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ABSTRACT

In this dissertation, I consider Euripides’ tragedies of 415 (Alexandros-
Palamedes-Troiades) and 412 (Helen-Andromeda), and books 6-8 of Thucydides’
Histories (on 416/15-411), with attention to particular thematic elements in each
text. These include: ritual and religious impiety; infighting and power struggles
between the upper-classes; and personal or collective abandonment to erotic
impulses. I propose that during the period in question (or when writing about
the period in question, in Thucydides’ case), both authors place novel emphasis
on the combined effect of all three elements.

This novelty expresses itself in two major ways. First, the authors treat
religious indecorum, aristocratic jockeying, and erotic impulsivity as a set, with a
consistency that exists neither in Euripides’ previous works, nor in Thucydides’
Histories 1-5. Second, both authors develop a particular vocabulary for these
religious and socio-political struggles. Thucydides introduces new terms, or

vi



prefers alternative definitions for some that he regularly employs. The result is a
section of text that is at once consistent with the material that precedes it, yet
outstanding for its peculiar thematic and verbal elements. The focused
consistency of Euripides’ thematic and verbal choices in his trilogy of 415
supports the argument that the tragedies of this year must be read as an
interdependent set, in which the first two works hold the keys to the content of
the third. In his works of 412, choice terms signal Euripides’ unique engagement
with the mythical tradition; choice themes link Helen and Andromeda while
separating them from Euripides” other works.

My aim in considering these innovations is to offer a fresh way into a
wide-ranging conversation regarding Euripides” and Thucydides’ shared
historical context and the similarities between their respective texts. A focused
perspective calls attention to the exceptionality of the narrative subset in
question, the perception of which can be dulled by generalizing, comprehensive
approaches. Euripides and Thucydides appear to have shared certain literary
sensibilities that set them in close alignment with one another — and apart from
their contemporaries — as men whose contributions to the broader literary
landscape were remarkable for the precise features of their construction and
expression.
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Introduction

1. The temporal and textual boundaries of this study

When one compares Thucydides’” Histories to Euripides’ extant tragedies, a
number of broad, thematic resonances between the texts become apparent. In
general, this is unsurprising. Euripides and Thucydides lived through many of
the same fluctuations in, for example, popular philosophical thought, linguistic
norms, and artistic practice. An examination of these two authors, of the manner
in which they address certain intellectual movements and historical events of the
mid-late 5*" century in comparable ways, reveals the theoretical (e.g.,
philosophical, rhetorical) and technical (e.g., verbal, metrical) trends that are
broadly relevant to the period in which the two lived and composed, while also
demonstrating how these trends reverberated within and across multiple genres.

These general points of contact between Euripides and Thucydides have
long attracted scholarly interest. At the turn of the 20t century, F. M. Cornford
examined how Thucydides structured his text, and imbued it with a tragic tone,
by drawing from the same well of storytelling traditions as his dramatic
contemporaries. In the 1930s, J. H. Finley argued for the verisimilitude of the
speeches delivered by public figures in Thucydides” history by grounding their

rhetoric in the vocabulary and argumentation that characters in Euripidean



drama had employed. G. Zuntz acknowledged such overlap in 1958, yet
emphasized the need to take a measured approach when listening for the echo of
contemporary politics in the continual sound wave of the mythical tradition.
Mme. de Romilly set the standard for such a cautious approach in the 1960s,
using Thucydides” historical record as a means of highlighting the topical
relevance of Euripides’ tragic works, without arguing for a definitive, 1:1
relationship between dramatic and actual events. Throughout the 20 and early
21t centuries, scholars such as Macleod (1983), Michelini (1994), Hose (1995) and
Rubel (2000) — to name only a very few — have continued to define the nature
of the literary ground that Euripides and Thucydides often appear to share.!
This study aims to contribute to a longstanding and far-reaching
conversation by focusing on a particular segment of Euripides” and Thucydides’
respective literary careers. It is not simply the case that Euripides and
Thucydides each dealt with comparable themes at some point —such a

conclusion is so universal as to be meaningless.? The question I am asking is not:

1 See, e.g., Cornford 1907; de Romilly 1965, 28-47; Finley 1938 (repr. 1967), esp. 51-4; Macleod 1983
140-58; Michelini 1994, 219-52; Hose 1995; Rubel 2000. See also Mastronarde 2010, esp. 209-11 and
233-4.

