society, which he applies to Athens in Eumenides.'®

Obedience owed to people is explored in Sophocles” Ajax and Antigone.’3! In Ajax,
Menelaus uses an argument based on obedience to justify not burying Ajax. He
begins by stating that it is the behaviour of a bad man not to obey those in authority
(twv épeotwtwv kKAVew). He then presents obedience as a civic and military virtue,
saying that the nomoi will not function properly within a polis where fear (0¢0c) is not
established, and that an army cannot be properly led without fear (pd6Bog) and
respect (aidwc).? So Menelaus brings the archai and nomoi into close relation, like the

Ephebic Oath and Thucydides’ Pericles, and Menelaus” notion that obedience should

127 Ehrenberg 1954:105-112 denies that Creon should be seen as acting in a military capacity,
but this seems implausible. Since Antigone takes place in the immediate aftermath of the
campaign of the Seven, Sophocles must have expected his audience to be aware of the military
context. At any rate, Sophocles has not written anything to prevent Creon’s role from being
seen in a military light. See further Funke 1966:39, and p. 112 above.

128 000G T AV €V XELHUWVL MQOOTETAYHEVOV HEVELY dikatov kayaBov magaotatnv (Soph.
Ant. 670-671).

129 Aesch. Sept. 223-225; cf. 196.

130 Aesch. Eum. 517-525, 697-699.

131 In the present discussion I focus fairly narrowly on obedience and on two particular
passages. An excellent broader discussion of obedience and related ideas in these two plays,
which complements the present one, is Cuny 2007:279-328.

132 Aj. 1071-1076; he emphasises d¢og again at 1079, 1084.
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be founded on fear is also mentioned elsewhere.!*® In associating respect (aidwg) and
shame (atoxvvn) with obedience to the laws, Menelaus resembles Thucydides’
Pericles.!3* Menelaus’ speech also shares with Aeschylus’ Seven Against Thebes and
Eumenides and Sophocles” Antigone the notion that the safety of the polis depends on

such obedience.13

Menelaus’ stance is, then, founded on commonly accepted premises. However, the
way he puts it (especially his quadruple mention of fear) perhaps makes his stance
seem rather excessive. Also, although Menelaus’ principles may be acceptable, his use
of them is problematic, since it is unclear that these premises justify the conclusion
that Ajax should not be buried,'*® and other considerations strongly mandate Ajax’s
burial, namely Ajax’s great virtues and the laws of the gods.'” Also, Menelaus admits
that his actions towards Ajax are motivated by his personal desire for revenge, and

the Chorus-leader suggests that they would constitute hybris.'3

Furthermore, when Agamemnon arrives and castigates Teucer for his
insubordination towards Menelaus, Agamemnon uses the language of slavery and
animal control. Such language, as discussed in Chapter 1, presents Agamemnon as an
oppressive and even anti-democratic figure; since Agamemnon’s starting point is the

same insistence on obedience which Menelaus had expressed less abhorrently,

183 Aesch. Eum. 517-525, 697-699; Hdt. VII.104.4-5; Thuc. 11.37.3; Xen. Lac. 8.2; Plut. Cleom. 9.
Since Sophocles’ Creon employs a similar argument, and since the sources also apply these
ideas to Athens, Menelaus’ argument is not distinctively Spartan, but of course Athenian
audience-members may have found it so (cf. Stanford, Finglass on Soph. Aj. 1073-6).

134 Soph. Aj. 1076, 1079; Thuc. 11.37.3 (quoted above); cf. Archidamus at 1.84.3; Mittelstadt
1977:45. This association of aidos with deos goes back to Homer and is also discussed by Plato
(Stanford, Finglass on Soph. Aj. 1073-6).

135 Soph. Aj. 1079-1083.

136 The Chorus-leader approves of Menelaus’ yvwuag ... copac (Soph. Aj. 1091) immediately
before telling him nevertheless not to become a VfgioTic towards the dead (1092), which
amounts to saying that Menelaus” proposed course of action is not satisfactorily justified by
his gnomai.

137 Soph. Aj. 1266-1289, 1355, 1357 (Ajax’s virtues), 1129-1131, 1343-1344, 1349-1350 (laws of the
gods).

138 Soph. Aj. 1087-1092. Similar points are made by Cuny 2007:320-322; Carter 2007:94-97;
Finglass 2017:310-312.
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Agamemnon’s language here surely undermines the credibility of Menelaus’

argumentation, too, in retrospect.!®

In Antigone, Creon uses ideas about obedience in urging Haemon to reliquish
Antigone. He begins by rejecting the man who transgresses the nomoi or tries to give
instructions to those in command (toic xkatUvovowv), again closely linking
obedience to archai and nomoi.* He then makes several remarks which are
indepedently attested as proverbs. When he says that the man whom the polis sets in
command (0v ToOAg otrjoete) should be obeyed in justice and its opposite, this
resembles a proverb attributed to Solon, ‘Obey the archai whether justly or
unjustly.”t Moreover, when Creon mentions ‘ruling well and being willing to be
ruled well’” (kaAwg pev doxewv, ev 0" &v doxeoOat OéAewv), his suggestion that ruling
and being ruled go hand in hand reflects a well-established principle: a proverb
attributed to Solon runs, ‘Rule only once you have learnt to be ruled.”* Moreover,
Aristotle twice notes the proverbial status of this line of thought,'*® and indeed
considers it essential to the maintenance of political authority in a community of free
and equal citizens.’* Like Menelaus, Creon emphasises that obedience is essential to
the security of poleis, which he says are often ruined by anarchia, and often saved by

peitharchia.'*> Also, some aspects of Creon’s wording may recall the Ephebic Oath.! It

139 Soph. Aj. 1253-1254, 1260-1261; so roughly Fartzoff 1993:357-358, 361, and 2003:141.

140 Soph. Ant. 663-665.

141 Soph. Ant. 666; agx@v dkove kal ducaiws kadikws (Solon fr. 30). This proverb, though,
clearly derives its force from its exhortation to do what is unjust under certain circumstances,
which makes it intrinsically problematic (cf. Aesch. Cho. 78); cf. Siewert 1977:106, Griffith on
Soph. Ant. 670-1 [666-7], Cuny 2007:295, with further late parallels.

2 goxe mowtov paBwv aoxeoBar (Diog. Laert. 1.60); also doxeoBat pabov, doxewv
e¢ruotnorn (Laks-Most 3 T35 2.10).

143 Arist. Pol. I11.1277b12-13, VII.1333a3-4.

144 Arist. Pol. 11.1261b1-5, 111.1277b7-20; Ugolini 2000:125-126 and n. 48. I owe all these Aristotle
references to Prof. Melissa Lane.

145 Soph. Ant. 672-676.

146 Siewert 1977:106 compares Soph. Ant. 670-671 (moooTteTarypLlévov Lévery dikatov kxyoBov
ntapaotdtnv) with RO 88.7-8 (000¢ Aeiw OV mapaotatnv 67tov dv otelxrjow), and 666 (Ov
TOALS otoeLe, TovdE X1 kAVewv) with RO 88.11-12 (quoted on p. 117).



121

seems clear that Creon’s ideas about obedience are ones whose currency and

acceptability in fifth-century Greece there is no reason to doubt.'¥”

However, as in Ajax, Sophocles places these notions within a context where they
become more problematic.’*® This is because—as indeed in his opening speech—
Creon is using these intrinsically acceptable principles to justify a morally doubtful
course of action, which, indeed, he himself will eventually recognise to have been
wrong. Moreover, even more forcefully than in Ajax, the notion has already been
expressed by Antigone, and will be reinforced by Haemon and Teiresias, that Creon’s
decision to leave Polynices unburied violates the laws of the gods.'* By placing
Creon’s political principles on a collision course with the laws of the gods, Sophocles

makes them much more problematic than if heard in isolation.

Furthermore, we have seen how, in Ajax, Menelaus’ principles of obedience are made
to turn gradually into the language of slavery and domination. In Antigone, the same
effect is even more pronounced, since even before Creon enunciates his ideas about
obedience we have heard him talk about his subjects in terms of slavery and
domination.’® In both plays, then, Sophocles presents excessive demands for

obedience and an attitude based on the subjection of others as going hand in hand.

Sophocles does not, however, leave it to his audience to work out the problems with
Creon’s political conduct, since Haemon spells matters out very explicitly in the

stichomythia which follows Creon’s speech and Haemon's reply:'!

147 Griffith 1998:68-69 thinks that the problem with Creon’s argument is that he attempts to
apply principles of obedience suited to the oikos to the polis where they are inappropriate.
However, abundant evidence shows that these principles were considered appropriate to the
polis; they give rise to difficulties because they are brought into conflict with other polis-
oriented principles (honouring the gods, free speech, etc.). So it is a clash between different
political principles, not between domestic and political ones. Cuny 2007:289-293, 295, perhaps
treats the relationship between family and polis ideals here more convincingly.

148 So rightly Fartzoff 2003:140.

1499 Soph. Ant. 76-77, 278-279, 450-460, 519, 745, 749, 1015-1022, 1070-1076.

150 See pp. 68-69; Creon is compared with Agamemnon in Ajax on this point e.g. by Funke
1966:41.

151 HAEMON: o0 ¢not ©1ng thod” OpomToALs Asdg.
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HAEMON: The whole people of this polis (or, the people of this same polis),
Thebes, says not.

CREON: And should our polis tell me what orders to give?

HAEMON: Do you see that the remark which you just made was beneath your
age?

CREON: But must I rule this land for someone else, rather than for myself?
HAEMON: Yes, since there is no polis that belongs to one man.

CREON: Is not the polis said to belong to its ruler?

HAEMON: You would rule well alone over a deserted polis!

Here, the divergence between Creon’s actions (and, by extension, the attitude and
principles underlying them) and values considered important in democratic Athens
comes to the fore. In Athens, when the populace of the polis thought a different thing
from its leaders, the populace was supposed to prevail, but Creon—in line with his
obedience-focused attitude —thinks it unreasonable that the polis should tell him what
orders to give. So Creon’s attitude is placed in tension with democratic principles,
and indeed Haemon'’s last two responses here indicate that it is incompatible with the

proper operation of a polis at all.'>2

CREON: mOALg Yo UiV e Xo1) TAo0eLV €QEL

HAEMON: 6pac¢ 100" wg glonkag we dyoav véog;

CREON: &AAw yap 1) ‘pot xor| pe tod” doxewv x0ovog;

HAEMON: oA yop ovk €00’ 1iTic avdedg €00’ €vog.

CREON: 00 T00 kQatoUVTOG 1] TTOALS Vouiletay

HAEMON: kaAdg éonung v’ &v ov yig doxots novog (Soph. Ant. 733-739).

152 The point that these lines set up Creon’s position as antithetical to democratic ideals has
been made by several scholars: my own formulation owes most to Rosler 1980:15-16, 18;
Fartzoff 2003:140; cf. also Funke 1966:43-45, Cuny 2007:308-310, Liapis 2013:97-102. Most
scholars who make this observation (Pohlenz [1930] 1954:1.192; Bowra 1944:75-76; Knox
1964:108; Podlecki 1966:364; Blundell 1989:127) maintain that, at this point, Creon reveals
himself to be ‘tyrannical’: ‘Es bedarf geringer Phantasie, um sich den Widerhall vorzustellen,
den dieses Gespréach im perikleischen Athen weckte. Der Tyrann wird hier gezeichnet, der
sich ausschliefilich von eigenen Interessen und Launen leiten 146t (Pohlenz). However, I am
not sure whether this emphasis on Creon’s ‘tyrannical’ features is entirely to the point. As
discussed in Chapter 1, Creon has been displaying such features for several scenes —not just
recently. Moreover, this conversation is framed in altogether democratic terms, and it seems
entirely possible that an Athenian audience would have understood these lines as depicting
Creon primarily as an official acting undemocratically by greatly exceeding his authority,
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Furthermore, when Haemon says that no polis belongs to a single man, Sophocles
exploits the very paradox which he himself has created by having the legendary sole
ruler Creon articulate contemporary and democratic principles. If Sophocles had not
previously presented Creon as occupying a role analogous to that of a contemporary
official, who is to be judged in terms of his exercise of archai and nomoi, Haemon'’s
argument would have less point. But since Sophocles has presented Creon in such a
way, priming his audience to judge Creon against contemporary criteria, Haemon'’s
criticism of him becomes a damning indictment of his political conduct throughout
the play. That is to say, for Haemon at least, it is Creon’s excessive demands of
obedience and disregard for popular dissent that show the final bankruptcy of his
political attitude. Creon started by declaring that it is impossible to know a man’s
gnome until he is experienced in the archai and nomoi, which is the standard against
which audience-members will have judged their own civic officials; now, it is by
exactly this standard that he falls short, since he denies the validity of the people’s

will.

Here, then, I have tried to show that Sophocles presents Creon in a way that enables
him to be thought of in contemporary terms, almost as though he were a democratic
official. By applying democratic standards to this fundamentally non-democratic
ruler, Sophocles is able to indicate forcefully the inadequacy of Creon’s political
conduct. Equally, this presentation of Creon enables Sophocles to explore the value of
obedience, and its dangers and limitations. Like Ajax, Antigone shows the potential for
arguments based on obedience to be used to justify morally doubtful courses of
action, and even implies the potentially undemocratic nature of such arguments, at
any rate if taken to extremes. No audience could be expected to watch these plays

without being provoked to consider anew the value of obedience and its limits.

rather than as depicting him as any more of a ‘tyrant’ than previously. I therefore agree that
Creon’s remarks condemn him out of his own mouth by democratic standards, but doubt
whether “tyrannical’ is the right way of describing this.
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Indeed, two later plays of Sophocles also suggest the problems of obedience in
passing: Odysseus in Philoctetes and Creon in Oedipus at Colonus both explain morally

questionable actions on the basis that they are carrying out instructions.!>

V. Conclusion

In this chapter, we have seen that the depiction of rulers in fifth-century tragedy
reflects various ideas current in the Athenian democracy, especially concerning
leadership and obedience. The use of these ideas entails that rulers are sometimes
presented in a manner analogous to fifth-century Athenian politicians, but this is
done in many different ways. Aeschylus’ Suppliants and Euripides’” Suppliants present
Pelasgus and Theseus co-existing with a democratic assembly, whereas Demophon in
Children of Heracles and Theseus in Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus govern alone.
Contemporary elements are also important in Antigone, where Creon is at several

points presented as a figure analogous to a contemporary official, and Ajax.

Can we generalise about the playwrights” use of contemporary elements? It has
occasionally been suggested that Sophocles, compared to Aeschylus and Euripides, is
the ‘poete du passé’, who eschews contemporary elements in favour of the colouring
of heroic legend.'® Perhaps it is true that Sophocles exhibits more sensitivity to overt
anachronism; there are no democratic assemblies in extant Sophocles, and the
contemporary features in Ajax and Antigone are certainly handled in a subtle and
effective way, producing no apparent tension with the traditional status of the
Atreids and Creon as sole rulers. But these contemporary elements are nevertheless
very substantial, and it must be considered entirely possible that Sophocles” lost plays
contained contemporary elements just as overt as those in Aeschylus” and Euripides’
Suppliants. When we have lost so much, it seems unsafe to generalise about the

playwrights’ technique in this respect.'>

153 Soph. Phil. 6, with Schein ad loc. (cf. 925-926, 1010); OC 850-851.

154 Goossens 1962:434; cf. U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1910:55, Jouanna [2007] 2018:156,
161.

155 Cf. Rood, Atack and Phillips 2020:83-84.
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In combination, then, Chapters 1-3 have demonstrated the complexity and variety of
the ideas underlying the depiction of rulers in tragedy —both those shared with the
story tradition and those drawn from the world of contemporary Athenian politics. In
the next chapter, we will turn away from ideas specifically associated with rulers, and
will look at the ways in which the Athenians conceptualised punishment and
supplication, which dominate the plots of many tragedies in which rulers play a key

role.
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CHAPTER 4. SUPPLICATION, PUNISHMENT, AND THE REPRESENTATION
OF RULERS’ DECISIONS AND ACTIONS IN TRAGEDY

I. Introduction

In Chapters 1-3, we considered how tragedy reflects specific ideas associated with
rulers. Here, I wish to take a broader view, arguing—fairly briefly—a single
important point about how the representation of tragic rulers is affected by the nature

of fifth-century Athenian society.

Much of the moral interest in the depiction of tragic rulers lies in their decisions and
actions, which are often of great consequence within the plot. Most decisions by
rulers can be divided into two groups: giving assistance to suppliants or other
outsiders who approach the polis (often Athens, but not in our earliest case,
Aeschylus’ Suppliants), and harming subjects (often with death or exile). Decisions of
other kinds are made (to deny burial to the dead, to sacrifice maidens, and so forth),
but these are not as common. As indeed Meuli points out in his 1945 dissertation, this
division of rulers into rescuers and oppressors immediately produces a striking
dichotomy between characters like Demophon in Children of Heracles (who benefit
those under their power) and characters like Lycus in Heracles (who harm them).!
Here, however, I will argue that the differences between the depiction of rulers who
accept suppliants and rulers who do their subjects harm are the result not solely of
differing plot structures, but also of the basic fact that, in Athens, which was a direct
democracy without sole rulers acting as judges, justice was collective and adversarial,
and the notion that an individual had the right to use his power to harm others (an

accepted feature of many justice systems) was absent.

1 Meuli 1945; however, I have not found his detailed analyses useful. Meuli unhelpfully makes
a point of excluding all cases that do not fall neatly into ‘rescuer’ or ‘oppressor’ (Meuli
1945:13-15).
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II. Helping strangers

Firstly, then, rulers who help outsiders are generally depicted as acting deliberatively,
in close alignment with the polis, and on the basis of moral and religious

considerations.

This is readily evident, and can be shown briefly. In Aeschylus’ Suppliants, the
Danaids urge religious and moral arguments upon Pelasgus;? Pelasgus accepts these,
but his primary stated concern is the interests of the polis,®> and he decides that Zeus’
wrath is more fearful than the sons of Aegyptus.* As discussed above, he consults the
demos, and cites its vote in ejecting the Egyptian Herald.® Pelasgus’ own interests are
only brought up where closely connected to those of the polis.® Similarly, in Euripides’
Children of Heracles, Demophon acts in the interests of the polis and on moral and
religious grounds, explaining that he accepts the suppliants above all (t0 pév
uéytotov) because of Zeus, secondly because of his family relationship with them,
and thirdly and especially (o0mep del paAota @oovtioat) because he is concerned
about Athens’ reputation, that he might be thought not to rule a free country (ovk
EAev0épav olkety dokNow yaiav).” As discussed above, Demophon’s capacity to act
for the polis goes unquestioned, and the possibility of a popular vote is not
mentioned.® Even when the demos falls into dissension over sacrificing a virgin, there
is no question of Demophon doing anything other than remaining aligned with the
demos. So Demophon, like Pelasgus, acts in alignment with the polis and according to

its interests.

Theseus, in Euripides’ Suppliants, acts similarly. When he initially rejects Adrastus’

supplication, the only criterion mentioned is polis interest: Theseus cannot see why

2 Cf. B. Vickers 1973:454-455.

3 Aesch. Supp. 346-347, 357-358, 399-401.

+ Aesch. Supp. 439-440, 472-479, cf. 616-620.

5 See p. 100.

6 Aesch. Supp. 399-401, 410-411, 484-485.

7 Eur. Heracl. 238-245.

8 See pp. 101-103. On Demophon’s decision and association with the polis here, see Zuntz
1955:39; Burian 1977:5-6; Mills 1997:102-103.
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the demos would agree to help Adrastus, or why Adrastus” problems are any concern
of the polis as a whole.” When Theseus changes his mind, moral and religious
arguments are prominent. Aethra urges on him, firstly, the will of the gods and the
laws of all Greece; secondly, she puts forward arguments about reputation.’® Rather
as Demophon explains his decision to defend Heracles” children in terms of Athens’
reputation,!! Aethra identifies Theseus’ reputation with Athens’, saying not only that
Theseus would be acting in line with his heroic labours, but also that he would ‘win a
crown of glory for the polis’ (moAet ... otépavov evkAeiag AaBeiv) by helping the
suppliants.”? Aethra also adds further arguments in terms of Athens’ reputation.’®
Speaking to the Herald, Theseus justifies his decision with arguments echoing
Aethra’s: the laws of Greece mandate burying the dead, and such an action would be
pious and in line with Athens’ status as a free polis.'* As with Pelasgus and
Demophon, then, Theseus accepts the supplication on the basis of religion, morality,
and polis interest. Also, like Pelasgus, Theseus consults the demos, which readily

agrees to his proposal,’® so that Theseus and the demos are closely aligned throughout.

In Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus, although Oedipus does not formally supplicate,
Theseus again has to make a decision regarding an outsider’s request. As in
Euripides” Children of Heracles, no popular assembly is mentioned, and Theseus acts
altogether on Athens’ behalf. Theseus’ reasons for accepting Oedipus into the city are
that Oedipus is his friend (dopvEevoc), that Oedipus is a suppliant of the gods, and
that he has a benefit to give to Athens. Again, then, the will of the gods is prominent,

and the decisive factor is the interests of the polis.'® Similarly, in Euripides’ Heracles,

o Eur. Supp. 247, 249 (obelised by Diggle, but probably with some sense similar to Hermann's
conjecture, miéCetv of)v TOXNV NUAS T DeL;).

10 Eur. Supp. 301-325; cf. B. Vickers 1973:459.

11 Bur. Heracl. 242-246.

12 Eur. Supp. 314-319; cf. Brock 1998:234.

13 Eur. Supp. 321-325.

14 Bur. Supp. 518-521, 537-540, 558-563, 575-576. I disagree here with Fitton 1961:361-363; cf.
Burian 1985:136-137.

15 Eur. Supp. 349-355, 393-394.

16 Soph. OC 632-635, cf. 576-582. For Oedipus’ lack of formal supplication, and for the decisive
importance of his promise of a benefit to Athens, see Kelly 2009:75-79 (with further
references).
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Theseus points out that it will be a glorious achievement for the Athenians to receive
a great hero.” In Medea, however, although Aegeus cites the gods as a reason for
accepting Medea into Athens, he is secondly (and more importantly) motivated by
Medea’s promise that she will enable him to have children, and the situation
presented in Heracles and Oedipus at Colonus where the incomer is beneficial to Athens

is subverted.18

In all these cases, the ruler’s decision is made on behalf of the polis, and in its
interests—interests which may include its very safety (Aeschylus’ Suppliants and
Euripides’ Children of Heracles), or its reputation (Euripides” Children of Heracles and
Suppliants), or the presence of a hero (Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus and Euripides’
Heracles). This should be placed in the context of the fact that supplication to the polis
was an established practice in classical Athens, deliberated upon by the demos. The
process has been studied by Zelnick-Abramovitz, who argues persuasively that
Aeschylus” Suppliants probably reflects Athenian procedure.” Pelasgus” dilemma in
Aeschylus” Suppliants may also be compared with the story of Pactyes in Herodotus,
where the polis of Cyme has to decide whether it is better to incur the enmity of a
foreign power or that of a god.?’ Strikingly, however, whereas in reality such cases
were handled collectively by the polis, the playwrights are happy to present the ruler
as taking on this deliberative role on behalf of the polis—sometimes in close
association with a decision of the demos (as in Aeschylus” and Euripides’ Suppliants),

but sometimes where the demos plays no formal role (as in the other cases).

II1. Harming subjects

By contrast, rulers who harm their subjects, for instance by killing or exiling them,

generally do so not deliberatively and as representatives of the polis, but adversarially

and on the basis of their own interests and views. They do not issue punishments for

17 Eur. HF 1334-1335, where Heracles is said to benefit Athens (as Oedipus is at Soph. OC 1508-
1509, 1533-1535).

18 Eur. Med. 720-721, with pp. 36-37 above.

19 Zelnick-Abramovitz 1998:570-571; cf. also Naiden 2006:176-177.

20 Hdt. 1.157-159.
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definite crimes committed, as the demos did, whether in full Assembly or in
democratic courts. Rather, rulers are placed more in the role of the prosecutor in an
Athenian legal case, who, adversarially and in openly partisan fashion, pursues a
legal case against his opponent, often on the basis of an enmity, although sometimes

on the basis of the interests of the polis as he perceives them.?!

Collective polis punishment, where the polis deliberates regarding the punishment of a
person for a definite crime, is certainly present in tragedy. However, where such
deliberation occurs, it is carried out not by a ruler, but by a collective governing body
or law-court of a polis that appears not to have a sole ruler. In Aeschylus” Eumenides, it
is not a ruler but a real-life Athenian court—the Areopagus—that deliberates on
Orestes’ possible punishment for matricide. Euripides’ Ion and Orestes feature
punishment for crimes by a collective governing body. In Orestes, this body is the
‘summoned crowd of the Argives’ (¢ékkAntov Agyelwv 6xAov), a phrase evoking the
Athenian ekklesia; in Ion, it is the anaktes of Delphi, whose verdict is carried out by the
whole polis.?? In each case a prosecutor (Ion in lon; several in Orestes) uses a procedure
analogous to real Athenian ones (the (or] in lon; Assembly speeches in Orestes) to
prosecute a defendant (Creusa in Ion; Orestes in Orestes) before a polis body.? The
chief argument for punishment is that a crime (poisoning in lon; matricide in Orestes)
has been committed, and in Orestes arguments are advanced concerning law, religion,

and polis interests.?* The polis body then reaches a decision by vote,? involving a

2l The relative importance of private enmity and the interests of the polis in Athenian legal
arguments has been hotly debated; many argue that the former was positively valued, while
others disagree (Cohen 1995:17, 70-86; Allen 2000:35, 151-160; Rubinstein 2004; Herman
2006:189-191, 199-201; Harris 2013:61-71; Alwine 2015:5-9). There is, however, no need to take
a position on this issue here.

2 Eur. lon 1222 (AeApav avakteg), 1225 (maoa ... mOALg), Or. 612.

2 Eur. lon 1217-1220, Or. 884-930. On the extensive parallels between the Assembly scene of
Orestes and the Athenian democracy (a good example of ‘heroic vagueness’), see Pelling
2000:164-167, 184-188; Naiden 2010. On the Por] and its correspondences with Athenian
procedure, see Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 1317.

2 Law: Eur. Or. 892-893, cf. 494-503. Religion: 900, cf. 503. The interests of the polis: here chiefly
on the defence’s side (926-929), but cf. 507-511, 524-525, 907-911 if genuine.

2 o0 Pfjpw pw (Eur. Ion 1223); év mAN0eL xeowv (Or. 944); cf. Ympov (Or. 49).
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specified punishment that it is prepared to carry out.? These cases, along with other
passages mentioning democratic punishment,” show tragedy conceiving of
punishment being considered deliberatively and carried out on the basis of polis
interest, law, morality, and religion, and as a response to a defined crime. When it
does so, however, tragedy places this decision in the hands of a collective body; it
does not generally depict sole rulers punishing crimes deliberatively on behalf of the
polis. This maps onto how the Athenians regarded legitimate, deliberative
punishment as an essentially collective matter, not conceived of as being carried out

by a single person.

Rather, when tragic rulers harm their subjects, they do so not deliberatively or to
punish crimes, but adversarially and according to their own interests or views. Most
strikingly, three rulers (Creon in Medea, Eurystheus in Children of Heracles, and Lycus
in Heracles) use their power pre-emptively, to harm someone who has not yet even
done them harm, but who they fear may harm them in the future. Here, self-interest
is the sole motive. Creon flatly tells Medea that he is exiling her because he fears that
she may harm his daughter, and that he is therefore starting an enmity with her pre-
emptively.? Eurystheus similarly wishes to kill Heracles’ children to pre-empt their
inherited enmity (éx0oav matowiav) towards him.? Likewise, Lycus states that he
means to kill Heracles” family out of caution (evAafeia) so that they cannot avenge
Creon.®® These rulers are clearly not deliberating as an Athenian democratic body
might; rather, they use their power for transparently self-interested purposes, and
without any deliberation over moral or religious questions, their victims” deserts, or

polis interests.

2% metpopoLpt) Bavetv (Eur. lon 1222-1223); metpovpevog Oavetv commuted to suicide (Or.
946-969). Stoning is frequently employed in tragedy and other genres to emphasise the
collective nature of the response to an offence (Barkan 1936:49-50; Allen 2000:141-146, 205-
206). Cf. p. 166 below.

7 E.g. Aesch. Ag. 1410-1413, 1615-1616.

28 Eur. Med. 282-283, 290.

2 Eur. Heracl. 1002; also 468-470.

30 Eur. HF 165-169.
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Whereas these rulers’ actions are pre-emptive, other rulers act responsively. Yet the
ruler still does not act deliberatively and as the representative of the polis, but rather
takes a partisan role somewhat resembling a prosecutor’s at Athens. Thus, when
Theseus in Hippolytus becomes convinced that Hippolytus has raped Phaedra, he
raises the shout for help (Bor)) and immediately curses Hippolytus (ensuring
Hippolytus” death).3 When a crowd of citizens and Hippolytus arrive, Theseus
makes a prosecution speech full of the topoi of the Athenian courts;*> Hippolytus
replies with an equally legalistic defence speech, which includes, for example, the
topos that he is not used to speaking before a crowd.®® Theseus makes no argument
based on moral standards or community interest, but emphasises his pursuit of an
enmity against Hippolytus by comparing his conflict with Hippolytus to his conflicts
with Sinis and Sciron.** Theseus, then, takes up a prosecutor’s role—but with the
difference that he possesses personal power going beyond any that any citizen in
contemporary Athens had, and so, like Creon, Eurystheus and Lycus, he can pursue
his personal will to do harm beyond what was, to Athenians, normal and legitimate.?
No notion is expressed that Theseus, as ruler, might be expected to deliberate over

justice, as the rulers in the ‘suppliant plays’ deliberate over supplication.

This scene is sometimes compared with the scene in Sophocles” Oedipus Tyrannus
where Oedipus threatens to kill or exile Creon for plotting against him, and where
Creon makes a similarly lengthy defence speech reminiscent of the lawcourts, in
which he disclaims any desire for tyrannis (as Hippolytus also does).’® Here, similarly,
Oedipus treats Creon as a personal enemy, acting like a prosecutor rather than an

impartial judge;”” indeed, Creon reproaches Oedipus for this quite directly, when he

31 Eur. Hipp. 884-890; cf. Barrett on Eur. Hipp. 884.

32 Eur. Hipp. 943-980.

3 Eur. Hipp. 983-1035, especially 986. For the law-court features, see Solmsen 1967:88-89;
Karsai 1982; Lloyd 1992:34, 45-51.

3 Eur. Hipp. 976-980.

% As Karsai 1982:115 says, ‘cela dépasse toutes les regles du jeu démocratique.’

% The similarities are discussed by Newton 1980 (who is convinced that Euripides’ scene is
based on Sophocles’); Karsai 1993; Cuny 2004:73-76. On disclaiming desire for tyrannis, cf. p.
59 above. Possible lawcourt topoi in Creon’s speech are discussed by Knox 1957:87-89; Cuny
2004:76-79.

37 Cf. Cuny 2004:65.
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tells Oedipus to consult the Delphic oracle, “and then, if you find that I have plotted
together with the soothsayer, take me and kill me not by a single vote, but with two,
mine and yours—but do not accuse me on the basis of unclear suspicion, on your
own.”® There is no notion here that a ruler might be expected, as a ruler, to distribute
justice impartially. Even to articulate this reproach, Creon has to draw on the notion
of voting; he reproaches him not on the basis of any notion of how rulers should act,

but in contemporary Athenian terms.

As well as pursuing their own interests, tragic rulers, like prosecutors at Athens,
sometimes act on their own perception of polis interests. In Bacchae, Pentheus regards
the new Dionysiac activity in the polis as ‘new evils throughout the polis” and “this
criminal Bacchic activity.”® His primary objection to the rites is that they involve illicit
sexual activity.® Pentheus’ concern to protect and restrain Thebes’ women is,
although mistaken, based on his view of Thebes’ interests.*! Pentheus is not, though,
identified with the polis, as the rulers in the supplication plays are; indeed, the First
Messenger, an ordinary citizen, advises Pentheus to accept Dionysus into the polis,*?
and Cadmus tells Pentheus that he is acting outside the nomoi.** Nor does Pentheus
deliberate like rulers in the ‘suppliant plays’; instead, he acts like a partisan accusing
another person of an action that he regards as criminal, namely ‘introducing a new
divinity’ (datpov’ ... éo@éowv véov).* This phrase closely resembles a phrase
employed in the charges against Socrates in 399, ‘introducing other new divinities’
(Eteoa 0¢ kawa dapovia elo@épwv), and the same charge was brought in the

fourth-century trials of Phryne and Nino.* The first part of the charge against

% touT AN, €&V e TQ TEQAOKOTW AAPNC KOWR TL fovAgvoavta, ur] W ATALR KTAVHG
Ppw, DA O¢, ) T €un) kat o1, AaPav, yvoun & adNAw ur pe xwols aitw (Soph. OT
605-608). On Ymeoc here, cf. p. 166 n. 58.

¥ veoxpa TV’ ava mtoAw kaxd (Eur. Bacch. 216); kakovgyov tnode Bakyelag (232).

40 Eur. Bacch. 217-225.

4 Eur. Bacch. 686-688, 1051-1062; cf. Oranje 1984:42, March 1989:45-50, Mills 2006:61.

# Eur. Bacch. 769-772.

4 Eur. Bacch. 331.

4 Eur. Bacch. 256.

4 Xen. Mem. 1.1. Other versions of the charges: Diog. Laert. I1.40; P1. Ap. 24c; Serv. on Verg.
Aen. VIIL187. Nino: Joseph. Ap. 2.37. Phryne: Anonymus Seguerianus 215. On both cases see
Versnel 1990:114-119, R. C. T. Parker 1996:162-163.
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Socrates (oUg pev 1) MOALG vopiCet Beolg ov vopiCwv), moreover, is connected by a
discernible continuity of thought with the Decree of Diopeithes,* which Plutarch says
allowed for the prosecution of ‘those who do not acknowledge the divinities” (toug ta
Oela un vouilovtac) already in Pericles” time.#” Thus Pentheus accuses Teiresias of
what was quite probably a crime in Athens, and which certainly was within a decade
of the production of Bacchae.** More generally, controversy over the introduction of
new and foreign cults, such as those of Cybele, Sabazius and Isodaites, was a
recurrent issue throughout the fifth and fourth centuries, and one which Bacchae
makes contact with in a number of ways.* Given this, it seems unlikely that a
character with such a partisan view within a long-running contemporary debate
could be seen as representing the whole polis; rather, he might more readily be seen as
occupying a particular position within it, namely that of a vehement religious
conservative —the sort that might mount religious prosecutions. Pentheus, then, is not
portrayed as a polis representative as the rulers in the ‘suppliant plays’ are; his
opposition to the Stranger, Chorus and Teiresias is a personal undertaking founded

on his own views.

In Sophocles” Antigone, Creon’s actions are motivated by a sort of self-interest which
(as discussed in Chapter 1) he shares with various rulers in Herodotus and tragedy,
namely concern to maintain his rule, which he sees as threatened by dissenters. He
interprets the burial of Polynices in this light, initially and when he knows Antigone
to be the culprit®® He does not stop to consider whether Antigone’s actual
motivations fit his theory, but rather shoehorns her into the role which his
explanation demands. He regards himself as engaged in a personal conflict with her.5!

He takes this attitude, though, in line with his opening speech, where he said, ‘I

4 Although Socrates probably cannot have been prosecuted under the Decree of Diopeithes
itself, it seems likely that he was prosecuted under a related law (Versnel 1990:124-129,
especially 128; cf. R. C. T. Parker 1996:207-210).

47 Plut. Per. 32.

48 Cf. Roux on Eur. Bacch. 256, Versnel 1990:158, 173-174.

4 See pp. 245-248 below.

5% Soph. Ant. 289-294 (initially), 478-494, 533, 663-680 (later).

51 Soph. Ant. 653, 677-680, cf. Theseus” words at Eur. Hipp. 976-980.
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would never make an enemy of this land my friend.”> Like Pentheus, then, Creon
thinks that he is acting in the polis interest. The problem with this, though, is that he
identifies the interests of the polis with his own nomoi, among which he includes his
proclamation prohibiting Polynices” burial.>> Moreover, it gradually becomes evident
that Creon’s views and the interests of the polis do not actually correspond, especially
when Haemon argues that the populace does not agree with Creon; Creon does not
deny this, but instead is forced to confront the possibility that his own interests might
not be those of the polis. This pushes him to admit that he places his own wishes
above those of the polis, when he asks, ‘But must I rule this land for someone else,
rather than for myself?” —a question which, for Haemon at least, shows the
bankruptcy of his attitude.>* So the play brings out the problems implicit in one man
having power beyond any Athenian citizen’s, and directly articulates the difficulties
that might be seen as inhering in one man having the nomoi and the whole process of

punishment in his own hands.

Oedipus’ proclamation in Oedipus Tyrannus, where Oedipus uses his political
authority to threaten that anyone who withholds information about the killer of Laius
will be exiled,” is exceptional, in that the proclamation must seem legitimate, so that
Oedipus can be revealed as the culprit whom he is rightly pursuing. However,
Sophocles could not rely on any preconception on his audience’s part that such action
came within a sole ruler’s natural role. Instead, the portrayal of Oedipus draws on
other sources of authority recognised at Athens. One such model is fatherhood. With
Oedipus’ very first words, Sophocles sets up Oedipus as a father towards the
citizens.® This gives Oedipus an authority that he would not otherwise possess—as

does the Priest’s presentation of Oedipus as the mightiest of men, with a unique

%2 00T av @idov mot’ avdoa dvopevn xOovog Oeipunv épavte (Soph. Ant. 187-188). On
Creon’s sense of friendship and enmity, see Goldhill 1986:94-98; Griffith 1999:40-41; Cairns
2016:93-104.

% Soph. Ant. 191-193, with Segal 1981:169; Blundell 1989:127-128.

5+ Soph. Ant. 733-737, quoted at pp. 121-122 above. Else 1976:98-99 discusses Creon’s tendency
to prioritise himself above the polis elsewhere too (especially 292, 640, 1078-1101).

% Soph. OT 237-243.

% Soph. OT 1, cf. 6, 58; cf. p. 209 and the scholars cited there.
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capacity to resolve Thebes” problems.” Oedipus also draws on Apollo’s prophetic
authority, calling himself an ally to the dead man and the god.* The play also justifies
Oedipus’ action in democratic terms by having the populace ask Oedipus to deal with
the problem.® Furthermore, proclamations of this sort, although found in the story of
Periander and Lycophron in Herodotus, are not exclusively associated with sole
rulers, since in classical Athens, too, proclamations were made excluding killers from
human contact.® Indeed, Oedipus emphasises that he is acting as a citizen.® It has
also been argued that the speech echoes (although not straightforwardly) the legal
procedures of dike phonou and zetesis,®* perhaps making Oedipus’ action seem more
legitimate and familiar. Thus, to justify Oedipus’ proclamation in Athenian eyes,
Sophocles draws on sources of authority with contemporary currency; Sophocles
seemingly cannot simply rely on the audience assuming that a ruler’s orders of

punishment are legitimate.

One play, Euripides’ Hecuba, does place a ruler in a judging role, analogous to an
Athenian jury’s, but, even here, the notion that rulers are responsible for judging
cases and punishing wrongdoers is conspicuously absent. When Hecuba initially
suggests that Agamemnon should punish Polymestor, she appeals partly to the law,
saying, ‘But the gods have strength, and so does the law, their ruler. For it is by law
that we believe in the gods, and live with an established distinction between what is
just and unjust. If this law is negated when it comes before you, and if people who kill
guests and dare to plunder the temples of the gods are not punished, there is no

fairness among humans.’®® This argument, as Battezzato points out, is similar to one

5 Soph. OT 31-40.

5 Soph. OT 244-245.

% Soph. OT 40-57.

60 Edmunds 2012:73-74; Finglass 2018b:64-66, citing Dem. XX.158, XXIIL.37, Lys. V1.52, [Arist.]
Ath. Pol. 57.2 (mentioning proclamation), P1. Leg. IX.868e3-5.

61 Soph. OT 222; cf. Greiffenhagen 1966:152-153, Edmunds 2012:79-80.

62 Knox 1957:80-98; Greiffenhagen 1966; R. G. Lewis 1989:50-63; Edmunds 2012:81-82.

6 GAA” ol Beol 00€voLOL XW KEVWV KQATWV VOUOS VoUW YAQ Toug Beovg 1yovueba Kol
Copev adika Kol dikal wolopévor 0¢ ¢ o' aveABwv el duxpBagroetal kai W) diknv
dwoovoty oltveg E€voug ktelvovowy 1) Be@v leg TOAUWOLY QEQELY, OUK E0TLV OUDEV TV €V
avOpwmolg loov (Eur. Hec. 799-805); cf. Agamemnon’s response (850-853) in terms of
supplication, the gods, and 10 dikatov.
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applied to the burial of the dead by Theseus in Suppliants.** But Hecuba also appeals
to Agamemnon to punish Polymestor as a partisan of herself,* appealing at length to
Agamemnon’s love for Cassandra.®® If Agamemnon did what Hecuba requests here,
he would be acting as her partisan, not as a disinterested representative of civic or

military justice.”

Similarly, when Agamemnon finally takes up the role of an ad hoc judge, although he
opens the debate by telling Polymestor, ‘Speak, so that, having heard you and her in
turn, I can judge justly why you have suffered this’,* when he concludes the debate
he says, ‘Though other people’s troubles are burdensome for me to judge, it is
nevertheless necessary, since indeed it would bring disgrace to take this matter into
my hands and then turn my back on it.’® Here Agamemnon seems to consider
himself obliged to decide the matter not because it is his responsibility as ruler, but
because he has already undertaken to. He decides (¢pot ... dokeic) that Polymestor is
lying and killed Polydorus out of greed, and justifies this by asking how he could

escape criticism (Poyoc) if he judged Polymestor not guilty (icotvag ur) aduketv).”

Here, then, Euripides creates a unique and effective situation, where Agamemnon is
placed in a deliberative position, analogous to a jury’s, where he has to reach a

verdict on a crime. However, his role as judge is treated in an ad hoc fashion, and no

64 Eur. Supp. 561-563, cited by Battezzato on Eur. Hec. 802.

65 g0 HOL YEVOD TIHWQEOS AvOQOg avoouwtatov EEvou (Eur. Hec. 789-790).

6 Eur. Hec. 824-835.

67 Cf. Meridor 1983:15-16: ‘In terms of Athenian law, it would probably have been the duty of
Agamemnon, had he been the master of Polydorus, to see to the punishment of the murderer.
As the free son of his slave, the case may have been one to which the yoaer| OBoewc could
have been applied, and Hecuba’s master is likely to have been considered morally bound to
do for Hecuba what any fouAduevog was entitled to do for whoever had suffered a serious
wrong.” (Battezzato on Eur. Hec. 834, however, considers Hecuba’s argument ‘rhetorically
skilful, but legally specious’.)

8 A€y, wg akovoag 0oL te TNOodE T €v Hépel Koivw dkaicwg v’ 6tov maoxels tade (Eur.
Hec. 1130-1131).

0 axOewva wév pot TAAAGTOWX KkQLvely kakd, OHwe O Avaykn: kal yao ailoxvvnv @égel
mEAYW €6 xéoag Aapovt’ drwoaocOat tode (Eur. Hec. 1240-1242).

70 Eur. Hec. 1243, 1249.
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notion is expressed that Agamemnon has a responsibility as a ruler to administer

justice.”

Thus, where a ruler inflicts harm on his subjects in tragedy, he often acts out of self-
interest; where community interest, morality or religion enters into his motivations,
he generally takes a one-sided, partisan, and non-deliberative view of it. The ruler
does not act as a polis representative in alignment with the demos, as in the
supplication plays. Where the playwright does depict legitimate punishment by the
polis, collective bodies issue the punishment (Ion, Orestes). Sophocles’ Oedipus
Tyrannus and Euripides’ Hecuba perhaps present partial exceptions, but even here

there is no notion that it is the special role of a ruler to punish criminals.

IV. Conclusion

Essentially, then, whereas rulers helping strangers act deliberatively on behalf of and
in alignment with the polis and demos, rulers harming those within their power do

not, instead acting adversarially.

This is not an intrinsically necessary result of the plays” plots. Rather, it reflects the
fact that Athenian justice was run collectively and not by individual judges; thus in
these plays there is no ready model of an individual sitting in judgement for the
playwrights to draw upon. Furthermore, it reflects the adversarial nature of Athenian
notions of justice and punishment, which have been rightly emphasised by recent
scholars. In Athens, a society with little provision for the centralised apprehension
and punishment of criminals, as Allen puts it, ‘the ancient Athenian was obliged, for
safety’s sake, to understand punishment: what it was, how it worked, how one “did”

it. ... They had to see an act of power through from initiation to conclusion and carry

71 It is also worth noting, as Lloyd 1992:96 does in a different connection, that ‘Euripides
avoids organizing the action in such a way that the punishment of Polymestor depended on
the agon.
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out the process of punishing.”” This, I think, is reflected in plays like Hippolytus, with
the difference that Theseus, as ruler, can (unlike an Athenian citizen prosecutor) bring

his will to pass directly.