2]t is always possible to find some passage in Thucydides that supports one’s impression of
Euripides, or vice versa. D. G. Smith (2004, 59-64), for example, attempts to justify a political
subtext in a passage of a Euripidean satyr play, which likely belonged to 408, on the basis of the
sentiments it shares with Thucydides” Corinthian debate in book 1, which represents the political



“Did Euripides and Thucydides both write about eros?” Rather, I want to know
whether or not Euripides and Thucydides dealt with eros at the same time, in the
same way, and to the same end. As such, I have chosen to narrow my field of
vision to a limited period of time, 415-11 B.C.E., in the belief that there is
something unique about the way in which Euripides and Thucydides consider
and communicate about impactful socio-political issues during these years.3

In Euripides’ tragedies of 415 (Alexandros-Palamedes-Troiades) and 412
(Andromeda-Helen), and in the portions of Thucydides” Histories that correspond
to the same years (books 6-8: winter 416/5- summer 411), both authors explore
three inter-related factors. These factors are: 1) religious laxity and outright

impiety; 2) political competition and personal promotion among the nobility; 3)

atmosphere in 432/1. See earlier Macleod 1983, 155-8 on Euripides’ Hecuba (c. 424) and
Thucydides’ Plataean Debate (3.52-68; “date” of 431).

3 Arrowsmith (1963, 32-56) wrote extensively on what he termed “the loss of innocence” that
supposedly occurred in the late 5t century B. C., and the response of authors, such as Euripides,
Thucydides, Sophocles, and Aristophanes, who were “haunted” by a shifting socio-political
landscape (34). More recently, G. Meltzer (2006, 1) has written that Euripides’ tragedies, nostalgic
and investigative, “[epitomize] the discursive practice of his era, as exemplified by Thucydidean
history, Aristophanic comedy, and Platonic philosophy.” Meltzer goes on to describe the
questions Euripidean tragedy poses as those which remain relevant to today’s reader, yet one
could easily and legitimately insert “Thucydides,” “Aristophanes,” or “Plato” as the ancient
author responsible for posing such queries. Considered in this way, Euripides and Thucydides
(and their relative contemporaries) are witnesses to a “crisis of values” so homogeneous and
overarching that it may apply broadly both to ancient Athens and modern America (e.g., 2, 28-
32). Furthermore, W. R. Connor (1977 289-98) has already explained why such a view of
Thucydides as a conventional moralist is not conducive to a sensitive reading of the text. For a
contrast to Meltzer’s study, see also G. Crane (1998, 134-47), who surveys important differences
between Thucydides’ artistic choices and those of his contemporaries.



and the foolish indulgence of erotic impulses and desires. These select themes,
which appear throughout Euripides” and Thucydides’ respective texts, garner
each author’s attention in new and unique ways during the period in question.

As a result, these particular segments of each author’s corpus are
remarkable for the extent to which each author privileges this specifc mixture of
themes during this select period. The list of ingredients is not new, that is, but the
proportions of the recipe have changed, allowing certain flavors to dominate to a
novel extent. The tragedies of 415 and 412, and the narrative of 416/5-11 are also
remarkable due to the consistency with which each author insists upon
presenting these thematic elements, these particular flavors, as having a
mutually-dependent impact on the audience members’ experience.

By identifying and analyzing specific thematic elements that appear only
at certain points (and thus to greater effect) in each author’s respective works,
one can perceive the exceptionality of Thucydides’ narrative of 416/5-411, and of
the Euripidean works dated to 415 or 412. The existence of these outstanding
thematic elements demonstrates how Euripides and Thucydides each express

clear variations in topical and compositional concern over time.* Euripides’ late

4 On such variations, see, e.g., McDermott 2000, 239-59 (on Euripides’ two Hippolytus tragedies),
or Dewald 2006, passim (on changes in Thucydides” compositional technique over time).



works are not a comprehensive symphony of despair, but a suite of variations on
particular themes.® In his final (extant) books, Thucydides does not simply
confirm the characterizations that he creates in books 1-5, but recalls these
commonplaces as a means of emphasizing the distinct features of events c. 416/5-
411.

What can account for this parallel movement in Euripides” and
Thucydides’ respective thematic focuses? The scholars noted above, and others
besides, have all shown how a shared social context provides common ground
from which these authors can depart, and to which they can return. It is
reasonable to consider that the authors’ respective educations and social
experiences, and their contemporaneous exposure to specific events, prompted
them to react in similar ways to these circumstances. Given the breadth of the
scholarly arguments that have been offered in favor of this position, I have made
little attempt in what follows to shore it up. This position is a reasonable one, but
it is not without its limits.®

First, because Thucydides is our most robust historical source for the

period in which Euripides wrote, and in which he himself wrote, it is a

5 Knox 1985, 1-12.
¢ Zuntz 1958 (repr. 1972), 54-61.



precarious exercise to justify the tenor of Euripides’ tragedies by searching for
the events in Thucydides’ text to which this tenor might (cor)respond.” An
approach that justifies literary content as a reaction to a contemporary event risks
blurring the line between the facts themselves of an event, and the manner in
which a historical source (i.e., Thucydides) presents the facts of that event.® The
degree of accuracy that Thucydides attains in his narrative of Athenian affairs
exists in tandem, and sometimes in conflict with, his artistic choices,® and these
choices are important because they are not categorically dictated by the nature of

the events themselves.1?

7 One well-known example of this is the scholarly argument as to whether or not Thucydides’
presentation of events at Melos explains the content of Euripides’” Troiades. On this, see van Erp
Taalman Kip 1987, 414-19, and the response from Kuch 1998, 147-53; Croally 1994, 234; Torrance
2013, 234-5; Ringer 2016, 164-5. In his own study, which considers many of the same texts as this
dissertation, M. Hose (1995) also makes a guarded approach to identifying particular passages of
tragedy or comedy as direct allusions to contemporary events. However, Hose does often
attempt to interpret the dramatic works which he considers with respect to the social climate at
large (e.g., 36-45; 127-33). Furthermore, Hose does not consistently question the reasons for which
Thucydides portrays events as he did, but uses the History as a more-or-less neutral witness to
the events of the real world (passim).

8 Thucydides” Melian Dialogue has spurred considerable disagreement among modern readers.
Scholars have argued at length over the tenor of this portion of Thucydides’ narrative, with some
rejecting the position that the Melian Dialogue represents a condemnation of Athens’ imperial
program. For this position, see, e.g., de Ste Croix 1972; Cohen 1984; Doyle 1990; Bosworth 1993.
Arguably, however, Thucydides does suggest a link between Athenian conduct at Melos and
Athens’ disastrous failure in Sicily. On this, see, e.g., Liebescheuetz 1968, as well as the insightful
analysis in Greenwood 2015, 51-3.

9 Henderson 2016, 605-20.

10 Regarding book 6 in particular, D. Kagan (2009, 162) neatly summarizes the idea behind many
previous studies, writing that this section of Thucydides” work is: “the most carefully constructed
for dramatic effect, the most hauntingly convincing.” On Thucydides’ method of constructing his
book 6 narrative, see also: Hunter 1973, 123-48; Rawlings 1981, 85-125; Connor 1984, 158-84. On



As for Euripides” own artistic choices, even (or perhaps especially) in the
case that certain of his tragedies did have a specific resonance with Athenian
events as Thucydides describes them, it is still untenable to adopt the position
that the playwright always had Athenian affairs at the forefront of his mind.
Such an approach assumes that Euripides composed his tragedies with a view to
their presentation before a limited and specific audience, rather than in the
interest of their widespread appeal and production, and this is likely not the
case.!!

Recently, V. Wohl has articulated a means of describing the thematic
confluences between Euripides and Thucydides that incorporates both shared
context and personal imperative. She describes how: “a play like Trojan Women

does not merely mirror the realities of Athens’s ongoing war: it constructs those

Thucydides’ use of temporal manipulation to guide the reader’s perception of how the expedition
in Sicily will unfold, see Rood 1998, 124-32.