So tragic rulers are not only presented in terms of specific ideas available to fifth-
century Athenians (Chapters 1-3), but are shaped more broadly, albeit indirectly, by
basic features of democratic Athenian society, especially its conceptualisation of
punishment as a matter in which the individual played an adversarial role, but the
community the deliberative role (Chapter 4). These chapters, then, provide us with a
rounded picture of the complex and varied ways in which the presentation of tragic
rulers in general is affected by the conceptions of the time. We are therefore now in a
good position to consider five tragic rulers in detail, in order to show that the ways in

which the tragic playwrights put these ideas to use are similarly complex and varied.

72 Allen 2000:4. For the highly adversarial nature of Athenian legal process, see Todd 1993:67-
68, 79, 144-145, 160-163. For further bibliography, see Allen 2000:20-21.
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CHARACTERS
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INTRODUCTION TO PART TWO

I. Introduction

In Part One, we considered the most important ideas underlying the depiction of
tragic rulers. Part Two aims to explain in detail how the playwrights put these ideas
to use in presenting five characters—Eteocles in Aeschylus’ Seven Against Thebes,
Agamemnon in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, Creon in Sophocles’ Antigone, Oedipus in

Sophocles” Oedipus Tyrannus, and Pentheus in Euripides’ Bacchae.

In the chapters that follow, I will discuss these characters primarily with respect to
their moral presentation (rather than, for instance, individuality or psychology).
Moreover, I will discuss them primarily with regard to means—i.e. the playwrights’
dramatic technique in presenting these characters—rather than ends (i.e. the effect
which these characters are supposed to have on the audience). This Introduction aims
to explain and justify these choices. I will begin by explaining what I consider the
nature of dramatic characters to be in general (II), before setting out some possible
questions one might ask concerning characters in tragedy (III), allowing me to
explain clearly why this thesis focuses on certain questions about tragic characters

rather than others (IV).

II. General considerations regarding characters in tragedy

There has been considerable controversy over how to study characters.! Within the

investigation of Greek tragedy, various scholars since T. von Wilamowitz have

questioned the usefulness of studying the presentation of characters,? while other

1 T use the word character for persons in a play (‘a character’, ‘characters’), but not as an
abstract noun referring to characters’ stable attributes (like Budelmann 2000:61-62; cf. G.
Currie 2009:61-63, De Temmerman and van Emde Boas 2018:2). This is because, although I
think tragic characters are generally stable (which has sometimes been doubted; cf. n. 2 just
below), I do not wish to embed this assumption in my terminology.

2 T. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1917; Howald 1930; Dawe 1963. Arist. Poet. V1.1449b36-
1450b12 is invoked to restrict characterisation’s importance by J. Jones 1962:29-32; Dale
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scholars have argued in favour of it.3 Literary theorists have also paid attention to the
presentation of characters in general terms; recent work has aimed to illuminate the
portrayal of characters by drawing on insights from cognitive science concerning how
people react to both real people in everyday life and characters on stage (as well as in

other literature).*

In line with these theorists (and indeed earlier theorists such as E. M. Forster), I take
the depiction of a character to be essentially a process of communication from the
playwright to the audience-member.> That is to say, literary characters do not exist in
the way real people do; rather, the playwright writes words in the play which state or
imply something about a character. These ‘cues’ lead audience-members to react to
the character. Such reactions may be of various kinds. An audience-member might
feel emotions such as fear or hatred towards a character; they might feel sympathy
with the character; they might identify with the character; they might approve or
disapprove. At a more complex—but, I think, not necessarily more important—level,

the audience-member may form a sense of the character’s individuality, which they

1954:xxvii, [1959] 1969:139-155. However, although Aristotle sees 1100¢ as secondary to uv6og,
characters remain important in his account of tragedy (Schmitt 1988:1-4; Mossman 1995:138-
139; Seidensticker 2008:333-338). Other scholars have argued that characters in tragedy are
inconsistent (T. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1917, Howald 1930, and Dawe 1963), but see
Gibert 1995:24-54. Some scholars have argued that characterisation is impeded by tragedy’s
conventions of staging and dialogue: the arguments of J. Jones 1962:43-45 (on masks) and Dale
1954:xxiv-xxix (on rhesis, stichomythia, etc.) are combined by Gould 1978:48-51 to argue that
tragic characters are ‘fragmented and discontinuous’ and do not invite ‘the exploration of
inner complexity’. Against this view of the mask: B. Vickers 1973:54; Seidensticker 2008:340,
2009:209-211; Meineck 2011. Against this view of tragic speech: Conacher 1981; Mastronarde
2010:222-245. Aeschylus’ depiction of characters has been subject to particular scepticism;
perhaps most extreme is Lloyd-Jones 1964:374, who claims that ‘in character for its own [sake]
Aeschylus took no interest whatsoever’. Other particularly sceptical views of Aeschylean
characterisation: Dawe 1963; Rosenmeyer 1982:211-255.

3 E.g. B. Vickers 1973:3-6; Seidensticker 2008.

¢ Especially useful is Culpeper 2001, which explains how cognitive approaches can be applied
to theatrical characterisation. The relevance of such approaches to Greek literature is surveyed
by De Temmerman and van Emde Boas 2018:15-19 (with much bibliography). Cognitive
insights are applied to Greek tragedy in the same volume (van Emde Boas 2018; Lloyd 2018),
and previously by Easterling 2005, Budelmann 2010, Budelmann and Easterling 2010,
Budelmann et al. 2013, Budelmann et al. 2017.

5 E.g. Forster 1927:119 (emphasising ‘the power of the writer to bounce the reader into
accepting what he says’); Cixous 1974:385; Docherty 1983:xii-xiv; Bortolussi and Dixon
2003:137-141; van Essen-Fishman 2014:5-6.
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might describe using trait adjectives (unkind, brave, jaded, cheerful, and so forth).

Audience-members also attribute thoughts, emotions and motivations to characters.

As when people react to each other in everyday life, such reactions may be based on
various kinds of evidence. An audience-member might form the opinion that a
character is foolish because this has been stated (an explicit cue) by that character
(self-presentation) or by another character (presentation by other characters), or because
the character’s manner of speaking, behaving or interacting with other characters
suggests this (an implicit cue). (These explicit and implicit cues are ‘figural” cues,
presented through a character, as opposed to explicit or implicit ‘authorial” cues,
presented in the author’s own voice. In fifth-century tragedy, we generally have no
‘authorial” cues, such as stage directions or descriptions of characters in the author’s

voice.)

The terminology used here is that of Pfister and Culpeper,® whose category of
‘explicit cues’ I take to include cases where one character verbally implies something
about another.” For instance, if one character says of another, “Wise people do not do
such things,” or ‘if he were wise, he would not have done such a thing,’” thereby
implying that the second character is foolish, I consider this still to count as an
‘explicit cue’. We will see, especially in Chapters 6-7, that such statements, often in the
form of generalisations or conditionals, play an important role in the presentation of
tragic characters. Such statements can possess differing degrees of obliquity; for
instance, when Antigone says that Creon is foolish (uwopog) if he thinks that she is

saying foolish things (uwoa), this is only slightly oblique,® whereas, when Dionysus

¢ Pfister [1977] 1988:183-195; Culpeper 2001:163-233. Contrast the classifications suggested for
narrative by Rimmon-Kenan [1983] 2002:59-71; Jannidis 2004:198-210.

7 Pfister’s ‘implicit cues’ are not statements by characters at all, but rather are matters of
speaking style, gesture, etc., as is clear from the table on Pfister [1977] 1988:185. Therefore, I
think that Pfister should be understood to include cues of the sort I mention among the
‘explicit cues’. But Pfister is unclear on this, since he does not mention any cues of this sort in
his discussion; so he might possibly have intended the opposite (and Evert van Emde Boas
tells me that this is how he understands Pfister). The fact that Pfister and Culpeper ignore
such cases, which in Greek tragedy at least are of great importance, seems a weakness in their
system.

8 Soph. Ant. 469-470.
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remarks to Pentheus that a man who is unwise (&paOrc) will think you are wrong
even if you speak wisely, this seems slightly more oblique.” I will call such cases
oblique (not implicit), in order to avoid confusion with the cues that Pfister and

Culpeper call ‘implicit cues’, which are of an entirely different nature.

These implicit cues are of various kinds. Some are non-textual aspects of
performance, about which we have little information. Fifth-century tragic masks
displayed some individualised facial detail,'® and actors may have achieved
expression by altering their posture and thereby moving the mask;"! however, we
cannot be certain how this affected specific characters. Similarly, we have no clear
evidence for rulers’ costume,'? except where the text mentions some aspect of it.!> Nor
can we tell how the actors’ movements, gestures, and tone of voice might have
affected the presentation of characters. We can talk in general terms about setting:
Eteocles, Creon, Oedipus and Pentheus all dominate the stage, directing events
(seemingly, at least), until their final exit dramatically expresses their fall from
prosperity to destruction. Aeschylus” Agamemnon is different, only appearing in one
scene; Clytaemestra dominates the threshold, and their relative positions reflect her
dominance over him.* But we can never study these aspects of characterisation in

individual cases or in detail.

Other implicit cues, however, are textual. The characterisation by style of Creon in
Antigone, who tends to talk in gnomai and to use animal, monetary and military

imagery, has been most extensively studied,’® but such characterisation seems to be

° Eur. Bacch. 480.

10 Pickard-Cambridge [1953] 1968:191-192; cf. Halliwell 1993:202-206.

11 Meineck 2011:144-145.

12 Alfoldi 1955:35-41 suggests that the chiton with long sleeves, worn by many tragic characters
in the fourth century, was already in Aeschylus’ day adopted for tyrannical rulers. Against
this, however, see Pickard-Cambridge [1953] 1968:201-202; Bacon 1961:29-30 n. 13; Hall
1989:210; Miller 1997:164.

13 E.g. Aesch. Pers. 832-836, Supp. 246-248 (with Sommerstein ad loc.); Eur. Hel. 420-424, Antiope
fr. 223.17-18.

4 Van Emde Boas 2018:330.

15 Goheen 1951:9-35; Kirkwood 1958:5; Kitzinger 1976:140-172; Griffith 1999:20, 36.
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present for all five rulers.’ Lloyd has shown that Oedipus in Oedipus Tyrannus is
politer in conversation than Creon in Antigone.”” The traditional elements of
conversational structure are used flexibly: long rheseis can be used for angry rants,
such as Creon’s,'® or carefully-judged orations, as in Eteocles’ opening speech.?
Similarly, stichomythia is employed to display Creon’s and Pentheus’ aggressive
questioning and angry indignation,? but also when Agamemnon is being deceived by
Clytaemestra.?! Contrast between characters is also important: Eteocles is contrasted
with the panicking Chorus, and Creon’s attitudes towards nomoi, philoi and the gods

are continually contrasted with Antigone’s.?

Since we have the texts of extant tragedies, we can study these implicit textual cues,
and it is important to do so; an advantage of these cues is that they come relatively
directly from the playwright, rather than being mediated through any given
character’s perspective, as explicit statements are.?> However, a challenge presented
by these cues is that, whereas explicit cues by their nature explicitly state the
assessment which they are supposed to prompt audience-members to consider,
implicit cues do not: the message which they convey has to be inferred by the scholar.
This generally entails that, if we want to explain how implicit cues contribute to the
presentation of a given character within the terms put forward by the play itself, we
cannot do so without already having identified what these terms are, i.e. how the
character is presented explicitly. Partly for this reason, but partly because it would be

difficult to do justice to the complex issues surrounding implicit characterisation in a

16 Eteocles: Hutchinson 1985:xxxv. Agamemnon: Stanford 1942:115-116; Katsouris 1975:39.
Oedipus: Knox 1957:14-18; Finglass 2018, index s.v. Oedipus, language. Pentheus: Barlow
1971:88-92, 111; Katsouris 1975:92-93. A considerable methodological advance in studying
stylistic characterisation is made by van Emde Boas 2017a.

17 Lloyd 2006:239.

18 E.g. Soph. Ant. 280-314.

19 Aesch. Sept. 1-38.

2 Soph. Ant. 726-763; Eur. Bacch. 460-518.

21 Aesch. Ag. 931-945.

2 Dalfen 1977. Such contrasts are a well-recognised technique of Sophocles (Webster 1936:85-
90; Seidensticker 1994:283-284).

2 Van Emde Boas 2018:323.
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thesis with its primary focus elsewhere, I have concentrated primarily on explicit

characterisation.?

As theorists have argued on the basis of cognitive science, audience-members’
reactions to any character also depend on these audience-members’ mental
categories, both those used in understanding people in general and those for
understanding characters within a particular literary genre.” (The word ‘category” is
to be understood as encompassing any pre-existing way an audience-member has of
understanding a character, including social roles and terms of moral evaluation.?)
Given that playwrights are unlikely to depict characters in terms which their
audiences will not understand, it is likely (although not absolutely inevitable) that
these categories will be essentially the same as the ideas in terms of which a given
character is depicted. (At any rate, we have no better source for the categories which
an ancient Athenian audience might have possessed for interpreting a character than
those which the presentation of that character seems to presuppose.) Audience-
members from the same society who share a familiarity with a given genre are likely
to have similar categories for understanding characters within that genre. In order to
understand characters in any ancient genre, therefore, it is desirable to reconstruct
these categories as far as possible.” When it comes to the ideas connected with rulers
that the tragic playwrights expected their audiences to understand, we have been

doing essentially this in Part One.

The presentation of characters is connected with and cannot be properly understood
without reference to other aspects of the play. We have seen in Chapter 4 that the

depiction of tragic rulers is connected with the plot (although this does not entail that

2] have, however, discussed Pentheus’ implicit characterisation at pp. 256-258.

2 This distinction (discussed by De Temmerman and van Emde Boas 2018:17; Lloyd 2018:336-
340) is important: people do not react to characters exactly as though they were real people,
but rather with an awareness of the conventions and non-realistic aspects of the genre.

2% Such categories, according to cognitive science, are associated in any person’s mind with a
whole network of related beliefs and attitudes (often called a schema). (For this usage of the
words ‘category” and ‘schema’, see Culpeper 2001:73-80.)

27 Cf. De Temmerman and van Emde Boas 2018:19.
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they are subordinate to the plot;?® it might be that both character and plot have been
worked out with due regard to one another). In addition, however, the depiction of
any character will be closely connected to the political, intellectual or other issues
raised in the play.?” For instance, Euripides’ Bacchae explores the nature of wisdom
and piety throughout, and Pentheus is presented in terms of wisdom and piety: the
other characters constantly regard him as unwise and impious. Consequently,
whether or not audience-members accept this view entirely, their views of Pentheus
are likely to be couched to a significant extent in terms of wisdom and piety. Also, if
an audience-member considers Pentheus to be unwise and impious, this goes hand in
hand with a thought about the issues of the play, namely that it is unwise and
impious to offend the gods—and vice versa. Consequently, we cannot understand the
depiction of characters without attention to the issues of the play, but equally cannot
understand any play’s treatment of such issues without reference to the characters

with respect to whom these issues are discussed.

ITII. Ways of studying characters in tragedy

As mentioned above, there are many ways in which an audience-member might
possibly react to a character in tragedy. Consequently, there are many possible
questions which a scholar can ask about such a character. For instance, regarding
Pentheus, a scholar could ask how the play might prompt audience-members to
assess him morally, or to perceive his traits, or to sympathise (or not) with him, or to
conjecture his thoughts and feelings. These questions are often interrelated, but
remain basically separate; answering one will not reveal the answer to another. A
scholar studying any of these questions can also choose whether to focus more on
means or ends: a scholar may primarily aim at finding out by what technique the

playwright depicts a character, or with what effect. Of course, a scholar ought to keep

28 The view of Jones and Dale, based on Aristotle (as cited in p. 141-142 n. 2).

2 Cf. Goldhill 1986:173-174 and 1990:111-114, who, drawing on the observation of Barthes
[1970] 1974:178 that ‘in good narrative writing ... the character and the discourse are each
other’s accomplices’, argues that the depiction of characters is closely linked with many
aspects of the play’s discourse, including its plot, metaphors, language, and the issues
handled. Here, I am drawing attention to one particular aspect of this.
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all these considerations in mind, but it is sensible and inevitable to focus on some

more than others.

Scholars studying characters often focus on their individuality. When it is said in
English that a character possesses ‘individuality’, this generally means something
more than merely that the character is distinct from other characters. Rather, what is
generally meant is that the character is presented as possessing a variety of character
traits; the more complex the variety of traits, the more individualised the character.
Now, there is a basic practical difficulty with studying individuality of this particular
sort in tragedy. This is that, in fifth-century tragedy, characters only occasionally
make statements about one another, and, when they do, often do so with considerable
obliquity. Extensive descriptions of the traits of characters are exceedingly rare:*
most of the statements we do find are brief, and are couched in terms of a fairly small
group of virtues and vices (such as sophia, eugeneia, dikaiosyne, and their opposites).
This does not mean that characters in tragedy are not individualised, nor does it
mean that the playwrights were uninterested in individualising them. It does,
however, mean that, in order to detect individuality of this particular sort, scholars
have to look not primarily at the statements which characters make about each other,
but rather at the ways in which the characters speak, act and interact with the other

characters—which is to say, the implicit cues.

Another main focus of scholarly attention on characters is their psychology—by which
I mean their thoughts, feelings and motivations. Sometimes, the playwrights present
characters’ thoughts, feelings and motivations in considerable detail. Aeschylus’
extant plays contain several cases where a character’s thoughts and motivations are

explained clearly, and we see the same in Sophocles and Euripides.®! Yet there are

% Cf. van Emde Boas 2018:324 for the rarity of such trait descriptions. When Eteocles calls
Amphiaraus cw@owv dikalog dyaboc evoefrg dvrjo (Aesch. Sept. 610), this is unusual, and
moreover only forms a small part of the presentation of Amphiaraus, whom the Scout and
Eteocles also present through various oblique cues and implicit cues.

31 Scholars have seen this especially in Euripides (Ziircher 1947:69-72, 183-188; Lesky 1960;
Garton 1972:401-409; Thumiger 2008:23, 59-86; van Emde Boas 2018:356-363, 373-374; cf.
Papadopoulou 1997:643-644).
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also cases where a character acts, but where their thoughts and motivations are
conspicuously not explained. The best-known instance of this is perhaps the scene in
Aeschylus’” Agamemnon where Agamemnon walks into his house over precious
fabrics. It is clear that Agamemnon does so after having given in to his wife’s request,
but why he does so is not spelt out in detail: an audience-member might suppose that
he is weak, that he does this as a favour to his wife, that he has been afflicted by ate
from the gods, that he is a straightforward person confronted by a masterly
manipulator, or some combination of these. Yet, as Easterling points out, the fact that
characters such as Agamemnon are sometimes not given explicit motivations does
not undermine the intelligibility of their actions in human terms.?> Regardless of
which (if any) of these possibilities an audience-member entertains, the result is that
Agamemnon’s conduct seems explicable and therefore verisimilitudinous.®* So the
playwrights depict characters” thoughts and feelings with greatly varying degrees of
explicitness; the varying ways in which the playwrights prompt their audiences to

think about these things have rightly received much attention.

In this thesis, however, I will focus chiefly on the moral presentation of characters. The
importance of the moral aspect of character presentation in Greek literature in general
has recently been emphasised by scholars.?* However, it should also be emphasised
that moral evaluation is important not only in understanding characters in Greek
literature, but also more generally. Psychologists have shown that, in modern

English-language contexts too, moral assessment is one of the most important factors

32 Easterling 1973:9-15 (using this example); cf. Dover [1977] 1987:155-157, Buxton 1982:107-
108, and Easterling 1977:125-127, 1990:94-96 (on Soph. OT 412-462, Ant. 526-562, and OC 1130).
3 From a cognitive perspective, this is to say that audience-members can apply their Theory of
Mind to Agamemnon (i.e. their capacity, developed in early childhood, to attribute mental
states and motivations to other people; this is helpfully discussed, with further references, in
van Essen-Fishman 2014:6-11; De Temmerman and van Emde Boas 2018:16). Zunshine
2006:73-75 similarly uses the concept of Theory of Mind to argue that, in Beowulf, Unferth’s
behaviour is open to multiple explanations. Indeed, scholars observe that having to make
constructions about characters” motivations resembles real life more closely than being told
explicitly (Hamburger [1957] 1973:201-202, 206; Pfister [1977] 1988:162; Budelmann 2000:62-63;
De Temmerman and van Emde Boas 2018:18-19).

3 Halliwell 1990:50 and passim; Gill 1996; De Temmerman and van Emde Boas 2018:7-8.
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in responding both to real people and to characters;* indeed, since most trait
adjectives have strong positive or negative connotations, it is difficult to describe the
individuality of any person or literary character without also implying some kind of

moral assessment.3¢

Furthermore, tragedy itself focuses strongly on the moral presentation of characters.
That is to say, in tragedy, most statements that characters make about each other
(explicit cues) are strongly moral in nature, and are often framed in terms of fairly
simple virtues, such as sophia, eusebeia, and so forth. Naturally, this cannot be proved
in this Introduction, but it will be obvious throughout our discussion of Sophocles
and Euripides, whose plays contain many such statements. The explicit way in which
tragedy handles these aspects of character presentation makes it clear that they are

important to the understanding of characters in tragedy.

In focusing on the moral presentation of characters, I do not wish to be understood to
maintain that questions of individuality or psychology are unimportant. On the
contrary, these are not competing considerations or alternatives; a character may be

depicted in all these ways at once.

I should also point out that what I mean by “moral presentation” here is not the same
thing as Aristotle’s concept of ethos (sometimes translated ‘moral character”) which he
applies to tragedy in his Poetics.” Aristotle’s categories for analysing tragedy are of
great scholarly interest, and a thesis that attempted to explain in Aristotelian terms
wherein different tragic characters’ ethos lies might be very useful. However, this is
not what I have attempted to do here; my interpretative framework is modern rather
than Aristotelian, and it is not relevant to cite Aristotle (or any other ancient critic) in

support of it.

% On moral approval as a psychological process essential to how people understand theatre,
see Zillmann 2000; Raney 2002:356-362; Krakowiak and Oliver 2012; Budelmann et al. 2013:2.

% On the importance of morality for assessing people in everyday life, and for the morally
charged nature of many trait words, see Goodwin et al. 2014 (with further references).

%7 Arist. Poet. V1.1450b8-10. This concept, which does not map easily onto modern equivalents,
is discussed by Halliwell 1986:150-156; Blundell 1992 (citing earlier bibliography).
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As well as having a choice in terms of what guestions to ask when studying characters
in tragedy, scholars also have a choice as to whether to focus more on means or ends.
Often, scholars focus on ends. That is to say, a scholar following a trait-based
approach focused on individuality might aim to present an account of the traits that a
character displays; a scholar following a psychological approach might aim to explain
what the thoughts of the character are supposed to be (an approach seen, for instance,
in much scholarly work on the scene where Agamemnon treads on the fabrics in
Aeschylus’ Agamemnon).® Such approaches, by their nature, involve the scholar
posing a question to the text, on the basis of the scholar’s own notions about the ways
in which a character should or might be presented. The difficulty with this, though, is
that the texts of fifth-century tragedies do not always answer exactly such questions
about individuality and psychology in the explicit way that modern scholars
sometimes demand of them, which is what (I think) has often led scholars to
minimise the playwrights’ interest in presenting their characters. Moreover, since the
plays are often not explicit on these points, and since (despite all attempts at
reconstruction) we often cannot possibly know how an ancient audience would have
filled in the gaps, there is often a substantial practical danger that scholars’ views of
characters’ traits and thoughts will differ, and that there will be no certain way of

discerning which scholar’s account is correct.

Clearly, however, there is an alternative approach, which is to focus on means—that is
to say, to ask about the techniques which the playwrights use in depicting characters,
while keeping an open mind as to exactly what effect these techniques are supposed
to have on the audience. The disadvantage of doing this, of course, is that there is no
guarantee that it will provide an answer to a fixed set of questions regarding the
depiction of a character. The advantages, though, are that it is likely to direct one’s
attention to the aspects of the character’s presentation which the playwright thought
important (rather than to the aspects which one might oneself think important), and

that it is likely to provide a more well-rounded sense of the manner in which

3 See the references at pp. 149 above and 185 below.
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characters are depicted in the plays than one would get merely by posing arbitrary

questions about the characters.

Also, it is only by careful study of the playwrights” dramatic technique in presenting
characters that one could ever demonstrate clearly that the playwrights were actually
interested in presenting characters. One might well feel that, when scholars seek to
maintain that the tragic playwrights were not interested (or were only slightly
interested) in the presentation of characters, this view is implausible;*® but it is only by
demonstrating that each playwright actually employs given techniques in depicting

characters that one could ever possibly show that it is false.

IV. The approach of the present investigation

As we have seen, there are multiple possible approaches for studying characters in
tragedy. The approach pursued in the present investigation must, however, be
determined by its overall aims. Specifically, Part Two aims to explain how the tragic
playwrights have used the ideas discussed in the first half, and combined them with
others, in presenting five rulers. This clearly entails that we must focus on means,
rather than on ends. That is to say, we are interested in finding out the exact ways in
which the playwrights present these characters: to consider what responses these
characters might prompt in audience-members is only a subsidiary aim. Furthermore,
since we are interested in finding out the complexity and variety of the ways in which
rulers in tragedy are depicted, our approach must to a significant extent be a
comparative one, which seeks to identify how the depiction of one ruler is different
from that of another. But, since it is in principle possible to provoke a given response
(such as the feeling that a character is brave or foolish) in various ways, there is no
point in comparing these responses. Rather, if we wish to establish, say, that Creon

and Pentheus are similar, we have to ask whether the ways in which such an effect

¥ Cf. De Temmerman and van Emde Boas 2018:18-19: ‘Overly rigid notions that character is
subordinated to plot or rhetoric, in any author or genre, are likely to misrepresent the manner
in which literary figures are interpreted at least by most readers.’
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has been produced are similar: such similarities will be real and thoroughgoing,

whereas mere similarities in the effect produced might be illusory.

Furthermore, as noted above, in discussing characters we can choose to focus on
individuality, psychology, moral assessment, or other issues. All of these questions
are, in themselves, important. However, it seems important to pay particular attention
to the moral presentation of these rulers. For one thing, the moral presentation of
characters in tragedy is often relatively explicit, and there is a large amount of
relatively clear evidence which we can draw upon, without having to rely on
evidence of a more implicit kind. Also, it seems doubtful whether there would be, for
instance, any particular merit in studying the individuality or psychology of rulers in
tragedy as a group.® Above all, though, tragic rulers commonly take important and
morally weighty decisions: a lot of the interest focused on them in tragedy is moral in
nature. Also, a lot of the scholarly controversy over the depiction of these rulers has,
fundamentally, centred on scholars’ differing moral reactions to these rulers:
regarding each of the five rulers discussed here, some scholars have maintained that
the ruler is depicted in an essentially positive fashion, others that he is depicted
essentially negatively. Only by paying careful attention to the moral presentation of
these characters, then, can we can hope to contribute to a better understanding of the

problems concerning these characters that have particularly troubled scholars.

My aim in Chapters 5-7, then, will be to demonstrate the variety and complexity of
the ways in which the playwrights depict the five rulers in question. When we say
that we are studying the ways in which the playwrights do this, this is meant literally:
we are concerned primarily with the means by which the playwrights present the
characters, rather than with the effects thereby produced (although these certainly
cannot be neglected entirely). Our task will be essentially a comparative one, and we
will take a particular interest in cases where a playwright has put similar ideas to

similar (or different) use in depicting two different rulers. (This will be particularly

4 For instance, to understand Pentheus’ psychology, we should presumably compare him
with other mad characters, not other rulers.
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relevant in Chapter 6, which compares Sophocles” Creon and Oedipus at length.) Our
focus throughout will be primarily on the moral presentation of these characters,
although we will not neglect other aspects where they seem relevant, or where they

provide a useful basis for comparing one ruler with another.
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CHAPTER 5. TWO RULERS IN AESCHYLUS

I. Introduction

This chapter will consider Eteocles in Seven Against Thebes and Agamemnon in
Agamemnon, characters who have long had a central place in Aeschylean criticism. I
will not attempt here to resolve all questions concerning these characters —some of
which, especially the famous question of Agamemnon’s motivations in walking over
the fabrics, seem insoluble. However, the study of both can be illuminated by the

method pursued in this thesis.

Firstly, we will consider what underlying ideas Aeschylus has employed in
presenting them (section II). I will argue that Eteocles is, in important ways,
presented in a manner analogous to various warriors in the Iliad. I will then argue
that Agamemnon is presented in terms of contemporary ideas concerning basileia
which were current in the Greek world in Aeschylus” own day. This resolves various

scholarly difficulties with both characters.

Then we will explore how these ideas enable the playwright to present the characters
in moral terms (section III). I will argue that Aeschylus presents both characters with
considerable moral complexity, in ways which indicate common strands of moral
interest shared between the two plays.

II. The conceptions underlying the presentation of Eteocles and Agamemnon

ILi. Eteocles as (in part) an epic warrior

Eteocles has evoked varied responses. Scholars have often felt that he possesses great

individuality and inwardness.! Scholars have also, however, pointed to an apparent

1 E.g. von Fritz [1962] 2007:141, cf. 166; Winnington-Ingram [1977] 1983:16; Seidensticker
2009:227.



156

lack of consistency: initially, he seems to be a conscientious general defending his
polis, whereas, from line 653, he seems to be a madman set on killing his brother in
accordance with the curse of his father Oedipus.? Attempts to resolve this difference
have often involved projecting his conscientious generalship and defence of the polis
beyond line 653,° although he does not mention the polis after this point.* Other
scholars, however, have emphasised the curse and Eteocles’” reaction even before 653,
even though the curse is only mentioned once before line 653.> Others again suppose
either that both sides of Eteocles’ portrayal run throughout the play (which combines
the disadvantages of both of the aforementioned approaches),® or that the play

dramatises a change of mindset on Eteocles” part.”

Here, I wish to argue that Eteocles makes most sense if understood in the light of
certain ideas which, I will argue, his portrayal presupposes. That is to say, Eteocles’
attitude and conduct are much clarified if we see him acting on a similar basis to epic
warriors such as those of the Iliad.® His concern for the polis plays a role; more
important, however, is his concern for his honour, which is prominent both before

and after line 653.°

2 Cf. Winnington-Ingram [1977] 1983:21-23 (with earlier bibliography).

3 Von Fritz [1962] 2007:159-160, Herrmann 2013:66, accepting in this regard, although not in
others, the Opfertod view of e.g. Pohlenz [1930] 1954:1.93-97.

4 So rightly Winnington-Ingram [1977] 1983:50; Seidensticker 2009:223-224 n. 58.

5 Aesch. Sept. 70. This approach is taken by Patzer 1958, especially 99, 103-105; cf. von Fritz
[1962] 2007:145-148.

¢ In different ways, Regenbogen 1933:67-69; I. C. Torrance 2007:27-29, 31-33.

7 Seidensticker 2009:221.

8 In using the term ‘epic warrior’ (rather than, say, ‘epic hero’), I follow Finglass 2011a:45 n.
125.

? Previous scholars emphasising Eteocles” concern for his honour have often tended to imply
that this excludes concern for the polis (Regenbogen 1933:69; Brown 1977:312; Follinger 2009:37,
91-92). However, I consider Eteocles’ sense of honour to encompass the polis. Greek concepts of
honour certainly admit concern for the polis (as with Hector in the Iliad), and Eteocles clearly
enunciates such concern (Aesch. Sept. 4-9, 71-72). Later, he certainly focuses on his feud with
Polynices (674-675), but nothing in 653-719 actually contradicts the notion that he cares about
the polis. It is entirely natural that one man’s sense of honour should encompass both the
defence of his polis and the maintenance of a feud, especially if Eteocles is acting broadly in the
manner of an epic warrior, as I argue. U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1914:66 and
Herrmann 2013:64-67 rightly emphasise the importance of honour without discounting the
polis, but (as discussed below) their views regarding Eteocles’ epic antecedents seem
questionable.
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The similarity between Eteocles and certain epic warriors is, I think, due to the fact
that Aeschylus has presented Eteocles in a way that draws on the epic tradition. That
this is so cannot, perhaps, be proved decisively. The parallels described below vary in
force; also, some of the ideas in question had some currency in Aeschylus’ own day,
and need not be exclusively epic.!’ Indeed, we can never exclude the possibility that
any apparently epic element in this play had some wider or more recent relevance of
which we are unaware. However, in some cases, epic influence seems fairly clear.
Also, it is not in itself controversial that Seven Against Thebes draws on epic; scholars
have argued for such influence on the basis of numerous parallelisms.! Indeed, some
scholars have proposed that the depiction of Eteocles draws not just on epic in
general (as I think), but actually on the portrayal of Hector in the Iliad.’>? However, in
depicting Eteocles, Aeschylus may have drawn on any number of epic warriors,
including the Eteocles of the Thebaid (whose portrayal one might indeed suppose to
be a more natural and obvious model, since the Thebaid presented the same events).!3
Indeed, various features discussed below are shared with epic warriors other than
Hector, and even features shared only with Hector might very easily have appeared
elsewhere in non-extant parts of the epic tradition. In general, moreover, it seems
doubtful whether Aeschylus’ Eteocles and the Iliadic Hector are really similar enough
to allow us to suppose direct dependency; rather, they seem about as similar as one

would expect two epic warriors to be who have similar roles, as defenders of cities.

Therefore, it seems best to say that Eteocles behaves in the manner of an epic warrior,

without insisting on a specific model. However, I do not wish to exclude such a model

10 This applies primarily to the ideas of honour which Eteocles appears to draw on (cf. p. 159 n.
19 below).

11 Jerano 2002; B. Zimmermann 2004.

12 Herrmann 2013; also lerano 2002, and B. Zimmermann 2004, especially 196-197. U. von
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1914:66-67, by contrast, sees Aeschylus’ Eteocles as an uncritically
compiled combination of two earlier epic versions of Eteocles: this is, of course, also
undemonstrable.

13 No excessive speculation is required to see that the Eteocles of the Thebaid could easily have
been closer to Aeschylus’ Eteocles than the Iliadic Hector is. Since, if so, the relevance of
Hector to interpreting this play would be greatly reduced, this bare possibility ought to make
us cautious about interpreting Eteocles specifically in relation to Hector.
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(whether that be Hector in the Iliad, Eteocles in the Thebaid, or any other). Nor should
the possibility be excluded that some of the ideas discussed here may still have been
current in Aeschylus’” own day, in which case the epic resonances of Eteocles’
behaviour might be less apparent than I am inclined to think. (Still, though, the
currency of an idea in Aeschylus” own day does not exclude an epic resonance —and,

in some instances, the link with epic seems quite clear.)

Eteocles” opening words articulate an ideal of leadership, which Eteocles uses to refer
to himself, providing the audience with a first impression and a standard against

which to assess him:4

‘Citizens of Cadmus’ land, he who guards the affairs of the polis, directing its tiller
at the stern without letting his eyelids slumber in sleep, has to say the right things.
For if we fare well, the god would be responsible, but if disaster struck (and may
that not happen) the name of Eteocles alone would be sung through the polis by
the citizens in tumultuous strains of lamentation, from which may Zeus the

Defender, true to his name, defend the polis of the Cadmeans.”*>

Not all of this recalls epic: he uses the Ship of State, which does not occur in extant
epic,'® and his notion that a leader should say the right things is, of course,
commonplace.”” However, what Eteocles expresses next is a very distinctive attitude
of military aidos: he is afraid that, if he fails to defend the polis, he will be blamed. A
similar attitude is expressed by Pelasgus in Suppliants, who expresses fear that ‘if

something bad occurred, the people might say, “By honouring newcomers you

14 So observes Cuny 2007:283.

15 Kadpov moAltat, xomn Aéyewv T ko, 60TIC PUAGCOEL TEAYOS €V TOUVT) TOAEWS olaka
VUV, BAEpaa T KOV UTve. el pév yo €0 moaéatpev, aitio Oeod: el O av®’, 6 un
vévolto, ovpgopa toxol, EteokAéng av eig moALg katax mMTOAw vuvol®’ v dot@v
@ootpiolc moAvEEdboLs olpwypaoty 0, v Zevg aAeEntotog émwvupog Yévorto Kadpelwv
ntoAeL (Aesch. Sept. 1-9).

16 Brock 2013:53-57.

17 The phrase Aéyewv & xalowr is used at Aesch. Cho. 582 and Prometheus the Fire-Bringer fr.
208, but not with reference to a ruler.
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destroyed the polis.”’'® Military aidos is in general a strongly epic feature.” There are
also, however, more specific parallels, especially with the Iliadic Hector, when he
says, ‘But now, since I have destroyed the people through my foolishness, I am
ashamed before the Trojans and the Trojan women with their long robes, that some
man worse than me might say, “Hector, trusting in his strength, destroyed the
people.”’? Pelasgus’ remark seems so much like Hector’s that some postulate direct
influence, although this way of expressing aidos may have occurred elsewhere in epic
too.”! Eteocles’ fear also resembles Hector’s, in that both specifically fear being

reproached by name.??

As for Eteocles’ notion that the ruler gets the blame if unsuccessful but the god the
credit if successful, I am not aware of any full parallel in epic or elsewhere.?
However, the notion that the ruler gets the blame for failure does occur in epic;
Agamemnon says that it would be dishonourable to return to Argos once he had
destroyed his people.?* Also, Eteocles’” meditation on his responsibility bears some
resemblance to a remark which Diomedes makes about Agamemnon: ‘great glory

will follow together with him if the Greeks slay the Trojans and capture holy Troy,

18 Aesch. Supp. 399-401, quoted at p. 99 above.

19 Military aidos in the Iliad: Cairns 1993:68-87. Military aidos is found elsewhere in tragedy (e.g.
Eur. Heracl. 839-840, Supp. 529-530, Phoen. 510-512, with Cairns 1993:265-268), which could
suggest that Eteocles’ attitude would not have been out of place even in Aeschylus’ day. But
the prominence of military aidos in tragedy scarcely approaches what we see in the Iliad; the
only plays where military aidos plays a major role are perhaps Seven Against Thebes and
Sophocles” Ajax (discussed by Cairns 1993:228-241), both plays with main characters and
situations drawn from epic. Under such circumstances, it seems likely that Aeschylus and his
audience would have seen Eteocles’” morality as that of an epic warrior more readily than as
that of a participant in the Persian Wars (say): the use of epic morality in a story drawn from
epic would have seemed primarily epic in nature. Still, it is only in combination with the other
correspondences discussed below that the present point has force.

20 yov O émel wAsoa Aaov dtacBaAmowvy éufotv, aidéoupar Towac xalt Towddag
EAKEOIMETAOLG, U] TMOTE TIC €IMIOL KAKWTEQOS AAAog Epetor ““Exktwo Nt Pingt mubnooag
wAeoe Aaov” (II. XXI1.104-107).

21 “‘An almost certain reminiscence’: Friis Johansen and Whittle ad loc.; cf. Cairns 1993:191
(perhaps a better formulation).

2 This is noted by Hutchinson on Aesch. Sept. 6f.; he further remarks, “The use of one’s own
name is always significant in Greek poetry.’

2 Some parallels cited by Fraenkel 1961:57 (and with reservations by Hutchinson on Aesch.
Sept. 4-9) employ a similar train of thought; however, none mentions a god, and the earliest is
Dem. XVIIL.212.

24 J]. 11.114-115, with Haubold 2000:55-56, cf. 27.
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but great lamentation will also follow him if the Greeks are slain.”? This remark, like
Eteocles’, explores the different consequences of the leader’s responsibility in case of
success and failure (with pév ... 8¢ ... and a pair of conditional phrases); in both cases,
failure would consist in the leader’s people being destroyed. Also, Eteocles’ fear for
Thebes” destruction resembles Hector’s for Troy, which he expresses to
Andromache.? In praying to Zeus for success, Eteocles resembles many Iliadic
warriors.” Indeed, even the notion that commanders should not sleep is perhaps
most easily paralleled in epic.?® So Eteocles” model of leadership and attitude seem

similar to an epic warrior’s.

Also, Eteocles’ anticipation of the wailing of women up and down the city resembles
the Trojans’ reaction to Hector’s death, which foreshadows Troy’s future capture:
‘And [Hector’s] dear father howled pitiably, and around him the people were taken
by wailing and lamenting throughout the city (katoa dotv; cf. Eteocles” kata mtoAw).

It was just as though towering Troy were smouldering with fire from top to bottom.”?

After the Scout inform Eteocles of the impending attack, Eteocles prays,

‘Zeus and Earth and gods of the polis, and you Curse and powerful Fury of my
father, may you not uproot my polis, at least (un} pot mOAwv ye), captured and
destroyed totally, from top to bottom, and never bind a free land and the polis of
Cadmus with the yoke of slavery, but be its protection. And I hope that what I say

is in our common interest, since only a polis that fares well honours the gods.”®

% ToUTw HEV YaE k0dog ap’ épetal, el kev Axatol Towag dnwowow éAwot te TAtov ionyv,
ToUTE O av péya mévbog Axatwv dnwbévtwv (II. IV.415-417).

2% []. V1.447-465 (discussed further below).

2 Herrmann 2013:43-44 compares Hector’s prayer at Il. VIII.526-528, but other warriors pray to
Zeus too (e.g. Agamemnon at 11.412-418).

28 ]I, 11.23-25, repeated at I1.60-62; cf. X.86-118, and (less relevantly) IV.223. However, not
falling asleep is also a virtue of sailors (Od. V.270, cited by Tucker on Aesch. Sept. 3).

2 Puwev O EAgetva matiQ PIAOG: AL & Actol KWKLTQ T €lXOVTO KAl OlHWYT KATX AOTL.
T O HAAOT aQ’ énv évaAlykwov, wg el anaoca “TAlog o@oudeooa muol opUXOoLTo KAt
auwcong (1. XXIL.408-411).

30 @ Zeb te kait I' kat moAtooodxot Oeot Apa T EQuvig matoog 1) peyaoBeviig, pr] pot moALy
Ye TELUUVOOeV mavwAeBoov ékBapvionte dndAwrtov EAAAdOc EAevOépav 0 yNv Te Kol
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Eteocles’ attitude here has puzzled scholars, especially his use of ‘at least” (ye), which
seems to imply that he desiring that the polis should not be destroyed even if he (or
his family) is.3! This is rather surprising: is Eteocles offering himself as some sort of
sacrifice to save the city,? or implying a dichotomy between his genos and the polis?*
It is not necessary to suppose either, if his whole attitude here is taken to be in

keeping with that of epic warriors such as we find in the Iliad.

Eteocles’ concern for his polis is entirely Iliadic, since it resembles Hector’s when he
fears that he might be blamed for the destruction of his people, and when he
describes his fears concerning Troy’s destruction. Indeed, responding to
Andromache’s fears that he might die,* Hector ignores his own death entirely,
dwelling exclusively on the misfortune of the polis and its people; even this, though,
distresses him less than the prospect of Andromache herself being enslaved. When
Hector does finally mention his own death, it is only to wish that he may be long
dead before all this happens.® Eteocles’ position is, of course, not identical, but the
two men’s attitudes seem markedly similar: both are above all concerned to defend
their polis and people, and care about this even when they envisage a situation in

which they themselves will be dead.

Eteocles’ attitude towards his fate is also Iliadic. The deaths of important epic
warriors often seem to have been fixed in the tradition, and the Iliad contains several

passages where a warrior is told what this fate is.* (For that matter, since in the

Kdédpov moAwv CevyAnotr dovAlowol pnmote oxeOetv: yéveobe 0 dAkr). Euva O EAmiCw
Aéyewv: MOALS Yo €0 mpdooovoa daipovag tiel (Aesch. Sept. 69-77).

31 So Hutchinson, Sommerstein ad loc.; Winnington-Ingram [1977] 1983:26. But some (e.g.
Paley, Tucker ad loc.) think that ye applies to the whole phrase.

32 A view sensibly opposed by Hutchinson ad loc.; Winnington-Ingram [1977] 1983:27.

3 Winnington-Ingram [1977] 1983:26.

3 J1. V1.407-413.

3 JI. V1.447-465.

% By various means: a warning from a god (IIl. XVIIL.95-96, cf. 1.352, 417-418, 1X.410-416,
XX1.275-278, XXIV.131-132), talking horses (XIX.408-417), other warriors’ dying words
(XV1.851-854; XXII.356-360), a father who is a prophet (XIII.665-670); cf. Rutherford 2019:6-7.
Note also Athena’s and Hera’s promises that Menelaus will come safely home (V.714-718),
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Thebaid Oedipus cursed Eteocles and Polynices to kill each other, Eteocles himself will
have presumably been in a similar position in the Thebaid.*’) If Aeschylus’ Eteocles is
understood as being in such a position of Iliadic foresight, it need not surprise us that
he barely mentions the curse until he realises at 653 that its hour of fulfilment has
come, nor if he talks as though he may in fact survive.’® After all, Achilles and Hector,
when told of their impending deaths, receive this information with a certain
combination of scepticism and acceptance, and without flinching at the prospect. For
instance, when Achilles” horse Xanthus reminds him of his impending death, Achilles
replies precisely by saying that he must nevertheless continue acting as a warrior
should, saying, ‘Xanthus, why do you prophesy my death? There is no need. I
already know very well that it is my fate to die here, far from my dear father and
mother, but even so I will not stop before I have chased the Trojans until they have
had enough of war.”® Achilles reacts somewhat similarly when Hector predicts his

death, as does Hector when Patroclus predicts his.*

and Thetis” ambiguous prophecy, which Achilles interprets as referring to Patroclus, that “the
best of the Myrmidons’” would perish while Achilles himself still lived (XVIIL.9-11 with
Rutherford 2019:16-17 and ad loc.). The Library of Apollodorus, in places a source for the Cypria
(M. L. West 2013:11-14, 52-53), mentions two occasions where Thetis warns Achilles against
doing something that would result in his death (Apollodorus, Library, Epitome 26, 28, used by
West to supplement Cypria arg. 9-10).