11 The physical destruction and mutually-damning violence contained in Euripides’ Trojan trilogy
of 415, for example, was certainly not limited to Attica, but was recurrent and widespread. Here,
we may use Thucydides purely as a source of the events that occurred, e.g., the Spartans’
destruction of Argos’ walls in the winter of 417/6, and subsequent slaughter of the men of Hysia
(Thuc. 5.83.2); the Argives’ reprisals against Phliasia (5.83.3) during the same winter; their
renewed, but botched attacks the following winter (5.116.1). On the widespread violence of this
period, see also Price 2001, 272-3. In addition, there is ample evidence to suggest that Euripides’
tragedies would have appealed to audiences from beyond Attica’s borders, including the
Panhellenic attendance of the City Dionysia (at which Troiades, for example, was performed), and
the likelihood that tragedians—Euripides included — wrote their works with the possibility of
reperformance abroad in mind. On these issues, see: Easterling 1994, 73-80; Dearden 1999, 222-48;
Revermann 1999-2000, 451-67; Rhodes 2003, 104-19; Millis 2015, 228-308.



realities by providing the Athenians (of whom Thucydides is just one
particularly articulate and authoritative example) with a means of
comprehending the events unfolding around them.”'2 Wohl's instinct to read
Euripides’ trilogy of 415 forwards into Thucydides” account of the same year
(rather than reading Thucydides backwards into Euripides) is a good one. The
next step, beyond the one Wohl takes, is to investigate the precise nature of the
constructs that these authors create and utilize. We can refine this investigation
by isolating and examining particular Euripidean thematic progressions as
organizational patterns to which Thucydides was himself acutely sensitive, and

upon which each man relied as a set of compositional guiding principles.

1I. The method and structure of this study
In essence, I have approached each text as an author’s attempt to map a

particular subject in a novel way, and each author as a cartographer who

12Wohl 2015, 117. Euripides’ focus on social stratification and infighting among a city’s elite is
also a theme that would readily have resonated with an Athenian audience in 415. Hyperbolus,
an important figure for politicians who presented themselves as populists, had been ostracized c.
416, and individuals who relied on their aristocratic roots as political currency (e.g., Alcibiades),
firmed up their position as the most prominent members of Athens’ political elite. On political
tensions in this period, see Kagan 1991, 143-7.



combines received information with personal observations in order to create his
own diagram. The aim is not to pinpoint a certain location, or to direct the reader
to a particular destination by drawing a line from point A to point B. Rather, my
aim is to consider how each map was made — noting the markers which
comprise its key, and contemplating how these symbols affect the overall
presentation and intelligibility of the image. I realize that this may be frustrating
to some — what is the purpose of a map if not to provide its viewer with a
precise sense of space and direction? Yet I hold that the texts in question are
worth admiring for reasons beyond their predictive or advisory value. A map
can be at once useful and beautiful; for better or for worse, I have focused on the
latter quality.

While I have considered Euripides and Thucydides as the mapmakers,
and the theater-goer or reader as the traveler whose impressions are guided by
these authors’ creative choices, I have attempted to maintain a status that lies
somewhere in between. No one chapter of this study culminates in a grand or
comprehensive conclusion, in the argument that either Thucydides or Euripides
is right to hew to a certain portrayal. Rather, each chapter serves as a
concentrated commentary on the thematic and verbal legend of a particular

Euripidean tragedy, or a section of Thucydides” Histories. I have focused my
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commentary on the elements of each work’s legend that correspond to the most
emphatic markers on each author’s literary layout, in order to delinieate how
these markers contribute to a unique rendering of common ground.

Each chapter offers my reading of the text in question, and my method of
reading is much the same in each case. With regard to my focus on the
interrelated themes of impiety, intra-noble competition, and erotic laxity, this
method is subjective. My decision to investigate these themes in particular is
based on my own impression that Euripides and Thucydides mark out unique
pathways through existing narrative territory by innovating upon extant
paradigms (e.g., the cycle of stories attached to the Trojan War) for discussing
religion, social competition, and emotional conflict.'® This novelty provides a
certain scheme to their respective texts. Due to the uniquely consistent-emphasis
that Euripides and Thucydides place upon these themes during this period, this
scheme is unmatched by that of the tragedies or chapters which belong to the

years before 416/5.