%7 Thebaid, frr. 2, 3; the fratricide is also prophesied, long beforehand, in Stesichorus fr. 97.209-
212. Amphiaraus, as a prophet (Thebaid fr. 6), will also have known about his own impending
death (cf. Aesch. Sept. 587-589). There is also a theory that, in the Thebaid, Arion, Adrastus’
horse, may have predicted the expedition’s failure to Adrastus (Davies 2014:86-87, with
further bibliography).

% Von Fritz [1962] 2007:142 thinks that this is the implication of 274-278, although this is
weakened by 278a probably being spurious (Hutchinson ad loc.), since the passage is otherwise
couched in the first person plural (Lloyd 2007:9).

¥ HavOe, ti pot Oavatov pavieveat, ovdE Tl oe XO1). €0 VU ToL 0ldax Kol avTog, O oL HOQOog
EvOad’ 0AéoDat, voopL @ilov mateog kat UnNtéeos: aAAa kat Eumng oL ANéw, motv Towag
adnv éAaoat moAépoto (I1. XIX.420-423).

40 JI. XX1.365-366 (Achilles to Hector); XV1.859-861 (Hector to Patroclus). Achilles” and Hector’s
positions differ, since Thetis has told Achilles that he will die (XVII1.95-96), whereas Hector
does not know if Patroclus’ prediction will come true. Nevertheless, the two warriors, in both
accepting their deaths, show a considerable similarity of attitude. Cf. Schadewaldt [1944]
1997:141-142; Griffin 1980:94-95, 163. Stesichorus’ Geryon, who does not know whether he is
mortal or destined to be immortal, also accepts the possibility of a fated death —like Achilles,
Hector, and Aeschylus’ Eteocles—because he wishes to avoid obloquy (fr. 15.8-24 and
especially 20-24, with Davies and Finglass ad locc.).
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Eteocles’ fatalism is not restricted to the opening scene: it is still present, and indeed
more conspicuous and important, after 653.#1 When Eteocles hears that Polynices is

the seventh champion, he exclaims,

‘O my family, driven mad and greatly hated by the gods, my family so full of tears,
the house of Oedipus! Ah me, my father’s curse is truly now fulfilled! But it is not

proper to cry or lament, lest that give birth to grief even harder to bear.”#?

Then he immediately resolves to fight Polynices. Normally, this passage is taken to
represent a sudden shift in his depiction: the curse has become prominent out of
nowhere. But if we see Eteocles as an epic warrior, the difficulty vanishes, since
Hector similarly realises that his hour has come and that the gods have long been

planning his death:

‘Ah, how truly the gods have called me to my death! I thought that the warrior
Deiphobus was here, but he is within the walls, and Athena has deceived me. And
now miserable death is right next to me, no longer far away, nor can I escape. This,
I suppose, has long been the wish of Zeus and of Zeus’ son, the Far-Shooter, who
willingly defended me before, but now my fate has caught me. Now, then, let me
not be killed without a struggle or glory, but having done some great deed for

future generations to hear about.”®

4 That Eteocles’ fatalism crosses the divide is indeed noted by Pohlenz [1930] 1954:1.95,
comparing Aesch. Sept. 281 with 719. However, since Eteocles is not talking about his own fate
at 281, this is less relevant here.

2 @ Oeopavéc te Kal Bewv péya otvyoc, @ mavdakoutov apov Odimov yévog ot
TATQOG 01 VOV &l teAeapogot. AAA” oUte kAaletv oUT 0dVEecOaL MEEMEL, N Kal Tekvwon)
dLOPoEWTEQOS YOOC (Aesch. Sept. 653-657, trans. Sommerstein).

8 @ momol, 1 pdAa O pe Beol Davatovde kdAeooav. Anigpofov ya éyw Y épdunv fowa
naQetvar dAA’ 0 pév €v telxel, éue O éamatnoev AOnvn. vov d¢ dn €yyvOL pot Oavatog
KakOg, ovd’ & dvevBev, ovd AdAén. 1) Yao da maAal 16 ye pidtegov Nev Znvi te kat Aog vit
‘ExnPoAw, ol pe maog Ye mEOPQOVES lQUATO VOV aUTE [LE HOIQO KIXAVEL UT) OV XOTIOVOEL
Ye kat axAeiwg dmoAoluny, aAAx péya 0éfac T kai éooopévolol vBéoOa (1. XXI1.297-
305).
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Hector’s words seem remarkably similar to Eteocles’; although Eteocles” knowledge
of divine purposes is more specific,* both men realise the situation and accept their
impending death. Consequently, it is indeed easy to imagine that any epic warrior,
placed in Eteocles” shoes, would adopt a similar attitude to Eteocles’. Even Eteocles’
notion that there is no point lamenting mirrors Iliadic attitudes, especially when
Achilles asks Lycaon why he laments his death, given the inevitability of death for all
men, even Achilles.® By fifth-century standards, accepting one’s fate in the way
Eteocles does may seem odd, but if we see Aeschylus as portraying Eteocles as
behaving according to epic principles of conduct rather than fifth-century ones, the
oddity disappears: Eteocles’ fatalism, while atypical of extant tragedy, is typical of
epic.# In the dialogue that follows, too, Eteocles complains that the gods have
abandoned him,*” and states that the gods have brought evils upon him which he
cannot escape:* these ideas are also found in epic, especially in the case of Hector,
who, as just discussed, realises before his death that the gods have deceived and

abandoned him.%

As well as Eteocles’ attitude towards his death, his sense of honour and aidos also
crosses the supposed divide at 653. Firstly, he insists that he must fight Polynices
because he would incur shame otherwise: ‘If one has to endure evil, let it be without

shame: that is the only gain (k€000c) among the dead. You will not say that there is

# Hutchinson on Aesch. Sept. 702, citing this Iliad passage: ‘the purposes of the gods are not
inscrutable to Eteocles as they are to Hector’.

4 J1. XXI1.106-110, and cf. XXIV.549-551; van Wees 1998:13-14 gives further epic parallels for the
uselessness of lamenting. (Different is the rejection of crying fout court as unmanly in
Sophocles and Euripides, discussed by van Wees 1998:13-14; Allan on Eur. Hel. 950-3.)

4 Moreover, if Eteocles’ attitude towards his duty and impending death are those of an epic
warrior, this may explain why Eteocles does not hesitate; in this, he differs markedly from
Aeschylus’ characters who enunciate a genuine dilemma, i.e. Pelasgus, Agamemnon, and to a
lesser extent Orestes. (For this important distinction, cf. van Erp Taalman Kip 1971:136-138 =
268-270; Hutchinson on Aesch. Sept. 653-719; Sewell-Rutter 2007:158-161.)

¥ Qeolc pev Mon mwe mapnpeAnueda, xaols O ag’ Nuov 0Aopévwv Oavualetar; (Aesch.
Sept. 702-703).

4 Bev OWOVTWV 0VK &V EkPUYOLS kaka (Aesch. Sept. 719).

4 Similarly, when Sarpedon is killed, Glaucus remarks that Zeus did not defend his son (IL.
XV1.521-522). The notion that gods, especially Zeus, give evils to mortals is enunciated at II.
XXIV.428-433; Od. 1.33, VI.188-190. The phrase Oecwv dwdvtwyv is used in the same sense at
Aesch. Pers. 293-294.
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any glory in evils that are also shameful.”®® This remark indicates that, as in his
opening lines, Eteocles is motivated by his reputation (eUxAeia) and sense of shame
(atoxvvn): he does not want to merit criticism. A few lines later, Eteocles says, rather
opaquely, that his father’s Curse is sitting beside him, ‘saying that the gain is earlier
than the later death.”s! If, as seems probable, the ‘gain’ (képdoc) is a glorious rather
than a shameful death, this remark which he attributes to the Curse is again
fundamentally about honour and shame. Furthermore, the Chorus-leader suggests to
him that “the god respects even a base victory’, and Eteocles remarks that “No soldier
ought to approve of that remark.””® Again, this displays the same attitude, which
would not be out of place in the Iliad. Understanding Eteocles as an epic warrior,
then, allows us to link and reconcile his conduct in the first scene with his conduct in
653-719, providing a coherent explanation that does not rely on a break in his

depiction or a sudden onset of madness at 653.5

Eteocles, then, both as man and as ruler, is portrayed in predominantly epic terms.
This includes how he is initially portrayed and the principles on which he acts—as
well as his fatalism and his lack of hesitation before facing death at his brother’s

hands.

However, Seven Against Thebes naturally contains many things absent from the Iliad
which also bear on Eteocles. Most important is his argument with the women of the

Chorus, whom he rebukes for engaging in excessive panic and prayer. Here, his

5 eimeQ KAKOV PEQEL TIS, aloxVVNG dtep é0Tw HOVOV YA kKé€QDOG v TeOVNKOOLY. KakwV O&
KAOoXQWV oUTwY eVkAeiav €gelg (Aesch. Sept. 683-685).

51 Aéyovoa kédog TEdTEQOV VOTEQOL ooV (Aesch. Sept. 697).

52 Hutchinson ad loc.. Hector’s use of the notion of kerdos at II. XXII.103, 108 is perhaps
comparable. Others suggest that the kerdos is Polynices” death, or Eteocles’” own (i.e. that an
early death is better than a late one), but these views seem less plausible; cf. Winnington-
Ingram [1977] 1983:37-38; Seidensticker 2009:223.

5 CHORUS-LEADER: viknv ye pévtot kat kaknv tipa 0edc.

ETEOCLES: ovk &vdp’ OTtAitnv tovto Xo1) otépyetv €mog (Aesch. Sept. 716-717).

% The justification for seeing Eteocles as going mad lies in the Chorus’” words, T pépovag,
tékvov; (Aesch. Sept. 686). But this assessment seems difficult to accept, since Eteocles gives
perfectly lucid reasons for acting as he does (Kirkwood 1969:13-15; Jackson 1988:294-299),
unlike, say, Heracles in Euripides’ Heracles. Rather, the Chorus’ question, I think, indicates
their perplexity, rather as one might say ‘Are you mad?’ in English to someone proposing to
do something foolish or wrong (Brown 1977:310-311).
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depiction draws on the same pool of ideas about obedience discussed in Chapter 3.
Although these ideas are in no way incompatible with the Iliadic picture of
generalship outlined in Eteocles’ opening lines, they are not themselves Iliadic, but
rather are related to the world of the archaic and classical polis. This is true when
Eteocles emphasises the importance of peitharchia (obedience) by calling her a
goddess, and also when Eteocles says that if anyone disobeys his arche, a vote
(Ymeoc) will be passed against them, and they will be stoned by the demos (Aevotroa
ONuov ... poov).>e Stoning is mentioned in epic,” but its presentation here as a
somewhat formalised and even democratic communal punishment more resembles
later tragedy.”® Indeed, since peitharchia literally means ‘obedience to archai’, both of
these passages presuppose the non-Iliadic notion of archai, i.e. the offices of a polis.
Also, Eteocles” attitude towards the women is un-Iliadic; women routinely engage in
extreme lamentation in the Iliad without any suggestion that this is demoralising or

inappropriate.”

5 Aesch. Sept. 224-225, discussed at p. 118 above.

5% Aesch. Sept. 196-199.

57 J1. 1I1.56-57; cf. Od. XV1.424-430 with Barkan 1936:41-42.

5 Snell 1964:5-6 makes the point that Eteocles’ approach to stoning is un-Homeric; for later
tragedy, cf. p. 131 n. 26 above.

At Aesch. Sept. 198, it is disputed whether psephos indicates a popular decision.
Hutchinson ad loc. and Carter 2013:56 n. 74 take the psephos to be Eteocles” own, but I think the
view of Rosivach 1987:239 more natural: ‘Eteocles proclaims a process of punishment that will
involve a preliminary decree by the boule (cf. Ympoc ... BovAevoetat, 198) and the execution
of that decree by the demos (cf. Aevotnoa drjuov ... péov, 199), a process which is totally
unnecessary, since Eteocles is essentially an autocrat and can decree any punishment he
chooses.” A similar issue arises at Eur. Heracl. 60, 139-143, 184-189. Allan on Eur. Heracl. 141-2
thinks that the Herald is lying in implying that the death sentence was issued democratically,
and on 186 he thinks that Iolaus” mention of a psephos refers to Eurystheus” personal decision
(citing Aesch. Sept. 198, with Hutchinson ad loc.). But I see no reason to exclude a popular vote
(cf. p. 42).

All this, I think, holds true despite Soph. Ant. 60, where Antigone calls Creon’s
decision Ynepov tvoavvwv, and 632, where Creon calls it a teAelav Prpov. At 60, I take
Yneov to be in tension with tvgavvwv: Antigone’s paradoxical phrase expresses her
indignation at Creon’s autocratic behaviour (cf. T. Graham 2017:132-133). At 632, similarly,
Creon’s words indicate his appropriation to himself of authority that would in democratic
Athens be collective (cf. T. Graham 2017:144). Similarly, at Aesch. Supp. 373, the reference to
Pelasgus’ povoymotot vevuaowy is paradoxical (Sommerstein ad loc.; cf. p. 99 n. 6 above). At
Soph. OT 605-608, Creon seems to use psephos in a quasi-legal sense transferred from its
Athenian context (cf. pp. 132-133 above, and Finglass ad loc.).

% Cf. Foley 2001:46-48.
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A second largely non-epic feature is Eteocles’ focus on dike: in his speech where he
chooses to fight Polynices, he emphasises that Polynices is in the wrong, and claims
emphatically that dike is on his side instead.®® In the Iliad and Odyssey, dikn is not
normally used as an abstract moral value as it is here, and disputing warriors do not
level claims of dike against one another. Of course, they may possibly have done so in
lost narrative epics, and in the Works and Days, as here, dike is treated as an abstract
moral value and personified.® Still, Eteocles’ argument seems far removed from
arguments made by warriors in extant narrative epic, and it therefore seems
reasonable to consider it a non-epic feature, in the absence of evidence to the
contrary.? This does not detract from the epic elements of Eteocles’ presentation, such
as his focus on honour and attitude towards his fate; rather, his appeal to dike adds an

extra element which supplements these.

The play also features non-Iliadic ideas about pollution and purification, especially in
the dialogue before Eteocles confronts his brother, where the Chorus-leader argues
that the pollution stemming from fratricide never grows old; the Chorus” horror at
this pollution runs through the dialogue.®® Indeed, Eteocles himself goes beyond mere
acceptance of the curse; he now actually sees the curse as driving him to kill his
brother, making his spirit boil to do so.* Yet Eteocles nevertheless refuses to
acknowledge the force of the considerations which the Chorus puts forward; he
ignores the issues of pollution and purification, exhibiting none of the Chorus” horror
at the prospect of fratricide, and continues to insist on his Iliadic attitude, according

to which he must fight the enemy and meet his fate regardless. Indeed, characters in

60 Aesch. Sept. 658-673.

61 Hes. Op. 213-237, with Dickie 1978:98-99. On dike in epic, see Dickie 1978 passim; Yamagata
1994:61-92.

62 Snell 1928:83 points this out (contrasting Eteocles with Hector).

6 Aesch. Sept. 679-682; cf. 693-694, 718, 738-739. On the absence of pollution in epic and its
prominence in tragedy, see R. C. T. Parker 1983:13-16, 130-138. Parker emphasises that there is
no strong basis for seeing a historical shift; the difference may be temporal, generic, or a bit of
both.

6+ Aesch. Sept. 692-697, 706-711; note yao at 695, 709 (Regenbogen 1933:67; Hutchinson ad
locc.). Snell 1928:82-83 sharply distinguishes between Hector’s resignation and what he sees as
Eteocles” positive enthusiasm (‘amor fati’), but this seems a matter of degree; their attitudes
remain remarkably similar. In any case, resignation, rather than enthusiasm, seems
predominant e.g. at 719.



168

the Iliad and Odyssey rarely seem to feel any great horror about killing, even of family-
members, and it is easy to imagine that epic might have dealt with such a fratricide as
Eteocles” without any horror either.®> One might perhaps suggest that, in having the
Chorus confront Eteocles’ attitude with sheer horror, the play contrasts two value
systems, reflecting on the irreligious violence of the epic warrior, so incompatible at
times with the moral norms of the world in which Aeschylus and his contemporaries

lived.s¢

Inherited evils and trans-generational punishment are not prominent in the Iliad;*” we
do not know whether they featured in the Theban epics.®® In Seven Against Thebes,
these ideas are absent during the portion of the play in which Eteocles is actually on
stage. However, in the second stasimon, the Chorus sets the fratricide in the broader
context of the house’s sufferings, singing of Laius” trangression of Apollo’s command
not to have children, which is being punished to the third generation.®® Then the
Chorus sings of the fratricide as the third and most potent of the troubles to beset the
house of Laius.” All this serves to highten the effect of the fratricide as the climax
both of the play and of the trilogy, providing the audience with an additional moral

perspective on Eteocles” position. This additional perspective does not contradict or

6 Agamemnon’s account of his and Cassandra’s deaths is indignant and condemnatory, but
there is no horror or pollution (Od. XI1.405-439). Phoenix’s abortive parricide in the Iliad is
particularly interesting. When Phoenix’s father lays a curse of infertility on him, Phoenix
reacts not with horror, but by plotting to kill his father (II. IX.453-458). Then, however, he
changes his mind: daAAd& Tig dBavatwv toéPe @oévac, 6g 0 évi Buug dnpov Bnke PaTy Katl
oveidea MOAA" &vORWTWYV, WG I TATEOPOVOS et Axoaiotow kaAeolunv (Il IX.459-461).
The whole situation is dealt with within the framework of aidos, and, among the
considerations that cause him to change his mind, the horror attendant on parricide has no
place.

6 Such readings have often been applied to Sophocles’ Ajax (especially Knox 1961), although
there are several difficulties with intepreting Ajax in these terms (surveyed by Finglass
2011a:44-46). Perhaps, though, Seven Against Thebes would actually sustain such readings more
easily.

7 Gagné 2013:177-205 surveys the evidence.

6 For the problem, see M. L. West 1999; Gagné 2013:346-350.

6 Aesch. Sept. 739-745; cf. Gagné 2013:351-356.

70 Aesch. Sept. 758-761.
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supplant Eteocles” presentation as an epic-style warrior; rather, it supplements it, as a

broader and longer-term perspective on the same events.”

Aeschylus has, then, included features atypical of extant epic, such as dike, peitharchia
and ancestral evils. This does not conflict with the notion that Eteocles acts like an
epic warrior; rather, it suggests that Aeschylus has used the behaviour of epic
warriors as a basis for presenting Eteocles, but has also elaborated the presentation of
Eteocles with other, more contemporary elements. This kind of creative mixing of
elements is absolutely central to the way in which all three dramatists present rulers,

and we will see it again throughout Chapters 6-7.

If it is accepted that Eteocles is depicted as behaving somewhat like an epic warrior,
this vindicates the point that was made at the outset: understanding the conceptions
presupposed by the depiction of a character provides us with an otherwise
unattainable basis for understanding that character, and is therefore of the greatest

utility.

ILii. Agamemnon as (in part) a victorious basileus

Eteocles” behaviour, then, seems more intelligible and consistent if seen as based on
attitudes and modes of conduct proper to epic warriors. Scholars studying
Agamemnon have not generally considered Agamemnon’s consistency to be such a
problem. Rather, debates have focused on other difficulties, especially why (in terms
of character traits and motivations) he agrees to Clytaemestra’s request and walks
into his palace over rich fabrics—a question which is perhaps insoluble, since the text
provides no clear answer.” This lack of explicit motivation has led some scholars to
suggest that Agamemnon lacks characterisation, or that Aeschylus has taken little
care to characterise him.” Yet, as we have said, many different questions may be

asked concerning a character in tragedy; a lack of detailed motivation does not entail

71 Similarly Sewell-Rutter 2007:34: ‘A theme is added to the mix as Eteocles goes to his death.’
72 Cf. p. 149 above.
73 E.g. Rosenmeyer 1982:221-223.
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that the presentation of the character is insignificant. If we are not to judge Aeschylus’
work by an artificial modern standard of what constitutes ‘characterisation’, we
should not try to find in Agamemnon motivations which Aeschylus has not cared to
specify. Rather, we will discern the nature of Aeschylus’ characterisation most readily
if we take care to identify aspects that Aeschylus has made clear. Here, I want to draw
attention to one aspect of Agamemnon which (partly, perhaps, because of scholars’
focus on this one scene) has been little studied. This is Agamemnon’s presentation
throughout the play (not just, or even primarily, in this one scene) as a successful and

honoured basileus.

Agamemnon is not depicted in the conventionally negative terms discussed in
Chapter 1. Certainly, Agamemnon is one of four plays containing choral odes reflecting
on the fall from olbos to ate, a motif which Aeschylus and Sophocles, like Herodotus,
apply to the falls of rulers.”* However, the presence of this moral pattern does not
necessarily entail that a ruler is depicted in a conventionally negative fashion in other
respects: Xerxes in Persians, Creon in Antigone, and Oedipus in Oedipus Tyrannus all
exhibit conventionally negative behaviours and motifs that are not applied to
Agamemnon. Although scholars have not spelt this out,”> this presumably explains
why they have generally correctly concurred in not regarding Agamemnon as a
‘typical tyrant’. That Agamemnon is not presented in conventionally negative terms
is particularly clear if we contrast him with Aegisthus in the same play, who is

presented in such terms.”

This is not to deny that some aspects of Agamemnon’s portrayal present him
negatively in moral terms, especially his killing of Iphigenia.”” However, for a full
understanding of the complexity of his presentation, this negative aspect should, I

suggest, be contrasted with other broadly positive aspects of his presentation, which

74 See pp. 50-51.

75 A partial exception is Sheppard 1922:liii-lvii, who thinks that, although Agamemnon is ‘no
tyrant’, the moral patterns in his portrayal anticipate the later ‘tyrant type” used by Sophocles
and Euripides.

76 See pp. 67-68.

771 discuss this further at pp. 189-193.
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give an impression of legitimacy and majesty. Indeed, scholars have sometimes
briefly suggested that Agamemnon is presented as a ‘legitimate king’ in the Oresteia,

but without spelling out exactly what about his portrayal gives this impression.”

I argue here that this aspect of Agamemnon’s portrayal can be best understood in
light of certain ideas concerning sole rule current in the early fifth century —chiefly
those employed by the praise poets Pindar and Bacchylides to praise their dedicatees,
especially Hieron of Syracuse. In indicating resemblances between Aeschylus’
presentation of Agamemnon and the poetry of Pindar and Bacchylides, I follow
Steiner and others.” However, whereas these scholars emphasise generic links with
epinician poetry, here I investigate what these similarities tell us about contemporary
notions about sole rule. Indeed, the parallels mentioned here indicate that Aeschylus’
Agamemnon interacts not just with epinician poetry, but with a wider complex of early
tifth-century ideas concerning basileia. Also, whereas these scholars focus exclusively
on the scene where Agamemnon treads on the fabrics, I consider evidence beginning

in the parodos and continuing into Libation-Bearers and Eumenides.

The parodos introduces Agamemnon in positive, even laudatory, terms:

‘This is the tenth year since the great prosecutor, Menelaus the anax, and
Agamemnon, that yoke-pair of the Atreids holding the honour (tiyun) of two
thrones and two sceptres from Zeus, raised from this land an expedition of a
thousand ships against Priam, to support them militarily, shouting war loudly

from their hearts.’8

78 E.g. Kitto [1939] 1961:78.

79 Crane 1993:133-134; Steiner 2010; Carey 2012:18-22.

80 dékatov uev érog t0d" émet Iodpw péyac avitidikoc MevéAaog aval 10" Ayapéuvwy,
00povov AwdBev kat dOKATTOEOL TIUNG OXLEOV Cebyos Atgedav, otdéAov Agyeiwv
XA ovadtv tod’ Amo XWEAS 10V, OTOATIOTLY XQWYNV, HeEYAA” €k OupoD kAdlovteg Agn
(Aesch. Ag. 40-48). Cf. the description of the Atreids as Axoauwv d(Bgovov kpatog, EAA&dOC
1Bag Evppeova taydv (108-110), and Agamemnon’s mteioiffpotov te Bdictoov (Cho. 362, with
Garvie, Brown ad loc.).
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These lines focus on Agamemnon’s honour, symbols of authority (throne and
sceptre), and power deriving from Zeus. Since honour (tiwur)), the sceptre, and power
conferred by Zeus are important attributes conferring legitimacy on rulers in epic,® it
seems likely that these lines draw attention to Agamemnon’s status as a legendary
and epic figure, emphasising the traditional and legitimate nature of his rule.’? In
Aeschylus’ day, however, such ideas were by no means defunct: Aeschylus’
contemporaries Pindar and Bacchylides employ them. Pindar sometimes uses such
ideas, as Aeschylus does here, to describe a legendary figure’s rule: Jason refers to
Aeson’s rule, usurped by Pelias, as ‘the sceptre of sole rule and the throne upon
which the son of Cretheus used to sit as he judged suits for his horse-riding people.’s
However, many of the odes of Pindar and Bacchylides (as well as Simonides) were
dedicated to historical Greek rulers of the early fifth century. No ruler has so many
odes dedicated to him as Hieron, who ruled Syracuse from 478 to 467, and whose
court Aeschylus also visited between 472 and 468.%* Pindar and Bacchylides

accordingly use the same ideas to indicate the traditional and rightful nature of the

81 For rulers’ time and sebas in epic and tragedy, see pp. 8-10. Agamemnon is also regarded as
having time at Aesch. Ag. 531 (cf. pp. 174-175), 259 (implicitly), Eum. 626 (dio0d0T0LG
OKNTTEOLOL TIpHaA@ovpevoy, rightly regarded by Heim 1904:19 as an epic reminiscence).
Agamemnon is considered the object of sebas at Ag. 258 (implicitly), 785, 833, 925, Cho. 55, 157.
82 So rightly Heim 1904:19.
8 Kol okantov povapxov kat 0govog, @ mote Konbeidag eykabiCwv inmotalg evbuvve Aaolg
dikac (Pind. Pyth. 4.152). This vision of Aeson’s rule resembles epic in emphasising the
administration of justice (cf. p. 8). On the coupling of skeptron and thronos, see p. 9 n. 23.
8 On Aeschylus’ visits to Sicily, see p. 180 n. 120.

The following are dedicated to Hieron of Syracuse: Pind. Ol. 1, Pyth. 1, 2, 3, frr. 105ab,
106, 124d, 125, 126; Bacchyl. 3, 4, 5, fr. 20C; Simon. fr. 580, possibly fr. 552 (Molyneux 1992:224-
233; Morgan 2015:93-96). Hieron is also praised in epinicians dedicated to his subordinates
Hegesias (Pind. Ol 6) and Chromius (Pind. Nem. 1, 9). Other rulers to whom odes are
dedicated include Theron of Acragas (Pind. Ol 2, 3, frr. 118, 119), along with his brother
Xenocrates (Pind. Pyth. 6, Isthm. 2; Simon. fr. 513, cf. Molyneux 1992:233-235, Morgan 2015:94-
95); Arcesilas IV of Cyrene (Pind. Pyth. 4, 5); Alexander I of Macedon (Pind. frr. 120, 121;
Bacchyl. fr. 20B), Anaxilas of Rhegium (Simon. fr. 515, cf. Molyneux 1992:212), and the
Aleuad Thorax of Pelinna (Pind. Pyth. 10; cf. Westlake 1936:12, Hornblower 2006:151).

Pindar does not praise all these rulers in the same terms; in particular, he praises
Hieron in more elevated terms than Theron (who is treated more like an ordinary elite
dedicatee) or even Arcesilas (Luraghi 2011:30-36; cf. Mann 2013:40-42, 45, Morgan 2015:414-
418). Consequently, it is not by chance that most comparisons which I draw here involve odes
dedicated to Hieron, since these odes are most emphatic in glorifying their dedicatee as a
basileus.
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rule of Hieron.®> They draw attention to Hieron’s sceptre, in a way that in one case
appears to evoke epic,% and Bacchylides talks of Hieron as ‘having got from Zeus
(mapa Znvoc) the privilege (yéoac) of ruling the greatest number of Greeks’, which
similarly presents Hieron’s power in a traditional and epicising light.®” These poets’
use of these symbols of traditional power shows that Aeschylus is not just presenting
Agamemnon as an epic figure, but is doing so in terms similar to those which his

contemporaries used with reference both to the legendary past and to the present.

So the resemblances between Aeschylus’ imagery concerning rulers and that of
Pindar and Bacchylides are partly a matter of using symbols drawn from epic
similarly. A similar point can be made concerning Aeschylus’ use of eagle imagery. In
the parodos of Agamemnon, two eagles (presumably sent by Zeus, given the ubiquitous
connection of eagles with Zeus throughout Greek thought) appear as an omen to
Agamemnon, ‘the basileus of birds to the basileis of ships’ (olwvav PaoctAevg
Baotdevot vewv).8 Within the omen, as Calchas interprets it, the eagles represent the
two Atreids.® Eagles are sometimes sent by Zeus as omens in the Iliad, including to
Agamemnon and Priam.” It is in Bacchylides and Pindar, though, that a particularly
strong association between rulers and the eagle of Zeus emerges (although the eagle
is also prominent more generally, as an image for both dedicatee and poet); the eagle
of Zeus is particularly conspicuous in two odes praising Hieron, namely Pythian 1

and Bacchylides 5.”' So the parodos of Agamemnon presents Agamemnon in terms of

8 The presentation of Hieron in Pindar and Bacchylides has rightly attracted much recent
interest: Cairns 2010:19-23; Luraghi 2011; Mann 2013; Morgan 2015.

8 Pind. Ol. 1.12 refers to Hieron as Oepoteiov 6¢ appémnel OKAMTOV €V TTOAVUNAQ LikeAlq,
which resembles the epic phrase oknntoov T’ 1d¢ Oéunotag (1. 11.206, IX.99, referring to the
rule of Agamemnon): Harrell 2002:441-448; Morgan 2015:225-228. Hieron’s sceptre is also
mentioned at Pind. Ol. 6.93, Bacchyl. 3.70 (called the okamtoov Awdc); the sceptre of Zeus is
also prominent (although in Zeus” own hands) at Pind. Pyth. 1.6.

87 6¢ magax Znvog Aaxwv Aetotagxov ‘EAAGvwv yéoag (Bacchyl. 3.11-12).

8 Aesch. Ag. 114-115.

8 Aesch. Ag. 123-125.

% J]. VII1.245-255, XXIV.314-321; cf. Anhalt 1995.

91 At Pind. Pyth. 1.6-10, the eagle is described as sitting on Zeus’ sceptre, and as being charmed
by Apollo’s lyre. Since Pindar presents himself as praising Hieron with music, this
presumably produces an association between Hieron (the recipient of the ode) and Zeus (the
recipient of song within the ode). At Bacchyl. 5.16-30, although the simile turns out in
retrospect to concern the poet, ‘the eagle appears because of its similarity to Hieron,
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symbols similar to those used by Pindar and Bacchylides to indicate the traditional
and rightful nature of the power not only of legendary figures but also of Hieron of

Syracuse, the most powerful Greek ruler of their own day.”2

Furthermore, Aeschylus’” emphasis on Agamemnon’s olbos tends to magnify him,
making him seem impressive and majestic. Of course, rulers in Herodotus and
tragedy are often olbios. Frequently, though, this is simply taken for granted; in
Antigone we hear of Creon’s olbos only when invoked to emphasise Creon’s
traditional fall from olbos to ate* Here, by contrast, Aeschylus brings out
Agamemnon’s olbos very vividly: tragedy provides no clearer visual illustration of
olbos than Agamemnon’s entry into his palace over rich fabrics, and no speech evokes

olbos more vividly than Clytaemestra’s as he begins his walk.*

Moreover, Agamemnon’s olbos, already before this, is made the object of celebration
and praise.” When the Herald announces Agamemnon’s return, he emphasises the
splendour of his achievement, concluding, ‘The anax, the elder son of Atreus, has
come, a fortunate man (evdaipwv): he is the worthiest of mortals now alive (twv vov)
to be honoured.”?¢ This attitude is common in Pindar, where dedicatees are often
praised for their olbos or eudaimonia, which is (as here) seen as the result of the
dedicatee’s personal achievements and toils.” Moreover, the Herald’s specific remark
resembles one addressed to Hieron in Pindar’s First Olympian: ‘For I am confident

that there is no guest-friend either more expert in good things or more authoritative

illustrating the qualities of the man the poet wishes to praise’ (Pfeijffer 1994:316). The only
direct comparison of a victor with an eagle (Arcesilas at Pind. Pyth. 5.111-115) is brief, not
mentioning Zeus, but implicit comparison of victors with eagles occurs throughout Pindar and
Bacchylides (Pfeijffer 1994). Cf. Cairns on Bacchyl. 5.16-30, 19-20; Morgan 2015:123-131.

%2 Cf. Bacchylides” comment that Hieron holds the mAeiotapxov EAAGvwv yéoag (Bacchyl.
3.12).

% Soph. Ant. 1161-1171; also 1026, 1265.

% Eotv OaAaooa—Tic O€ Vv kataoBEéoel, —TOEPOVoA TOAATIC TTOQYVAG LOAQYVQOV KNKIda
TIyKalvIoTov, eldTov Pag@ac: drog 0 OTtdEXeL Twvde oLy Beols, aval, éxewv: méveobat O’
oLk Emiotatat d0pog (Aesch. Ag. 958-962).

% On the characters’ loyalty towards Agamemnon in general, cf. Griffith 1995:76-81, 121.

% qvaf Atpeldng moéofug evdalpwv Avne Tjket tieoBal & aTatoc PEOTWV TWV VOV
(Aesch. Ag. 530-532).

97 Pindar often sees success (0APog, vikn) as the result of toil (mévog, kKdpatoc), e.g. Pind. OL
5.15-16, 11.4-6; Pyth. 8.73, 12.28-29; Nem. 6.23-24.
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in his power among those now alive (twv vov) to adorn in the folds of songs.”® The
significance of this similarity lies not so much in the similar wording as in the similar
sentiment: the speaker justifies his praise by asserting that the ruler is uniquely

worthy of it, thereby emphasising the ruler’s excellence and greatness.

The Chorus adopts a similar attitude of celebration and praise towards Agamemnon’s
olbos in the anapaests before his entry: ‘Come now, basileus, sacker of Troy, offspring
of Atreus, how shall I address you, how shall I do you reverence (nawg oe oeBilw),
neither overshooting nor falling short of the target of pleasure?”® Here, like the
Herald, the Chorus implies that their admiring attitude towards Agamemnon derives
from his great achievement, the capture of Troy (Toolac mToAiT0Q0’). As Steiner
points out, the Chorus’ metaphor of the bowman or javelin-thrower is one employed
by Pindar to express high praise,'® and the Chorus articulates the Pindaric notion that
praise should be neither excessive nor insufficient, but should hit the mark
(kadc).!" The importance of this, again, lies not in verbal closeness, but in the
similar sentiment: Aeschylus has the Chorus express much the same view of
Agamemnon that Pindar’s odes express of their dedicatees. The Chorus also
expresses their positive attitude towards Agamemnon’s success and consequent olbos
by contrasting themselves with those who merely pretend to feel goodwill towards
the successful man,'”> and when they declare that they have goodwill towards ‘those

who have accomplished their toil (movov) well’.103

% mémolfa O& E€vov un TV’ dpoteQa KAV Te oV Tapa kal dUVAHLY KUQLWTEQOV TWV YE
VOV kKAvtaiot dadaiwoépev Vuvwv mruxais (Pind. OI. 1.103-105, cited by Fraenkel on Aesch.
Ag. 532 to elucidate Aeschylus’ twv vov).

» dye 01, Paorey, Toolag mrtoAlmoed’, Atgéwe YévebDAov, mMwe o MQEOOEIMW, TWS O
oeBilw, uNO’ Vvmepaoac pNO’ Vmokappag kouQov xaottog; (Aesch. Ag. 783-787, trans.
Sommerstein).

100 Steiner 2010:25-26. Cf. Pind. Ol. 2.89-90; Pyth. 1.42-45 (perhaps closest); Nem. 6.26-28, 7.64-
79, 9.53-55; Isthm. 5.46-48.

101 Pindar uses ka1Q0g to refer to well-judged praise e.g. at Pyth. 1.81; cf. J. R. Wilson 1980:181-
183.

102 Aesch. Ag. 788-794.

103 yOv 0’ 00K ATt &KEac PEeVOS 0V A@iAwe VoWV TOVoV €U teAéoaoty <€yw> (Aesch.
Ag. 805-806). Steiner 2010:29-30 considers the use of litotes and alpha-privatives here
particularly reminiscent of praise poetry.
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Perhaps an even more striking similarity with praise poetry is the prominence of the
notion of human phthonos. Divine phthonos, of course, is fairly common throughout
Herodotus and tragedy, especially as an explanation for the falls of great men. The
ideas of human phthonos, however, serves a different function, being generally used to
deprecate negative feelings towards prosperous people, presenting these feelings as
illegitimate: phthonos designates a negative emotion which the speaker considers
unjustified.** Aeschylus” Agamemnon several times draws attention to people who feel
negatively towards Agamemnon’s prosperity, most extensively in the anapaests
before Agamemnon’s entry, where the Chorus warns Agamemnon about disloyal
citizens who pretend to be loyal, but may actually harbour negative feelings in their
hearts.!® This image of popular resentment, including the notion that people keep
their negative feelings secret in their hearts, is also found in praise poetry; in praising
Hieron, Pindar says, ‘And rumour weighs down the secret hearts of the citizens
(&otoi) most of all when it concerns other people’s good fortune.”1 Agamemnon,
agreeing with the Chorus, says, ‘Few men have it in their nature to honour without
phthonos a friend who is enjoying good fortune. When a man has an affliction, the
poison of ill-will sits close to his heart and doubles his burden: he is weighed down
by his own sufferings, and he also grieves to see the success of another.”'” As Steiner
points out, this remark, in indicating the unpleasantness of phthonos for whoever feels
it, resembles Pindar’s remark addressed to Hieron that ‘But not even that soothes the
mind of envious men; by pulling, as it were, a measuring line too far, they fix a

painful wound in their own hearts, before they gain all that they contrive in their

104 Cairns 2003 makes this point excellently, comparing English ‘envy’. In general on the
prominence of phthonos in praise poetry, see Most 2003.

105 Aesch. Ag. 788-794. Phthonos towards Agamemnon is already dwelt on at 450-474
(especially 450, 471), where it is suggested that Agamemnon is the object of human and divine
phthonos.

106 oty O’ axodt kEUELOV Buuov Bagvvel paAlloT éoAotowv ém” dAAotelowc (Pind. Pyth. 1.83-
84); cf. Pyth. 2.73-88, 11.25-28; Nem. 8.32-34. Bacchylides does not dwell on this, but mentions it,
e.g. Bacchyl. 3.67-68, 13.199-209.

107 OIS YAQ AVORWYV €0TL OUYYEVES TODE, PIAoV TOV eVTLXOUVT dvev @OOVWV TéRewy.
dVOPEWV Yo 10G kaEdiav TEooT|Levog dyxBog dimtAoilet T Memapévew vOoov: Toig T avTog
avtoL Tpaowy Paguvetat kat tov Buoaiov 6APov eicogwv otével (Aesch. Ag. 832-837,
trans. Sommerstein).
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thoughts.”® So the Chorus and Agamemnon, in terms similar to praise poetry, imply
that admiration is the proper attitude to Agamemnon’s olbos and nike, while rejecting

as phthonos the attitude of those who do not admire him.

Phthonos is again important in Agamemnon’s final stichomythic exchange with
Clytaemestra, when Clytaemestra argues that the man who is unenvied (&gp00ovntoc)
is unenviable (ovk émiCnAoc).!'”® Here, of course, Clytaemestra uses this language
tendentiously, and she is only pretending to admire Agamemnon’s olbos. However,
the sentiment expressed that phthonos is not the least desirable of things has been
interestingly compared with the proverb that it is better to be envied than to be pitied,
which is associated with rulers not only in an ode addressed to Hieron, but also in the

story of Periander and Lycophron in Herodotus.!!

There is, then, a real sense in which the other characters present Agamemnon,
especially before his entry, in terms that magnify him and make him impressive. This
is achieved by the use of symbols of basileia, by a strong emphasis on his olbos, by the
fact that the Herald and Chorus praise him strongly for his achievement using
phrases common in epinician poetry, and by the presence of phthonos towards him. In
all these regards, similarities exist with how rulers (especially Hieron) are praised in

Pindar and Bacchylides. These parallels are not close verbal ones (and, where

108 GAA” ovdE TavTa voov laivel pBoveQwv' oTtABUag O€ TVOG EAKOLEVOL TEQLOOAS
événmalav €Arog 0dLVaEOV éx EOoOe KkaEdia, moltv Soa EovtidL untiovtat Tuxetv (Pind.
Pyth. 2.89-92, trans. Race); Steiner 2010:31-32. Steiner 2010:27-28 also notes that the Chorus’
description of the citizen whose eyes ‘are fawning with watery affection’ (0dapgel oatverv
@ otnTL, Aesch. Ag. 798, trans. Sommerstein) resembles Pindar’s description of the citizen
who ‘fawns on all and weaves his utter ruin’ (pwe pav oaltvwv moTL TAvTAC dTay TAYXL
owartAékel, Pind. Pyth. 2.81-82, trans. Race).

109 Aesch. Ag. 939.

110 AN Spwg, KQEOOOV YaQ OlKTIQUOD @O6vog, urn maglet kaAd (Pind. Pyth. 1.85-86, cited by
Raeburn and Thomas on Aesch. Ag. 937-9). Frankel [1924] 1960:67-68 n. 3 argues that two
pieces of advice given here by Pindar appear in the story of Periander and Lycophron:
Periander tells Lycophron that phthonos is better than pity (Hdt. 1IL.52.5), and Lycophron’s
sister tells Lycophron not to relinquish good things (II1.53.4). Frankel suggests that these ideas
may have been more widely associated with rulers in the late sixth and early fifth centuries
(cf. also Frankel [1951] 1975:460 n. 38; Kurke 1991:221-222 n. 47). Cf. Thgn. 797-798; Pind. fr.
94a.8-10 (both cited by Frankel); Pind. Pyth. 11.29-30 (cited by Donlan 1980:96-97); Bacchyl.
10.47-48.
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relatively close, are fairly commonplace); rather, the similarity lies in the ideas about
basileia and olbos which are presupposed. In part at least, then, Aeschylus presents
Agamemnon in accordance with an established body of ideas concerning basileia and

olbos, which had currency at the time.

It is, however, after Agamemnon leaves the stage that he is perhaps made to seem
most majestic and impressive. Cassandra presents him in a positive light, expressing
indignation at his death in view of his position as ‘the commander of the ships and
destroyer of Troy’ (vewv & anagyxog TAlov v dvaotdtnc)," and calling him the
‘noble lion” whose ‘two-footed lioness” slept with a wolf in his absence.!'? The Chorus
laments his death in a manner that mirrors how they hailed his return: before they
said, ‘How shall I revere you?’ (nw¢ oe oefiéw), and now they sing, ‘"How shall I
lament you? (nwg oe daxQuow). Similarly, before they said that they were ‘well-
disposed, deep in their hearts and with devotion” (oUx am’ dxoag @Eevog ovd’
apidws evpowv), and now they ask what they should say ‘from their devoted hearts’
(poevoc éx @iAiac).!® In Libation-Bearers and Eumenides, Agamemnon is highly

regarded and repeatedly praised as the glorious sacker of Troy.

More remarkably, though, Agamemnon becomes the recipient of worship in Libation-
Bearers, which is dominated by a rite performed by Orestes, Electra, and the Chorus,
who seek Agamemnon’s help in killing Aegisthus and Clytaemestra. Rites in honour
of particular dead individuals, which modern scholars discuss under the umbrella
term ‘hero cult’, were common throughout this period, and were accorded to a wide
range of prestigious individuals. The rite performed in Libation-Bearers may be

considered to constitute hero cult of just this sort, or at least to be somewhat

1 Aesch. Ag. 1226, trans. Sommerstein, modified.

12 gt dimovg Aéava, ovYKOLWEVT AUk AéovTog e0yevoug amovoia (Aesch. Ag. 1258-
1259).

113 Aesch. Ag. 1489-1491, compared with 785, 805-806, quoted at p. 175.

114 Especially Aesch. Cho. 345-362 (with Brown 2018:30), Eum. 625-639 (with Macleod 1982:143);
cf. Cho. 247, 255, 1070-1072, Eum. 455-458. Agamemnon’s killing of Iphigenia is largely
forgotten, except briefly at Cho. 242: cf. van Erp Taalman Kip 1996, and Brown ad loc..
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analogous to it."> Recipients of hero cult included famous legendary heroes,
including Agamemnon, who was worshipped at Mycenae and also at Amyclae near
Sparta (where a separate tradition claimed that his death took place), although the
archaeological evidence for the dates at which these cults were established is
difficult.""® Recipients of hero cult also included basileis such as Hieron of Syracuse,
who received cult at Aetna (which he founded),"” as well as various other people."®
Therefore, from one point of view that may have been available to Aeschylus and his
audience, Agamemnon’s receipt of cult represents the last stage of his career as a
legendary hero: Agamemnon had fought the Trojan War, had been murdered, and
was now worshipped as a hero. From another point of view, though, Agamemnon’s

receipt of cult represents the culmination of his career as a glorious and successful

115 Mikalson 1991:36 (cf. 118-119) argues that the altar at the tomb and animal sacrifices
conducted for Agamemnon were not ordinary features of worship of one’s own ancestors in
the classical period: “These are features of hero cult, and it is only as a hero that Agamemnon
can be prayed to, conjured up, and expected to provide tangible assistance to the living.” Nagy
2013:486-490 sees this fictional rite as both ancestor worship and hero cult, since it has the
character of hero cult but constitutes ancestor worship from Electra’s point of view.