13 See Wright 2007, 412-31, on the use of the Trojan War as a paradigmatic event, which authors
working across multiple genres used “as a vehicle to reflect on contemporary conflicts in all sorts
of different ways... as a means through which the causes and justifiability of wars were
explored” (413).
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In order to support this subjective analysis, I simultaneously examine a
quantifiable set of evidence, namely, the particular words that Euripides and
Thucydides use as a means of signaling their focal thematic elements to the
reader. The precision with which these authors choose certain terms, and the
measured control with which they both employ this selective vocabulary,
supports the impression that there are noteworthy differences between the texts
or chapters on which this study focuses, and the extant remainder of each
author’s body of work. Both playwright and historian capitalize upon this
minute verbal precision as a means of marking out the novel pathways they
create through their chosen subjects. The works of this period, that is, are unique
on a verbal — and therefore objectively-observable — level.

In order to give each author his due, I have devoted separate chapters to:
Euripides” works of 415 (Chapters 1-2); Thucydides’ narrative of 416/5 (Chapter
3); Euripides” works of 412 (Chapter 4); and Thucydides’ narrative of 412/1
(Chapter 5). The subsections of each chapter explore the markers — a particular
term, a repeated theme — that serve to make each author’s map of a particular
subject intelligible to the reader, and that validate each author’s vantage point on

this subject, and thus his decision to present it as he does.
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III. Euripides and Thucydides: sharing a specific paradigm

Disrespect for publicly-sanctioned religious norms, political self-
promotion among a city’s most powerful, and uninhibited lust — this thematic
combination holds considerable influence over the course of action in Euripides’
Troiades of 415 (and likely over his Alexandros and Palamedes of the same year), as
well as that of his Helen and Andromeda of 412. Though each of the thematic
elements described above may be found in Euripides’ earlier, extant tragedies,
Euripides” works of 415 and 412 explore the mutually-informative effects of these
themes with a focused intensity that has no parallel among the playwright’s
previous works.

In Troiades, cracks in the ideological cohesion of both the Trojans and the
Hellenic forces deepen and expand under the collective pressure of these
interrelated forces, until intangible types of religious, political, and emotional
corruption manifest as the physical destruction of a city, its inhabitants, and

(eventually) its conquerors. Based upon the fragmentary evidence, it seems that
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Euripides repeats these themes throughout his trilogy of 415, and thus creates a
cohesive impression regarding the major elements of Troy’s demise.

Importantly, this thematic reverberation does not make the tragedies
repetitive. Rather, Euripides reprises these themes only to rearrange and rework
them, to reduce one and intensify another. The result is that each tragedy
functions not only as an independent unit alongside its companions, but also
derives meaning and impact from a deeply-layered, thematic interrelationship
with and interdependence upon them.

The thematic interdependence, which Euripides arguably achieves in 415,
is also well worth considering with respect to his works of 412. In both Helen and
Andromeda, £€0wg, in its many forms, runs roughshod over Euripides’ characters,
exercising a novel degree of control, and inspiring impiety and violence at a new
level of intensity. These novelties of emphasis distinguish the works of 412 from
others in the extant Euripidean corpus; many of the latter deal with the same
themes, but not in the same way.'® In his Helen, furthermore, Euripides explores

the incorporated effects of impiety and personal promotion. In the model of

14 For a recent, detailed analysis of the trilogy and the interrelationship shared by its tragedies,
see Clay (in Esposito, ed.) 2010, 229-51.

15 For example, on the effects of eros in Euripides’ Medea of 431 and Hippolytus of 428, see Esposito
(ed.) 2002, 22-4.
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behavior that he creates, Euripides shows how religious impudence can provide
a means, albeit an ironic one, of personal rescue.

In his works of 415 and 412, Euripides charts his characters” suffering in
ways that are timeless and universally applicable, but he also homes in on certain
elements of this suffering in a precise and unprecedented manner. The thematic
and verbal content of these particular tragedies represents a particular map of
common themes. For his part, Thucydides appears to be particularly sensitive to
those elements that define Euripides’ portait of civic decline, and he takes
advantage of many of the same elements as organizing principles of his own
work.