116 On the cults of Agamemnon, see Antonaccio 1995:147-152; Salapata 2011. The dates at
which Agamemnon began to receive cult at Mycenae and Amyclae (where he was honoured
alongside Cassandra, known as Alexandra) are uncertain. At Mycenae, there is no firm
evidence that the site was associated with Agamemnon until the late fourth century (Morgan
and Whitelaw 1991:88-90), although Salapata thinks that the cult may nevertheless have been
archaic, and Antonaccio suggests that it might have been established following the Argive
capture of Mycenae in 468. (This would be interesting in the present connection, since it is
commonly maintained that the setting of the Oresteia at Argos rather than Mycenae reflects
this same situation, as suggested by Miiller [1833] 1835:117-119 and accepted e.g. by Dover
1957:236; Sommerstein [1996] 2010a:285.) At Amyclae, the earliest dedications to Agamemnon
apparently date to c. 525 (Salapata 2014:18-19 n. 36, with further references). When Pindar
places Agamemnon’s death at Amyclae (Pind. Pyth. 11.31-37), this may reflect the existence of
the cult at Amyclae (Finglass on Pind. Pyth. 11.32, following U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff
1896:250-251). Stesichorus and Simonides both already placed Agamemnon’s death in Laconia
(Stesichorus fr. 177 = Simon. fr. 549), and such a tradition may underlie II. IX.514-518, Od.
IV.514-518 (Davies and Finglass on Stesichorus fr. 177; Salapata 2014:28-34). Given these broad
connections, it seems reasonably plausible that Aeschylus and his audience could have been
aware of Agamemnon’s status as a cult hero in the Peloponnese, and that Libation-Bearers
reflects this. In the present context, though, I have not wished to place weight on this
supposition.

117 Diod. Sic. X1.49.2, 66.4. Gelon of Syracuse and Theron of Acragas also gained hero cult
according to Diod. Sic. XI.38.5, 53.2 (cf. Malkin 1987:237-239; Harrell 2002:441; B. Currie 2005:3,
171). Pind. Pyth. 5.96-97 implies that the Battiad rulers of Cyrene were so honoured (B. Currie
2005:3).

118 These include war dead, athletes, founders of poleis, and others (Farnell 1921:361-372; B.
Currie 2005:87-172).
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basileus, as it was conceived of in Aeschylus’ day, as we can see most clearly in
Hieron’s case: a basileus might gain success through military or athletic victory,"”
would be olbios, would meet with praise and phthonos alike, and after his death might
be the object of cult. From either of these points of view, the cult in Libation-Bearers
completes the presentation of Agamemnon as a great and impressive ruler, of a kind
which has far more in common with the representation of rulers in Pindar and
Bacchylides than it does with the conventionally negative ideas about rulers

discussed in Chapter 1.

Such similarities between Aeschylus’ presentation of Agamemnon and the praise of
Hieron by Pindar and Bacchylides make one wonder what significance we should
ascribe to the resemblances. We should bear in mind that Aeschylus visited Hieron’s
court between 472 and 468, when Persians was reperformed, and wrote his Aetnaean
Women in celebration of the foundation of Aetna, an act for which Pindar praises
Hieron in his First Pythian (470) and for which Hieron was subsequently honoured
with hero cult. By 458, when the Oresteia was performed, Hieron had been dead since
467, and Syracuse had been a democracy since c. 465, as indeed it was when
Aeschylus revisited Sicily, dying there in 456/5.1% If Aeschylus visited Hieron’s court
and wrote a play celebrating his foundation of Aetna, it necessarily follows that
Aeschylus will have been familiar with Hieron’s rule —not just in the form of the rose-

tinted image of Hieron’s rule which Pindar and Bacchylides provide us with access to,

119 In Hieron’s case, both: note the celebration of military success e.g. at Pind. Pyth. 1.67-80
(Harrell 2002:446; Mann 2013:29-31).

120 These details are recorded in the Aischylou Bios (Aesch. T 1.9.33-34; 1.10.35-11.47; 1.18.68-69);
the reperformance of Persians is corroborated by Eratosthenes, according to an Aristophanic
scholion (Aesch. T 56a; cf. Herington 1967:75), and Aeschylus’ date of death by the Marmor
Parium (FGrHist 239 A 59) and a scholion on Ar. Ach. 10. Although the biographical tradition is
unreliable (Lefkowitz 1981:71-73 = 2012:73-76), it is generally accepted (including explicitly by
Lefkowitz 2012:75) that Aeschylus visited Hieron’s court in Sicily. (This fits well with Hieron’s
patronage of other poets, including Epicharmus and Xenophanes as well as Simonides, Pindar
and Bacchylides: Morgan 2015:87-119.) Scholars have recently devoted considerable attention
to the possible political or ideological function of the performance of Aetnaean Women and
reperformance of Persians within Hieron’s Sicily: Poli-Palladini 2001; Duncan 2011:71-76;
Bosher 2012; Morgan 2015:96-105; Lamari 2017:23-35. It is not certain whether Aetnaean Women
was performed on the same visit as Persians (i.e. between 472 and 468) or whether we should
postulate an earlier visit in 476/5: Herington 1967:75-76.
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but in terms of its actual everyday reality.’?! So, it is hardly surprising if, when
Aeschylus has his characters celebrate Agamemnon’s splendour and olbos, he did so
using language resembling that used by Pindar and Bacchylides; Aeschylus knew the
milieu in which this language was used, and was presumably thoroughly familiar
with it. (He may also, of course, have been familiar with it from other contexts
unknown to us; for instance, earlier poets might already have applied such language
to legendary rulers.) This does not, however, necessarily entail that Aeschylus wanted
or expected Athenian audience-members—most of whom presumably had far less
experience of sole rulers than him—to associate Agamemnon with contemporary sole

rulers, or even to perceive the similarity at all (although some may have done).

However, this is no obstacle to the essential point here. In the early fifth century, there
was a well-established body of ideas which might be used to present a ruler as
glorious, traditional, legitimate, and of legendary stature. Pindar and Bacchylides
drew on this body of ideas to praise Hieron (and, to a lesser extent, other rulers);
Aeschylus presents his characters as glorifying Agamemnon in the same terms. We

see this nowhere else in extant tragedy.

So far, we have focused on how these contemporary ideas are used by characters to
present Agamemnon in a positive light. However, they also help us understand less
positive aspects of his presentation, including Aeschylus’ use of the conventional
moral patterns of olbos, hybris and ate—since Pindar also uses these in odes dedicated
to Hieron. In Pythian 2, Pindar describes Ixion’s attempted rape of Hera and murder
of his father-in-law in terms of hybris, auate, and punishment,'?> and thereby presents
a negative example, implicitly urging Hieron to enjoy and display his prosperity

more wisely.?® Similarly, in Olympian 1, Pindar describes Tantalus’ theft of nectar and

121 In other words, the parallels are not just a matter of tragedy coming under epinician
influence (as cogently argued by Steiner, etc.), but are also due to shared context: Aeschylus,
like Pindar, was familiar with contemporary sole rule even independently of epinician poetry.
The notion that the playwrights could have been influenced by familiarity with Sicilian rulers
is suggested, but not elaborated, by Heim 1904:14.

12 Pind. Pyth. 2.25-31.

123 Pind. Pyth. 2.49-61 explicitly gives this advice.
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ambrosia from the gods as resulting from Tantalus’ inability to digest his megas olbos,
and says that on account of this koros he met with ate in the form of punishment from
Zeus.'* By using these legendary figures as negative examples in odes dedicated to
Hieron, Pindar shows his awareness of the moral dangers which rulers like Hieron,
too, were thought to face. This enables Pindar to draw an implicit contrast between
Hieron and these conventional evildoers, indicating that Hieron (unlike other rulers
of whom Pindar’s audiences may have known) is not an evildoer of this sort.!?® So the
fall from olbos to ate was part of the complex of ideas associated with rulers in
Aeschylus’ own day. The difference, though, is that Pindar presents the fall from olbos
to ate as something which he hopes Hieron will avoid; Aeschylus, by contrast, shows
it actually taking place. However, the poets’ analyses of the dangers which a

prosperous and successful basileus might face seem similar.

The scene where Agamemnon treads on the fabrics may also reflect contemporary
concerns about rulers in how it deals with the East. We have no contemporary
evidence for how the Persian invasion of 480 affected the Greeks’ perception of Greek
sole rulers such as those whom Pindar praised. However, Morgan conjectures that, in
the 470s, positive ideas such as Pindar’s concerning basileia may have been under
some pressure, because of Greek hostility towards the most powerful basileus of all,
Xerxes, and given the alignment of various Greek rulers and former rulers (especially
the Athenian Peisistratids) with the Persians.'?® Furthermore, sources starting with
Thucydides record traditions about Pausanias, who ruled in Sparta in the 470s in

place of the underage basileus Pleistarchus;'?” the relevance of these traditions to this

124 Pind. Ol 1.54-59. Ixion and Tantalus as negative examples: Morgan 2015:170-171, 184-185,
205, 240-245, 259. Other passages where Pindar advises or praises avoidance of koros or hybris:
Ol. 4.16, 7.90; Pyth. 11.55; Isthm. 3.2, 4.8-9. Kurke 1991:209-218 considers all these passages to
be coloured by the rejection of tyrannis. However, since such a rejection is only explicit at Pyth.
11.55 (on which see Young 1968:6-19; Finglass ad loc.), this seems doubtful to me.

125 The notorious Phalaris of Acragas is explicitly used as a negative example at Pind. Pyth.
1.94-98 (cf. Morgan 2015:119-120), and is contrasted with Croesus, whom Bacchylides also uses
as a positive example in Bacchyl. 3 (cf. Mann 2013:32-35).

126 Morgan 2015:4-5, 119, 132, 133-134, 155-157, 160-162; on these friendships, cf. Austin
1990:291, 295-306.

127 Morgan 2015:142-150, 160-161.
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scene in Agamemnon is suggested by Dover.!?® According to Thucydides, the Spartans
removed Pausanias from supreme command over the Greek forces on account of his
violence (i) and injustice (&dwkix), because he behaved like he was holding a
tyrannis rather than a strategia, and especially because he was charged with
medismos.””® Then, Thucydides records that Pausanias, no longer in command,
defected to the Persians, promising to subject Greece to Xerxes, and began to live in
the Persian fashion, dressing and eating like a Persian, and making himself difficult to
access.®® We do not know whether such traditions were current in the 450s, when
Aeschylus wrote, although Morgan argues that they probably were.’® Such traditions
seem to hint at the possibility that the Greeks —at least in this specific case —may have
been worried about the danger that might be posed by a Greek ruler adopting Eastern

behaviours.

Agamemnon does not present himself in an Eastern fashion (as Pausanias is
described as doing), and indeed (as we will see) repeatedly expresses unwillingness
to be treated like an Eastern ruler. Clytaemestra, however, treats him in such a way;
the reasons for thinking that her attitude has Eastern resonances are fairly convincing,
despite resting on a rather small number of verbal indications. Firstly, various
scholars have argued that Clytaemestra’s speech welcoming Agamemnon, in which
she first suggests laying out fabrics for Agamemnon to walk on, has an Eastern
colour, since it contains features that appear to resemble certain passages in
Mesopotamian and Egyptian literature.”® This connection could reasonably be
doubted, since such features might be commonplaces explicable without such

influence, but the resemblance may suggest that Aeschylus wrote the speech to

128 Dover [1977] 1987:156-159. Like Dover, I do not suppose that Aeschylus had Pausanias in
mind; the resemblance lies on a more general level.

129 Thuc. 1.95.3-4. On the idea of medismos here, see Graf 1984:15 and n. 3; Tuplin 1997:156-161.
130 Thuc. 1.130.1-2.

131 Morgan 2015:144-145 argues that, since Pausanias died in the late 470s or early 460s, such
stories might easily have developed shortly afterwards. She also suggests that, if Pausanias
was stripped of his command primarily because of accusations of medismos, stories with a
similar tone might have circulated already in 477/6.

132 M. L. West 1997:570-572 (expanding on U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1927:287-288);
similarly, Hall 1989:206. Without doubting this, Steiner 2010:33-34 also sees epinician parallels
for Clytaemestra’s praise, especially Pind. OI. 10.86-93.
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possess a somewhat Eastern ambience. Moreover, although the evidence is not
plentiful, various passages seem to suggest that the treading of fabrics by rulers was
an Eastern custom. If so, Aeschylus and his audience might possibly have seen it as
such, in which case Clytaemestra’s suggestion might in itself amount to treating
Agamemnon like an Eastern ruler.'® In any case, Agamemnon responds, ‘For the rest,
do not pamper me as if I were a woman; do not fall to the ground before me and utter
open-mouthed cries in the manner of a barbarian (or, ‘as though I were a barbarian’);
and do not strew my path with clothing and thereby make it invidious.”** This
remark can convincingly be understood to refer to the manner in which Clytaemestra
addressed him, and as prompting the audience to see her manner of welcoming him

in an Eastern light. Probably, then, Clytaemestra should be understood as treating

133 This is argued by Hall 1989:207 (on the basis of Xen. Cyr. VIIL.8.16); S. R. West 1992 (on the
basis of Heraclides of Cyme, BNJ 689 F 1 [= Ath. XII.514c], with 2 Kings 9.13 and other Biblical
passages); Crane 1993:122-123 (also noting Deinon, BNJ 690 F 26 [= Ath. XII.514a-b]).

Alfoldi at Thompson 1956:287 and Francis 1992:355, perceiving a similarity between
Agamemnon’s apa&rjone Oodvoc (Aesch. Ag. 1054) and Xerxes” apuapala (Hdt. VIL41.1),
suggest that, already on his entry, Agamemnon’s chariot or carriage would have connoted the
East. But the connotations of such an entry might equally be epinician (Steiner 2010:23,
comparing Psaumis’ dxea at Pind. Ol 4.10-12). Indeed, although Agamemnon’s vehicle
(&mrjvn, 906 and 1039; apa&neng Bpdvoc, 1054; dxoc, 1070) is presumably not an Iliadic battle
chariot, Nausicaa has an elaborate amrjvn at Od. VI1.58-78; so Agamemnon’s entrance could be
epic in its connotations.

There is no reason to suppose that Agamemnon’s wealth would in itself have had

Eastern connotations for an Athenian audience, given the vast wealth of Agamemnon’s
brother Menelaus at Od. IV.43-81, and given that much evidence shows that it was possible to
be hugely wealthy in classical Athens without any particular Eastern connotations arising
(Tuplin 1997:174-185, with detailed references).
134 1l TAAAQ UT) yuvakog €v teomolg Epé &Pouve, UnNdé PagPAoov wtog diknV XAUALTETES
Boapa mpooxavng éuot, und’ elpaoct otpwoao’ émigpOovov mogov tiOet (Aesch. Ag. 918-922,
trans. Sommerstein). The words Pagpagov @wtog diknv are understood to mean ‘in the
manner of a barbarian” by Sommerstein, and by Raeburn and Thomas ad loc., but to mean “as
though I [Agamemnon] were a barbarian’ by Fraenkel, Denniston and Page ad loc..

When Agamemnon tells Clytaemestra not to greet him with a xapawnetég Boapa
(Aesch. Ag. 920), this is probably a reference to the Persian custom of proskynesis (Fraenkel ad
loc., comparing Aesch. Pers. 588). Scholars differ regarding whether Clytaemestra actually
performs proskynesis during her speech, which would connote the East markedly (Hall
1989:206-207), or whether Agamemnon is merely telling her not to in future (Fraenkel).

Papadodima 2013:148-149 is wholly sceptical, considering that only the xapaimetég
Boéapa is explicitly called foreign, and that Priam could be mentioned at 935 not as an Eastern
”’. But these features, together with the possibly
Eastern style of Clytaemestra’s speech, seem to have more cumulative force than when

ruler, but ‘simply as “some other great king

considered individually.



185

Agamemnon like an Eastern ruler, and Agamemnon should be understood as

rejecting this as inappropriate to a Greek ruler such as himself.

Furthermore, in the stichomythia which follows, Clytaemestra tries to persuade
Agamemnon by asking him what Priam would have done, if he had been similarly
successful —to which Agamemnon replies that Priam would have walked on rich
fabrics.!® Here, it is commonly thought that Clytaemestra is drawing on the
association of Troy and its rulers with the East,'* an association common in fifth-
century thought,'” and their expectations about what Priam would have done reflect
fifth-century notions about conduct typical of an Eastern basileus. If so, Clytaemestra

is again treating Agamemnon as though he were an Eastern ruler.

Aeschylus’ text does not really make it clear —although it may have been clearer in
performance —whether Clytaemestra’s arguments (including this one) convince
Agamemnon to tread on the fabrics,’® or whether he effectively rejects these
arguments and gives in merely as a personal favour to her.’ In either case, though,
he continues to express his hesitation about acting as Clytaemestra suggests by taking
off his shoes before doing so.'% Clearly, on either interpretation of these lines, we are
not dealing with a Pausanias-like figure who readily and eagerly sets about adopting
Eastern practices; rather, Agamemnon is induced to carry out a single Eastern act

which he knows to be inappropriate to a Greek basileus.'*!

If all this is accepted (and it does fall short of certainty), the scene addresses a similar
set of problems to those touched on in the stories about Pausanias of Sparta: what are
the limits of what a great, victorious and prosperous ruler may do? What kind of

display and magnificence is proper to a Greek ruler, and what sort is only proper to

135 Aesch. Ag. 935-937.

136 So Hall 1989:209 (and already, indeed, Heim 1904:92).

137 See Erskine 2001:61-92.

138 E.g. Winnington-Ingram 1983:91-93; Konishi 1989; Cairns 1993:196-197.

139 E.g. Scullion 2016:11-12 (comparing Soph. Aj. 1353, 1370-1373); cf. van Emde Boas
2017b:422-424.

140 Aesch. Ag. 944-949; cf. Easterling 1973:14-15.

141 Cf. Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 936.
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an Eastern ruler? However, Aeschylus deals with these issues in a way different from
and subtler than the Pausanias anecdote. Whereas Pausanias’ transgression of the
norms is manifest, Agamemnon’s is hesitant and fraught; Agamemnon’s exact
motivations may be unclear, but his discomfort and the tension between his decision

and his own inclinations are apparent.

All in all, Aeschylus depicts Agamemnon in terms used to talk about rulers in
Aeschylus” own day. If Pindar and Bacchylides were not our only contemporary
sources for early fifth-century Greek rulers, we would presumably gain a much better
picture of how Aeschylus’ play fits into such thought. Yet the resemblances are clear
despite the partial evidence, and exist on various levels. We have seen similarities of
imagery and phraseology, similar attitudes towards olbos and human phthonos, a
similar role for hero cult, and similar moral patterns concerning the falls of rulers. It is
also possible (although not certain) that the play interacts with contemporary
concerns about defining the boundary between the conduct proper to Greek rulers

and those of the East.

I1.iv. Conclusion to the section

We have now seen how firmly embedded these two characters are in the literary,
cultural and political thought-world with which Aeschylus and his audience were
familiar. In each case, understanding this connection helps us to understand each

ruler, above all in two ways.

Firstly, if we understand the ideas underlying the depiction of a character, we thereby
share some of the ideas which Aeschylus and his audience had available to them in
interpreting the same character. Of course, our understanding of these will always be
imperfect, but a partial understanding is highly desirable. If Aeschylus and his
audience did understand Eteocles in a manner analogous to how they understood epic

warriors, or if they did think about Agamemnon on the basis of ideas about basileia
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that had contemporary currency, we would be missing something important if we

failed to take account of these same ideas in understanding these characters.

Secondly, at least sometimes, if we do not understand the ideas underlying a
character, that character’s behaviours can be puzzling. Eteocles” decision to kill his
brother does seem inconsistent and ill-motivated, until one takes the ideas that
underlie his portrayal into account. As for Agamemnon, looking at the ideas
underlying his portrayal does not help us specify his exact motivations in the scene
with the fabrics. However, we have seen how emphatically he is presented,
throughout the play, as a prosperous basileus in his moment of glory. This may
perhaps help to vindicate one scholarly view of the scene, namely that of Easterling,
who indeed says—even without explicitly considering the features mentioned
above—that Agamemnon’s behaviour in the scene with the fabrics makes sense
partly because he is ‘a highly successful person in his moment of triumph’.'#
Easterling says that Agamemnon’s behaviour is intelligible partly because we can
imagine that any person in such a moment of triumph might act similarly; now,
perhaps, we can also say that his behaviour is intelligible because he is carefully
presented according to a pre-existing set of Greek conceptions about what a highly
successful basileus looks like, how such a basileus might possibly behave, and what

kinds of moral dangers he might encounter.

We can see, then, that understanding the ideas underlying these characters helps us
to understand them. It is also, as we will now see, a vital basis for analysing their
moral presentation.

III. The moral presentation of Eteocles and Agamemnon

In focusing on the ideas in light of which Eteocles and Agamemnon may be

understood, we have gone some way towards explaining Aeschylus’ depiction of

122 Easterling 1973:10 (and similar points are made elsewhere in the article); cf. also Heath
1987:120.
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them. However, it is also important to consider how Aeschylus has presented these
characters in moral terms, through their own words (self-presentation) and those of
other characters (presentation by other characters). Has Aeschylus so arranged matters
that the various characters all express essentially the same moral view of Eteocles in
Seven Against Thebes, and of Agamemnon in Agamemnon, thereby presenting to the
audience essentially a single moral assessment of each character? Or has Aeschylus
presented conflicting views of each character within each play, creating an impression
of moral complexity? Or has Aeschylus used these characterisational techniques in a
haphazard or chaotic way, as we might expect if he was indifferent to the

presentation of his characters in moral terms?

In Chapters 6 and 7, it will be argued that, in the plays discussed, the viewpoints
which different characters express regarding each ruler largely cohere. In Antigone,
various characters make it clear that Creon is in the wrong: Creon holds the opposite
view, but ultimately accepts this too. In Oedipus Tyrannus, the characters essentially
admire Oedipus, and pity him after his fall. In Bacchae, all the other characters present
Pentheus as foolish and impious—although, at the end, there is a division of views,
since the Chorus exults over his grisly demise, whereas Pentheus’ family laments him
and sees him more positively (although they still consider him to have been in the
wrong). In none of these cases is there complete agreement in the characters” moral
assessments, but a single moral judgement preponderates. The situation in these
plays, then, is close to the first possibility mentioned above, namely that the
playwrights have carefully presented a single moral assessment of the characters.
This does not necessarily entail that audience-members would simply have adopted
whatever moral assessment preponderates; however, even if audience-members
doubt it or diverge from it, this moral assessment is firmly embedded in the play and

constitutes the essential starting-point for any such meditations.

In Seven Against Thebes, however, it is very difficult to see Aeschylus as doing
anything of this sort. This is simply because there are only three characters (Eteocles,

the Messenger and the Chorus), a situation which is partly a result (although not a
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necessary consequence) of early fifth-century tragedies using only two actors.!
Therefore, the only two moral perspectives on Eteocles” most morally consequential
action, confronting his brother, are those of Eteocles himself (who thinks that he is
right) and the Chorus (which is horrified). Since no third character expresses a view,
there is nothing within the text itself to arbitrate between these perspectives or to guide
audience-members towards accepting one over the other. Rather, the audience will
simply have had to assess Eteocles on the basis of their own pre-existing moral views,
which may have included holding his actions as a general and defender of his polis in
high regard, but which will surely also have included a strong current of horror at the
prospect of fratricide. We have no external evidence on how Athenians in the 470s
will have rated each of these considerations; we can guess, but there is no obvious

way of being confident that such guesses are correct.!*

By contrast, in Agamemnon, there is clearly no shortage of characters who express an
opinion—and these views show a considerable degree of coherence. The Herald, the
Chorus, Clytaemestra (while dissembling), and Agamemnon himself, as well as
Cassandra, all consistently say positive and admiring things about Agamemnon, and
the praise of Agamemnon by Orestes and the Chorus in Libation-Bearers and Apollo in
Eumenides represents a clear continuation of this praise in Agamemnon.> On the face
of it, the characters’ explicit attitudes present a fairly unified and consistent moral

picture of Agamemnon as glorious and praiseworthy.

Yet this picture is greatly complicated by important factors that push in the opposite
direction. Above all, Agamemnon’s sacrifice of Iphigenia is described in decidedly

unpleasant and morally troubling terms. Although the Chorus’ account presents

143 On this convention, see Starkey 2018:269-281.

144 The same problem applies to any attempt to judge Eteocles’ argument with the women at
Aesch. Sept. 182-263. Is his misogyny of a piece with contemporary norms (cf. Hutchinson on
Aesch. Sept. 187-195), or would it have seemed excessive (e.g. I. C. Torrance 2007:96-99)?
Strong views have been expressed, but, since we simply do not know what degree of
misogyny was considered appropriate at Athens in the 470s, we cannot confidently resolve the
problem.

145 See p. 178.
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Agamemnon’s dilemma as extremely difficult,'* the Chorus reacts to Agamemnon'’s
decision with abhorrence, telling us that “his mental wind veered in a direction that
was impious, impure, unholy, and from that point he turned to a mindset that would
stop at nothing.”¥” Here, the Chorus expresses considerable discomfort and horror at
his action, and they proceed to describe the sacrifice with considerable pathos.
Furthermore, just before Agamemnon’s entry, although their attitude is essentially
one of high praise and loyalty, the Chorus also reproaches Agamemnon rather
strongly, saying, “To me, at that time, when you were leading forth an expedition on
account of Helen—I will not conceal this from you—you seemed painted in very ugly
colours and like one whose mind was steering a bad course, trying to win back a
willingly wanton <woman> by taking men to their deaths’.!*s So the Chorus, even as
they express their own positive view of Agamemnon, draws attention to the terrible
and horrific nature of his actions; it can hardly be said that, by including these lines,

Aeschylus has presented Agamemnon in a resoundingly positive moral light.!#

Moreover, throughout the play the Chorus, interpreting events through a strongly
gnomic perspective and in terms of traditional moral patterns, repeatedly implies that
Agamemnon is an evildoer. The first and second stasima both express the view,
strongly and in a generalising fashion, that the gods punish wrongdoers who offend
against dike. In the second stasimon the Chorus is primarily talking about Paris and
Troy,” but in the first stasimon they clearly imply that Agamemnon may likewise

suffer punishment at the gods” hands when they say,

‘I have an anxiety that waits to hear of something happening under cover of night.

For the gods do not fail to take aim against those who have killed many, and in

146 Aesch. Ag. 205-213.

147 (peevog TVEwV dLOOEPT] ToTIaAV &dvayvov, aviegov, tO0ev TO MAVTOTOAHOV QQOVELV
petéyvw (Aesch. Ag. 219-221, trans. Sommerstein, modified).

48 o0 O éuol tote pev otéAAwv otoatixv EAévng évex’, o0 yap o émkevow, kAQT
amopovows Noba yeyoappévog ovd’ eV mEamidwv olaka VEpWY, < YUVALKOG>
Bapoog éxovoov avdeaot Bvijokovot koulCwv (Aesch. Ag. 799-802, trans. Sommerstein).

149 Cf. Podlecki 1986:91-92.

150 Aesch. Ag. 750-782. This passage is also, however, capable of application to Agamemnon,
and such application seems to be encouraged by its placement immediately before the
anapaests with which the Chorus greets Agamemnon (as e.g. Podlecki 1986:91 notes).
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time the black Furies enfeeble him who has been fortunate against justice (tuxnoov
Ovt’ avev dikag), reversing his fortune and corroding his life, and when he comes
to the land of the unseen, he has no protection. And to be excessively praised is
dangerous: a thunderbolt is launched from the eyes of Zeus. I prefer a prosperity
that attracts no envy: may I neither be a sacker of cities, nor myself be captured

and see my life subjected to another.”’!

In expressing their fear that Agamemnon may be punished by the gods, the Chorus
only obliquely reflects upon Agamemnon. Nevertheless, these lines point to the
bloodiness of Agamemnon’s conquest of Troy and imply that he may be one of those
who have gained success without dike. Similarly, the third stasimon seems to hint
darkly and unpleasantly at Agamemnon'’s guilt in spilling his daughter’s blood, and
to imply the likelihood of it bringing bad consequences upon him.!> Thus, the first
three stasima all build on the parodos in recalling Agamemnon’s bloody deeds. This
implicit darkening of his presentation coexists and contrasts with the Chorus” own

attitude, which remains essentially laudatory, despite their stated misgivings.

Furthermore, the Chorus, in articulating their own positive view, repeatedly
complicates the picture by mentioning that others hold the contrary view. As we have
seen, even Pindar mentions malcontents to deprecate their viewpoint, but the Chorus
goes further, dwelling considerably on the existence of antipathy towards
Agamemnon,'® and stating that it is a serious matter.> The Chorus does not treat this

contrary perspective as worthless or insubstantial, as Pindar does; they give it

151 yével O akovoal Tl ot HEQLUVA VUKTNQEPES. TV TOAVKTOVWY YaQ oUK dokomot Oeof,
keAawat O 'Epuwvveg xoove tuxnoov ovt avev dikac maAwtuxel topa Piov tidelo’
apavody, v O’ aiotolg TeAé00vTog 00TIC AAKA. TO O UTIEQKOTIWS KAVELY €U Pagyr BaAAetatl
Yoo 6ooolg AdBev kepavvos. kplvw O dpBbovov dABov: Uit einv mrtoAmogong, unt ovv
avTog AAOVE” U1 dAA PBlov katidoutt (Aesch. Ag. 459-474, trans. Sommerstein).

152 10 O émi yav meoov Amal Oavacipov medmaQ avdQog HEAaV alpa TG av mAaAwv
aykaAéoot’ Enaeldwv; (Aesch. Ag. 1018-1021); so e.g. Raeburn and Thomas ad loc..

155 Aesch. Ag. 445-451; with regard to the language and imagery here, cf. Sailor and Stroup
1999:159-160.

154 Baela O AOTWV PATIC 0LV KOTw, dNUHOKQAvTOL O &doAg Tivel Xoéog (Aesch. Ag. 456-457).
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considerable weight, and offer their support to Agamemnon despite expressing

severe discomfort at his actions.1

Also, we must take into account Clytaemestra’s perspective. She, like the Chorus and
the Herald, praises Agamemnon in the highest terms. Yet we know that she is
speaking deceptively: her real opinion of Agamemnon is exactly the opposite.
Consequently, whenever she praises Agamemnon, audience-members must
necessarily be conscious that all her praise is shot through with undertones of
hostility. Attention is repeatedly drawn to this by double meanings. So, in calling
Agamemnon her ‘revered husband’ (aidotov moéowv), she indicates for the audience
her actual lack of aidos towards him; in saying that no day could be sweeter than his
day of return, she indicates that her actual pleasure derives from the prospect of
killing him."* When she says that she is loyal to Agamemnon and hostile to his
enemies, and knows no more of the pleasure of another man than of the tempering of
iron, this points to her murderous hostility towards Agamemnon, motivated by an
affair with his enemy.!” Whereas the Chorus fears that Agamemnon may meet with
divine punishment, the audience will realise, when Clytaemestra prays to Zeus, that
she is calling for assistance in accomplishing Agamemnon’s death.'®® All these double
meanings hint at Clytaemestra’s actual, bitterly hostile, view of Agamemnon.'® All in
all, Clytaemestra’s extravagant but insincere praise, like the Chorus’ hesitant and
tortured praise, draws attention to the moral ambiguity of Agamemnon’s past
conduct, the bloodiness of which has (for different reasons) earned him the hostility

both of Clytaemestra and of the discontented citizens mentioned by the Chorus.

155 Carey 2012:20 makes this point well (although regarding Aesch. Ag. 783-787, discussed at p.
175 above): “What in Pindar is (for all its seriousness) in part a rhetorical “conceit” becomes
here a genuinely hesitant response complicated by an awareness of the moral ambiguity of
[Agamemnon’s] conduct, the enormous cost of his success in human lives, the dangers for him
which the chorus perceive, and their own ambiguous combination of loyalty and disapproval.’
On the Chorus’ troubled attitude, cf. also Dover 1973:58, 66-67.

156 Aesch. Ag. 600-604; cf. B. Vickers 1973:361.

157 Aesch. Ag. 611-612, with Raeburn and Thomas ad loc..

158 Aesch. Ag. 973-974, with Fraenkel ad loc..

159 Further examples: Stanford 1942:119-120.
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The views of Agamemnon expressed, then, diverge considerably. We have various
strongly positive views, which predominate in what the characters say explicitly. On
the other hand, there is the strongly negative view which the Chorus attributes to
other citizens, and which the Chorus takes seriously; they themselves are troubled for
the same reasons. Then there is Clytaemestra: explicitly she praises Agamemnon
more extravagantly than any other character, but we know that her actual view is
utterly hostile. Therefore, since Aeschylus has arranged for multiple perspectives on
Agamemnon to be presented, some positive and some negative, making both
apparent throughout the play, he has clearly presented Agamemnon with profound
moral complexity —the second of the possibilities mentioned at the start of this
section. This is not fortuitous, but is part of the play’s whole design. All the morally
weighty issues raised in Agamemnon—the sacrifice of Iphigenia, the Trojan War, the
scene with the fabrics, and the murder of Agamemnon—are closely linked with the
moral presentation of Agamemnon, who is consequently the focus of much of the

play’s moral interest.

So far, though, we have been talking in rather abstract terms, as though in depicting
Eteocles and Agamemnon what Aeschylus was doing was simply juxtaposing
positive and negative aspects. We can, however, go a bit further, if we are willing to
grant that we can discern the intentions of a playwright from the playwright’s
apparent choices in developing pre-existing legendary material. This can be
dangerous, since it is only ever partly possible to reconstruct the traditions on which
the playwrights relied. However, we do know that Eteocles’ mutual fratricide with
his brother Polynices and Agamemnon’s sacrifice of his daughter Iphigenia were
well-established.'® We do not know how Aeschylus” predecessors, such as the Thebaid
and Nostoi (or less textually fixed epic poems treating similar subject-matter),
represented these deeds—nor do we know how authors contemporary with

Aeschylus presented these acts.

160 The fratricide: Thebaid fr. 3; Stesichorus fr. 97.211-212 (cf. Gantz 1993:502-503). Iphigenia:
[Hes.] Cat. fr. 19.13-26 (followed here by Stesichorus fr. 178); Cypria arg. 8; cf. Gantz 1993:582-
583. Some think that the sacrifice is alluded to at II. 1.70-72, 106-108 (e.g. Kullmann 1960:198,
1965:201; M. L. West 2013:110), but others doubt this (cf. Gantz 1993:582; Hainsworth on II.
IX.145).
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Nevertheless, even if we cannot know where Aeschylus has innovated in presenting
these acts, we can say that Aeschylus has emphasised certain aspects. Moreover, the
aspects emphasised in each case are comparable: they are not identical (and the
representation of the two rulers’ decisions differs considerably), but there is a kinship
between them. In Seven Against Thebes, the deed is presented as being motivated
primarily by Eteocles’” sense of honour and shame, although this is not sharply
distinguished from his motivation of defending the polis (which is more strongly
emphasised earlier in the play);'®" in Agamemnon, the motivation for the deed is
presented as being Agamemnon’s reluctance, faced with Calchas’ instruction that a
sacrifice must be performed, to desert his fleet and lose his allies by refusing to
perform it.’2 In both cases, though, the dreadfulness of the act stands in tension with
its status as something that the ruler feels that, as a ruler, he has to do, whether for the
sake of honour or for the sake of his people. In both cases, the Chorus is horrified,
draws attention to the bloodiness of the deed, and expresses the thought that the
ruler’s mind has been driven astray by some kind of derangement. Also, in both cases
Aeschylus surrounds the act with dense clouds of gnomic moralising: the Chorus of
Seven Against Thebes fits Eteocles’ act into the bloody ancestral troubles of his
progenitors, while the Chorus of Agamemnon hints throughout the first three stasima
at the prospect of Agamemnon meeting with punishment in turn. Therefore, although
we cannot know where Aeschylus is innovating, we can be sure that in both cases he
emphasised the same broad aspects—above all, the sheer horror of these legendary
figures’ deeds, the place of these acts within larger patterns of divine activity and
family disaster, and the tension between these acts and conventional moral ideas of

the sort expressed by the Chorus.

Yet in both cases—as we have seen—Aeschylus places these characters’ dreadful
deeds in tension with contrasting and positive aspects, namely Eteocles” exemplary

conduct as a general and as an honourable epic warrior and Agamemnon’s glory and

161 See pp. 155-161, 164-165.
162 Aesch. Ag. 212-213.
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magnificence as a victorious olbios. This tension between the positive aspects of their
presentation and their status as horrific wrongdoers has puzzled scholars, who have
often emphasised one side at the expense of the other. Yet, if —as I am suggesting—
Aeschylus’ interest in depicting these acts lay in bringing out the dreadfulness and
horror of these deeds which these legendary figures traditionally performed, it
follows that the moral interest of these characters lies precisely in the fact that they
are at the same time magnificent and dreadful. Furthermore, it follows that the moral
complexity with which they are presented is intentionally sought, and integral to the

plays” design.

How might Aeschylus’ Athenian audience have reacted to these characters? As
always, the question is insoluble. Since these characters” deeds put them beyond the
pale of what was acceptable in the fifth-century polis, Athenians may very probably
have reacted to these actions, like the Chorus, with a good deal of horror and
aversion. Yet we should not discount other more positive aspects or regard them as
mere foils for the negative. There is no particular reason to doubt that Athenians
might have admired Eteocles’ epic-style martial valour and defence of his polis, and
Eteocles’ appeals to dike and peitharchia would also presumably have presented him
positively. It is difficult to know how Athenians would have reacted to the elaborate
praise of Agamemnon. One might be tempted to suggest that Athenians would have
been instinctively hostile to such extravagance, but it seems doubtful whether we can
really attribute such systematically anti-elitist sentiments to fifth-century Athenians;
Athenian politicians not infrequently flaunted their wealth and athletic and military
victories, displaying them prominently in the public sphere.!®® Moreover, Aeschylus

makes the praise of Agamemnon frequent throughout the Oresteia, putting it into the

165 See especially Hornblower 2004:254-261. Alcibiades” wealth-flaunting behaviour at Thuc.
VI.16.1-3 is important evidence, indicating that similar display might still be politically viable
even late in the fifth century. Certainly, Thucydides says that Alcibiades’” behaviour led to
accusations of tyrannis against him (V1.15.4; cf. Kurke 1991:175-176), and Pindar’s focus on
phthonos indicates that even in his day some felt hostile towards the display of wealth. But
lavish display remained part of fifth-century Athenian life, and audience-members may have
had various attitudes towards it, some more admiring, some more begrudging. Griffith
1995:84 thinks that Agamemnon ‘represents in many respects the embodiment of the
democratically-perceived upper-class wastrel’, but I am not sure that any such notion is
suggested by the play; rather, the characters admire him.
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mouths of sympathetic characters such as the Herald and the Chorus, for whom
Agamemnon is their legitimate and honoured basileus. No doubt it would be difficult
for Athenians to judge a fratricidal Eteocles and a filicidal Agamemnon favourably by
their own contemporary standards; yet, by presenting Eteocles as an epic warrior and
Agamemnon as a glorious basileus, Aeschylus has also provided other standards,
largely external to the Athenian democratic polis, against which to judge them. It is in

this very clash that the characters’ moral complexity lies.

As always, however, we altogether lack hard evidence for audience reactions to fifth-
century tragedy. We can only be sure of what Aeschylus has written: in each play,
Aeschylus has presented a character who acts and is assessed positively and
negatively. Aeschylus leaves his audience to tease out the moral problem. With
exactly how much difficulty, or with what unanimity, audience-members resolved

the issues and reached a decisive judgement on the characters, we will never know.

IV. Conclusion

In Chapters 1-4 we attempted to explain the ideas underlying the depiction of various
rulers, but without considering how, in each case, the use of these ideas allowed the
playwright to depict the character in a particular way. In this chapter, by contrast,
focusing on two specific characters has enabled us to look much more closely not just
at the ideas underlying their portrayal, but also at how Aeschylus has used these ideas

to depict these characters.

Investigating these rulers in this fashion has yielded important results. As we saw in
section II, when we consider the ideas in terms of which Eteocles and Agamemnon
are depicted, it becomes clear that Eteocles behaves in a fashion analogous to certain
epic warriors. Agamemnon, meanwhile, is depicted in similar terms, and as
encountering similar moral dangers, to those which were seen as applicable to basileis
in Aeschylus’” own day. This is important for two reasons—f{irstly because it renders

their actions, which in Eteocles’ case at least might otherwise seem puzzling, more
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readily intelligible, and secondly because it provides us with categories for
interpreting these characters which may be expected to approximate to those used by

Aeschylus and his audience in interpreting them.

Moreover, studying Aeschylus’” use of these same underlying ideas greatly helps us to
understand how he has depicted these characters in moral terms. It is, of course,
possible to inquire into the moral depiction of characters even without laying out the
ideas which these characters presuppose. However, doing so makes our
understanding of their presentation in moral terms much clearer, because it enables
us to see how this moral presentation fits into the thought of Aeschylus” own day.
Moreover, it enables us to see much more clearly the intimate relationship that exists
between, on the one hand, the moral and intellectual issues raised in each play and,
on the other hand, the presentation of the characters.'® In particular, although the
moral complexity of Aeschylus’ Agamemnon as a play has been widely recognised, it
has been less readily noted that this moral complexity inheres not only in the play as
a whole, but actually in the presentation of its titular character. When we focus
closely on the tensions in the presentation of this character —between his splendour
and his blood-guilt—we find ourselves confronted with a moral problem that is
central to the play, but which is less apparent otherwise. Similarly, considering the
presentation of Agamemnon as a basileus enables us to see very readily that the play
engages in an extended meditation on the nature of basileia, with all its glories and
dangers. Practically speaking, therefore, it is clear that a careful focus on the moral
presentation of characters in a play by Aeschylus leads directly to a better

understanding of the issues of that play.

In the Introduction to Part Two, I mentioned that this thesis would not focus greatly
on the question of individuality, but rather would focus specifically on the moral
presentation of characters. Nevertheless, our discussion does give us a better sense of

what the individuality of a character in tragedy consists in. As I said before, the

164 In the Introduction to Part Two, I suggested that such a relationship generally exists (pp.
146-147).
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individuality of a tragic character partly consists in their implicit characterisation —the
style of their speech, and so forth. But it also surely partly (or even primarily) consists
precisely in the ideas that underlie their portrayal, and in the fact that these ideas are
altogether different in different cases. That is to say, if we ask what about Eteocles
and Agamemnon makes them distinctive from one another, we will surely have to
say that they are different because the ideas upon which they are founded are different. At
this, the most basic and fundamental level of their construction, they really have
almost nothing in common with each other or with any other character in extant
tragedy —even if, at the level of moral presentation, Aeschylus’ treatment of each
displays certain common threads (horror at their crimes, ancestral kaka, and so forth).
For us today, this surely plays a vital role in creating a vivid sense of each of these
characters” individuality —and it will, we may presume, have done the same for
Aeschylus’ audience, helping to maintain their interest in each character and

involving them in the different moral issues presented in each case.
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CHAPTER 6. CREON AND OEDIPUS: A COMPARISON OF TWO RULERS IN
SOPHOCLES

I. Introduction

We have already said much about the ideas underlying the presentation of Creon in
Antigone and Oedipus in Oedipus Tyrannus. This chapter will focus on how Sophocles,

using these ideas, presents these characters in moral terms.

Interpretation of Antigone has long revolved to a considerable extent around Creon.!
Most scholars have considered the play to present him in a negative light, as acting
wrongly; these scholars have generally also regarded Creon as a ‘tyrant’, emphasising
the traditional negative features discussed in Chapter 1.2 Some, however, have seen
him more positively, as a man who acts on behalf of the polis and with whom the
audience would have sympathised. Such scholars have often denied that Creon should
be considered a ‘tyrant,, emphasising the contemporary aspects of his portrayal,®
although some have rightly noted that the contemporary aspects of Creon’s portrayal
do not necessarily make it positive.* The problem with this debate, however, is that
Sophocles has clearly presented Creon both using conventionally negative features
shared with the story tradition and in contemporary terms; it is misleading to set
these against each other. Rather, to understand Creon, we should consider how
Sophocles has blended these elements.> But few have even acknowledged both
simultaneously. We should also not forget Creon’s status as a legendary basileus,

which is emphasised briefly when he first enters.

1 Funke’s summary of earlier scholarship shows this particularly clearly (1966:29-33).

2 Analyses of Creon as a ‘tyrant’ are numerous, and include Bowra 1944:72-78; Funke 1966;
Podlecki 1966; Lanza 1977:149-159; Winnington-Ingram 1980:125-127; Cerri 1982:147-149;
Griffith 1999:33; Seaford 2003:104-106; Ugolini 2017:465-466.

3 E.g. MacKay 1962:169; Sourvinou-Inwood 1989:142.

4 Holt 1999; cf. Liapis 2013.

5 That Creon should be seen as combining a mixture of elements is correctly maintained by
Heim 1904:10.
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Such questions have been less central to discussion of Oedipus, which has often
focused on how his moral responsibility is presented. However, like Creon, Oedipus
is presented using three groups of underlying ideas—those evoking his status as a
legendary figure, those reminiscent of the story tradition, and those shared with
contemporary life. Scholars have generally regarded Oedipus as a ‘good king’, but
several have argued that ‘tyrannical’ elements come to the fore during the middle
part of the play. This is, to an extent, well justified; as discussed in Chapter 1,
Oedipus exhibits the anger and suspicion associated with rulers in the story tradition
primarily in his disputes with Teiresias and Creon. However, beyond seeing Oedipus
as behaving in a more ‘tyrannical’ way in the middle of the play, Sophocles” blending

of these different elements has been little scrutinised.

Some scholars have argued that Creon and Oedipus are transformed into “tyrants” over
the course of each play.” However, although it is true that these rulers’ fear, anger and
suspicion emerge only some way into each play’s action, it seems doubtful whether
this kind of developmental view —appealing though it may be—is really justified.
Creon articulates principles with contemporary currency in democratic Athens as late
as his discussion with Haemon, and the Chorus of Oedipus Tyrannus recalls Oedipus’
goodness towards the polis even late in the play.® Sophocles’ blending of these

different elements does not, then, take the form of a straightforward linear

6 So Bowra 1944:188-189; Lanza 1977:141-148; Edmunds 2012:65-67, 82-83. Edmunds 2002
provides a detailed study of Oedipus as ‘tyrant’.

7 Creon: Bowra 1944:77, Podlecki 1966:365-366, Jouanna [2007] 2018:334. Oedipus: Lanza
1977:141-148. Both: Ugolini 2017:463-467. Bowra, Podlecki and Jouanna compare Otanes’
remark that even a good man placed in the position of a sole ruler would “stand outside his
usual ways of thinking” (éktoc twv €wBotwv vonuatwv otmoete, Hdt. 111.80.3). But the
specific notion that Creon (or Oedipus) is corrupted by power is not mentioned in the plays
themselves, and the analogy therefore seems superficial. Besides, both rulers’ conduct
throughout the play is based precisely on rigid adherence to their emphatically stated initial
principles, namely Creon’s determination that an enemy of the polis should not be buried
(Soph. Ant. 187-210) and Oedipus’ determination to obey the god’s instructions and rescue the
polis (e.g. OT 68-77).

8 Especially Soph. Ant. 663-678 (with pp. 120-121 above); OT 1196-1222 (with p. 220 below).
These problems are indeed noted by Ugolini 2017:466 (Creon); Edmunds 2012:64 (Oedipus).
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progression. Besides, both plays clearly indicate that these rulers” angry conduct is a

permanent feature of their disposition, extending into the past.’

Existing accounts also exhibit a further shortcoming. Scholars have often noted
substantial resemblances between Creon and Oedipus. Some of these features are also
shared with the story tradition, as discussed in Chapter 1, such as anger and
suspicion, detection and prevention of threats to rule, subjects who hesitate to
address rulers, and also the fall from olbos to ate, invoked in the second stasimon of

each play.

Other shared features, however, are not shared with the story tradition, and result
from Sophocles’ similar technique in composing the plays. Both depict a ruler who is
in a sense deluded —Creon morally, Oedipus factually —coming to understand the
real situation. The plays’ first scenes differ; Creon is initially absent, whereas Oedipus
appears at the start. However, after the parodos, each ruler makes a proclamation. The
middle of each play consists of scenes in which each ruler interacts with, and
questions, various interlocutors —including Teiresias (last in Antigone, first in Oedipus
Tyrannus),® a servant (the Guard in Antigone, the Shepherd in Oedipus Tyrannus), a
female family member (Antigone in Antigone, Jocasta in Oedipus Tyrannus), and a
male family member (Haemon in Antigone, Creon in Oedipus Tyrannus). By the end of
these scenes, each ruler realises his mistake. A messenger announces the destruction
of the ruler’s family; the ruler emerges, laments his ruin, and returns into the house, a
broken man.!' Furthermore, each ruler is said not to ‘think right’ (poovetv), is urged

to lay aside his obstinacy (avOadia), yield (eikewv) and learn (pavOdvewv), and is

° See pp. 223-225.

10 Teiresias scenes also appear at Eur. Bacch. 170-369 (discussed throughout Chapter 7) and
Phoen. 834-1018, and should therefore be considered a tragic topos, although a flexible one
(Ugolini 1995:186-191). Cf. also Lanza 1977:252-254.

11 The final scenes are formally similar, containing partially lyrical dialogues with the Chorus
in strophic pairs, followed by further dialogue, and ending with the ruler being led back into
the palace (Jouanna [2007] 2018:440-441).
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unwilling to listen to persuasion; these features, as Knox argues, are common to

various Sophoclean characters.!?

Scholars have noted these resemblances briefly and disparately,' but, in studying the
plays for the most part separately, have paid little systematic attention to them. Yet
these similarities pose a problem for the common view that Creon is basically
presented negatively, Oedipus positively; indeed, in arguing for a culpable Oedipus,
Lefevre appeals precisely to the similarities between Oedipus and Creon.™* So they
need proper consideration. Furthermore, as studies such as Kirkwood’s have shown
regarding other plays, there is no better way of understanding Sophocles” dramatic
technique than comparing different plays composed in comparable ways.!

Comparing Creon and Oedipus, therefore, promises to be useful.

This chapter, taking these similarities for granted, aims to explain how Sophocles has
presented Creon and Oedipus differently. There are, I think, two main overarching
differences. Firstly, the two plays start entirely differently; Oedipus is presented
much more positively than Creon (II). Secondly, although Creon and Oedipus behave
somewhat similarly in the scenes that follow, and are presented morally in some of
the same ways, their situations are very different; Creon makes a moral
misjudgement, for which the characters blame him, whereas Oedipus is under a

factual misconception, for which he is pitied (III). In short, Sophocles has used similar

12 Knox 1964:10-27 (in general), 67-75 (Creon); cf. Diller 1956. I cite Knox several times, without
fully subscribing to his interpretation of Oedipus Tyrannus (Knox 1957) or Sophocles in general
(Knox 1964); cf. e.g. Finglass 2011a:42-44, and p. 95 n. 106 above.

13 Brief discussions, noting these similarities and others, include: T. von Wilamowitz-
Moellendorff 1917:69-70 n. 1; Reinhardt [1933] 1979:99-101, 104-113; Kitto [1939] 1961:143;
Nauhardt 1940:62-63; R. M. Torrance 1965:305; Ehrenberg 1954:66-69, 73-74; Else 1976:80-96;
Hester 1977:39; Patzer 1978:86-87;, Lefevre 1987:55-56; Segal [1993] 2001:132-133; Gould
2001:263-268; Cuny 2004:67-69, 2007:181-186, 286; Jouanna [2007] 2018:316-317, 333-340, 440-
442; Cairns 2013:xxxvii-xxxviii; T. Graham 2017:144-146; Ugolini 2017:463-469. Else 1976:80-96
is perhaps most detailed, noting various close verbal parallels. He sees these as more apt to
Oedipus than Creon, despite Oedipus Tyrannus probably being later, and therefore suggests
that the shared features go back to Aeschylus’ Oedipus, and perhaps also to epic. However,
the evidence seems inadequate, and Else ignores Herodotus, where many of the shared
elements also occur (cf. Chapter 1).

14 Lefevre 1987:55-56.

15 Kirkwood 1958.
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means to present Creon and Oedipus, but has presented them to different effect in
important ways. Furthermore, although Sophocles has used conventional elements
shared with the story tradition (‘tyrannical” elements) in presenting both, he has used
them to different effect in each case, in line with his different moral presentation of

the two rulers (IV).

The differences between Creon and Oedipus are closely connected to each play’s
situation. Both rulers are subject to a delusion, but the substance of this delusion
differs greatly. In Antigone, the key issues are whether Creon is justified in denying
burial to Polynices, insisting on obedience to his proclamation, and having Antigone
executed for flouting it. Creon and Antigone justify their positions using
contemporary principles, Creon arguing that traitors should not be buried on native
soil,’* and that polis officials should be obeyed,”” while Antigone appeals to the
Panhellenic and divine principle that the dead should always be buried,’® and argues
that officials” orders should not be obeyed if contrary to established laws.!® Since,

then, Sophocles has made the play revolve to a significant extent around whether

16 Xen. Hell. 1.7.22; cf. Rosivach 1983:193-194 (with other passages). At Soph. Aj. 1055,
Menelaus appeals to the same principle in refusing to bury Ajax; cf. Rosivach 1983:204. Since
Athenian practice allowed traitors to be buried beyond the borders, some maintain that
Creon’s proclamation cannot be justified using Athenian legal principles, as it involves leaving
Polynices unburied altogether (e.g. Harris [2004] 2006:67-68). However, even if Creon’s
proclamation does not correspond absolutely with Athenian law, an Athenian might still have
felt that the principle of not burying traitors is sound, and, besides, Antigone does break
Athenian law, since she does bury Polynices on his native soil. Furthermore, since the play
does not raise the possibility of burying Polynices beyond the borders, making it doubtful
whether the play prompts interpretation in such a light. Therefore, Creon’s appeal to this
principle probably has some force. Cf. Rosivach 1983:193-194 and 208 n. 49; Schmitt 1988:7-8;
Griffith 1999:29; Holt 1999:663-668; Liapis 2013:89-90; Cairns 2016:39.

17 See pp. 117-124. Also important is Xen. Mem. 1.2.42-46 (discussed by Harris [2004] 2006:48-
49, cf. 70-71), where Pericles and Alcibiades discuss whether obedience to nomoi is obligatory
if they are forcible impositions of a tyrannos—precisely the situation portrayed in Antigone.
The fact that Xenophon's Pericles initially maintains that one should always obey the nomoi
regardless may indicate that this was a question about which Athenians could (at least in
Xenophon’s view) hold opposed opinions.

18 Soph. Ant. 450-455, Eur. Supp. 311, 526-527, 671-672, Thuc. IV.97.2, and Lys. I1.7-10, with
Rosivach 1983:200-201; R. C. T. Parker 1983:44-45; Harris [2004] 2006:65-68.

19 This principle is implied by the Ephebic Oath (quoted at p. 117), and relied upon at Lys.
XI1.29-31, XV.11, XXI1.10; [Dem.] L.46-51; Xen. Mem. IV .4.1-3. These passages are discussed by
Harris [2004] 2006:59-60, 68-69, who shows excellently how controversies similar to that of
Antigone were played out in Athenian court cases.
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Creon has made the right decision, it is unsurprising that the play focuses
considerably on Creon’s judgement, or that Sophocles presents Creon in terms
analogous to a contemporary official, enabling audience-members to judge him by
democratic standards. By contrast, Oedipus Tyrannus concerns Oedipus’ guilt for
killing his father, in ignorance of his father’s identity, long before the play. His
position is therefore one of factual ignorance; it does not revolve around any decision
taken by Oedipus as ruler, and has less to do with Oedipus’ judgement or
contemporary political ideas. It is therefore natural that Sophocles has not focused on
these aspects, but rather has emphasised the horrific and pitiful state of Oedipus’

situation, and the ignorance in which he killed his father.

By this, though, I do not mean that Sophocles’ presentation of these characters is
subordinate to the situation. Sophocles had great freedom to arrange each play’s
situation as he wished. Furthermore, even without changing the situation, Sophocles
could easily have presented Creon’s actions less unfavourably, or could have
presented Oedipus as a morally guilty wrongdoer (as indeed some scholars
maintain). We are not trying to discover how the situation of each play has dictated
the presentation of the characters, but rather how Sophocles has composed the two to
present a coherent whole, within which the presentation of each ruler plays an

indissoluble part.

Scholars have reasonable grounds for thinking that Antigone is the earlier play (440s-
450s), Oedipus Tyrannus the later (430s-420s).2> My arguments here do not rely on this
being true, since my aim is simply to identify how Sophocles has presented the two
rulers differently. I have, however, used it as a working assumption, discussing

Creon before Oedipus on each point.

20 Scullion 2002:85-86; Finglass 2011a:1-11, 2018a:1-6.
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II. The initial presentation of Creon and Oedipus (Antigone 1-222, Oedipus Tyrannus
1-299)

I1.i. Introduction

We will begin by discussing the initial presentation of Creon and Oedipus. Both
rulers present themselves positively, aligning themselves with the polis and gods. In
most respects, however, they are presented dissimilarly, and Oedipus is presented

much more positively.

ILii. Legendary and contemporary elements in the intitial presentation of Creon

and Oedipus

Initially, neither ruler is presented in the conventionally negative terms discussed in
Chapter 1; only after each ruler’s proclamation do anger and suspicion, the language
of slavery and freedom, and similar features appear. Rather, both are initially
presented partly in terms evoking their status as legendary figures, and partly in

contemporary terms.

Creon’s status as a legendary basileus is briefly emphasised, when he first enters. The
Chorus introduces him as the basileus of the land, and, in calling for their support,
Creon appeals to their sebas for the thronoi of the house of Laius.?! He also mentions
his inheritance of rule, a feature of legendary basileia.> Sophocles does not, then,
discount or ignore Creon’s status as legendary basileus, and indeed states it
conspicuously at the very moment of his entrance. Elsewhere, however, he places no
weight on it: in the opening scene, Creon is presented almost as though he were a
contemporary polis official, and his political principles, which follow, are

contemporary.

21 Soph. Ant. 165-166.
2 Soph. Ant. 173-174.
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By contrast, Oedipus is primarily depicted in terms recalling his status as a legendary
figure. His introduction of himself as ‘I who am called famous Oedipus by all’
directly defines him in terms of his legendary reputation.?? The Priest also presents
Oedipus as a unique and superlative figure, addressing him grandiosely as ‘Oedipus,
ruler of my land” and ‘Mightiest man of all, Oedipus’,?* and such phrases as ‘not
equating you to the gods’ (Oeotot ... ok loovuevov), ‘the first of men” (dvoowv ...
nowtov), and ‘best of men” (Bootwv dpot’) perhaps recall the superlative terms in
which warriors are referred to in epic (loo0eoc @wg, dolotoc AvdEwWV, &ELOTOG
Axawwv, pootawv 0x’ apwotoc).” The correspondence with epic is not detailed, but the
language seems archaising, and evocative of the world of legend. When Oedipus
makes his proclamation, he emphasises his power in traditional terms, talking of ‘this
land, over which I hold power and the throne’,* and emphasises the traditional
excellence of Laius’ rule, calling him ‘a nobleman and basileus’.?” The Chorus also
recalls Oedipus’ legendary achievements and reputation in the second and fourth

stasima.?

There are also some contemporary elements. As mentioned in Chapter 4, Oedipus’
proclamation emphasises that he is acting as a citizen, and parallels exist with
contemporary legal procedures. Furthermore, the play contains much contemporary
political vocabulary; as Pope says of the debate with Teiresias, ‘the appeal throughout
is to the ideals of a republic—citizenship, mutual trust, participation, and justice
(“polis”, “politai”, “pistos”, “philos”, “meteinai”, “dikaios”).”” However, Oedipus,

specifically, does not seem to be assimilated to contemporary officials, or judged

2 Soph. OT 8.

2 Soph. OT 14 (@ keatVvvwv Oinovg xwoag ¢ung); 40 (© kodtiotov aoty OdITov Kk&o).

% Soph. OT 31 (for which cf. also Od. XVI1.187, cited by Finglass ad loc.), 33, 46. For these epic
phrases, see e.g. Il. IX.211 (io60¢eoc @), 11.768, V.839 (doiotog avdowv), 191 (&orotog
Axawov); Od. XII1.297, XV.253 (Bootwv o)X’ &oLotog).

2% yfg oY, g éyw kEatn te kai 0gdvoug véuw (Soph. OT 236-237); similarly, Edmunds
2012:77.

7 avdOg V' aplotéws PaciAéwe T (Soph. OT 257). (Finglass ad loc. conjectures aplotéwg for
the manuscripts” &plotouv: either suffices for the present argument.)

28 See p. 220.

» Pope 1991:167.
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against democratic standards, as Creon is in Antigone. Indeed, the strong emphasis on

Oedipus’ legendary status may even distance him from the contemporary polis.

Both rulers, then, are presented in legendary and contemporary terms, but in
Oedipus’ case the legendary elements are more strongly emphasised, whereas Creon

is more conspicuously brought into contact with the contemporary polis.

ILiii. The initial presentation of Creon and Oedipus in moral terms

Perhaps the most obvious difference between the two characters’ initial presentation
is that, whereas Oedipus appears at the start of Oedipus Tyrannus, in Antigone we first
hear about Creon from Antigone and Ismene, who are hostile. In the play’s opening
lines, Antigone declares Creon’s proclamation to be the most recent of the dreadful
family troubles (xaxd, dtrn) that have beset the house of Oedipus.® Despite
discouraging Antigone, Ismene takes no more positive a view; she, too, vividly
narrates the family’s miseries, presenting Creon’s edict (the Yneov tvoavvwv T

kodtn) and its potential consequences as the culmination of these woes.*

Of course, audience-members need not adopt the sisters’ negative view; perhaps,
indeed, they might have seen Antigone and Ismene as rebellious women, plotting
illegitimately against the polis.®> Nevertheless, seeing Creon firstly from the sisters’
hostile perspective means that audience-members cannot immediately assess Creon
in a straightforwardly positive light; as Pfister says, when characters are initially
presented in their absence, audience-members are placed in a position of suspense,
where they have to wait before they can evaluate the character properly.® Also, by
linking Creon with ate and the family’s kaka, ideas which become thematic, the sisters
surround Creon with a general atmosphere of ominousness, the power of which does

not really depend on their own authority.

3% Soph. Ant. 1-10, especially 10 (twv éx0pav kaka). Unfortunately, line 4, which mentions ate,
is corrupt.

31 Soph. Ant. 49-60; on this phrase, cf. p. 166 n. 58.

32 So Sourvinou-Inwood 1989:138-139.

3 Pfister 1988:186; cf. Holt 1999:674, T. Graham 2017:130-131.
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When Creon enters, as discussed in Chapter 3, he enunciates political principles with
contemporary currency, professing his intention and desire to be a good leader and
citizen. He also associates himself with the polis and gods, mentioning both at the
start of his speech, and presents himself as a defender of the polis, swearing by Zeus,
using a negative conditional phrase, that he would not keep silent if he saw ate
coming upon the citizens.* However, although Creon certainly tries to present
himself positively, this speech has further complexities. For one thing, when Creon
says that one can only judge a man’s mind through his conduct in office (doxaic), this
might well prompt audience-members not simply to approve, but to suspend
judgement until they have seen how he acts. Indeed, in introducing him, the Chorus
has already emphasised that he is a new (and therefore untested) ruler;* in this,

Creon conspicuously differs from Oedipus.

Also, the speech contains ominous notes, which Creon cannot be taken to intend, and
which reinforce the association between Creon, ate and the family’s kaka introduced in
the preceding scene. Antigone and Ismene emphasised that Creon’s proclamation is
the most recent of the family’s miseries; Creon explains his own accession in similar
terms, explaining how Oedipus was destroyed (dwAet’), and how his sons killed
each other on a single day, ‘striking and being struck with murderous pollution’
(Maloavtég te kat mANYEVTEG avTOXEQL oLV pidopatt), and stating that he inherited
the throne “through closeness of family to the destroyed’ (yévoug kat” ayxioteia t@wv
O0AwAOTWV).% Creon entirely ignores the horrific implications of his language here.
Furthermore, Creon swears by Zeus that he would not keep silent if he saw ate
coming (otetxovoav) upon the polis. Here, the return of the word ate is hardly
reassuring: as Cairns observes, ‘até, at least when it results from one’s own error, is
not something that one sees coming; Zeus sees everything (6 mav0’ 6owv del), and

Zeus is the one who knows (iotw), but Creon does not.”” Moreover, Creon’s use of

3 Soph. Ant. 162, 184-186.
% Soph. Ant. 156-157.

% Soph. Ant. 169-174.

37 Cairns 2013:xx.
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this verb (otelxw) recalls Antigone’s opening words, where she asks Ismene whether
she has heard that the kaka of their enemies are coming upon their friends (1Q0g Tovg
pidovg otelxovta twv éx0owv kakd).® Thus, Creon anticipates that he will see ate
coming, but it has been hinted that ate has already started its onward march towards

Creon and his family.

So, although Creon’s self-presentation is positive in that he professes creditable
principles, it is undercut by negative overtones, and conflicts with the sisters” strongly
negative view of him. Even the Chorus seems to lack confidence in his decision; as
commentators have noted, their immediate response seems unenthusiastic,*” and

later, too, they hint that he may be in the wrong.

By contrast, Oedipus’ self-presentation is much more convincingly positive, and is
reinforced by the other characters. Although Creon links himself with the polis and
gods, Oedipus’ association is deeper and more thoroughgoing: he links himself not
just with the polis, but specifically with its people and their sufferings.*! By addressing
the children of Thebes as ‘children” (téxva), he sets himself up as a father figure to his
people,#? and declares that he came in person, unwilling to hear their sufferings
second-hand.* He defines himself as compassionate particularly clearly when, using
a negative conditional phrase (a technique which we have just seen in Antigone), he
says, ‘I would be unfeeling if I did not pity such a supplication.”# This theme is

reinforced by the Priest, who mentions how Oedipus previously saved the polis, and

3% Soph. Ant. 10; ate is mentioned at 4 and 17.

¥ Soph. Ant. 211-214, with Campbell, Jebb, Brown, Kamerbeek, Griffith ad loc.; likewise Funke
1966:33-34; Winnington-Ingram 1980:137 n. 60, Blundell 1989:115 n. 36.

4 See pp. 213-215.

4 As Lawrence 2013:139 notes, this focus on compassion is rare among Sophoclean main
characters; on Oedipus’ compassion more generally, see Danze 2016:569-577; Finglass
2018a:41-51.

£ Soph. OT 1, 6; cf. 58. So Sheppard, Dawe, Finglass on Soph. OT 1; Reinhardt [1933] 1979:95;
Budelmann 2000:209; Danze 2016:572. Francis 1992:352 and Brock 2013:111-112 with 129 n. 34
point out that the practice of referring to rulers as ‘father’ has parallels only in Near Eastern
contexts (Aesch. Pers. 215, 664 = 671; Hdt. 1.155.1-2, 111.89.3), but I doubt that they are right to
find sinister connotations in this.

4 Soph. OT 6-8.

4 duoaAynTtog Yo &v einv towdvde un ov katokTigwv €dgav (Soph. OT 12-13).
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begs him to do so again.®® In his reply, Oedipus again emphasises his compassion for
his people, saying that he suffers more than all of them, since he laments for the polis
and its people as well as himself.# He then declares his intention, as the Priest
requested, to rescue the polis (¢ouoaiunv OAwv) by seeking advice from Delphi.#” So,
although Creon also associated himself with the polis, Oedipus, who sympathises
with his people’s sufferings and is seen as a saviour figure, is aligned with the polis

rather more closely.

Oedipus is also presented in terms of religion and the gods. In his opening speech, he
indicates his respect for the suppliants” boughs, incense and paeans.* The Priest links
him with the gods, saying that Oedipus is the best of men in dealing with the gods
(dapovwv cvvaAdayaic),” and suggesting that Oedipus saved the polis with a god’s
help before and may do the same now.® When the Priest declares that he is
supplicating Oedipus not as the gods” equal but because he is first among men, this
almost elevates Oedipus to the level of the gods themselves.>' In his reply, Oedipus
defines himself in terms of his obedience to the god, using another negative
conditional phrase: ‘I would be bad if I did not do everything that the god should
indicate.”> When we combine this with the negative conditional in his previous
speech, we can see that Oedipus defines himself in terms of both his compassion for

his people and his obedience to the god.

These themes are further emphasised in Oedipus’ proclamation. Framing it as a
response to the Thebans” request, he indicates his compassionate attitude by hoping

that he will provide them with “protection and relief from evils’,* and states that he

4 Soph. OT 35-53.

4 Soph. OT 58-64 (lines which, of course, foreshadow his own pitable state later).
4 Soph. OT 72.

4 Soph. OT 3-5.

4 Soph. OT 34.

% Soph. OT 38, 42-43.

51 Soph. OT 31; Knox 1957:159 perhaps presses the point too strongly.

52 &y KaKOg W) 0wV av elnv 1tdvO’ 60’ &v dnAot Oedc (Soph. OT 76-77).

3 dAxTV AdPolg av kavakoL@io kakwv (Soph. OT 218).
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has become their fellow-citizen.* He also emphasises his intention of acting in
cooperation with the god.®> He brings these thoughts together at the end of the

speech, praying that the gods and justice may fight alongside the Thebans.>

The initial presentation of Oedipus is, then, highly positive and laudatory. Oedipus
links himself with the polis and gods more closely and strongly than Creon does, and
the Priest praises him in terms which corroborate and exceed what Oedipus himself
has said. By contrast, Creon’s self-presentation is superficially creditable, but
Antigone’s and Ismene’s hostility and the association drawn between him and the

family’s kaka and ate present him in a rather darker and more ominous light.

III. The presentation of Creon and Oedipus in the rest of each play (Antigone 223-
1353, Oedipus Tyrannus 300-1530)

I11.i. Introduction

In the scenes that follow, which exhibit formal similarities, Creon and Oedipus are, in
many respects, presented similarly. In particular, their presentation exhibits features
shared with the story tradition, especially anger and suspicion—although the
depiction of Creon does contain further contemporary elements,”” and the Chorus of
Oedipus Tyrannus continues to recall Oedipus’ legendary greatness.’® There are also
similarities between the moral presentation of Creon and Oedipus; in particular, each
is accused of not “thinking right’ (e0 goovetv). My aim here is to argue that, despite
and even by means of these shared features, Sophocles’ presentation of the two rulers
is substantially different. These differences go hand in hand with Sophocles’ different
presentation of these rulers’ situations: Creon is presented as making a moral
misjudgement, for which the characters blame him, whereas Oedipus is subject to a

factual error, for which he is pitied.

5 Soph. OT 222.

5 Especially Soph. OT 244, 253.
% Soph. OT 273-275.

% See chiefly p. 120-121 above.
% See p. 220 below.
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Firstly, I will survey the moral presentation of Creon and Oedipus (ii). Then I will
argue that, although both rulers exhibit anger and suspicion, these are adapted to the
plays’ different situations, and indeed take such different forms in each case that it
seems reasonable to say that the two rulers’ tempers are genuinely different (iii).
Also, whereas in the second stasimon of Antigone the theme of the fall from olbos to
ate hints darkly at Creon’s own fall through his own wrongdoing, in Oedipus
Tyrannus the same theme seems to be used misguidedly by the Chorus, to highlight
the difference between Oedipus and the conventional wrongdoer whom they imagine
to be the killer of Laius (iv). Furthermore, whereas Creon’s portrayal contains anti-
democratic elements which place him in implicit opposition to the values of the

Athenian democracy, Oedipus is not placed in such a position (v).

IILii. The moral presentation of Creon and Oedipus

As mentioned above, the moral presentation of Creon centres on his decisions to deny
Polynices burial and to punish Antigone when she disobeys. These decisions are
assessed primarily against the criterion of good judgement.* The most common
phrase used is (eu) phronein, i.e. ‘thinking right’, which has a wide range: as we will
see in discussing Oedipus Tyrannus, phronein can refer to ‘understanding’, ‘goodwill’,
‘loyalty” or ‘sanity’.®® However, in Antigone, phronein generally refers to judgement,
occurring alongside words such as euboulia or aboulia, hamartema, and ate. Characters
often accuse each other of bad judgement: Ismene sees Antigone, and Creon sees
Antigone, Ismene and Haemon, as exercising bad judgement.®® Creon himself,

however, is most consistently presented in these terms.

Creon mentions good judgement in his first speech, when he says that a man’s psyche,

phronema and gnome can be judged only on the basis of his conduct in office, and that

% Treatments of phronein in Antigone include Knapp 1916; Kirkwood 1958:233-236; Goldhill
1986:174-180; Cropp 1997:143-147; Griffith 1999:41-43; Lauriola 2007.

¢ These renderings are used variously by Lloyd-Jones and Finglass.

61 Soph. Ant. 68, 99, 561-562, 754.
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a man governing the polis ought always to adopt the best bouleumata.®> This clearly
invites the audience to assess him against these criteria.®® Then, having forbidden
Polynices” burial, he calls this decision his phronema.®* So Creon expresses his
intention to display good judgement, while prompting audience-members to consider

whether he succeeds.

The other characters, however, emphasise Creon’s bad judgement.®> Although the
Chorus’ respect for Creon’s authority is clear throughout, they are cool about his
proclamation,®® and, when the Guard reports the first burial, implicitly cast doubt on
Creon’s decision by suggesting that a god might be responsible.”” When Creon
accuses the Guard of taking bribes, the Guard implicitly criticises his judgement by
saying, ‘Ah! It is dreadful for one who thinks to think what is false.”®® Antigone is
more explicit: having explained that Creon’s proclamation offends against the gods,
she states that, if Creon thinks her words foolish (pwoa), he is a fool (pwow).®
Haemon, in his speech urging Creon to reconsider, starts by saying that phrenes are
the greatest of all possessions, and thereby places a focus on Creon’s; by saying that
he could never say that his father was wrong, Haemon indicates that he thinks so.”
Haemon urges Creon to yield (elkewv) and learn (pavOavew), and the Chorus-leader
also suggests that he should learn (uaO¢tv) from Haemon.” Haemon soon becomes

more explicit, telling Creon that, if he were not his father, he would say that he was

62 Soph. Ant. 175-179.

63 Cf. p. 113 n. 98, and the scholars cited there.

64 Soph. Ant. 207.

6 This (and everything in this paragraph) is discussed further by the scholars cited in p. 212 n.
59.

6 Soph. Ant. 211-214, with the scholars cited at p. 209 n. 39.

7 Soph. Ant. 278-279. On the Chorus’ attitude throughout, see Kirkwood 1958:126-127; Burton
1980:85-90; Gardiner 1987:81-97; Eucken 1992:77-81.

68 @eD 1) dewvov, @ dokn Ve, kal Pevdn doketv (Soph. Ant. 323); on this line, cf. Lauriola
2007:392. Funke 1966:35-38, noting that doxa and tyrannis are associated in Plato, suggests that
‘das Pevdn dokelv eine Weseneigenschaft des Tyrannen ist’ (39), but Creon’s conversation
with the Guard seems insufficient to demonstrate that such an association already existed
when Antigone was composed.

 Soph. Ant. 469-470.

70 Soph. Ant. 683-686.

7t Soph. Ant. 705-725, especially 710, 718, 723, 725.
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not thinking right (oUx €0 @ooveiv).”? Teiresias makes Creon’s error even clearer: he
tells Creon to think (¢@oover, @podvnoov), indicates that Creon is doing wrong
(tov&apaptavewy, audotn), urges him to yield (eike), learn (uavOavewv) and desist
from stubbornness (avOadia), and tells him that he lacks good judgement
(evPovAia), which Teiresias declares (like Haemon) to be the greatest of good
things.” These characters’ relationships with and attitudes towards Creon differ:
Teiresias is severe, the Chorus cautious, Antigone hostile. Yet Sophocles has made all
their views of Creon revolve around his judgement (the criterion against which he
initially suggested that he should be assessed), so that these assessments produce a
cohesive and cumulative effect. The characters’ condemnations of Creon’s
misjudgement become severer and more explicit, making this misjudgement more

and more apparent, as the play goes on.

After Teiresias’ departure, Creon realises that he has made a mistake, and, on the
Chorus-leader’s advice, yields (mageikaBetv),” and goes to release Antigone. When
he returns, following the deaths of Haemon and Antigone, the Chorus declares that
Creon’s ruin (&tn) came from nobody else, but from his own error (avtog
apaotwv)—a remark with which Creon immediately agrees, lamenting his errors
(poevav dvopEovwy apagtiuata) and bad judgement (dvoPovAia).”> The
Messenger reports that Eurydice, before dying, blamed Creon,” and Creon again
explicitly declares that he himself was fully responsible.”” The play ends with the
Chorus declaring the importance of good judgement (t0 @ovetv),” recalling similar

remarks made to Creon by Haemon and Teiresias.” In the end, then, Creon’s view of

72 Soph. Ant. 755.

73 Soph. Ant. 996, 1023-1032, 1050, with Knox 1966:173-174. Both Teiresias and Haemon use the
phrase dAA” eike (718, 1029, with Jens 1952:57).

74 Soph. Ant. 1102.

75 Soph. Ant. 1257-1269. Although ate generally means ‘ruin’ in tragedy rather than ‘folly” (its
main sense in epic), the link between ate and mental error is active throughout this play
(Cairns 2013:xiii-xvi, xxii-xxiii, Xxix-xxx).

76 Soph. Ant. 1312-1313.

77 Soph. Ant. 1317-1325.

78 Soph. Ant. 1347-1353.

7 Soph. Ant. 684 (regarding phrenes), 1050 (regarding euboulia); cf. Kirkwood 1959:235-236. The
idea is a pre-existing gnome (cf. Aesch. Ag. 927-928).
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himself comes into alignment with the other characters’, as he realises that he was

wrong.

In the earlier part of the play, audience-members will not necessarily have thought
that Creon was making a misjudgement. Audience-members’ reactions to him may
have depended on their pre-existing views of the issues raised. Some, firmly feeling
that the dead should always be buried, might already have seen Creon as misguided
in attempting to use democratically acceptable political principles to justify leaving
Polynices unburied. However, given the wide acceptability of these principles, and
given that the notions that traitors should not be buried in their soil and that officials
should be obeyed had currency in fifth-century Athens, many others may have found
his argument persuasive.® The play, by making Creon’s moral misjudgement explicit
gradually, leaves it open to audience-members to realise Creon’s error at any point up
to when Creon himself does.’' In short, Creon’s moral presentation is initially
somewhat complex (his own view being at odds with the other characters’), but

becomes fairly straightforwardly negative by the end.

The moral presentation of Oedipus has long been contested. Most scholars consider
the emotional force of Oedipus Tyrannus to derive to a significant extent from the fact
that, although Oedipus killed his father, he did so without knowing that the victim
was his father: as Schadewaldt puts it, Oedipus is unschuldig schuldig, guilty in the
sense of having done the deed, but not morally responsible.> Some, however, have
seen Oedipus as fully morally responsible.®® Moreover, several recent scholars,
without going so far, have argued that more emphasis is placed on Oedipus’ guilt
than some had thought: Kullmann argues that the other characters (except Jocasta)

consistently regard Oedipus as schuldig and verantwdirtlich for his actions, Harris has

8 Cf. p. 203 nn. 16-17.

81 Of course, audience-members might still maintain that he was right all along. But such
audience-members would find themselves at odds with all characters, and might (I suppose)
begin to feel that they were out of sympathy with the play itself.

8 Schadewaldt 1956:23; as Allan puts it, ‘OT is so terrifying because we see someone being
punished for acts he did not intend” (2013:174).

8 Chiefly Lefevre 1987 = 2001:119-147, along with those cited by Lefévre 2001:121 n. 14.
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argued that an Athenian homicide court would have convicted Oedipus, and Allan
has argued that Oedipus accepts responsibility for his actions, rather than rejecting it
as in Oedipus at Colonus.® It seems clear that Oedipus is guilty to the extent of having
done the deed, feeling horror at his guilt, being regarded as polluted, and perhaps
being open to prosecution under Athenian law. These discussions, though, do not
seem to me to have quantified quite satisfactorily how Oedipus is presented as not
guilty. This, I think, can be demonstrated more precisely if we compare Oedipus with

Creon, whose responsibility Sophocles strongly emphasises.

As discussed above, Oedipus and Creon are both subject to a delusion that is revealed
explicitly during the play, although Oedipus’ is factual, Creon’s moral. Another
difference is that, whereas in Antigone audience-members need not initially have
thought that Creon was wrong, Oedipus’ factual error would presumably have been
apparent from the beginning, since Oedipus’ killing of his father and marriage to his
mother were basic premises of the legend, and since Sophocles has repeatedly put in
Oedipus’” mouth words hinting at his real situation, which can only be properly

understood by an audience that knows the situation.®

Like Creon, Oedipus is accused of not ‘thinking right’ (pooveiv). However, whereas
in Antigone this almost invariably refers to judgement, in Oedipus Tyrannus the
terminology scarcely ever refers to bad judgement; generally, it refers to
understanding. Teiresias refers to his own accurate knowledge of the situation as

phronein,® and Oedipus asks him not to turn away from them if he understands

8¢ Kullmann 1994; Harris 2010 (but contrast Sommerstein 2011); Allan 2013. The relevant
passage of OC is 266-274; as these scholars emphasise, OC cannot be taken as a basis for the
interpretation of OT.

8 Detailed lists e.g. in Stanford 1939:163-173; Markantonatos 2009:105-125. On dramatic irony
in OT more generally (much of which is situational, rather than purely verbal), cf. Kirkwood
1958:248-255, Rutherford 2012:346-348, Lloyd 2012:568-571.

8 @eD @eD, PEOVELV WG devov EvOa pr) TEAT AUT) PQOVOLVTL TADTX YOO KAAQGS €Y EOWS
A0’ o0 yap av debQ’ ikopnv (Soph. OT 316-318). For the thought here, see Hdt. IX.16.5,
cited by Edmunds 2000:37-40 and Finglass ad loc.; the lines also have a possible secondary
reference to Oedipus’ position (Lattimore 1975:106; Dawe, Finglass ad loc.). For the form of
Teiresias” exclamation here, cf. Ant. 323, 1048 (Else 1976:87-89, although cf. p. 202 n. 13).
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(poovav).¥” Teiresias” reply, ‘for you are all not thinking correctly” (md&vtec yao ov
poovelt’), is taken differently by different scholars, but I take the point (in colloquial
English) to be, ‘But you don’t understand what it is that you are asking for.’s Matters
are slightly different in the scene with Creon, since Creon does not know the true
situation—only that Oedipus is mistaken in accusing him of plotting against him. His
initial reaction to the accusation is to ask whether Oedipus is talking ‘from straight
eyes and a straight mind: Oedipus’” misconception seems so great that Creon
wonders whether he is sane.®” Creon also tells Oedipus that he is not thinking straight
(ovx 000wc @ovelc) if he thinks it right to exhibit stubbornness (avBadia) without
good sense (Tov vou xwpic).” This remark resembles reproaches made against Creon
in Antigone; nevertheless, the point is that Oedipus is misunderstanding the situation,
not that his moral judgement is wrong. When the Chorus-leader tells Oedipus that “in
thinking (poovelv), those who are quick are not safe’, the point is that Oedipus’ quick
thinking is leading him to a false understanding of the situation.”® Creon certainly
uses the word @oovetv to mean “understand” earlier in the scene when he says, ‘I like

to keep silent on matters where I do not understand.”*

Of course, in noting that phronein generally means ‘understanding’ rather than
judgement’ in Oedipus Tyrannus, I am drawing a distinction not present in the Greek.
However, it is important to emphasise the flexibility of this language, which
Sophocles could apply with equal validity to divergent situations. In other respects,

as we will see, Sophocles does apply different language to Creon and Oedipus.

When the characters realise the real situation, they react with horror and pity towards
Oedipus. The scene with Teiresias resembles that in Antigone in revealing the ruler’s

delusion, although the situation is significantly different, since Creon can still rectify

8 Soph. OT 326.

8 Soph. OT 328.

8 Soph. OT 528 (¢£ oppatwv & 0p0wv te kA 00T pEevog), with Finglass ad loc..
% Soph. OT 549-550; ‘sanity” is probably also the point at 626 (Finglass ad loc.).

91 oovely Yap ol Taxelg ovk aopalels (Soph. OT 617).

%2 @’ 0lg Yoo 1) @oov otyav @A@ (Soph. OT 569).
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his error, whereas Oedipus’ situation is the inescapable result of a past action.”
Although Teiresias” tone is severe and monitory in both plays, he expresses different
moral views of the two rulers. He explains his reluctance to reveal the truth by
hinting at Oedipus’ miserable position.* When provoked to speak out, Teiresias
expresses sharply the horror of Oedipus’ position, calling him ‘the unholy polluter of
this land’, and telling him, ‘I say that, without your knowledge, you are living most
shamefully with those dearest to you, and do not know in what a bad situation you
are.”” His emphasis, then, is on the horror and misery of Oedipus’ position. When
Oedipus calls him blind, Teiresias replies by calling Oedipus pitiful (¢OAioc) in his
own blindness to his real situation.”* When Teiresias, further provoked, explains the
matter at greater length, he again emphasises the depth of Oedipus’ real misery.”” So
Teiresias reacts with horror and pity, but at no point ascribes responsibility or blame

to Oedipus.

Upon realising the true situation, each character reacts with pity. Jocasta’s reaction is
immediately one of pity.”® The Shepherd pities Oedipus (dvotnvog) even as Oedipus
is threatening to punish him,” and recalls his pity for Oedipus as an infant
(katowtipac), telling Oedipus that, if he was that infant, he is “born miserable’
(dVomotpog yeywc).' The Second Messenger, before narrating Jocasta’s death,

explains clearly the reaction that he expects from the Chorus, given their loyalty to

% Jouanna [2007] 2018:439; cf. Ugolini 1995:196.

% Soph. OT 321 (doiow), 329 (1 0’ ... kaxd), 332 (¢yw oOT éuavtov ovte 0’ dAyvvw). The
use of the word kaka here contrasts with the start of Antigone: whereas there Antigone
presented Creon as the cause of the kaka, here Oedipus is presented as their sufferer.

% Soph. OT 353 (wg 6vTL YN TNod’ dvooiw nukotogt), 366-367 (AeAnOévat oé @npL ovv Toig
pUATatols aloxto0” OpAotvT, 00d’ 0pav v el kacov). I cannot follow Kullmann 1994:109 in
thinking that these words hold Oedipus morally responsible. Teiresias emphasises the sheer
horror of Oedipus’ polluting actions, and indeed emphasises Oedipus’ ignorance above all
(00d" 6pav v’ el kakov, 367): he speaks as strongly as he possibly could without blaming
Oedipus morally.

% Soph. OT 372-373.

7 Soph. OT 413-428, especially 413 (oU kai dédograg kov BAémelg (v el kakoD), 424 (GAAwv
0¢ mANOoc ovk EémawoOavr) kak@v), 426-427 (0oL yaQ ovk €0tV BQOTAV KAKLOV OO0TIG
exToprioetat morte).

% Soph. OT 1068 (& dvomot’), 1071 (iov iov, dVOTNVE).

% Soph. OT 1155, taking the word to refer to Oedipus (Finglass ad loc.).

100 Soph. OT 1178-1181.
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the house of Labdacus: he says that they will feel sorrow (mév0og), and then he
emphasises the number of the house’s kaka, pollution which all the water of the
Danube could not wash away.!?! In the speech, he sympathises with Oedipus’ misery
when Oedipus discovers the dead Jocasta: ‘the poor man bellowed dreadfully.102
Right before Oedipus enters, the Messenger says that the sight is “of the sort to make
even one who hated him pity him.”"® Upon his entry, the Chorus focuses on his
dreadful suffering (dewvov ... md0Oog), addresses him as ‘wretched man’ (@ tTAnuov),
emphasises their pity for him, ascribes his misery to a god who leapt upon him, and
declares that he inspires horror (¢potin) in them.'™ Oedipus himself agrees with them,
calling himself wretched (dvotavoc, TAduwv), and ascribing his misery to the god;!®
he continues to emphasise his misery continually throughout the rest of the play.1%
Oedipus interprets Creon’s sending of his daughters to him as an act of pity
(¢mowctigag), and Creon confirms that he did this out of a regard for Oedipus’
feelings.!”” The general picture, then, is one of great consistency; all the characters are
horrified by the pollution of the murder, but pity Oedipus, without blaming him or

ascribing moral responsibility to him.

All this contrasts completely with Antigone, where the Chorus continually emphasises
Creon’s responsibility for his own misfortunes, without pitying him at all. The only
pity Creon receives comes from himself, except, perhaps, when the Second Messenger

calls Creon’s speech upon reaching the tomb a “wretched shout’” (&OAiag ... Bornc).1

101 Soph. OT 1223-1230.

102 devax BovxnOeic taAag (Soph. OT 1265).

103 Soph. OT 1295-1296; cf. Budelmann 2000:229-230.

104 Soph. OT 1297-1306. Kullmann 1994:114 says that ‘Der Chor empfindet nur Schauder, nicht
Mitleid’, but Oedipus even acknowledges their sympathy (Soph. OT 1321-1325 with Segal
[1993] 2001:113; cf. Schmitt 1997:38).

105 Soph. OT 1308-1311. He again ascribes some responsibility to Apollo at 1329-1336; it is
disputed whether Oedipus means that he is responsible for the blinding, but Apollo for all the
kaka that led him to blind himself (e.g. Segal [1993] 2001:111-112), or whether Apollo’s agency
and Oedipus’ are seen as overlapping (Cairns 2013:135-136 and 165 n. 49).

106 Soph. OT 1314-1415, 1444, 1455-1457, 1465-1466, 1478-1514 (lamenting his daughters’ fate
too).

107 Soph. OT 1472-1477.

108 Soph. Ant. 1209. The remarks of the Messenger and Chorus-leader at 1278-1280, 1337-1338,
conspicuously fall short of sympathising with Creon. By contrast, sympathy is expressed for
Eurydice (1283) and Haemon (1316).
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Furthermore, we must emphasise the great loyalty and goodwill expressed towards
Oedipus not only by the Priest, but also later by the Chorus and Jocasta. In the first
stasimon, recalling his past success, the Chorus sings that he was seen to be wise
(co@dc) and good for the polis (11dVTOALC) and will never seem bad to their mind.*”
When Oedipus accuses them of giving him bad advice with regard to Creon, the
Chorus exclaim that they would be mad to turn away from him.!'* Jocasta’s goodwill
towards him is evident from her continual support of him and her desire to prevent
him from learning the truth. Indeed, she purports to speak for everyone when she
says that they are all at a loss when they see Oedipus frightened.!"' We have already
seen how the Second Messenger appeals to the Chorus’ regard for Oedipus and his
family before narrating Jocasta’s death.!? In the fourth stasimon, directly after
Oedipus realises the truth, the Chorus recalls Oedipus’ past success and honoured
position in order to set it in contrast with his current misery. Their reaction to this is,
once again, horror and pity;'® their final remark, ‘To speak straightforwardly, it was
from you that I drew my breath and closed my eyes in sleep’, indicates their affection
and close connection with him."# In short, characters articulate goodwill towards
Oedipus throughout the play; this, in combination with the horror and pity which

they all experience towards Oedipus, presents his fall in a sympathetic light.

In Antigone, by contrast, little goodwill is expressed towards Creon. Creon appeals to
the Chorus’ loyalty to the house of Oedipus,'’> but they themselves do not articulate
any particular loyalty towards Creon; they seem to have doubts regarding his

conduct,'® and Antigone suggests that in reality they agree with her.”” At one point

19 Soph. OT 504-511; in general on the Chorus’ goodwill towards Oedipus, cf. Burton
1980:138-141 (contrasting Antigone), 174-175; Budelmann 2000:219-227.

110 Soph. OT 690-696.

11 Soph. OT 922-923.

112 Soph. OT 1223-1230, discussed at pp. 218-219.

113 Soph. OT 1186-1222.

14 1o o 0000V elmelv, avémvevod T €k 0é0ev kal Katekolpaoa tovpov oupa (Soph. OT
1220-1222).

115 Soph. Ant. 165-167.

116 Soph. Ant. 278-279 (with Sourvinou-Inwood 1989:148); cf. pp. 213-215 above.
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Teiresias says that he is giving Creon advice out of goodwill towards him (e0 cot
poovrioac).’® But the characters express no extensive goodwill or admiration

towards Creon.

Most importantly, perhaps, whereas Creon’s bad judgement and culpability are
indicated using words such as aboulia, hamartia, and ate, these words are almost
entirely absent from Oedipus Tyrannus.!’ The absence of hamartia and its cognates is
particularly striking, since Oedipus does refer to his past acts as such (uaptnuéva) in
Oedipus at Colonus,'® and since Aristotle famously said that Oedipus was one of those
who fell through a hamartia—a remark which is sometimes taken to support the
notion that Oedipus is presented as morally responsible in Oedipus Tyrannus.'*' Yet
Sophocles himself does not use this language to refer either to Oedipus’ killing of
Laius or to Oedipus’ conduct during the play itself. This difference between Antigone
and Oedipus Tyrannus seems important, since it is this language —especially as
articulated by Creon himself at the end of the play —which indicates Creon’s moral
responsibility so strongly in Antigone. Sophocles” choice not to use this language in
Oedipus Tyrannus may, therefore, reasonably be taken to indicate that his moral

presentation of Oedipus is not supposed to have the same effect.

117 Soph. Ant. 509. Burton 1980:88 thinks that the Chorus’ attitude in the kommos (806-943)
shows that she is mistaken here. However, Antigone’s statement that her burial of Polynices is
glorious (502-504), which Antigone says the Chorus agrees with (509), is echoed by the
Chorus’ statement that her death is glorious (817-818), even though they also think that she
has transgressed (853-856, 872-875).

118 Soph. Ant. 1031.

119 Except for Soph. OT 1284-1285, where ate seems not to connote bad judgement, but simply
ruin.

120 Soph. OC 439.

121 Arist. Poet. XII1.1453a7-12, with e.g. Lefévre 2001:6-10, 133-134. The more common view is
that, although in most classical authors hamartia denotes a moral error, Aristotle uses it more
broadly (here and elsewhere) to mean any kind of mistake, moral or factual (Stinton 1975:221-
228; Halliwell 1986:215-222; Lurje 2004:384-386, though, thinks it cannot be moral in Poet. XIII),
and that when Aristotle calls Oedipus” act a hamartia he means Oedipus’ factual error in killing
his father and marrying his mother (Stinton 1975:238-239; Segal [1993] 2001:145; Lurje
2004:384-386). Whatever Oedipus’ position is in Aristotelian terms, what seems more
important is that Sophocles does not apply the word hamartia to Oedipus: in Sophoclean terms
Oedipus, unlike Creon, has not been presented as committing a hamartia at all.
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All in all, Sophocles” moral presentation of Creon and Oedipus is cohesive and
concerted. Sophocles ensures that the other characters’ views of these rulers are,
essentially, in harmony with one another. In Antigone, they see Creon as a foolish man
making a culpable mistake; the only conflicting view is that of Creon himself, who
maintains that he is right for most of the play, against the judgements of the other
characters—but who also realises his mistake in the end. In Oedipus Tyrannus, the
other characters regard Oedipus with admiration, and react with horror and pity (but
not blame) when the truth is discovered. The similarities between the characters —the
delusion of each and the accusations of not ‘thinking right" (pooveiv)—are real, but
these shared features are adapted to Sophocles” moral presentation of each character;
most other aspects of the moral presentation of the two rulers differ, and many are
diametrically opposed. These differences in many cases arise from the different
situations which Sophocles has presented in the two plays, but it cannot be said that
they are merely the product of these different situations. Rather, Sophocles has made
full use of the possibilities provided by the situations that he had devised, but his
consistent moral presentation of the two rulers, which is in harmony with but hardly
dictated by the plot of each play, indicates that his presentation of each ruler is an

essential part of each play’s design in its own right.

IILiii. Anger and suspicion

Creon and Oedipus both display anger and suspicion. These function similarly within
each play, motivating the rulers’ conflicts with other characters, and accentuating the
position of delusion in which each ruler stands.'? However, I will argue here that,
since Creon’s anger proceeds from moral error and Oedipus’ from factual error, the
importance of this anger for each character’s presentation differs correspondingly.

Moreover, although Sophocles has presented both rulers as displaying anger, this

12 In Oedipus Tyrannus, the Teiresias and Creon scenes play an important role not only in
retarding the dramatic action and increasing suspense, but also in leading Oedipus further
away from the truth (Kamerbeek 1967:17-18; Moreau 1993:230-231; Cuny 2004:66-67); cf. also
Bain 1979:143-144.
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does not mean that they display the same kind of anger; indeed, Sophocles has

presented the two men as displaying tempers that differ discernibly.!?®

In Creon’s case, this anger takes the form of unbending stubbornness and
unapproachability.’? This is indicated by the Guard’s statement that he hesitated to
come before Creon, because he expects to be punished if he does;'? since Creon then
becomes angry and threatens the Guard with punishment, this produces the
impression that Creon has a general tendency to behave in this fashion, extending
into the past before the start of the play.’? Creon’s unapproachable disposition is
remarked upon explicitly by Haemon, who says, “Your countenance is terrifying
(Oupa dervov) for a man of the demos who has things to say of the sort which you do
not like to hear.'?” Similarly, Haemon remarks upon Creon’s obstinate and
unbending nature when he says, ‘Do not wear only one ethos upon yourself, thinking
that what you say and nothing else is right. Whoever thinks that he himself thinks
right, or has a tongue or a spirit that no-one else has, these people when unfolded are
seen to be empty.”’® Creon’s behaviour throughout the play, of course, corroborates
Haemon on both points. So Sophocles clearly and explicitly indicates to the audience
that Creon possesses this particular temper, within which anger is an important

element, but not the whole.

12 Sophocles’ use of the words physis and ethos in his plays displays a clear perception of
individuals’ different natures and tempers, more explicitly than anything in Aeschylus (Diller
1956, especially 70-72). Antigone contains explicit statements about the physis and ethos not
only of Creon, but also of Antigone (471-472, 523) and Haemon (746). In saying that the two
rulers’ tempers differ, I am reacting to Knox 1966, who sees various Sophoclean characters
(including these) as sharing a single ‘heroic temper’.

124 Diller calls it ‘starre Unnachgiebigkeit’ (1956:82).

125 Soph. Ant. 223-236; cf. dkvov oAUV (243); poPw (270).

126 As Holt 1999:676 remarks, ‘It shows us what to watch for in Creon.’

127 10 Yo 0oV OUpa devov avdpl dnpotn Adyols toovTtolg oig o un téoyr kAvwv (Soph.
Ant. 690-691). Knox 1966:70 rightly notes that Haemon here implies that he is speaking on
behalf of the other citizens, who are too afraid to speak openly; Haemon then continues to
appeal to popular opinion (692-700), suggesting, like the Guard (223-236), that Creon is widely
perceived as intimidating and unapproachable.

128 UM vuv €v 1100g HOLVOV €V 0auT@ QOQEL WS QNS OV, KOVdEV &AAo, TovT 0p0wc €xeLv.
60TIC YaQ aUTOC 1) PQOVELY HOVOS dOKeL, 1] YAWooav, v ovk &AAog, 1) Puxnv Exetv, odtoL
damtuxBévteg weOnoav kevol (Soph. Ant. 705-709). Knox 1966:70 and 178 n. 17 compares
Ajax’s refusal to modify his 1)0oc at Aj. 594-595; cf. Aj. 481-484 and Finglass ad locc..
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Oedipus, like Creon, displays anger, and this is part of his consistent temper, too.'?
Teiresias tells Oedipus, “You reproach me for my anger, but you have not seen yours
which lives with you, and blame me,”'* and Creon tells Oedipus, ‘You are clearly
sullen when you yield (eikwv), and severe when excessively angry. Such natures
(pvoewg) are rightly most painful for themselves to bear.”’® Such statements might
equally have been made to Creon in Antigone. However, Oedipus’ temper does not
seem identical to Creon’s, since the strong elements of unapproachability and
stubbornness are greatly softened: Oedipus yields relatively readily concerning the
punishment of Creon,’*? and is eminently approachable throughout.’®* What is instead
emphasised is the quick and sharp nature of Oedipus’ temper. We saw before that the
Guard’s first words in Antigone indicate that Creon’s unapproachable disposition is
habitual and extends into the past; similarly, Oedipus’ account of his reactive and
quick-tempered orge when he slew Laius gives us a sense that this disposition is
permanent and consistent.’3* Oedipus displays this disposition in the play itself when
he leaps into angry accusations against Creon, which the Chorus-leader suggests
were ‘perhaps forced out by anger rather than by the judgement of the mind.’%
Moreover, the Chorus-leader warns Oedipus about his own quickness of mind,
remarking that ‘in thinking, those who are quick are not safe.”’®* Oedipus’ quick

temper contrasts with the caution exhibited in this play by Creon, who twice states

129 Discussed e.g. by Bowra 1944:192-194.

130 oY1V Epépb@ TV €Uy, TNV otV &’ OHOD vaiovoav oV kateldes, AN Eué Péyels (Soph.
OT 337-338).

131 gruyvog pév elkwv dMAog €l, Pagis & dtav Buuod Tepdamnc. al d¢ ToladTAL PLOELS AVTALS
dwkalwg elotv dAyotar géoewv (Soph. OT 673-675). Ryzman 1992:103 rightly remarks that
here “There is a direct connection between Oedipus’ Buuog and his @vowg.”

132 OT 646-677.

133 That Oedipus is not considered unapproachable is clear from the first scene, and especially
from his reluctance to hear about his subjects” suffering second-hand (Soph. OT 6-7). Whereas
the Guard is reluctant to approach Creon in Antigone, no character exhibits reluctance to
interact with Oedipus.

134 Soph. OT 807. This technique of giving characters a past is recognised by Webster 1936:93-
94, Seidensticker 1994:285-288 (both giving this example). Note also Creon’s remark to
Oedipus at Soph. OC 855 (cited by Else 1976:83): 0pyn xdotv d0Ug, 1) 0’ det Avpatvetat.

135 way’ av O 0oyn BaoOev paAdov 1] yvwun eoevav (Soph. OT 523-524); cf. Burton
1980:139-140.

136 ppovelv yaQ ot taxeic ovk aopalels (Soph. OT 617); cf. Knox 1957:16. Knox rightly notes
that the word tachys is recurrently associated with Oedipus, including in the final scene
(1957:15-17, 187-188); cf. Lesky [1972] 1983:155; Lefevre 1987:44 = 2001:130.



225

that, when he does not know, he prefers not to speak; by contrast, Oedipus’ quick
reasoning repeatedly leads him to mistaken conclusions.’”” The tempers of our two
rulers do, then, overlap considerably, but the key-note of Creon’s temper in Antigone
is its stubborn obstinacy, whereas the central quality of Oedipus’ temper is its reactive

quickness.

Some scholars have maintained that Oedipus” anger in killing Laius makes him more
morally responsible for Laius’ death.®® The chief objection to this view is that,
although characters do (as we have seen) reprehend Oedipus’ anger, no-one suggests
that Oedipus’ anger against Laius was culpable, or that, if he had had a different
temper, he would have acted differently or avoided his misfortunes. Sophocles could
easily have had his characters assess Oedipus’ conduct in such terms, but has not
done so. Since such an assessment—while intrinsically perfectly cogent—is not one
which the play mentions, it cannot be said to be part of Sophocles” moral presentation
of him."® In any case, it cannot be taken for granted that an Athenian audience would
have regarded Oedipus’ anger as reprehensible under the circumstances which he

describes.140

Moreover, the anger and suspicion which Creon and Oedipus show in their
interactions with other people are motivated differently. Creon’s first outburst of rage
(mavoat, TELY 0QYNG ...) comes in response to the Chorus” suggestion that the gods
may have buried Polynices,'*! and is thus a response to being challenged; during the
same angry speech he expresses his view that the burial is a plot based on bribery by

his political opponents.’?> Creon engages in further outbursts of anger towards

137 Soph. OT 569, 1520. Kitto 1966:219-222 makes this point well; cf. Kirkwood 1958:130-132.

138 This is restated by Lefevre 1987 = 2001:119-147. Lefévre derives support from the notion
that, when Aristotle mentions Oedipus displaying a hamartia (Poet. XII1.1453a7-12), he means a
moral error, but most scholars reject this (cf. p. 221 n. 121 above).

139 In seeing Oedipus’ anger as important to the play but not as increasing his moral
responsibility, I agree with Scodel 1984:66-67; Allan 2013:178.

140 As Altmeyer 2001:128-129 notes, ancient audience-members might have thought that
Oedipus was morally entitled to defend his honour and arete by fighting Laius’ attempt to
push him off the road.

141 Soph. Ant. 280.

142 Soph. Ant. 289-303.
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Antigone and Haemon.'® In each case, Creon’s anger is prompted by the suggestion
that he is wrong, or by a perceived threat to his authority, especially by a woman.'*

Creon’s anger thus stems from and emphasises his moral error.

Oedipus’ anger, though, is prompted differently.'* That is to say, Oedipus, in pursuit
of the interests of the polis, asks Teiresias who the killer of Laius is, and Teiresias says
that he knows but refuses to say. In this situation, it is natural that Oedipus should be
enraged at Teiresias’ silence. When Oedipus says that Teiresias would make even a
stone angry and asks who would not be angry upon hearing Teiresias disrespect the
polis, these remarks extenuate and justify Oedipus’ anger.¢ In Antigone, no such
justification is presented. Equally, it is natural, especially given the terms of Oedipus’
proclamation earlier to the effect that no-one should shield the killer,'*” that Oedipus
should draw the conclusion—from his perspective, indeed, almost unavoidable —that
Teiresias must be complicit:“® why else, from Oedipus’ perspective, would Teiresias
be silent? But it occurs to Oedipus that, being blind, Teiresias cannot have killed
Laius, which leads him to the thought that Creon and Teiresias must be plotting
against him, and that Creon must have bribed Teiresias.’* Then, he does not reproach
Creon for flouting his authority, but rather reproaches Creon as a friend for betraying
him and desiring to steal his rule.’®® Oedipus’ behaviour is, then, motivated by his

misunderstanding of the true situation, which makes it seem far less culpable than

143 Soph. OT 473-496, 740-761.

144 Soph. OT 484-485, 677-680, 740.

145 The careful verisimilitude with which Sophocles depicts Oedipus’ train of thought in these
two scenes has often been discussed: Kitto 1966:220-221; Kamerbeek 1967:15-16; Easterling
1977:125; Lesky [1972] 1983:154; Sicking 1998:33-37; Gould 1988:149-151; Lawrence 2013:143;
Finglass on Soph. OT 297-462. Even T. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1917:77, who often
denies such verisimilitude, recognises the plausibility with which Oedipus’ anger and
suspicion arise. (He does, however, think that Sophocles has violated plausibility by having
Oedipus fail to listen to Teiresias’ statements that he is the killer at 353, 362, 447-462; against
this, see Easterling 1977:125.) The fact that the common element of suspicion is differently
motivated in the two plays is noted by Reinhardt [1933] 1979:99-100.

146 OT 334-335 and 339-340; cf. Knox 1957:26-27.

147 Soph. OT 230-235.

148 Soph. OT 345-349.

149 Soph. OT 346-350.

150 Soph. OT 385-389.

151 Soph. OT 386-388, 532-535.
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Creon’s, especially given that Oedipus’ questioning of Teiresias and Creon is
motivated in the first instance by Oedipus” wish to save his people and follow the

god’s instructions.!2

Furthermore, when Oedipus subsequently reproaches himself for his false
accusations against Creon,'® Creon specifically declares that he will not reproach
Oedipus for any past wrong (tL Twv m&og kakwv).!'** Creon thus indicates that the
appropriate response to Oedipus’ misfortune is to pity him, and not to hold his
conduct against him. None of this entirely excuses Oedipus’ anger; as we have just
seen, Oedipus himself reprehends it. At the same time, though, Sophocles seems to
have gone out of his way to make it understandable and even exculpable; it is not

part of a cohesively negative view of Oedipus, as it is with Creon in Antigone.

Each ruler’s anger, then, serves to motivate his behaviour and to emphasise his
delusion. However, Creon’s anger is a reaction to disagreement, emphasising his
culpable moral error, whereas Oedipus’ anger derives from his belief that he has been
falsely accused and betrayed by his friends, emphasising his pitiable factual error.
Furthermore, Creon’s anger takes the form of a frightening unapproachability,

whereas Oedipus’ is quick-witted and reactive.

IIl.iv. The fall from olbos to ate

The second stasima of Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus feature the moral pattern of the
fall from olbos to ate, which (as discussed in Chapter 1) is often applied to rulers’ falls
in Herodotus, as well as Aeschylus. The question of whether and how these odes

refer to Creon and Oedipus has often been discussed —and I have little to add, since I

152 For the point that Oedipus acts throughout on behalf of the polis (particularly clear at OT
340), cf. Segal [1993] 2001:77; Altmeyer 2001:129; Finglass 2018a:47. Resemblances between
Oedipus’ interrogations and Athenian legal procedures may also have made his aggressive
questioning of Teiresias and Creon seem more creditable (Greiffenhagen 1966:159-163,
followed by Kullmann 1994:107, Carawan 1999:215).

153 Soph. OT 1419-1421; cf. 1433.

154 Soph. OT 1423.



228

think that the view that currently prevails regarding each ode is probably correct. Yet
scholars have generally considered these odes separately, whereas Sophocles” use of
the pattern can perhaps be most effectively understood by placing Sophocles” two
odes in relation to each other, and also in relation to Aeschylus’ use of the same

pattern.t%

In Herodotus, and also in Pindar and in Aeschylus’ Persians, this moral pattern is
applied to the fall of a ruler in retrospect, as an interpretation of past events.!> In
Agamemnon, though, as discussed in Chapter 5, Aeschylus uses the pattern with
additional sophistication. When first articulated, it is applied to Paris and Troy, the
prosperity of which has been reduced to ruin because of Paris’ wrongdoing.
However, the Chorus’ generalisations about divine justice have a more uncomfortable
side, since, as the Chorus realises, they do not bode well for Agamemnon, who has
himself committed great injustice. Thus Aeschylus’ use of the pattern is double-

edged: what the Chorus initially applies to Paris turns out to apply to Agamemnon.!>”

Sophocles” use of the pattern in the second stasimon of Antigone, as scholars generally
understand it, has some similarities with this.'>® The Chorus begins by placing the fate
of Antigone within the frame of the family’s ancestral kaka and ate, describing her as
the last root in the house of Oedipus. Therefore, when they declare that “the bloody
dust of the gods of the underworld is reaping it, mindlessness of speech and a Fury in
the mind (poevwv)’, the Chorus perhaps seems to attribute this destructive folly to
Antigone herself.'" Then, however, the Chorus begins to generalise. Turning to Zeus,
they emphasise his infinite power, which no ‘transgression of men’ (&vdowv

vnegPaocia) could restrain,'® and declare it as an eternal law that prosperity comes to

155 A brief comparison: Funke 1966:50.

156 See pp. 50-51.

157 See pp. 190-191.

15 On this stasimon, including the points made here, see Easterling 1978, especially 156-158;
Cairns 2013:xiii-xiv, xviii-xix; Gagné 2013:362-376.

159 kat” av viv powia Oev TV VEQTEQWYV A& KOVIG, Adyov T avowx kal poevv Eouwvig
(Soph. Ant. 601-603). Lloyd-Jones and Wilson print the conjecture kor(g, ‘chopper’, but it is
perhaps better to retain kovig (Knapp 1916:306 n. 1; Easterling 1978:146-149; Griffith ad loc.).

160 Soph. Ant. 604-605.
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no mortal without ruin (&tag).!¢! Shortly afterwards, they add that “what is bad seems
good to him whose mind (gpoévag) the god is leading towards ruin (d&tav).”'¢> The
Chorus does not seem to be talking about any person in particular here. Unknown to
them, however, these generalisations are highly applicable to Creon, given that the
Chorus refers to the arrogance of men,'*® and since it is Creon, not Antigone, who, as a
ruler, is in the especially prosperous state which the Chorus envisages. Moreover, as
we have seen, when Creon eventually realises his error, the Messenger and Creon
himself interpret his fall in very similar terms.!** So Sophocles seems to have used this
moral pattern in a sophisticated way, in which the Chorus’ generalisations are

applicable to Creon in a way which the Chorus cannot itself yet understand.

This ode is dominated by the language of advancing ate: as Kitto puts it, the ode ‘re-
echoes with two words: égmel, “it comes”, and ata, “disaster”.”’> This application of
human verbs of motion to ate is uncommon in archaic and classical Greek literature;
as far as I am aware, it otherwise only occurs in the Iliad.'® In Antigone, though, we
have already seen it being used in this way, when Antigone describes Creon’s edict as
evils advancing (oteiyovta) towards their friends,'”” and when Creon says that he
would not keep silent if he saw ate advancing (otelyovoav) upon the citizens.'®
Later, the word ate refers to the disastrous consequences of Creon’s misjudgement.!®
So the second stasimon is part of a broader set of images, which associate Creon with
kaka and ate as early as the play’s opening lines, and which foreshadow Creon’s

eventual ruin through his own error.

161 Soph. Ant. 611-614. The sense is not quite certain here (Griffith ad loc.).

162 10 kakOV dokelv TOT €00AOV T Eupev Otw @oévag Beoc dyet mEog dtav (Soph. Ant.
622-624).

163 Soph. Ant. 604-605; cf. dvdowv in 616.

164 Soph. Ant. 1161-1171, 1261-1276.

165 Kitto 1956:163.

166 The key passage is Il. IX.502-512, where Phoenix personifies ate running out (Omekmoo0Oéet,
506) in front of the Litae; this passage also seems to be evoked by Soph. Ant. 1074-1076, 1103-
1104 (Cairns 2013:xxiii-xxv, 2016:76-78). Cf. also II. XIX.92-94. The closest tragic parallels are
perhaps Aesch. Pers. 97-100 (where ate leads men into her nets) and Ag. 735-749 (where Helen,
approaching Troy, is envisaged as a manifestation of ate), but neither seems very similar.

167 Soph. Ant. 10. Else 1976:28 rightly connects 1-10 and the second stasimon.

168 Soph. Ant. 184-186; cf. pp. 208-209.

169 Soph. Ant. 1259-1260.
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The second stasimon of Oedipus Tyrannus has been more controversial. In this ode, the
Chorus begins by declaring the greatness of the laws which come from the gods. They
then declare, ‘hybris begets the tyrannos’.”° The exact significance of both key words,
hybris and tyrannos, is disputed, and so I am not inclined to place great weight on this

line; I have, however, advanced a view in an Appendix.'”

At any rate, the Chorus immediately evokes the traditional pattern, declaring that
hybris, if overfilled with many things (i.e. koros), mounts to a high peak (i.e. olbos)
where it cannot get a firm foothold.””? They then pray to Apollo ‘that he will never
undo the wrestling beneficial to the polis’, a phrase perhaps referring to beneficial
competition within the polis, in general terms.'”® Then, the Chorus, continuing to
employ the traditional pattern, imagines a man who ‘proceeds in actions or words
arrogantly (Omépomta, i.e. mega phronein), unafraid of justice and not revering the
seats of the gods’, and who ‘will not win gain justly and keep himself from impiety,
but wantonly lays hands on inviolable things’.”* Such a man, they hope, will meet
with an evil fate—and, moreover, if such a man does not meet with an evil fate, this,
they declare at length, would cast doubt on the gods” power and would undermine

their willingness to honour them.1”®

The Chorus’ image of the wrongdoer here is similar to what we see in other texts. In
Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, the wrongdoer is similarly said to lay his hands on inviolable

things,'”® and to be heedless of justice.’”” The notion that prosperity gained unjustly is

170 HBo1g puteveL tvpavvov (Soph. OT 873).

171 See Appendix 1 (pp. 272-275).

172 Soph. OT 873-879.

173 10 kaAwg O €xov mMoAN maAawopa unmote Aboat (Soph. OT 879-882); so interpret Carey
1986:177 and Finglass ad loc.. Others take the phrase to refer to Oedipus’ ascent to power
(Ellendt, cf. Winnington-Ingram [1971] 1980:190-191), or to his attempts to discover the truth
(Kamerbeek ad loc.). Cf. p. 274 below.

174 gl O¢ g vMéQoMTA XeQUlv 1] Adyw mogevetal, Alkag A@opntog, ovde dallovwy €0
0€Bwv, kaka viv EAOLTO HOIQR, DVOTIOTHOL XAQLY XAAG, €L U] TO KEQDOG KeEdaVEL dikaiwg
Kal v doémtwv €p&etal, 1) Twv adiktwv Bifetat patalwv (Soph. OT 883-891).

175 Soph. OT 895-910.

176 Aesch. Ag. 369-373 (cited by Finglass on Soph. OT 889-891).
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what leads to disaster is found in Solon and in Aeschylus,'”® and the Chorus’ fervent
hope that the gods justly punish wrongdoers resembles the attitude of the Chorus in
Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, where it is emphatically asserted that the gods punish unjust

gainers of prosperity, not simply prosperous people in general.!”

In Antigone, as discussed above, Sophocles seems to use the moral pattern in such a
way that its relevance for the play goes beyond what the Chorus can intend: from
their perspective, they are uttering gnomic generalisations, but what they say turns
out to apply to Creon. In Oedipus Tyrannus, therefore, there is no particular reason to
suppose that the Chorus must necessarily have Oedipus in mind —and there are very
good positive reasons to think that they do not. Within the play, the Chorus certainly
does not think that Oedipus is an impious wrongdoer who has done anything worthy
of divine punishment: they admire Oedipus, and say so repeatedly.’® Some scholars
suggest that the Chorus sees Oedipus’ treatment of Teiresias and Creon as exhibiting
impiety or hybris, but this is probably incorrect.’! No other passage suggests such an
view of Oedipus’ conduct, and it seems unlikely that Oedipus’ behaviour towards
Teiresias and Creon can be understood as impious hybris at all.’®2 We must therefore
probably assume that, when the Chorus talks about hybris producing a tyrannos and
imagines a wrongdoer, they are, from their own perspective, simply generalising

without reference to anyone in particular.

Some scholars maintain that, rather as the second stasimon of Antigone foreshadows
the fact that eventually Creon will turn out to have been a wrongdoer who committed
a disastrous act through a moral error, the second stasimon of Oedipus Tyrannus
foreshadows the fact that eventually Oedipus will turn out to have been an impious

and arrogant perpetrator of hybris, who receives punishment from the gods.'$® This

177 Aesch. Ag. 382-384 (&vdol Aaktioavtt péyoav Atkac POV eig Apdvelav).
178 Solon fr. 13.7-13; Aesch. Ag. 464, 750-772.

179 Aesch. Ag. 750-772; cf. pp. 51-52.

180 So rightly Lesky [1972] 1983:160.

181 E.g. Sheppard 1922:xliv-xlvi; Bowra 1944:165.

182 Carey 1986:176; Fisher 1992:340-341.

183 E.g. Gellie 1964:120-121; Kullmann 1994:111.



232

view has the attraction of being straightforward and analogous to Antigone, but is
open to objections. No other passage refers to the killing of Laius as hybris, and it is
doubtful whether this act constitutes hybris anyway.!®® Moreover, the Chorus
envisages an impious and arrogant wrongdoer—but Oedipus is not regarded as
impious or arrogant elsewhere, and the Chorus’ picture of the wrongdoer does not
seem to fit him.'® Furthermore, no character attempts to interpret Oedipus in terms of

this moral pattern, as Creon is interpreted in Antigone.'s

On the whole, therefore, it seems best to adopt the view of most recent scholars,
which is that the Chorus” explanation does not fit Oedipus: the force of the ode lies
precisely in the fact that, although the Chorus envisages a straightforward situation
where a stereotypical wrongdoer comes to ruin through the agency of the gods, the
play actually presents a situation where this happens to someone who is not a
stereotypical wrongdoer.’¥” If so, whereas in Antigone Sophocles uses this moral
pattern to foreshadow the revelation of Creon’s moral error, in Oedipus Tyrannus
Sophocles uses the same pattern to increase the sense that, although Oedipus may
have killed Laius, he does not fit into the paradigmatic frame of the traditional
wrongdoer which the Chorus presents, since he acted unwittingly, rather than out of

hybris or impiety.

If, then, these widely-held views of the second stasima of Antigone and Oedipus
Tyrannus are indeed correct, Sophocles has used the motif of the fall from olbos to ate
in a highly flexible way; indeed, his use of the pattern is diametrically opposed in
each case. In Antigone, the pattern turns out to apply to Creon closely, fitting in with
the characters” wider view that Creon is a morally responsible wrongdoer; in Oedipus
Tyrannus, by contrast, the pattern turns out not to apply to Oedipus, but rather sets
his actual piety in sharp relief, making his fall and the gods” part in it seem all the

more troubling and piteous.

184 Fisher 1992:339-340.

18 Winnington-Ingram [1971] 1980:195-196, 202; similarly, Kitto [1939] 1961:167.

186 Soph. Ant. 1161-1171, 1261-1276.

187 Winnington-Ingram 1980:202-203; Fisher 1992:342; Finglass on OT 863-910; T. Graham
2017:121.
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IIL.v. Are Creon and Oedipus anti-democratic figures?

Scholars who take the ‘figure of the tyrant’” view consider that the ‘tyrant’ is, par
excellence, a figure opposed to democracy.'® This view relies above all on the presence
of one subset of the ideas discussed in Chapter 1—the association with rulers of the
language of masters and slaves, and rulers’ suppression of freedoms treasured at

Athens, especially the ability to speak freely.!®

In Chapter 3, I argued in favour of the view that Creon and his political principles
(especially his strong emphasis on obedience) are brought into tension with
democratic ideals. This view is supported partly by the fact that he talks about his
subjects in terms of slavery and domination, but primarily by the exchange between
Creon and Haemon, in which Creon denies the importance of the will of the people

and treats the polis as belonging to him personally.!*

One passage in Oedipus Tyrannus has rightly been compared to this exchange. This

comes during the dispute between Oedipus and Creon:'*!

CREON: For I see that you are not thinking right.
OEDIPUS: I am, when it comes to myself.
CREON: But you should when it comes to me, too.
OEDIPUS: But you are a traitor.

188 E.g. Lanza 1977:xii-xiv.

189 See pp. 65-71 above.

19 Soph. Ant. 663-678, discussed at pp. 121-123 above.
191 CREON: o0 Y& poovoivta o €0 BAETIw.
OEDIPUS: 10 yoOv €uov.

CREON: &AA” €€ {oov del KAOV.

OEDIPUS: &AA” €puc kakog.

CREON: €i ¢ Euving undév;

OEDIPUS: doktéov v Opwe.

CREON: oUtoL kakws Y &QXOVTOG.

OEDIPUS: @ oA OALS.

CREON: kapot méAewg péteoty, ovxi ool povw (Soph. OT 626-630).
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CREON: But if you understand nothing?
OEDIPUS: Nevertheless, you must be ruled.
CREON: Not if you rule badly.

OEDIPUS: Polis, polis!

CREON: But I also have a share in the polis, not you alone.

Several scholars have compared this to the exchange between Creon and Haemon,
arguing that here Oedipus ‘veer[s] towards the imperiousness of the bad ruler, the
tyrant, in the pejorative sense, like Creon in Antigone.”'? Indeed, there certainly are
shared features. In particular, this passage briefly hints at the issue, dwelt upon in
Antigone, of whether a ruler who gives bad instructions should be obeyed: Oedipus
enunciates the view that Creon ought to ‘be ruled’, and Creon in reply enunciates the
view that he should not have to be ruled when the ruler is ruling badly.'
Furthermore, Creon’s remark that the polis does not belong to Oedipus alone (Lovw)
recalls Haemon'’s remarks that no polis belongs to its ruler and that Creon would rule
well alone (novoc) over a deserted land.’* Sophocles has, then, used similar elements,

even down to this verbal parallelism “alone” (LOvog/Hovw).

Nevertheless, it seems wrong to interpret Oedipus as an anti-democratic figure in this
passage, because the elements that make such an interpretation persuasive in Creon’s
case are absent.’® In Antigone, Creon articulates principles which might be regarded
as intrinsically objectionable by democratic standards: he casts doubt on the notion
that a ruler should rule for the benefit of anyone other than himself, and suggests that
a polis belongs to its ruler. By contrast, Oedipus merely asserts his own claims to be
obeyed in the face of Creon telling him that he, Oedipus, does not understand the

situation,'* and appeals to the polis;'”” he says nothing pronouncedly undemocratic.

192 Segal [1993] 2001:85; similarly, Kitto [1939] 1961:178, Kamerbeek 1967:18, Zeitlin 1986:122 n.
20, Burian 2009:111.

195 Soph. OT 628-629, taking apktéov to be passive (Finglass ad loc.); others (e.g. Lloyd-Jones)
take it as active.

194 Soph. Ant. 739, OT 630.

195 [ draw the essential point here from Rosler 1980:20.

1% Cf. Finglass on Soph. OT 628.
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Furthermore, in Antigone, it is Haemon’s mention of the populace and its views that
suggests that Creon is going against popular opinion, which on democratic principles
would prevail over his personal will; in Oedipus Tyrannus, no-one mentions the
populace. Unlike in Antigone, Sophocles does not turn this conversation into an
extensive debate about obedience or political values, since Jocasta’s entrance
interrupts the discussion. Thus, whereas Antigone indicates that Creon is a bad leader,
placing him in tension with the popular will, in Oedipus Tyrannus the notion that
Oedipus might be a bad ruler becomes a one-off reproach addressed to Oedipus in
anger,'” and Sophocles has not chosen to draw the implications of this in democratic

terms.

If we are to understand Sophocles’” use of shared motifs in these two plays, it is
exactly this kind of choice that we should give full weight to. In Antigone, Sophocles
has presented Creon in a seemingly anti-democratic light; in Oedipus Tyrannus, he

seems not to have done the same.

Furthermore, as discussed in Chapters 1 and 3, Creon uses the language of slavery
and domination. If we look for similar features in Oedipus’ case, however, we look in
vain. There are two places where another character demands the right to speak on an
equal footing with Oedipus (which Oedipus allows them to), and one place in which
Teiresias says that he is Apollo’s slave rather than Oedipus’ (in order to avoid giving
Oedipus information which he very reasonably desires). Edmunds places
considerable weight on these passages in arguing that Oedipus is a ‘tyrant’, and this
has a certain plausibility when one takes Oedipus in isolation.?® However, comparing
these passages with those in Antigone, where Creon is set in opposition to freedom
and democracy much more prominently, gives the impression not that Sophocles has
chosen to present Oedipus as a similarly anti-democratic figure, but that he has

stopped short of doing so.

197 Soph. OT 629, discussed by Budelmann 2000:212, Finglass ad loc..
19 This is noted by Dawe, Finglass on Soph. OT 630.

199 Soph. OT 629.

200 Soph. OT 408-410, 544, with Edmunds 2002:75-76.
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IV. Conclusion

This chapter, by comparing Creon and Oedipus, has given full weight to the
similarities between them. Sophocles has employed many of the same underlying
ideas, and has structured the two plays similarly. Yet it would be wrong to suppose
that Sophocles has portrayed them altogether similarly in moral or political terms.
Rather, Sophocles has used the shared elements flexibly and economically to different
effect in each case. Whereas the other characters view Creon negatively and as being
greatly at fault, and whereas his conduct is contrasted with ideals of freedom and
democracy prized at Athens, Oedipus is regarded with admiration and, later, pity,

but not blame, and is not set in opposition to freedom or democracy, as Creon is.

Conventional features shared with the story tradition, as discussed in Chapter 1, play
a role in the presentation of both rulers, but are blended with other features derived
from democratic Athens or evocative of the world of legend. It is impossible to know
what relative prominence these features would have seemed to have for Sophocles or
his audience, and it is therefore at very least incautious to take these conventional
features to be the defining aspect of these rulers, which labelling Creon and Oedipus
as ‘tyrants’ seems to imply. Indeed, it seems rather likely that, since Sophocles
presents Creon so insistently in terms of contemporary ideas, he may have expected
his audience to interpret him primarily in contemporary terms, which indeed will
surely have been more immediately accessible and obvious to them than any other
terms of reference. As for Oedipus, it certainly seems plausible that Sophocles would
have expected his audience to interpret him primarily as a glorious legendary figure,
which is how he is presented at the start of the play. Sophocles may also have
expected his audience to be reminded of the stories about archaic rulers; given the
strong resemblances, it can hardly be doubted that such associations would have
been readily conjured among audience-members familiar with the stories. But to

regard these features as these rulers” defining quality seems unjustified.
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All this shows the methodological importance of distinguishing carefully between the
ideas that underlie a character’s portrayal and the ways in which a playwright has
actually used these to portray a character morally. If we try to judge a character solely
on the basis that certain ideas are used in their portrayal, we are likely to err, but, if
we take the playwright’s technique in presenting the character into account as well,
we can reach a more satisfactory account. Equally, it is important not to judge a
character simply on the basis of the character’s actions, but also to consider how these
actions have actually been presented within the play. This is especially important in
the case of Oedipus, whose killing of Laius and accusations against Creon could
possibly be regarded as culpable on account of the negligence and fury with which
they were committed; this, however, only makes it all the more striking that

Sophocles does not have any character in the play suggest such an assessment.

Our comparison of Creon and Oedipus has shown us Sophocles’ flexibility in
employing the ideas discussed in Part One and in using them to present Creon and
Oedipus differently. In the next chapter, we will discuss Pentheus in Euripides’
Bacchae, who is also based on similar underlying ideas. In combination, therefore,
these chapters examine three rulers conventionally regarded as ‘tyrants” side by side,
providing a detailed picture of how the playwrights use even very similar underlying

ideas to present characters in varying and complex moral terms.
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CHAPTER 7. PENTHEUS IN EURIPIDES’ BACCHAE

I. Introduction

This chapter focuses on one ruler —Pentheus in Euripides’ Bacchae. Pentheus has been
studied extensively, but the previous chapter suggests two new lines of enquiry,

which are made possible by the groundwork laid in this thesis.

Firstly, we have seen that Sophocles” Creon and Oedipus are depicted using a
complex variety of ideas—some contemporary, some shared with the stories
discussed in Chapter 1. Now, we can ask how similar Euripides’ technique in
employing traditional and contemporary ideas in the case of Pentheus is to
Sophocles’ in the case of Creon or Oedipus. Does Euripides blend these underlying
ideas in a similarly complex way? Also, rather as similarities between Creon and
Oedipus have often been noted, scholars have also compared Pentheus to Creon or
Oedipus, but such similarities have, again, been studied unsystematically: this

chapter provides an opportunity to look at this more closely.

Secondly, we have seen that Sophocles employs the techniques of self-presentation
and presentation by other characters cohesively, so that the characters essentially
present a unified and concerted moral assessment of Creon and Oedipus. Now, we
can ask whether Euripides does the same in Bacchae. We will see that he does; in this

respect, his technique shows significant continuity with Sophocles’.

Much discussion of Pentheus has focused on questions of psychology. Pentheus’
aberrant behaviour has fascinated scholars researching Euripidean characterisation,
of which one of the most striking aspects is Euripides” depiction of unusual mental
states, and has also provided a starting-point for scholars to explain Pentheus’

behaviour in modern psychological terms, as prurient, repressed, voyeuristic, or
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mentally ill.! Firstly, Dionysus recounts how Pentheus experienced three false visions:
he ties up a bull thinking that it is the Lydian stranger, mistakenly thinks his house is
on fire, and chases an apparition seemingly sent by the god.? Secondly, in the
following scene, Pentheus is initially aggressive and derisive towards the disguised
Dionysus, as earlier. However, when Dionysus asks (intoning the syllable &) whether
Pentheus would like to see the Bacchants sitting on the mountains, Pentheus’
aggression and derision suddenly dissipate, and he becomes compliant, even praising
Dionysus for his sophia (although he still expresses some inhibitions and doubts).3
Scholars differ regarding the interpretation of this scene: some consider Dionysus’
interjection to mark the moment when Dionysus drives Pentheus’ wits awry and
begins to influence him, while others consider Pentheus’ reaction to Dionysus’
suggestion to be in keeping with a ‘prurient’ attitude which Pentheus may be thought
to exhibit already before this.* At any rate, at the end of the scene Dionysus clearly
declares that he will drive Pentheus mad.> Upon re-entering, Pentheus experiences
further hallucinations,® and then acts with complete compliance beyond what he

exhibited in the preceding scene.”

1 Such approaches are suggested by Winnington-Ingram 1948:102-105 and 159-161, Dodds
[1944] 1960a:xliii, 172-174, and on Eur. Bacch. 222-3, 810-12, and Seidensticker 1972:42-45, and
developed elaborately by LaRue 1968, Sale 1972, Glenn 1979, and Parsons 1988, and in a
different direction by Seaford 1996:33-35; useful recent discussions include Scullion 2004, Mills
2006:60-61, 97-100, and Lawrence 2013:287-297. Diller 1955:459-460, 466-467 perhaps presents
the most cogent sceptical viewpoint. Studies of Pentheus’ psychology from the perspective of
Euripides’ technique have been oddly few: Aélion 1983:11.255-258; Thumiger 2008. (The other
discussions of Euripidean psychology listed at p. 148 n. 31 omit Pentheus, often focusing
instead e.g. on Medea.)

2 Eur. Bacch. 616-631. Pentheus’ mental state here is usefully discussed by Aélion 1983:11.255-
256 (arguing that Pentheus is not yet mad); Thumiger 2008:62.

3 Eur. Bacch. 810-846; Pentheus praises Dionysus as co¢@dg at 824.

¢ Many accept both views, seeing Dionysus as embodying Pentheus’ prurient desires
(Winnington-Ingram 1948:102-105; Dodds on Eur. Bacch. 810; Conacher 1967:67-68; Sale
1972:70-71; Simon 1978:116; Glenn 1979:8; Thumiger 2008:63), while others consider Pentheus
simply to be driven mad by Dionysus here (Oranje 1984:80-88; March 1989:38, 41-42, 46;
Lawrence 2013:294-297). Scullion 2004:12 (differing from Winnington-Ingram 1948:105) argues
that Pentheus is not yet under Dionysus’ control, since Dionysus only indicates his intention
to drive Pentheus mad at 849-861.

5 Eur. Bacch. 849-861.

6 Eur. Bacch. 918-922.

7 Note especially Eur. Bacch. 934.
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These psychological phenomena undoubtedly constitute the most immediately
striking aspect of Pentheus’ portrayal, and, given Euripides’ recurrent interest in
unusual states of mind, one of the most characteristically Euripidean. Consequently,
the questions that Pentheus’” psychology gives rise to are of great importance.
However, scholars’ attention to this topic has perhaps distracted from the systematic
study of less exciting but perhaps even more fundamental aspects of Euripides’
technique, namely the techniques of self-presentation and presentation by other
characters which are essential for the depiction of characters, especially in moral
terms, in any drama.® In any case, the present study is not the place for extended
discussion of Euripidean psychology, given that it would be unwise to reach any
definite conclusions on that topic without detailed study of other plays in which

Euripides has depicted unusual mental states.’

In this chapter, we will firstly discuss the ideas underlying the depiction of
Pentheus—firstly ideas about rulers, including similarities with Creon in Antigone
and other tragic rulers (II), and secondly relevant contemporary ideas (III). Then we
will consider his moral presentation, considering firstly his presentation in the earlier
part of the play before his madness (IV), and secondly his presentation after his death

(section V).

IL. Presupposed ideas: Pentheus as ruler

Pentheus” depiction features similar negative (‘tyrannical’) features to those found in
Sophocles and elsewhere in Euripides, which are (as discussed in Chapter 1) related
to features associated with rulers in Herodotus. In particular, when the First
Messenger hesitates to speak to Pentheus and Pentheus encourages him, this
exemplifies the story-pattern found in Herodotus and in Antigone, where a subject
hesitates to speak freely to the ruler, and either meets with the ruler’s anger, or is

listened to willingly. Moreover, when the First Messenger mentions Pentheus’ ‘sharp

8 Cf. pp. 143-146.
9 Cf. p. 153 n. 40.
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temper and excessively basileus-like manner” (tovE00vpOV Kt T0 BacAikov Alav),'0
this shows that Pentheus’ tendency to display anger, which is so visible in Sophocles’
Creon and Oedipus, is no coincidence, but is a product of Euripides” use of traditional
ideas about rulers to depict Pentheus.!! Also, when Pentheus suggests that Dionysus
is his slave, this resembles the use of similar language by Creon in Antigone and Lycus

in Heracles.1?

However, there are resemblances between Pentheus and either Creon in Antigone or
Lycus in Heracles which cannot be seen in the story tradition represented in

Herodotus.

Parallels with Sophocles” Antigone are particularly abundant. Firstly, in a rather
general sense, Creon and Pentheus exhibit similar attitudes. Both are alert to kaka that,
in their view, threaten the polis,’* and both are suspicious concerning the hidden
motives of the perpetrators.* Both rulers exhibit outraged hostility towards the
notion that the gods might be on their opponents’ side: Creon considers it absurd that
the gods might care about Polynices’ corpse, while Pentheus considers it absurd that
Dionysus could actually be a real god.'”® Pentheus has an extended conflict with
Teiresias, as do Sophocles” Creon and Oedipus;'® during this, Pentheus, like Creon
and Oedipus, accuses Teiresias of being corrupt,'” and says that Teiresias would be

punished were he not an old man (something which Oedipus also says).!® Pentheus

10 Eur. Bacch. 671.

11 The First Messenger also mentions Pentheus’” tdxoc ... twv @oevav (Eur. Bacch. 670), which
interestingly resembles the association of the word taxvg with Oedipus in Oedipus Tyrannus
(on which see p. 224 n. 136).

12 Bur. Bacch. 803.

13 Eur. Bacch. 216; cf. e.g. Soph. Ant. 298-301, 313.

14 Pentheus suspects them of sexual motivations (Eur. Bacch. 222-225), while Creon suspects
the buriers of Antigone of financial corruption (Soph. Ant. 293-303, 313-314).

15 Soph. Ant. 280-288; Eur. Bacch. 215-225.

16 Eur. Bacch. 215-369; cf. Soph. Ant. 988-1090, OT 300-462.

17 Bur. Bacch. 255-257; cf. Soph. Ant. 1033-1047, 1055-1063, OT 380-389. This parallelism is noted
e.g. by Dodds ad loc.; cf. Sommerstein [2006] 2010b:278-279.

18 Eur. Bacch. 258-260; cf. Soph. OT 402-403. The parallelism is (again) noted by Dodds ad loc..
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then actually goes further than Creon or Oedipus by sending servants to wreck

Teiresias’” prophetic seat.!

Pentheus’ relations with his servants and the Chorus also recall Creon’s. We have
already seen that the First Messenger, like the Guard in Antigone, hesitates to speak
freely to Pentheus;* so does the Chorus-leader, in both plays.?! The Servant who
arrests Dionysus recounts that he did so unwillingly; this attitude perhaps resembles
the somewhat unwilling service of the Guard in Antigone in arresting Antigone.?
Also, Pentheus, like Creon, particularly resents the prospect of being defeated by
women.”? So several negative features shared between Pentheus and Creon are not
found elsewhere. Some of these, indeed, are only apposite to both plays specifically

because Pentheus and Creon both come into opposition with the divine.

Pentheus’ resemblances with Lycus in Heracles also go beyond the traditional features
discussed in Chapter 1. In particular, Pentheus’ first scene has been written by
Euripides in a similar way to Lycus’ first scene. Both are, formally speaking, not true
agon scenes with balanced speeches, but what Lloyd calls ‘epideixis scenes’.* Both
rulers adopt a threatening tone in their entrance speeches—Lycus threatening to kill
Heracles’ family, with a repeated emphasis on the word ‘die’ (Oaveiv), and Pentheus
threatening in brutal language to kill the disguised Dionysus and hunt the Bacchants
from the mountain.?> Both adopt a derisive tone; Pentheus ridicules Dionysus’
feminine appearance, while Lycus ridicules Heracles’ use of archery.? Rhetorical

questions characterise Lycus’ speech even more than Pentheus’, but indicate both

19 Eur. Bacch. 345-351.

20 Bur. Bacch. 668-671, with Soph. Ant. 223-245; cf. p. 61 above.

2 Eur. Bacch. 775-777; cf. the Chorus-leader’s tentativeness at Soph. Ant. 211-220, 278-279,
1091-1101.

2 Eur. Bacch. 441-443; cf. Soph. Ant. 436-440 (and also 388-397).

2 Eur. Bacch. 785-786; cf. Soph. Ant. 484-485, 678. This parallelism is noted by Dodds ad loc.;
Mills 2006:59.

24 Eur. HF 140-169, Bacch. 215-262, with Lloyd 1992:10-11.

% Qavelv at Eur. HF 144, 147; 6vijokewv at 156. Pentheus mentions binding and imprisoning
people (Eur. Bacch. 226-227), hunting and netting the Bacchants (228, 231), and cutting off the
disguised Dionysus’ head (241). Pentheus uses similarly violent language later, too: Leinieks
1996:210-216; cf. Segal 1982:56, 61, 88-93, 99-106.

26 Eur. HF 148-166, Bacch. 233-247.
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speakers’ lack of patience with their interlocutors.?” Each ruler’s initial speech is
followed by a long, intellectual epideixis-speech, in Teiresias” case defending Dionysus
(with a supplementary speech from Cadmus), in Amphitryon’s defending
Heracles®—to which each ruler reacts with violent dismissiveness. Pentheus, with
revulsion, tells Cadmus to keep his hands off him; Lycus responds that, although
Amphitryon may have a good argument, he will respond by harming him with
deeds.”” Then both rulers call their servants: Pentheus tells his to throw down
Teiresias” prophetic seat, while Lycus instructs his to pile up logs to burn Heracles’
family alive.*® Both conclude with an emphatically brutal flourish: Lycus turns to the
Chorus, reminding them that they are his slaves, whereas Pentheus says that the
disguised Dionysus should be brought before him so that he can “die, and find his
Bacchic revel bitter.”* These similarities are, essentially, similarities of form; the fact
that Euripides has framed Lycus’ and Pentheus’ initial appearances using similarly
constructed scenes should not surprise us any more than the formal similarities

between Sophocles’ Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus should.

There are, then, numerous similarities between Pentheus and both Creon in Antigone
and Lycus in Heracles. Although many of these may have appeared in the depiction of
other rulers, to call them ‘traditional” or ‘typical” would go beyond our evidence;
many of the resemblances between Pentheus and Creon are only possible because of
the similar situation of the two plays, while many resemblances between Pentheus
and Lycus seem to depend on specifically Euripidean aspects of formal composition.
So there are strong resemblances between Pentheus and earlier negatively
characterised tragic rulers, but these are of various different kinds, and are not merely

a matter of reproducing a traditional stock figure.

Moreover, Euripides’” Bacchae was only one of a number of fifth-century plays

revolving around a ruler fighting Dionysus. Aeschylus wrote a Pentheus, but we

27 Bur. HF 143-146, 151-156, Bacch. 246-248.
28 Eur. HF 170-235, Bacch. 266-327.
2 Eur. HF 238-239, Bacch. 343-344.
30 Eur. HF 240-246, Bacch. 345-351.
31 Eur. HF 250-251, Bacch. 356-357.
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know little about it.32 However, there is evidence of considerable similarities between
Bacchae and Aeschylus’ Edonians, where another ruler, Lycurgus, fought against
Dionysus and was driven mad. In particular, a few fragments show that Dionysus
was taken before Lycurgus as a prisoner, questioned about his place of birth, and
mocked for his appearance. One runs, “‘Whence comes this epicene? What is its
country, what its garb?’*®—while another runs, ‘He’s certainly got long legs! He
wasn’t once a clothes-snatcher, was he?* These snippets show that Pentheus’
derisive attitude and manner of speaking towards Dionysus were anticipated in

Aeschylus’ Edonians.®

In different ways, therefore, Pentheus resembles Creon in Antigone, Lycus in Heracles,
and Lycurgus in Edonians. If more tragedies survived depicting similar rulers,
perhaps we would see many resemblances with other rulers, too. Furthermore, the
variety of elements shared between Pentheus and other rulers is striking. Only a few
are shared with the story tradition; most are only shared with one other tragic ruler.
As for Aeschylus’ Lycurgus, the few elements known to be shared between him and
Pentheus are shared neither with Creon, nor with Lycus, nor with the story tradition.
Indeed, there is no evidence either way as to whether Aeschylus’ depiction of
Lycurgus (or of Pentheus) had any particular links to the tradition of negative

depictions of rulers discussed in Chapter 1.

32 Cf. Dodds [1944] 1960a:xxxi. Aeschylus” Wool-Carders may also have involved Pentheus (cf.
p.- 31 n. 107).

3 modaTog O YUVVIG; TG Ttatoa; Tig 1) 0TtoAr); (Aesch. Edonians fr. 61.1, trans. Sommerstein).

3 LaKQOOKEATG HEV: doar 1) XAoUVNG Tic 1)v; (Aesch. Edonians fr. 62, trans. Sommerstein). On
these two fragments, cf. M. L. West 1990:28-29.

% Dodds [1944] 1960a:xxxi-xxxii, comparing Aesch. Edonians fr. 61 with Eur. Ba. 460-464, and
frr. 59-62 with Eur. Ba. 453-458. More generally on the relationship between Edonians and
Bacchae: Deichgraber 1939:306-309; Sutton 1971:402-407; Seaford 1996:26-27. The same
impression of Lycurgus is given at Soph. Ant. 960-961 (cited in this connection by Kamerbeek
1948:282). Also, in Naevius’ Lycurgus, probably based on Aeschylus’ Edonians (Deichgraber
1939:260-265; Dodds [1944] 1960a:xxxii-xxxiii; Sutton 1971:387-389; Lattanzi 1994:193-198),
Lycurgus remarks, ne ille mei feri ingeni atque animi acrem acrimoniam (fr. 21; cf. frr. 19-20).
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Like Creon, Pentheus has commonly been regarded as a stock or typical ‘tyrant’.® As
with Creon, this makes sense up to a point: some aspects of his portrayal are shared
with the story tradition, and Pentheus also resembles other tragic rulers in the ways
just explained. However, we should not overemphasise the homogeneity of these
different ‘tyrants’” to the exclusion of recognising the differences between them, which
are considerable; many of the resemblances between Pentheus and another ruler are
shared with only one other, and there is no firm reason to consider these features
traditional in any strong sense. Rather than thinking of the ‘tragic tyrant” as a “type’, it
may be more helpful to think of these rulers as displaying family resemblances.?”
Moreover, in Pentheus’ case, it will not do to suppose that Euripides has simply
reproduced a traditional figure. Rather, Euripides had available to him a
heterogeneous variety of ideas associated with rulers, which he has blended anew in
presenting Pentheus; consequently, Pentheus resembles many other rulers in one way
or another, but is yet unique, and differs markedly, at this most basic level of his

construction, from each.

II1. Presupposed ideas: contemporary religious issues

As we have seen, the depiction of Creon in Antigone is affected by contemporary
political elements: he enunciates contemporary principles concerning leadership and
obedience, and the situation is presented in terms of conflicts concerning nomos, the
burial of the dead and the authority of officials which are conceived in contemporary

terms.

The depiction of Pentheus is not affected by contemporary political elements of this
sort. It is, however, affected by contemporary religious elements. Above all, as Dodds

and Versnel argue, the play makes contact with Athenian concerns about the

% E.g. Dodds [1944] 1960a:xliii, Diller 1955:458, and Seaford 1996:47. Doubts are expressed by
Oranje 1984:176; March 1989:44.
% The term popularised by Wittgenstein 1953, section 67.
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introduction of new cults, especially ones with a ‘foreign” flavour.®® Euripides
presents the cult of Dionysus in a distinctly “foreign” light: the Chorus announces its
arrival from Asia, and Dionysus, leading it, takes the guise of a Lydian stranger;®
also, the cult is repeatedly associated with that of the ‘foreign” goddess Cybele.* Also,
many features of the cult emphasised in Bacchae are found in Demosthenes, who uses
them in a lurid description of a cult that he accuses Aeschines of having taken part in
in his youth. It is disputed whether Demosthenes is talking specifically about the
‘foreign” god Sabazius here or is confecting a scandalous and satirical cult of his
own;* either way, though, Demosthenes” comments indicate that the cult in Bacchae
contains features that might be regarded as objectionable and disreputable at Athens
a few decades later.#? The depiction of Pentheus is considerably affected by this
whole issue, since some of the aspects of the cult of Dionysus to which Pentheus
objects were seen as striking and problematic aspects of similar cults in the fifth and
fourth centuries. In particular, his objections to the Bacchants” ecstatic and nocturnal
rites, as well as to the sexual promiscuity that he assumes goes with them, are in line
with contemporary perceptions of the cults of Adonis and Sabazius.** Similarly, in
calling the disguised Dionysus a ‘wizard and enchanter’ (yong émwdog),* he takes a

line of attack used in the fourth century against Nino, a priestess of Sabazius, and also

% In calling these religious concerns contemporary, I do not mean to suggest that they were new.
On the contrary, Versnel 1990:102-131 and R. C. T. Parker 1996:158-163, 188-198 clearly show
that such cults were introduced long before the 400s; there was no ‘sudden outburst of interest
in barbarian gods’ (1996:196-197). I also follow Parker in using scare quotes with reference to
these ‘foreign’ cults, since their foreign origins are often questionable (1996:158-163). In
general, cf. also Dodds 1940:171-175, 1960:xxiii-xxv; Allan 2004:138-147; Gehrke 2011;
Reitzammer 2017.

% Especially Eur. Bacch. 13-22, 64-65, 135-166, 234, 460-484.

4 EBur. Bacch. 59, 76-82, 128-134, with Versnel 1990:105-111, 173, 180; Allan 2004:141-146.
Comparable is the association of Dionysus with the Thracian goddess Cotyto at Aesch.
Edonians fr. 57 (a play with which Bacchae has a particular relationship; cf. p. 244 n. 35), as
discussed by Allan 2004:138-140. For Cotyto, cf. p. 247 n. 46 below.

4 So R. C. T. Parker 1996:159; G. Martin 2009:104-115.

£ Dodds 1940:173-175, [1944] 1960a:xxiii, comparing Dem. XVIII.259-260, 284 with Eur. Ba. 72-
166; cf. Versnel 1990:114-115. (The comparison retains its interest even if Demosthenes is not
thinking specifically of Sabazius.)

# Eur. Ba. 215-225, 236-238, 260-262, 458-459, 485-487, with Cic. Leg. 2.37 (describing
Aristophanes’ Seasons), Ar. Lys. 387-398, and Men. Sam. 43-49, discussed by Versnel 1990:104,
114; Reitzammer 2017:307-309.

4 Eur. Ba. 234.
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against other figures perceived as religious charlatans.*> Also, in mocking the
disguised Dionysus’ exotic dress, Pentheus may be attacking an aspect of
contemporary cults pilloried in Eupolis” Dyers, which depicted the Thracian goddess
Cotyto being worshipped by effeminate men dressed as women.* Furthermore, as
discussed in Chapter 4, Pentheus’ indictment of Dionysus as ‘introducing a new
divinity” (daipov’ ... éo@épwv véov) seems to evoke accusations that might be made
formally in contemporary impiety trials, since a similar indictment was employed
against Socrates.”” So the contact which Bacchae makes with this contemporary issue
bears significantly on Pentheus, since it places him in a position akin to that of an
accuser in an impiety trial, or to that of a religious conservative vehemently opposed

to new religious practices.

Like Creon in Antigone, then, Pentheus is portrayed as representing a point of view
which existed in fifth-century Athens in relation to a contemporary issue. Indeed, like
both Creon and Oedipus, Pentheus places a strong focus on the polis and its interests,
aligning himself and his actions with it, although this is not emphasised quite as

strongly as in Sophocles’ two plays.

Now, there is plenty of evidence that many Athenians were opposed to religious
innovation, and that they feared the sexual promiscuity with which ‘foreign” and
Bacchic cults were associated. As we have seen, ‘foreign’ cults were a target of late
tifth-century comedy, and the Athenians tried several people on charges of religious

innovation, resulting in the executions of Socrates and the priestess Nino. Orations

4 Joseph. Ap. 2.37 (Nino); Philochorus, BNJ 328 F 60, with Plut. Dem. 14, and Dem. XXV.79
(Theoris), with Versnel 1990:115-118. As Versnel points out, though, antipathy to yontec and
émedol is only sometimes connected with new or ‘foreign” cults; cf. e.g. Eur. Hipp. 1038-1040
(Leinieks 1996:232-233), Soph. OT 387-388 (cited by Versnel).

4% Versnel 1990:113, 159. For Eupolis’ Dyers (and some useful discussion of the goddess
Cotyto), see Storey 2003:94-111.

¥ See p. 133-134 above.

4 Note especially his initial emphasis on veoxpx tvd’ ava mtéAwy kaxa (Eur. Ba. 216); cf.
352, 503, with Podlecki 1974:148-149, 151, Seidensticker 1972:46, Segal 1982:100. Pohlenz goes
too far, however, in claiming that ‘Pentheus ist jahzornig wie Oedipus, aber wie dieser nur auf
das Wohl des Volkes bedacht’ (1954:11.179); Oedipus’ alignment with the polis and its people is
of a special and particularly close kind, and even Creon appeals to the polis more prominently
than Pentheus (cf. pp. 134-135, 207-208 above).
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such as Lysias” Against Nicomachus suggest that, whether in prosecution or defence,
religious arguments that were to stand up in court required the adoption of a
conservative position.* Quite probably, therefore, if a new and disruptive god had
been introduced in contemporary Athens, many audience-members might have
adopted a position similar to Pentheus’—one of opposition to the new god.®
Similarly, since cults of this sort were commonly associated with sexual promiscuity,
it seems likely, based on what we know of Athenian attitudes towards women, that
many Athenians, if confronted with their female relatives dancing off into the
mountains unsupervised, might have reacted with just as much suspicion as

Pentheus.>!

Surviving evidence, then, gives the clear impression that suspicion of such cults and
fear of the sexual promiscuity that accompanied them were widespread. Evidence for
the opposite viewpoint does not seem to have survived, although this does not mean
that none existed;* after all, participants in such cults presumably had motivations,
and could presumably expound these to other would-be participants. One might
suppose, however, that these motivations may have been spiritual, convivial and

hedonistic—and perhaps not formulated as rational arguments as such.

Scholars have sometimes used the likelihood that many Athenians were opposed to
religious innovation and sexual promiscuity as a basis for a positive (or partly

positive) overall view of Pentheus.®® Sophocles” Antigone, however, should discourage

4 Lys. XXX.18-19; cf. the passages cited at p. 255 n. 87, and Pl. Euthyph. 3b8-9 (with Rubel
2014:1). On Athenian religious conservatism in general, see Mikalson 1983:95-98; Price
1999:76-88.

5 Cf. Gehrke 2011:357-359, 362, who lists most of the facets of the Dionysiac cult in Bacchae
which an Athenian might have found objectionable.

51 So March 1989:45, partly followed by Mills 2006:61; similarly, Oranje 1984:42-43; Hose
2008:206-207.

52 “[I]t happens that all our witnesses are hostile to the new religious movement. ... Athenian
public opinion is thus, so far as we happen to know it, on the side of law and order’ (Dodds
[1944] 1960a:xxiv). Gehrke 2011:363 suggests that Bacchae itself is a sort of Gegenplidoyer
against this point of view.

5 Of recent scholars, see March 1989:43-50. Mills 2006:61 also takes this to mitigate Pentheus’
broadly negative characterisation. Straightforwardly positive views of Pentheus were
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us from jumping to such a conclusion, since there, too, Sophocles gives Creon a
position that is somewhat defensible (although, perhaps, not as defensible as
Pentheus’), yet has the other characters present him unanimously as being in the
wrong. It therefore does not follow from the fact that Euripides has given Pentheus a
favourable starting position that Euripides has, overall, presented him favourably; we
cannot reach a conclusion on that until we have actually examined Euripides’
application of techniques of characterisation to Pentheus. Certainly, by giving
Pentheus a favourable starting position, Euripides has ensured that his behaviour —
like that of Sophocles” Creon or Oedipus—is understandable and verisimilitudinous.
That is to say, all Athenians, regardless of whether they themselves opposed religious
innovation and sexual promiscuity as vehemently as Pentheus, should have been able
to recognise Pentheus’ stance as being one which many Athenians might have

adopted if placed in the same position.

Indeed, Euripides renders Pentheus’ behaviour understandable throughout the play.
We saw before how Creon’s and Oedipus’ reactions—especially anger—are
motivated by their misconceptions and by their opponents’ behaviour (such as
Teiresias” in Oedipus Tyrannus) being carefully calibrated to bring out the worst in
them. Euripides achieves a similar plausibility for Pentheus” reactions in Bacchae. For
instance, Pentheus’ derisive reaction to Cadmus’ and Teiresias’ costumes and
arguments is well-motivated, since, although this reaction need not be shared by the

audience, these clearly contain sufficient elements of potential absurdity to render

formerly common: Norwood 1908:58-67 (citing various earlier views); Pohlenz [1930]
1954:1.455; Deichgraber 1935:329-331, 348; Rivier [1944] 1975:81.

5+ The fact that Pentheus is placed in a position where his conduct is readily comprehensible,
given his ignorance, is noted by Deichgraber 1935:330, Oranje 1984:41-42, March 1989:43-50,
and Hose 2008:206-207, but is glossed over by most scholars adopting a negative view of
Pentheus (as, on the whole, I do below).

Dodds on Eur. Ba. 973-6, March 1989:43-44 and Mills 2006:61 also consider Pentheus’
youth (Eur. Ba. 274, 330, 974, 1226, 1308, 1317, 1319) to mitigate his behaviour, but this seems
doubtful. Given e.g. Eur. Supp. 232-237, Pentheus’ youth might have aggravated the negative
impression produced by his bellicose behaviour and hybris; cf. Leinieks 1996:210. References to
Pentheus’ youth after his death surely do, however, contribute to making his fate seem piteous
(Dodds on Eur. Ba. 973-6); cf. pp. 258-264 below.
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this plausible.>® Similarly, Pentheus’ fury and contempt at the disguised Dionysus are
rendered understandable by Dionysus” exotic clothing (which appeals to exactly the
suspicions about cults which we have just discussed), and by the infuriatingly
riddling mode of his answers, which has rightly been compared with Teiresias in
Oedipus Tyrannus.% In one case, Pentheus spells out his motivations, when he says to
the First Messenger, ‘the more dreadful the things you report about the Bacchants, the
more harshly I shall punish this man, who has suggested these crafty ways to them.’>
Sure enough, the First Messenger reports some dreadful things that the Bacchants
have done*®—and Pentheus, ignoring everything else the First Messenger has said,
reacts furiously.” These techniques show considerable continuity with Sophocles:
Euripides continually confronts Pentheus with situations and interactions which drag

him further into moral and factual error.

All in all, the ideas underlying Pentheus, like those underlying Creon in Antigone, are
much less straightforward than is often thought. Like Creon, Pentheus is depicted
through a double lens—in terms of pre-existing ideas about rulers, and in terms of a
contemporary issue. The pre-existing ideas about rulers ultimately draw, as with
Creon, Oedipus and Lycus, on the tradition of stories about rulers; Pentheus is, then,

a cousin (although a rather distant one) of Herodotean characters like Periander and

5% Seidensticker 1978:310-316, 2016:277-278 emphasises the absurdity of Teiresias’ and
Cadmus’ appearance; the best evidence is Eur. Ba. 248-251, where Pentheus calls their
appearance oAUV YéAwv (250). Also, although Teiresias shares his Sophoclean predecessors’
severe manner and dramatic function (cf. Ugolini 1995:202-204), his arguments possess a
strongly contemporary character (Roth 1984; Egli 2003:138-146; Hose 2008:207; Seidensticker
2016:278-282), and some are difficult to take entirely seriously (especially Eur. Ba. 286-297,
with Seidensticker 2016:281). However, I am inclined to doubt whether audience-members are
supposed to share Pentheus’ reaction (Deichgraber 1935:327-331; Seidensticker 1978:314-315);
aspects of the scene might complicate any such response. Audience-members’ understanding
of Pentheus’ laughter might be modified by their awareness that Pentheus is tragically
mistaken (cf. Gregory 2000:66-67). Also, audience-members would have had to set Pentheus’
scorn against Cadmus’ and the Chorus-leader’s view that Teiresias is wise and sensible (179,
328-329, 330), taking account of both perspectives in forming their own judgements. Cf. also
Diller 1955:462-463; Morwood 2016.

% Diller 1955:465; Seidensticker 1971:218-219; Segal 1982:229; Gregory 2000:72; Papadopoulou
2001:29-30.

57 Bur. Bacch. 674-676.

5 Eur. Bacch. 748-768.

% BEur. Bacch. 778-786; cf. Oranje 1984:74. Pentheus ignores the Bacchants’ chastity and initial
peacefulness (685-688) and the Messenger’s advice to honour the god (712-713, 769-774).
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Cambyses. However, this should not lead us to suppose that Pentheus is ‘typical’, or
even very ‘traditional’; each of these rulers is different, and the features which
Pentheus shares with Creon, Lycus, and Lycurgus in Aeschylus’ Edonians are diffuse
and varied. When we consider not only that Pentheus’ portrayal is based on a very
particular set of pre-existing ideas about rulers, but also that this has been brought
into contact with a contemporary issue in an effective and concerted way, we can
only conclude that the blend of ideas which went into Pentheus’ portrayal is highly
distinctive. This distinctiveness will only become more apparent as we look at his

moral presentation in the play.

IV. The moral presentation of Pentheus in the first part of the play

IV.i. The other characters’ views of Pentheus

As discussed above, Creon and Oedipus are presented by the other characters in a
broadly consistent way. With regard to Pentheus in Bacchae, this unanimity is even
more pronounced: although the characters” personal relationships and attitudes
towards Pentheus vary, their moral assessments are similar, since all regard him as

impious and foolish.

After Pentheus’ opening speech, the leader of the Chorus (the hostility of which to
Pentheus is apparent throughout) briefly exclaims at his dussebeia.®® Teiresias then
condemns Pentheus at length; although his argumentation is contemporary,® his
severe and monitory attitude resembles that of his Sophoclean predecessors.®2
Teiresias declares that, in contrast with the wise man (co@dc), Pentheus talks as
though he were clever (wg poovav), but there is no sense (poévec) in what he says.®
It is an indication of the characters” unanimity in assessing Pentheus that Teiresias’

observation —that Pentheus does not possess true wisdom or good sense—is echoed

6 Eur. Bacch. 263.
61 Cf. p. 250 n. 55.
62 Cf. pp. 217-218.
6 Eur. Bacch. 266-269.
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subsequently by Cadmus, the Chorus and Dionysus. Throughout his speech,
Teiresias emphasises that Pentheus is reviling and fighting against a god, and even
calls Pentheus mad.* At the end of the scene, he again says that Pentheus is mad, and

calls him foolish (uwpog).®

Cadmus’ attitude towards Pentheus is more benevolent. Addressing him in familiar
terms (@ mat), he appeals to Pentheus’ family feeling (oiker pe®” nuwv), and
expresses concern and sympathy for the pitiful fate (dOAov pépov) that he rightly
fears that Pentheus will suffer (0 un mabng ov).®* Cadmus also makes it clear,
however, that Pentheus is acting outside the laws (OVpale T@v vouwv), and remarks,
like Teiresias, that he lacks true good sense (poovwv ovdev @ooveic).” Cadmus’

moral assessment here is scarcely less condemnatory than the Chorus’ or Teiresias’.

In the scenes that follow, the disguised Dionysus and the Chorus enunciate similar
assessments. The Chorus, whose fear and enmity towards Pentheus are apparent
throughout,®® accuses him in the first stasimon of ‘impious outrage towards
Dionysus” (ovx oolav 0oy €c tov Boopiov).® They also remark, ‘Cleverness is not
wisdom, and thinking thoughts that are not mortal means a short life” (t0 cogov d’
oV co@ia, TO te un Ovata @ovelv Poaxvs aiwv).”” Although these statements are
generalisations, they seem to reflect on Pentheus: the distinction between true and

superficial wisdom echoes Teiresias’” and Cadmus’ earlier statements that Pentheus

64 Eur. Bacch. 272, 286, 325-326. Teiresias’ words foreshadow Pentheus’ later madness, but
Teiresias should probably be understood as speaking hyperbolically here (Dodds on Eur.
Bacch. 326-7; Aélion 1983:11.255). (Padel 1995:193 and Thumiger 2008:64-65, however, think
that the boundary between genuine madness and figurative madness is more porous than this
view allows.)

65 Eur. Bacch. 359, 369.

6 Eur. Bacch. 330-331, 337, 341. Cadmus’ whole speech focuses on the family: see further
Oranje 1984:44-45.

7 Eur. Bacch. 331-332. I take Cadmus’ remark to mean ‘In thinking you do not think sensibly’
(as, roughly, does Seaford). Kovacs’ translation (‘you are clever, but your cleverness amounts
to nothing’) suggests that Cadmus thinks that Pentheus is clever in some sense, but that surely
goes beyond the Greek.

6 Especially Eur. Bacch. 545-555, 608-613, 997-1023.

6 Eur. Bacch. 374-375.

70 Bur. Bacch. 395-397, trans. Seaford, modified. With Diggle (and Dodds ad loc.), I follow the
Aldine edition’s punctuation; others insert a stop after gpoveiv.
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lacks good sense despite his superficial ability to think, and the remark about
thinking thoughts that are not mortal recalls Cadmus’ and Teiresias’ fears that
Pentheus’ foolishness and impiety will bring about his early death.” In the second
stasimon, when Pentheus has taken Dionysus away to imprison him, the Chorus
enunciates an even more negative view, calling Pentheus a ‘wild-looking beast, not a
mortal man’ (dyouwmov tépag, ov ewta Peodteov), who shows bestial ferocity.”
Their view of him as violent and murderous is summed up in their prayer to

Dionysus: ‘Restrain the hybris of this murderous man’.”?

The disguised Dionysus’ tone is more riddling and monitory than hostile: as
mentioned above, scholars have rightly noted resemblances with Teiresias in Oedipus
Tyrannus’ Indeed, Dionysus does not initially react negatively to Pentheus’
disingenuous and sarcastic questions. However, when Pentheus accuses the
disguised Dionysus of fraudulence, Dionysus expresses disapproval, although
obliquely, remarking that the god’s rites hate anyone who practises asebeia.” Shortly
afterwards, Pentheus accuses Dionysus of ‘saying nothing well” (e0 y" o0dév Aéywv),
which prompts Dionysus to remark that ‘even a person who says wise things will
seem not to think right to a foolish person” (06&et Tic dpaBet copa Aéywv ovk €0
¢poovelv).” This contrast between the apparent nonsense of Dionysus’ words to
Pentheus (ovk &0 @povetv) and their actual wisdom (coga) recalls the contrast
between true and false wisdom applied to Pentheus by Teiresias and Cadmus. When
Pentheus threatens to punish Dionysus for his ‘wicked inventions’ (coplopdtwv
kakwv),”” Dionysus accuses him very directly of foolishness and impiety.”® As he is

led to prison, Dionysus strongly condemns Pentheus, as the Chorus did, by accusing

71 So Dodds on Eur. Bacch. 395, 397-9.

72 Bur. Bacch. 538-542. As Segal 1982:56 notes, the Chorus’ words recall Teiresias’ (ka(meQ
dvtoc dryplov, 361).

73 oviov O avdpoc LB katdoyeg (Eur. Bacch. 555).

74 See p. 250 n. 56.

75 Eur. Bacch. 476.

76 BEur. Bacch. 479-480.

77 Bur. Bacch. 489.

78 0t 0 apabiag ye kaoeBoovt’ &g tov Oedv (Eur. Bacch. 490).
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him of acts of hybris for which he shall be punished.” These words anticipate the
realisation of Cadmus’ and Teiresias” previous forebodings; Pentheus, in consigning

the god to prison,® has taken a decisive step towards his own destruction.

Minor characters also seem to disapprove of Pentheus’ conduct. The Servant who
brings in the arrested Dionysus indicates this briefly, making it clear that he arrested
Dionysus unwillingly.$® The First Messenger, though, tells Pentheus that, had
Pentheus seen the Bacchants lying peacefully on the mountain, Pentheus would have
worshipped Dionysus, and advises him to do so0.82 These servants do not tell Pentheus
to his face that he is impious: this is well-suited to their relationships towards him,
especially since the First Messenger explicitly declares his nervousness of Pentheus’
temper.® Nevertheless, these servants contribute to the characters’” unanimity in
seeing Pentheus as being in the wrong, and we should not underestimate the
authority of serving characters” views—especially in Bacchae, where the Chorus is so

partisan.8

Like Sophocles” Creon and Oedipus, then, Pentheus is assessed morally with great
unanimity, cutting across the characters’ differences of perspective. Cadmus,
Teiresias, Dionysus, the Chorus, and the servants all have different attitudes towards
Pentheus, but their moral assessments coincide very substantially. The presentation
of Pentheus is, however, perhaps more explicit than what we saw in Sophocles,
where virtue terms like sophos, moros and asebes are used sparingly compared to
oblique reflections using conditionals and generalisations; in Bacchae, the other
characters call Pentheus foolish and impious not only obliquely, but also directly and

explicitly.

79 Bur. Bacch. 516-517; cf. Oowv at 375, 555.
80 Cf. Eur. Bacch. 518.

81 Eur. Bacch. 441-442.

82 Eur. Bacch. 712-713, 769-774.

8 Eur. Bacch. 670.

8 So rightly Buxton 1989:229-230.
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Another important consideration regarding Pentheus’ characterisation is the lack of
self-presentation. Sophocles” Creon and Oedipus both begin by explaining their
principles and reflecting obliquely upon themselves. By contrast, Pentheus begins
with an angry and emotional tirade against Dionysus” cult, without reflecting on
what sort of person he is trying to be in taking this stance. Indeed, Pentheus scarcely
makes any statements about himself at all in the whole play; nor does he refer
obliquely to himself using generalisations or conditionals.®> He does accuse Cadmus
and Teiresias of moria and anoia,® presumably implying that he considers himself to
have better sense. However, he does not intellectualise his position further, for
instance by proposing an alternative conception of eusebeia, nomos or even sophia to
oppose to theirs, although it would have been easy enough for Euripides to have put
such arguments in his mouth. Pentheus could, for instance, have articulated an
argument based on religious conservatism, arguing that true eusebeia consists not in
innovating, but in preserving ancestral customs.®” Although the situation is different,
Creon in Antigone, unlike Pentheus, presents a coherent religious justification for his
stance: Creon advances a different conception of nomos from Antigone, and
emphasises his respect for Zeus, declaring his conviction that the gods would not
favour a man like Polynices, who planned to sack their temples.®® In Bacchae,
however, Euripides has not chosen to provide Pentheus with any arguments with
which to set forth his self-image and defend his position,® ensuring that only one
moral assessment of Pentheus is framed clearly for the audience to hear —namely the

negative assessment shared by the other characters.

8 Similarly (although from a different angle), Lawrence 2013:298-299, 307.

86 Eur. Bacch. 344, 345.

8 Lys. XXX.18-19, Isocrates VIL.30, [Dem.] LIX.77, and Lycurg. Leoc. 1-2, 97 (cited by R. C. T.
Parker 1996:152; Volonaki on Lys. XXX.18-19) all present arguments which could fit Pentheus’
position. Indeed, Gehrke 2011:362-363 writes out a speech for Pentheus along similar lines. My
point is that Pentheus could have made some such argument—but Euripides has not chosen to
allow him to.

8 Soph. Ant. 282-289; Euripides puts similar ideas in Eteocles’ mouth at Phoen. 604-609.

8 Cf. Dodds [1944] 1960a:xliii, Diller 1955:458 (rightly contrasting Pentheus’ opening speech
with those of Eteocles in Aesch. Sept. and Oedipus in Soph. OT).
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IV.ii. Implicit characterisation in Pentheus’ first speech

Especially since we cannot discuss Pentheus in terms of explicit self-presentation, it
seems important to discuss his implicit characterisation in the opening scene where he
confronts Cadmus and Teiresias. As discussed in the Introduction to Part Two, one
difficulty involved in studying implicit characterisation is that it does not verbally
express the thought about the character which it is supposed to convey —whereas
explicit characterisation (however oblique) does.” One guide that must always carry
some weight, however, is other characters’ reactions to this implicit characterisation.
That is to say, if a speech’s style and content are such as to provoke the reactions that
it does in fact provoke, the characters” reactions will provide corroboration for our

impression of the style and content of the speech, and vice versa.

Pentheus’ speech, as we have seen, prompts the Chorus, Teiresias, and Cadmus to
draw attention to his impiety and foolishness; Teiresias goes as far as to call him mad.
Teiresias also emphasises the speech’s derisive tone, saying that Pentheus ridicules
(duxyeAacg) the god and also Cadmus,” and Teiresias and Cadmus indicate Pentheus’
hasty and ‘fluttered’ state.”? The question, then, is whether Pentheus’ speech is

actually such as to justify these reactions.

It is easy to see why Pentheus’ speech might seem unmeasured and anxious.
Pentheus’ initial failure to notice Teiresias and Cadmus indicates his distracted state;
the thirty lines before he notices them are the longest speech spoken out of contact on
entry in extant tragedy.” Pentheus’ long and paratactic first sentence explaining what
he has heard (which contains two instances of uév and five of dé) gives a clear
impression of his anxiety at the numerous kaka throughout the polis with which he
perceives that he is confronted.”* Once he has declared in violent language that he

will hunt and tie up the Bacchants, he starts again, saying what he has been told

% See p. 145.

91 Eur. Bacch. 272, 286 (Dionysus), 322 (Cadmus).

%2 dwx ortovdng (Eur. Bacch. 212); éntonrtau (214); tétn (332).
% So Mastronarde 1979:23.

% gva mtoAwy kaka (Eur. Bacch. 216).
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(Aé¢yovor) about the Lydian stranger, before again emphasising how violently he will
kill him. As Seidensticker remarks, his development of thought is illogical, and he

makes conflicting statements, as well as continually repeating words and thoughts.”

Equally, Teiresias” statement that Pentheus” speech ridicules the god is well justified
by Pentheus’ derisive tone. Pentheus refers to Dionysus as ‘that recent god Dionysus,
whoever he is’ (tov vewotl daipova Awdvvoov, 6otig €otl); as commentators
observe, ‘recent’ (vewott) and ‘whoever he is” (6ot €0tl) both convey contempt.”
Pentheus” remark that the Bacchants really hold Aphrodite in higher regard than
Dionysus is also rather derisive.”” Above all, Pentheus treats the disguised Dionysus’
claims about Dionysus’ divinity with contempt, regarding him as a disreputable
source of information, and concluding with an indignant and violently phrased
rhetorical question: ‘Are these things not terrible and deserving of strangling,

performing these outrages, whoever the stranger is?'%

Pentheus’ speech also readily justifies the other characters’ assessments of him as
impious, foolish, and even mad. Pentheus” derisive tone towards Dionysus and lack
of reasoned argument, which we have just discussed, convey his impiety and lack of
sophia. Pentheus’ foolishness is perhaps also suggested by his reliance on rumour
(kAVw, Aéyovor):” as Dodds says, he exhibits a “willingness to believe the worst on
hearsay evidence (221ff.) or on none (255£f.) ... and a stupid reliance on physical force
as a means of settling spiritual problems’.!® Similarly, in his speech replying to
Teiresias and Cadmus, Pentheus pays no attention to their remonstrances, and does

not respond in a reasoned fashion, as even speakers advocating morally doubtful

% Seidensticker 2016:278 n. 22.

% Eur. Bacch. 219-220, with Dodds, Seaford ad loc..

7 Bur. Bacch. 225.

% tavT oLXL dewva kAyxovng éot’ dfwx, OPoelc VPoIlewy, 6ot éotv O E€vog; (Eur. Bacch.
246-247, trans. Seaford). The text is uncertain: if correct, kayxovng ... &€ is probably a threat
of punishment (Dodds, Seaford ad loc.), but Kovacs 1991:340 takes it to refer (hyperbolically) to
suicide, positing a lacuna after 246.

9 Cf. Leinieks 1996:217-218.

100 Dodds [1944] 1960a:xliii; cf. Seidensticker 1972:46.
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positions often do in Euripidean agones.!™ Rather, Pentheus’ reaction is violent and
emotional: with rude and almost infantile repulsion, he tells his grandfather not to
touch him in case his stupidity (pwola) rubs off on him, and violently orders his men
to upset Teiresias’ oracular seat.!? Since in Sophocles, too, disrespectful behaviour
towards Teiresias is shown to be misguided, and since Pentheus here goes even
further than Creon and Oedipus, it seems likely that Pentheus” words are supposed to

seem markedly foolish.

Pentheus, then, is characterised implicitly, as well as explicitly, as foolish and
impious. Euripides has not only presented Pentheus as mistaken, but as failing to
intellectualise his position or exhibit sophia in any noticeable way. Euripides could
have portrayed Pentheus’ ignorance of the real situation as that of an intelligent man,
as Sophocles does in Oedipus Tyrannus. In fact, Pentheus’ speech contains so much
ridicule of Dionysus that it would be exceedingly difficult to regard it as pious, and is
so unmeasured and badly framed that it would be similarly difficult to regard it as
wise. Even an audience-member who would have been inclined in real life to oppose
the introduction of a new god into Athens, and whose own notions of sophia and
eusebeian would have run against such innovation, would have had great difficulty in
maintaining that Pentheus’ speech was in no respect foolish or impious. In short,
Pentheus’ implicit characterisation (the tone and content of his speech) coheres
closely with his explicit characterisation (the other characters” remarks) to produce a

strikingly unified moral picture of Pentheus.

V. The post mortem characterisation of Pentheus

We will now turn to Pentheus’ presentation after his death. Scholars discussing
Pentheus have naturally paid less attention to this than to Pentheus’ initial
presentation or to his madness (in the intervening scenes), but it nevertheless rewards

careful attention. Broadly speaking, the characters continue, regardless of their

101 E.g. Jason (Eur. Med. 522-575); Helen (Tro. 914-965); Eteocles (Phoen. 499-525).
102 Eur. Bacch. 343-351.
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relationships to Pentheus, to regard him as foolish and impious. However, after
Pentheus’ death, a new aspect is introduced —namely, a bifurcation in sympathy
between characters who rejoice at his death (the Chorus, and initially Agave) and

characters who lament it (the Second Messenger, Cadmus, and in the end Agave).

In the fourth stasimon, immediately before the news is brought, the Chorus reflects
upon Pentheus in strongly negative terms, again recalling his anger, lawlessness, bad
judgement, impiety and use of violence.!”® The Chorus also emphasises Pentheus’
derangement of mind; although now literally true, this recalls Teiresias’ earlier non-
literal statement that Pentheus is mad.!* So the Chorus’ assessment of Pentheus

coincides with those expressed previously.

Now the Second Messenger enters, bringing news of Pentheus” death, and introduces
a new attitude which contrasts with the Chorus” hostility —namely, the sorrow, grief
and pity which Pentheus” family and dependents feel for Pentheus” miserable fate.!®
This is not entirely new, since it displays continuity with, and realises, Cadmus’ and
Teiresias’ earlier fear that Pentheus would meet with a dreadful fate and bring misery
(évOoc) on the family.! However, the divergence between these views now become
much more patent. They are immediately contrasted in the Messenger’s initial
exchange with the Chorus, which reacts with pleasure, praising Dionysus and
delighting in the destruction of ‘that wicked man, contriver of wickedness’,'” while
the Messenger laments the family’s misfortunes, indignantly reproaching the Chorus
for taking pleasure in Pentheus’ death. The Messenger also displays his loyal and
sympathetic attitude in his speech, repeatedly expressing his pity for Pentheus
(TAfpwv, dvotnvog, dvodalpwyv, &OA0g), and closely associating himself with

Pentheus throughout the speech.'®® However, none of this prevents the Messenger

103 Eur. Bacch. 997-1001, 1008-1010 (criticising Pentheus implicitly; cf. 331).

104 Eur. Bacch. 999-1000, cf. 326-327, 359.

105 The contrast between the Messenger’s and Chorus’ attitudes is noted by de Jong 1992:575;
Perris 2011:46-47.

106 Eur. Bacch. 337-341, 367-368.

107 gdkog ddwka T €xmogilwv dvrg; (Eur. Bacch. 1042). Cf. 997, 1010.

108 See Buxton 1991:44-45; de Jong 1992.
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from regarding Pentheus as impious and foolish. He concludes his speech with the
generalisation that being moderate (cw@poveiv) and honouring (cépewv) the gods are
the wisest (copwtatov) of possessions,!® a remark which only has any point if one
recalls that sophrosyne, eusebeia and sophia are precisely the qualities that Pentheus has

repeatedly been said to lack.

After the fifth stasimon, again expressing the Chorus’ joy,'' the birfurcation of
sympathies is even more important, contributing greatly to the power of the dialogue
between Agave and the Chorus. That is to say, the bifurcation is embodied in the
attitude of a single person, Agave, who moves during the scene from exultation to
grief. As long as Agave is ignorant and deranged, she is at one with the Chorus,!"!
and they agree with her, praising her deed.!>? When Cadmus arrives, however, the
contrast between his sorrow and her exultation is immediately apparent: she presents
Cadmus with Pentheus” head, telling Cadmus that he is blessed (paxd&oioc) because
of her accomplishment,'®> whereas his reply emphasises his misfortune.!* The
strongest effect produced by the contrast, though, comes when Cadmus has brought
Agave round to sanity: Agave’s grief brings her reactions into alignment with
Cadmus’, and she sees the magnitude of her own sorrow."> Here, the great dramatic
effectiveness of her realisation derives partly from the contrast between the two

perspectives which Euripides has established throughout the scene.

As they talk, the moral assessments of Pentheus presented earlier continue to be
stated: Cadmus repeats the Chorus’ assessment that Dionysus punished Pentheus
justly, while Agave herself draws attention to Pentheus’ tendency to act as a
theomachos. Yet these assessments, which were reproaches against Pentheus earlier,

are recast so that they themselves are pathetic. Thus, even as Cadmus states that

109 Bur. Bacch. 1150-1152.

110 Bur. Bacch. 1153-1164.

M This is emphasised at Eur. Bacch. 1167, 1172.

112 Bur. Bacch. 1192.

113 Bur. Bacch. 1242-1243.

14 Bur. Bacch. 1244-1248. Lines 1244-1245 are textually problematic (Kovacs 1991:344-345), but
1248 suffices for the present argument.

115 Bur. Bacch. 1282-1284.
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Pentheus’ punishment was just, he also states—unlike the Chorus—that it was
excessive (dyav), and draws attention to the miserable fact that this punishment
constitutes the destruction of Cadmus’ family, a destruction which indeed he and
Teiresias feared previously.!"® Agave’s remark that Pentheus is a theomachos is also
made pathetic, since she imagines that Pentheus’ punishment will be a telling-off
(vovOetetv) from his grandfather, and, with more intense irony, she asks for
Pentheus to be called to her, to congratulate her on her trophy.!"” When Agave regains
her sanity, the same moral attitudes are maintained: Cadmus states that Pentheus
went to the mountain to insult the god (éxeptdpel, VPoL),'"® and Cadmus and Agave
recognise that Agave’s and Pentheus’ conduct constituted foolishness (&gooovvng)
and impiety (o0 oéBwv Oedv).!"* Now, however, even Pentheus’ foolishness and
impiety are made to seem pathetic—because they are seen through the misery which
Dionysus has consequently inflicted on the family. Cadmus’ fate, indeed, is so
miserable that even the Chorus-leader expresses a little sympathy for him, although

none at all for Pentheus.12

Euripides has, then, arranged the characters’ statements to produce a radical shift
after Pentheus’ death. The moral assessments remain the same, but the characters’
emotional reactions towards Pentheus, in terms of sympathy, emerge strongly for the

first time, producing a new bifurcation between the Thebans’ view and the Chorus’.

This, however, is not the only new feature in Euripides’ presentation of Pentheus.
Even more remarkable is Cadmus’ speech lamenting Pentheus—an extensive piece of
post mortem characterisation. After expressing sorrow again for his family’s and
Pentheus’ destruction, Cadmus apostrophises Pentheus, describing what he was like
in life. Firstly, he explains how Pentheus, by threatening to punish anyone who

insulted Cadmus and creating fear, protected Cadmus from dishonour.'?! This remark

116 Eur. Bacch. 1249-1250.
17 Eur. Bacch. 1255-1258.
118 Eur. Bacch. 1293, 1297; cf. 374-375, 516, 555.
119 Eur. Bacch. 1301-1302.
120 Eur. Bacch. 1327-1328.
121 Eur. Bacch. 1308-1312.
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is surprising, in evaluating Pentheus’ behaviour in a positive and indeed loving
light—something of which there was no hint earlier, and which Euripides appears to
have kept back for this highly emotive moment.!?? This remark does not, though,
represent a change in Pentheus’ depiction as such, since the tendencies that Cadmus
praises here are the same ones remarked upon earlier, which contributed to
characters’ assessments of him as impious and foolish. Here, Pentheus is envisaged as
exacting punishment from anyone who dared to insult Cadmus (diknv yao &&iav
EAduPavec), but previously Pentheus repeatedly threatened that he would punish
Dionysus and his followers—exactly the behaviour for which the other characters
called him impious and foolish. Similarly, Cadmus mentions that Pentheus caused
fear (tdopPoc) in the polis, whereas previously the fear which Pentheus causes was
treated much more negatively by the Chorus and the First Messenger.'? Cadmus,
then, places the same kind of behaviour exhibited by Pentheus earlier in a new and

approbatory light.

Similarly, Cadmus emphasises something not seen before—the reciprocal love
between grandfather and grandson. Cadmus calls him ‘dearest of men’ (@ @Atat’
avdpwv), assuring him that even in death he will be considered one of the people
whom Cadmus loves most.! Then Cadmus demonstrates Pentheus’ love for him,
too, by recalling how Pentheus had used to touch Cadmus’ beard and embrace him.'?
The pathos of this attains its peak when Cadmus quotes Pentheus in direct speech,
asking him who is mistreating or disrespecting him, and promising to punish them.!?
This direct speech allows Pentheus to speak to the audience from beyond the grave,
as it were; these words, spoken by Pentheus before Dionysus ever came to Thebes,
are pathetic because of the contrast between the domestic life envisaged here and the

mad world into which Dionysus” arrival threw them all. As before, though, Pentheus’

122 As Garton 1957:252 remarks, “When Euripides bespeaks sympathy for Pentheus at the end
of Bacchae, he does so less by inventing, by calling up virtues hitherto undisclosed, than by
presenting the old character from a different viewpoint. ... The effect is one of unexpected
subtlety.” Similar brief remarks: Grube 1941:417-418; Whitehorne 1986:64-65.

123 Chorus: Eur. Bacch. 545-555, 610-613, 775-777 (tooPw), 1035. Messenger: 670-671.

124 Eur. Bacch. 1316-1317.

125 Eur. Bacch. 1318-1319.

126 Eur. Bacch. 1320-1322.
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emphasis on punishment (kKoAalw TOV A&dikovvta) recalls his earlier threats to
punish the disguised Dionysus and his Bacchants, as well as Teiresias.’?” However,
Cadmus’ moral assessment remains unchanged. He starts his speech by drawing
attention to Pentheus’ impiety, and ends it by drawing the moral that anyone who
despises (Umteppovetl) the gods should learn from Pentheus’ death, a remark

recalling Pentheus’ earlier contempt for the gods.'?

What has changed, then, is not Pentheus’ actual behaviour or Cadmus’ moral
assessment, but only the newly displayed sympathy and love which Cadmus
describes. When the same aggressive behaviours on Pentheus” part are applied to a
different context (defending his grandfather rather than defying a god), they
suddenly seem natural and creditable, and can be regarded with a sympathy that

they could not command earlier.

In order to show how remarkable Euripides’ technique is here, it may be helpful to
use Sophocles” Creon as a point of comparison. Creon is not actually dead by the end
of Antigone, of course, but Sophocles brings out the misery of his suffering, by having
him lament and blame himself. Yet there is little sympathy expressed for Creon:
instead, the other characters’ remarks largely emphasise Creon’s responsibility. In
Oedipus Tyrannus, as we saw, the situation is different: the characters’ views of
Oedipus are largely sympathetic, and therefore it is hardly surprising that the pathos
at the end is great, since a character who was admired has met with great suffering.'?
In Bacchae, though, Euripides has contrived a much greater revolution in the portrayal
of a character: firstly, he depicts him in the darkest moral terms, and only then, after
his death, has characters express great pity and sympathy for him.®® Moreover,
unlike Sophocles, Euripides has written the play so that, at the end, the characters are

divided regarding Pentheus, since the Chorus rejoices over his fate, whereas for

127 Eur. Bacch. 226-231, 239-241, 246-247, 258-260, 345-351, 355-357, 489-493, 675-676, 793. The
continuity here is rightly observed by Diller 1955:458-459.

128 Eur. Bacch. 1302, 1325-1326; cf. especially 199 (o0 katag@ova).

129 See pp. 217-220.

130 The increased sympathy with which Hippolytus is presented at the end of Hippolytus is
perhaps comparable.
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Cadmus and Agave, despite Pentheus’ impiety and foolishness, it will be a source of
misery to them forever. Lastly, although it is a well-recognised technique of
Sophoclean characterisation, which Sophocles applies to Creon and Oedipus, to give
characters a past showing the continuity of their behaviour beyond the brief span of
the play,’ it is surely Euripides who has employed it most powerfully here. By
giving Pentheus a past right at the end of the play, Euripides achieves the
culminating effect of making Pentheus, even though on stage he had hardly a

redeeming feature, the focus of the greatest sympathy and pathos.

VI. Conclusion

Firstly, then, there is a methodological point to be made. It seems to me that much
scholarly disagreement over characterisation in Sophocles and Euripides has lain not
so much in the ambiguity of characters’ depiction or in our doubts (however
substantial) regarding the attitudes of Athenian audiences, as in a lack of scholarly
determination to apply clear-cut terminology and methodical categorisation to the
question. In discussing Pentheus or Sophocles’ Creon, or indeed any other tragic
character, we should not conflate the audience’s agreement or disagreement with
these characters’ initial positions, the moral presentation of these characters, and the
sympathy with which they are regarded. These are different questions. If we muddle
them together, we run the risk of maintaining, for instance, that, because Pentheus’
position may have been agreeable to the audience —or because much pity is excited
for Pentheus late in the play —his characterisation must be morally positive. But in
such arguments the conclusions do not follow from the premises. Such lines of
thought are also destructive to a coherent understanding of tragic characterisation,
because they misleadingly flatten out the most interesting complexities of any
character’s portrayal. The real interest of Pentheus’ portrayal lies precisely in
Euripides’ negative presentation of a character who represents a position of which
audience-members might have strongly approved, and also in the fact that Euripides

excites great sympathy for a man who, morally speaking, has been presented with the

131 See p. 224 n. 134 for this Sophoclean technique.
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greatest opprobrium. Recognising such effects and complexities is surely a prime aim
of the study of tragic characterisation, and any approach that blurs these should be

avoided.

When it comes to audience reactions to Pentheus, though, we cannot keep the
different aspects of Pentheus’ characterisation in such tidy boxes —even though these
different aspects can be described in a clear-cut fashion with reference to the text of
the play itself. In particular, partly because such clear-cut moral terms (especially
eusebein and sophia) are used, there is, compared to Sophocles, a quite substantial
chance that audience-members might feel that, at any given point, the characters’
judgements of Pentheus are more matters of opinion than of fact. The possibility of
this sort of reflection in audience-members is surely made greater by the fact that
Pentheus is engaged in conflict with an anthropomorphic divinity of a particularly
Euripidean sort, whose behaviour is open to criticism, even within the play.
Especially given Cadmus’ criticism of Dionysus, there is a real possibility that an
audience-member might feel that the very notions of sophia and eusebeia used by
Teiresias and Cadmus have been destabilised, and might ask why we should be
eusebes towards such a cruel god, and whether Pentheus ultimately even merits the
moral opprobrium cast upon him throughout the play. Indeed, such relativising
reactions might already be prompted by the different attitudes of Cadmus, Teiresias
and the Chorus towards the god and the different conceptions of sophia which they
seem to entertain,’®? as well as potentially by the un-Sophoclean and perhaps un-
authoritative way in which Euripides has presented Teiresias.!® Indeed, already in
the prologue, audience-members familiar with plays like Hippolytus may possibly
have recognised the arbitrariness of the world, controlled by vengeful and cruel gods,

in which Pentheus lives,’* and may even have felt from the outset that moral

132 Cf. Segal 1982:295-296, 298-299; Mastronarde [1986] 2010:219-220; Schein 2016:272-273.

133 Cf. p. 250 n. 55, although Seidensticker (cited there) does not think that the absurd elements
of Teiresias’ portrayal necessarily deprive him of authority (Seidensticker 2016:281-282).

134 The general analogy between Dionysus and the Aphrodite of Hippolytus is pointed out by
many scholars (e.g. Dodds [1944] 1960a:xlii, xlvi; Schein 2016:273). The resemblance seems
pronounced already in the prologues of the two plays, where, rather as Dionysus declares his
intention to secure his honour at Thebes, Aphrodite explains her intention to kill Hippolytus
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condemnation of Pentheus, however clearly articulated, loses some absoluteness in
such a changeable and varied dramatic world. Some relativism about values such as
eusebeia and sophia might also be engendered simply by the fact that Euripides and his
audience lived at a time when intellectuals (and we must count Euripides among
them) were continually questioning and redefining moral values, including
(prominently) these two. In the end, as discussed in the Introduction to Part Two,
characterisation and the values treated in any play are necessarily deeply
intertwined,'® and Euripides” work regularly encourages speculations of this kind,

from which Pentheus’ portrayal cannot be isolated.

Yet this does not reduce the significance of Pentheus’ moral characterisation; rather, it
enhances its importance, and makes Pentheus the locus of the play’s whole dramatic
and intellectual effect. Nor, indeed, does all this undermine the clarity of Pentheus’
moral characterisation. It remains the case that Euripides has depicted him in clear
moral terms, both through the statements made by other characters and through his
own implicit characterisation; it is just that the whole moral framework on which this
depiction relies is, in a play written by Euripides at such a time as the late fifth

century, built on shifting sands and continually open to questioning.

Looking back, it should be clear that the characterisation of Pentheus is unique in
extant tragedy. As with Eteocles, Agamemnon, Creon, and Oedipus, this uniqueness
runs throughout his characterisation, and applies not merely to the character as
presented by the playwright, but also to the particular variety of pre-existing ideas
used for the purpose. It is regrettable that space only allows for detailed discussion of
one Euripidean ruler, since application of a similar method could be applied to show
the complexity of many other characters. Even by studying one character, however,
we have learnt much about Euripides” techniques of characterisation, especially in

terms of continuity with those of Sophocles.

for not honouring her (Eur. Hipp. 1-57). Pohlenz [1930] 1954:1.455 is not wrong to remark,
‘Dionysos ist schon im Prolog kaum besser als die Aphrodite des Hippolytos.” Dionysus’ deus
ex machina, as Hose 2008:217 points out, differs from others in not presenting the characters
with any ‘solution’ that might free them from his misfortune. Cf. also Diller 1955:467-471.

135 See pp. 146-147.
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GENERAL CONCLUSION

In this thesis, we have seen, not comprehensively but in detail, the complexity and
variety of tragic rulers. In portraying these rulers, the tragic playwrights relied on
underlying ideas of many different kinds. Some of these recall the world of legend, or
of epic; others recall the story tradition, for which Herodotus is our main source;
others are shared with life in contemporary Athens. Studying these ideas
systematically has meant that, whereas earlier studies often focused on the
‘tyrannical” aspects of rulers while neglecting others, this study has been able to put

these ideas properly in relation with one another.

Furthermore, the playwrights” techniques in presenting these rulers are sophisticated
and subtle. There are many shared features between rulers, some of which result from
shared underlying ideas, but others of which can be traced to the playwrights” similar
composition of different plays; throughout Part Two, we have seen each playwright’s
presentation of rulers reflecting particular techniques and thematic concerns specific
to each playwright. However, each of these characters is highly distinct, both because
each is based on a different set of underlying ideas and because, even where these
underlying ideas are similar, the playwrights’ presentation of these characters in
moral terms is different in each case. By making use of the recent theoretical
frameworks for discussing the presentation of characters, I have been able to talk
more specifically than previous scholars about the playwrights’ techniques in the
presenting these rulers, and have been able to identify the definite and concerted way
in which Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides arrange the characters” assessments of

one another so as to present their rulers in particular moral terms.

This study, then, has displayed the complex variety of ideas in terms of which tragic
rulers are portrayed, and has deepened our understanding of the playwrights’
characterisational technique, and has aimed to make progress in both respects in
innovative ways. However, perhaps the most important new observations are on

matters of detail, and it seems appropriate to highlight some of the most significant.
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This thesis has provided the first detailed comparison of rulers in Herodotus and
tragedy, showing the heterogeneity of the shared moral ideas and story patterns, and
the many differences between the two (Chapter 1), whereas previously only the
broad similarity had been noted. Furthermore, although scholars have previously
suggested that the use of the idea of tyrannis in fifth-century Athenian politics and
society was significant for the interpretation of tragic rulers, this thesis has provided a
more systematic account of how the idea of tyrannis was used in Athenian political
and intellectual life, primarily in three ways, namely the celebration of Harmodius
and Aristogeiton, as a political threat and accusation, and as a metaphor for power.
Our discussion showed that these can be seen to be reflected in tragedy in a few cases,
but are more often absent, showing the variable nature of the connection between
tragic rulers and Athenian ideas about tyrannis (Chapter 2). My study of
contemporary and democratic ideas in the presentation of tragic rulers has provided
a detailed account of how the playwrights combine the present with the legendary
past differently in different plays, and has shown that Euripides” Suppliants provides
neglected evidence for fifth-century ideas about leadership, linking together those
found in archaic poetry and in Thucydides (Chapter 3). Furthermore, although the
fact that the plot and characters of any play are closely connected is a matter of
course, this study has identified for the first time how the presentation of tragic rulers
is systematically affected by Athenian ideas about punishment and supplication

(Chapter 4).

Part Two has also made many new findings. Although scholars have noted that
Aeschylus draws on epic in Seven Against Thebes and on praise poetry in Agamemnon,
this study has been the first to draw the consequences of this fully for Eteocles and
Agamemnon, showing that Eteocles is depicted in terms markedly similar to Iliadic
warriors, and that Agamemnon is presented in terms of ideas about basileia with
contemporary currency in the early fifth century (Chapter 5). Despite scholars often
noting the resemblances between Sophocles” Creon and Oedipus, the study which I
have provided represents the first detailed comparison, for the first time combining

full recognition of the considerable similarities with a precise explanation of the
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differences between Sophocles” moral presentation of each (Chapter 6). This focus on
Sophocles” techniques of character presentation has enabled me to ask new questions
about Euripides, in considering the extent to which Euripides’ use of underlying
ideas and moral presentation of Pentheus resembles Sophocles’ use of similar
techniques; I also provided a detailed account of the rather heterogeneous similarities
between Pentheus and other rulers, including Euripides” Lycus as well as Sophocles’

Creon (Chapter 7).

I hope, then, that this thesis has contributed to our understanding both of fifth-

century tragedy and of the intellectual and literary context of which it formed a part.
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APPENDIX 1: SOPHOCLES, OEDIPUS TYRANNUS 873-882

UPoLS putevel TVRavvVoV: UPOLG, €l
TOAA@V Ute@mAN 00T patav
& 1) ‘mikapa unde ovppéQova, 875
axpotata yelo” avapao’
ATIOTOHOV WQOVOEV EIG AVAYKAV
£vO’ oL modL XoNo W
xontat to kaAwg O €xov
TOAN MAAaopa urjmote Avoat Oeov altovpat. 880

Oeov oV Afjéw mote MEooTATAY loXWV.

These lines have caused much disagreement. There are three main issues.

1. Do these lines refer to Oedipus? As discussed in Chapter 6, there are three
possibilities: (a) Oedipus’ conduct towards Creon and Teiresias leads the Chorus to
fear that Oedipus may turn out to be a hybristic tyrannos; (b) the Chorus presents a
general description of a hybristic tyrannos, which subsequently turns out to apply to
Oedipus; (c) the Chorus presents a general description of a hybristic tyrannos, which

turns out not to apply to Oedipus.

2. Regardless of whether the Chorus is referring to Oedipus or not, what is being said
about that person in the phrase UPoic @utever tooavvov? There are three
possibilities: (a) ‘hybris is what results in a sole ruler coming to power’, with the word
tyrannos not itself bearing pejorative force (although of course hybris is a pejorative
word); (b) ‘hybris is what results in an oppressive sole ruler coming to power’, with
tyrannos used pejoratively; (c) ‘hybris is what results in a ruler becoming oppressive’,

with tyrannos used very pejoratively.

3. Where might Sophocles have got the idea from? Two sets of parallels have been

adduced: (a) one concerning hybris begetting koros and adikia (Pl. Leg. 691c; Pind. OL.
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13.9-10; Hdt. VIIL.77.1);' (b) the other concerning hybris resulting in stasis, which in
turn results in tyrannis (Thgn. 39-52, Solon fr. 4.5-22, Hdt. II1.82.3, Anonymus
Iamblichi 7.12-14).2

I examined point 1 in Chapter 6, considering view (1c) to be most plausible.
Regarding point 3, both sets of parallels are somewhat close, but neither is exact, since
none of the parallels for (3a) actually speak of a tyrannos as the child of hybris, while

(3b) is open to the objection that stasis has nothing to do with the situation of OT.?

On point 2, however, I wish to make a suggestion that may be novel. It seems to me
that (2a) and (2b) are both contextually unlikely: why should the Chorus—especially
if not referring to Oedipus—start talking about the means by which a tyrannos
accedes to the throne, when the theme of the ode is divine law and the fall from
prosperity to ate? The same problem, though, applies to (2c): why should the Chorus

reflect at this point on the psychology of rulers?

A fresh solution, however, is ready at hand, if we suppose that the lapidary sentence
UPolc putevel Tvpavvov is explained by the sentence that follows. That is to say, it
may be possible to understand the production of a tyrannos that is mentioned in 873
to be the same thing as the ascent to a prosperous but dangerous position that is
mentioned in the following sentence. This notion seems to gain plausibility from the
anadiplosis of the word hybris at the start of each sentence, which seems to especially
invite the notion that the second sentence might be an expansion of the first. If so, we

might paraphrase 873-879 as follows:

‘Hybris gives rise to a tyrannos, in the sense that hybris is what puts a man in a high

and prosperous, but yet dangerous, position.’

1 Finglass on Soph. OT 873/4-878/9 gives these parallels.

2 Scodel 1982:216-218; Fisher 1992:333. I discussed the relevance of this train of thought to
some tragedies at pp. 85-90 above.

3 So Carey 1986:176 n. 12.
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This seems to yield good sense. If correct, it also has two advantages.

Firstly, it does not bring any irrelevant notions into the ode (as (2a), (2b) and (2c) do),
but instead repeats the familiar idea that the position of a tyrannos who has come to
power through hybris is a prosperous but yet dangerous one. This idea is entirely
apposite to an ode which deals (as several odes in other plays also do) with the notion

that a man who gains prosperity unjustly and violently will be brought to ruin.

Secondly, this interpretation does not require the word tyrannos to possess any
negative force of its own (as (2b) and (2c) do). Since such an openly pejorative use of
the word would be contrary to Sophocles” normal practice, this seems preferable.*

do not, however, wish to attach decisive weight to this consideration.

This view is compatible with either (1c) or (1b). It is readily compatible with (1c), the
view adopted in Chapter 6. If the ode lacks reference to Oedipus, and if 879-880 (to
KaAwg 0’ £xov oA maAawoua) refers to beneficial emulation within a city’s political
life in general,® the Chorus’ point is roughly, “When a tyrannos accedes to power
through hybris, then his position is dangerous [and indeed may be subject to harm
from the gods]; but ordinary emulation in a city is beneficial, and I pray that the god

may allow it to continue.”

¢ In either case, of course, the tyrannos is seen negatively, because he is produced by hybris,
which certainly is a pejorative word. However, Winnington-Ingram [1971] 1980:192 seems
right to say that there is a significant difference between this negativity being created by the
pejorative weight of the word tyrannos itself and being created by the context (although I do
not adopt the rest of his argument).

Carey 1986:176 and Fisher 1992:332, in arguing that tyrannos sometimes carries
pejorative force even in fifth-century Greek, do not, I think, pay sufficient attention to this
distinction, and none of the passages which they cite seems to me to provide a genuine
parallel for the word tyrannos straightforwardly meaning ‘bad or oppressive ruler’, as (2b) and
(2c) would require. Cf. p. 23 above.

5 Finglass ad loc..

¢ This is not quite the same as Carey 1986:177, who thinks that this beneficial emulation is
being contrasted with ‘the self-will of the tyrant’. Whereas in his view the contrast is between
hybris and palaisma, i.e. between the self-will of the tyrannos and emulation of the good citizen,
I am suggesting that the contrast is between the dangerousness of the position of the tyrannos
and the security which the Chorus desires for those engaging in emulation within the polis.
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Although I am not inclined towards position (1b), my view of 873 is reconcilable with
that too. That is to say, if Oedipus’ killing of Laius is regarded as hybris, and if (again)
879-880 refers to beneficial emulation within a city’s political life in general, the

Chorus’ words mean that Oedipus’ position, attained through hybris, is insecure.
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APPENDIX 2: THE GREED AND RAPACITY OF RULERS

According to Lanza and other scholars, rulers are strongly associated with rapacity
and greed in tragedy.! In Chapter 1, I said that I consider this essentially incorrect.?

This Appendix is intended to justify this view.

The association of rulers with wealth was, of course, long-standing (and indeed
almost inevitable), and is common in tragedy. The specific feature of greed or rapacity
for wealth, furthermore, occurs in Herodotus. Cypselus is said to have deprived
many citizens of their wealth,® and Periander strips the women of Corinth so that his
wife will inform him of the location of some buried treasure.* Moreover, Polycrates is
lured to his death with promises of money.> According to other traditions, Cylon
robbed the temple of Athena, and Pythagoras of Ephesus had an ‘unlimited desire for

money’.°

In tragedy, rulers are connected with rapacity a few times. Euripides’ Theseus
mentions the tendency of rulers to snatch their subjects” wealth, while in Heracles the
Chorus-leader declares that he will not let Lycus take his wealth.” In Hecuba, as
Seaford notes, the Thracian Polymestor, like Polycrates, kills Polydorus and is lured
to his death through his desire for gold.® Otherwise, the main possible evidence arises
in Antigone, where, as also in Oedipus Tyrannus, the ruler makes accusations of
bribery; these two plays dominate Lanza’s discussion of this matter.” However, the
only explicit connection between rulers and greed occurs when Creon says to

Teiresias that the whole race of seers is keen on money, and Teiresias replies, ‘“That

1 Lanza 1977:53-56; Seaford 1998:131-137, 2003:96-99, 104-106.

2 See p. 57.

3 Hdt. V.92vy.2.

4+ Hdt. V.92n.2-4.

5 Hdt. I11.122.3-123.2.

6 Scholion on Ar. Eg. 445, and Baton of Sinope, BNJ 268 F 3, both cited by Seaford 2003:96-98
(alongside Polycrates and Periander).

7 Eur. Supp. 450-451, HF 258-260 (cf. 590-592). I draw these references from Lanza 1977:53-56.

8 Eur. Hec. 775, 1002-1004, 1146-1148, 1206-1207, cited by Seaford 1998:121.

° Lanza 1977:53-56.
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which is born of rulers also loves shameful gain (aioxooképdewxv).”'° Very possibly,
Sophocles had stories like that of Polycrates in mind here, although even such a
supposition is hardly necessary; Teiresias’ remark is an apt rejoinder to Creon’s
accusation that seers are habitually corrupt,!' and it would be wrong to suppose that

such a tu quoque necessarily had much behind it.

Some scholars, however, take Teiresias’ line in a psychological way, arguing that
Creon’s portrayal involves “the projection by Kreon of his own attitude to money onto
others.””? This seems most unsatisfactory. On the one hand, Creon, like Oedipus,
expresses the utmost disgust at people who do wrong because they are bribed;
therefore, if we take their attitudes at face value, we can only conclude that Creon
(along with Oedipus) is not at all characterised by rapacity, but rather by opposition
to it. Also, the presence of kerdos and money in Antigone is sufficiently accounted for
without any such explanation: it allows Antigone’s motives to be contrasted to those
which Creon suspects, heightening his error.!* Moreover, although tragedy can, and
often does, capture complex behaviours that are capable of interpretation in modern
psychological terms, it seems illegitimate to insist on an interpretation that can only
work if the audience has a notion of psychological projection.* If Creon’s anti-bribery

attitude has anything to do with pre-existing ideas about rulers, it is more natural to

10 CREON: T0 HAVTLKOV YXQ TIAV @LARQYVQOV YEVOC.

TEIRESIAS: 10 0’ €k (or a0) Tvpoavvwv aloxgoképdetav @Ael (Soph. Ant. 1055-1056).

1 Griffith 2009 makes some interesting suggestions on the real-life background to Teiresias’
portrayal.

12 Seaford 2013:329, cf. 1998:133-134; more cautiously, Bowra 1944:73; Lanza 1977:54; Segal
2003:41; Rehm 2006:200-201. Seaford 1998:133-134 reinforces his view by maintaining that in
Teiresias’ line oUtw yap 1N kat dokw 10 oov népoc (Soph. Ant. 1062, sometimes taken as a
question and sometimes as a statement), T0 cov pégog refers to Creon’s role as a typical tyrant.
However, this fails to account for the fact that pégog seems to be picked up by Creon’s reply
(wg ) ‘umoAnowv toBt v Eunv @oéva, 1063). The parallelism of construction suggests that
Creon understands t0 cov pégog as referring to his mind (trv éunv @eéva), which fits with
how 1062 is conventionally understood (‘that is what I already seem like to you’, viz. to your
way of thinking); additionally, one point of using pégog is that, in the sense of ‘portion’, a
uégog can be bought and sold, which may be taken to prompt Creon’s use of the word
‘umoAnowv. Since a tyrannical role cannot be bought and sold, and cannot readily be taken as
parallel to v éunv @oéva, it is difficult to see how pégog can refer to Creon’s role as tyrant,
rather than to Creon’s point of view.

13 Cf. Dalfen 1977:21-23.

14 Segal 2003:41 soundly remarks, ‘the play is not psychological in this way.’
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suppose that Sophocles has actually inverted the conventional idea by producing in
Creon a ruler who, whatever his other defects, is not avaricious, than that any sort of

psychological projection is involved here.

However, it seems quite likely that Creon’s rejection of bribery has more to do with
tifth-century Athenian politics than with ideas about archaic rulers. I argued in
Chapter 3 that important elements of Creon’s portrayal involve drawing on a civic
rhetoric concerning obedience and loyalty to the polis that is, although authoritarian
in tone, civic and democratic in its milieu.’®> The same, however, is true of bribery,
which was a standing problem throughout the history of the Athenian democracy; in
many fifth-century and fourth-century sources political bribery is seen as an
important issue. In particular, Cimon had been tried for accepting bribes in 463, as
were several other politicians through the century,'® and Pericles is emphatically
praised by Thucydides for being incorruptible.'” In Antigone, as Conover points out,
the speech in which Creon first mentions bribery divides the polis into philoi and kakoi,
and envisages the kakoi as those who deal in money and are therefore diverted from
loyal service to the polis.!® In this respect, the suspicion of bribery is of a piece with the
civic ideas about citizenship and obedience which Creon employs at a number of
points in the play. It therefore seems doubtful whether Creon’s attitude towards
bribery and money has anything to do with the ideas about rulers possessed by

Sophocles and his audience.

Therefore, we should probably reject the notion that Creon is supposed to be
rapacious. The rapacity of rulers plays a significant role in Euripides” Hecuba, and is
mentioned in passing in Sophocles” Antigone and Euripides” Suppliants and Heracles,

but its presence does not extend much beyond that. To treat it as one of the central

15 See pp. 117-124.

16 Plut. Cim. 14.1-4, discussed by Conover 2010:81-86, 315-320, with further references. Other
bribery trials included that of Laches, mocked by Aristophanes (Vesp. 240-242, 894-897);
Conover 2010:83 n. 3 lists further examples.

17 xonuatwv keeioowv, Thuc. 11.60.5; xonuatwv te dagpavas ddweotatog, 11.65.8; these are
discussed by Conover 2010:99.

18 Soph. Ant. 288-303. I follow here Conover’s useful discussion of the bribery issue in the play
(Conover 2010:102-109); cf. also MacKay 1962:170-171; Holt 1999:678-679.
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features of tragic ‘tyranny’, as Lanza and Seaford do, is to exaggerate its prominence

considerably.
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I. Abbreviations

All abbreviated references to classical texts (including CEG, FD, ML, RO, and SEG,
referring to corpora of inscriptions) follow the list of abbreviations in the Oxford
Classical Dictionary, except that I have taken the liberty of citing the Iliad, Odyssey, and
Prometheus Bound as 1l., Od., and PV without giving authors’ names.

In naming Greek tragedies and comedies in full, I have used the English names given
in the Loeb editions (including the Latin forms Oedipus Tyrannus and Bacchae), except
that I have written Suppliants rather than Suppliant Women.

Note also the following:

Aarne, Thompson, and Uther:
H.-J. Uther. The Types of International Folktales: A Classification and Bibliography,
Based on the System of Antti Aarne and Stith Thompson. Three volumes. Helsinki,
2004.

The abbreviations BNJ, FGE, FGrHist, Laks-Most, and PMG refer to editions listed
under III below.

II. Editions used for quoted Greek

Where I have quoted Greek (in the footnotes, appendices, and in parentheses within
the main text), I have done so according to the following editions, except that I have
consistently printed iota subscripts (rather than adscripts) and regular sigmas (rather
than lunate sigmas).

Where I have quoted the texts in English translations (in the main text), I have
provided my own translations, except where explicitly noted. (I have used
Sommerstein’s translation of Aeschylus in this fashion fairly frequently.)

AESCHYLUS:
PERSIANS, SEVEN AGAINST THEBES, SUPPLIANTS, PROMETHEUS BOUND:
A. H. Sommerstein. Aeschylus. I: Persians, Seven Against Thebes, Suppliants,
Prometheus Bound (Loeb Classical Library, 145). Cambridge, MA, 2008.
AGAMEMNON, LIBATION-BEARERS, EUMENIDES:
A. H. Sommerstein. Aeschylus. 1I: Oresteia (Loeb Classical Library, 146).
Cambridge, MA, 2008.
EDONIANS (FRAGMENTS):
A. H. Sommerstein. Aeschylus. III: Fragments (Loeb Classical Library, 505).
Cambridge, MA, 2008.
ARCHILOCHUS:
M. L. West. lambi et elegi Graeci ante Alexandrum cantati. Volumen I. Second
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ARISTOPHANES:
KNIGHTS:
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CRATINUS:
I. C. Storey. Fragments of Old Comedy. Volume I: Alcaeus to Diocles. Cambridge,
MA, 2011.
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C. Collard, and M. J. Cropp. Euripides, Fragments: Oedipus— Chrysippus; Other
Fragments (Loeb Classical Library, 506). Cambridge, MA, 2008.
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W. Rennie. Demosthenis orationes. Tomus III: Orationes XLI-LXI; Prooemia;
Epistulae. Tenth edition. Leipzig, 1970.
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D.]J. Mastronarde. Euripides: Medea. Cambridge, 2002.
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in Tauris, Ion. Oxford, 1981.
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HELEN:
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DAUGHTERS OF PELIAS (FRAGMENT):
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HERODOTUS:
N. G. Wilson. Herodoti historiae. Two volumes. Oxford, 2015.
HYPOTHESEIS TO SOPHOCLES, OEDIPUS TYRANNUS:
R. C. Jebb, Sophocles: The Plays and Fragments. Part I: The Oedipus Tyrannus, 3-6.
Second edition. Cambridge, 1893.
ILIAD:
M. L. West. Homeri Ilias. Two volumes. Stuttgart, 1998, 2000.
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Lysias:
C. Carey. Lysiae orationes cum fragmentis. Oxford, 2007.
ODYSSEY:
M. L. West. Homerus: Odyssea. Berlin, 2017.
PINDAR:
OLYMPIAN AND PYTHIAN ODES:
W. H. Race. Pindar. Volume I: Olympian Odes; Pythian Odes (Loeb Classical
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PLUTARCH:
MORALIA:
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Cambridge, MA, 1936.
RO 88 (CONTAINING THE EPHEBIC OATH):
S. Lambert (after P. J. Rhodes and R. Osborne). ‘Dedication from Acharnai with
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(https://www atticinscriptions.com/inscription/RO/88?text_type=greek). 2014.
SIMONIDES (EPIGRAMS):
D. L. Page. Further Greek Epigrams: Epigrams before A.D. 50 from the Greek
Anthology and Other Sources, Not Included in Hellenistic Epigrams or The Garland of
Philip. Cambridge, 1981.
SOLON (POEMS):
M. L. West. Iambi et elegi Graeci ante Alexandrum cantati. Volumen II. Second
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SOPHOCLES:
AJAX:
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ANTIGONE:
M. Griffith. Sophocles: Antigone. Cambridge, 1999.
OEDIPUS TYRANNUS:
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OEDIPUS AT COLONUS:
H. J. Lloyd-Jones and N. Wilson. Sophoclis fabulae. Oxford, 1990.
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S. L. Radt. Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta. IV: Sophocles. Gottingen, 1977.
THEOGNIS:
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THUCYDIDES:
L. B. Alberti. Thucydidis historiae. Three volumes. Rome, 1972, 1992, 2000.
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II1. Editions used for references to fragments, etc.

Fragments, testimonia, epigrams, proverbs, and so forth are cited according to the
numberings proposed in the following editions. (Except in the cases of Lycurgus,
Naevius and Stesichorus, these numberings are replicated in the latest Loeb editions,
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AESCHYLUS:
S. L. Radt. Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta. I1I: Aeschylus. Gottingen, 1985.
ALCAEUS:
E.-M. Voigt. Sappho et Alcaeus: Fragmenta. Amsterdam, 1971.
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A. Laks, and G. Most. Early Greek Philosophy. 1X: The Sophists, Part 2 (Loeb Classical
Library, 532). Cambridge, MA, 2016. [Abbreviation: Laks-Most.]
ARCHILOCHUS:
M. L. West. lambi et elegi Graeci ante Alexandrum cantati. Volumen I. Second edition.
Oxford, 1989.
ARISTOPHANES:
R. Kassel, and C. Austin. Poetae comici Graeci. Il11.2: Aristophanes. Testimonia et
fragmenta. Berlin, 1984.
BACCHYLIDES:
H. Maehler. Bacchylidis Carmina cum Fragmentis. Tenth edition. Leipzig, 1970.
BATON OF SINOPE:
I. Worthington (ed.), Brill’s New Jacoby
(https://referenceworks.brillonline.com/browse/brill-s-new-jacoby).
[Abbreviation: BNJ.]
CARMINA POPULARIA:
D. L. Page. Poetae melici Graeci. Oxford, 1962. [Abbreviation: PMG.]
CLEOBULUS (PROVERBS QUOTED BY DEMETRIUS OF PHALERUM):
A. Laks, and G. Most. Early Greek Philosophy. II: Beginnings and Early lonian Thinkers,
Part 1 (Loeb Classical Library, 525). Cambridge, MA, 2016. [Abbreviation: Laks-
Most.]
CRATINUS:
R. Kassel, and C. Austin. Poetae comici Graeci. IV: Aristophon— Crobylus. Berlin, 1983.
CRITIAS:
B. Snell. Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta. I: Didascaliae tragicae; Catalogi tragicorum et
tragoediarum; Testimonia et fragmenta tragicorum minorum. Second edition.
Gottingen, 1986.
CYPRIA:
M. L. West. Greek Epic Fragments (Loeb Classical Library, 497). Cambridge, MA,
2003.
DEINON:
as for BATON OF SINOPE above.
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DEMOCRITUS:
A. Laks, and G. Most. Early Greek Philosophy. VII: Later lonian and Athenian Thinkers,
Part 2 (Loeb Classical Library, 530). Cambridge, MA, 2016. [Abbreviation: Laks-
Most.]
DISSOI LOGOI:
as for ANONYMUS IAMBLICHI above.
EUPOLIS:
R. Kassel, and C. Austin. Poetae comici Graeci. V: Damoxenus —Magnes. Berlin, 1986.
EURIPIDES:
R. Kannicht. Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta. V: Euripides. Two volumes.
Gottingen, 2004.
GORGIAS:
A. Laks, and G. Most. Early Greek Philosophy. VIII: The Sophists, Part 1 (Loeb
Classical Library, 531). Cambridge, MA, 2016. [Abbreviation: Laks-Most.]
HERACLIDES OF CYME:
as for BATON OF SINOPE above.
HESIOD:
G. Most. Hesiod. 1I: The Shield;, Catalogue of Women; Fragments (Loeb Classical
Library, 503). Cambridge, MA, 2018.
HiPrIAS OF ELIS:
as for GORGIAS above.
LYCURGUS:
N. C. Conomis. Lycurgi oratio in Leocratem cum ceterarum Lycurgi orationum
fragmentis. Leipzig, 1970.
MARMOR PARIUM:
F. Jacoby. Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker. Zweiter Teil: Zeitgeschichte. B.
Spezialgeschichten, — Autobiographien und Memoiren; Zeittafeln. Berlin, 1929.
[Abbreviation: FGrHist.]
NAEVIUS:
M. Schauer. Tragicorum Romanorum fragmenta. I: Livius Andronicus; Naevius; Tragici
minores; Fragmenta adespota. Gottingen, 2012.
NICOLAUS OF DAMASCUS:
as for BATON OF SINOPE above.
PHILOCHORUS:
as for BATON OF SINOPE above.
PINDAR:
H. Maehler. Pindari carmina cum fragmentis. Pars II: Fragmenta; Indices. Leipzig,
1989.
PrRODICUS:
as for GORGIAS above.
PROTAGORAS:
as for GORGIAS above.
SEMONIDES:
M. L. West. lambi et elegi Graeci ante Alexandrum cantati. Volumen II. Second edition.
Oxford, 1992.
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SIMONIDES (EPIGRAMS):
D. L. Page. Further Greek Epigrams: Epigrams before A.D. 50 from the Greek Anthology
and Other Sources, Not Included in Hellenistic Epigrams or The Garland of Philip.
Cambridge, 1981. [Abbreviation: FGE.]
SIMONIDES (LYRIC POEMS):
as for CARMINA POPULARIA above.
SOLON (POEMS):
as for SEMONIDES above.
SOLON (PROVERBS QUOTED BY DEMETRIUS OF PHALERUM):
as for CLEOBULUS (PROVERBS QUOTED BY DEMETRIUS OF PHALERUM) above.
SOPHOCLES:
S. L. Radt. Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta. IV: Sophocles. Gottingen, 1977.
STESICHORUS:
M. Davies, and P. J. Finglass. Stesichorus: The Poems (Cambridge Classical Texts and
Commentaries, 54). Cambridge, 2014.
THEBAID:
as for CYPRIA above.
TRAGICA ADESPOTA:
R. Kannicht, and B. Snell. Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta. 1I: Fragmenta adespota;
Testimonia volumini I addenda; Indices ad volumina I et II. Gottingen, 1971.
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It seems useful to provide the following conversions:

ANONYMUS [AMBLICHI:
Laks-Most 40 = Diels-Kranz 89

CLEOBULUS (PROVERBS QUOTED BY DEMETRIUS OF PHALERUM):
Laks-Most 3 T35 1.10 = Diels-Kranz 10.3.a.9

DEMOCRITUS:

Laks-Most 27 D356 = Diels-Kranz 68 B 252
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Laks-Most 41 = Diels-Kranz 90
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Laks-Most 32 D24 = Diels-Kranz 82 B 11
HESIOD:
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Laks-Most 36 D26 = Diels-Kranz 86 B9 = FGrHist and BNJ 6 F 6
LYCURGUS:

fr. 1.5 Conomis = fr. A.1 Burtt
NAEVIUS:

fr. 19 Schauer = frr. 46-47 Warmington
fr. 20 Schauer = frr. 37-38 Warmington
fr. 21 Schauer = fr. 49 Warmington
PRrRODICUS:
Laks-Most 34 D15, D16, D17 = Diels-Kranz 84 B 5
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PROTAGORAS:
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Seaford, R. A. S. Euripides: Bacchae. Warminster, 1996.
SOPHOCLES:
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Gerber, D. E. Greek Elegiac Poetry (Loeb Classical Library, 258). Cambridge, MA,
2008.

V. Works of scholarship cited by lemma

I have cited these works of scholarship in the form ‘Hutchinson on Aesch. Sept. 637/,
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listed them again in the list of works referred to by page number (section VI).

Allan, W. Euripides: The Children of Heracles. Warminster, 2001.

Allan, W. Euripides: Helen. Cambridge, 2008.

Andrewes, A., in A. W. Gomme, A. Andrewes, and K. ]J. Dover. A Historical
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