To be fair, it is unlikely that Thucydides would have appreciated the
implications of the above hypothesis. Early in the Histories, the author defines his
manner of composition, in part, by explaining how his methods contrast with
those of other composers. Due to his sober “discussion of proofs” (¢x d¢ Twv
elonuévav tekuneiwv) he considers himself unlike the singing poets, for the
latter privilege arrangement over credibility.'® Thucydides argues that he is also

unlike the so-called logographers, who create imprecise yet superficially-

16 Thuc. 1.21.1: “How the poets have sung about events in a manner given to embellishment more
than believability” (w¢ moumntai Dpvrkaot Tepl ATV €Ml TO HEILOV KOOUODVTEG HAAAOV
TOTEVWV).
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convincing narratives (SvvéOeoav...0vta dveéAeyrta, 1.21.1).17 This ensures
that their tales will occupy a place in the realm of myth (¢t T0 pvOwdec), but
renders their stories valueless to one who seeks a genuine account.®

When he at last gives a substantive definition to his own work,
Thucydides opts to call his opus by what it is not: to un pvbwodeg (1.22.4).%°
Because his work is not the “stuff of myth,” which he suspects his listeners will
crave, Thucydides provides an alternative criterion for judgment. He requests
that the reader evaluate the work based upon the clarity of the view that it
provides “of events gone by and those yet to come” (twv te Yevopévwv to

oadEG OKOTIELY Kal TV HeAAOVTWY, 1.22.4).

17 Thuc. 1.21.1: “How the logographers have composed with a view to what will lead the listener
along rather than to the unvarnished truth; their subject matter is unscrutinized, and much of it,
through time, wins an incredible status approaching legend” (wg Aoyoyoadot EvvéBeoav Emi To
QOO YWYOTEQOV Th AKQOACTEL T} AANBEoTeQOV, Ovta dveEéAeyKkTa kal T TTOAAX DTIO XQOVOU
aVTOV ATHOTWS EML TO HLOWOES EKVEVIKTKOTA).

18 A demand for truth value (1] (jtnoic ¢ aAnBeiac), Thucydides finds, is often not the priority
it ought to be among listeners; instead, men are inclined to complacency (émti T étoipe, 1.20.3) in
their acceptance of elaboration and narrative cohesion (£7ti 10 Heilov KOOHOUVTEG. .. €Tl TO
npooaywyotepov 1.21.1).

19 Whereas his best-preserved contemporary begins his own work with a substantive definition
(Hoodotov Bovplov iotoging anddel s 11de, Hdt. 1.1.1), Thucydides instead speaks of the action
he has taken (Evvéyoae) to record the war of the Peloponnesians and Athenians (Thuc. 1.1.1). In
fact, up to the point that he gives a positive definition of his work (ktnua te &g aiei, 1.22.4),
Thucydides describes the productive process, rather than the product itself, e.g., £k d¢ T@v
EQNUEVWV TEKUNQLWV; TIYNOAUEVOCS €k TV ETiPaveotatwy onueiowv (1.21.1); diapvnpovedoat
(1.22.1); elontay; nélwoa yoaderv (1.22.2).
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When he sets legend against clarity, however, Thucydides creates a
dichotomy that neither his predecessors nor his contemporaries categorically
uphold. In Homer, a pv0og can contain clear knowledge (Hom. Od. 17.153), and
even one’s capacity for unseemly speech is a sign of mental acuity (¢met cadpa
olda... atovAa pvdMoaocOay, I1. 20.202, 433).2° Aeschylus’ characters twice
describe the possibility of providing an accurate account (cadet d¢ nvOwi, Prom.
641) or clear command (cadac...pvOovuévn, Prom. 664). In Euripides” Medea, a
HLO0¢ can be true or false (0 pévrtot pvOog et oadrc 6d¢, 72); the chorus of his
Heraclidae notes that, before judgment is passed, each contestant in a debate be
given the opportunity to state his case clearly (tic &v diknv kptvelev 1] yvoin
Adyov,/ motv av mag' apdotv pobov éxpadnt ocadpwg;, 180-1).

Thus, despite Thucydides” own protestations, it is eminently possible for
the historian to observe arduous standards of investigation, to place a premium
on the plausibility of the facts which he records, and to produce an account with
a sober perspective, without abandoning the verbal embellishments and thematic

patterns that he consigns to the production of A6yotr pvOwdec. One might argue,

20 In his Republic (441b.6), Plato cites Homer himself as a source of accurate testimony (to tov
Oprjoov pagtueroet... pobwi évtavBa yag on oadac...emoinkev ‘Ouneoc). In the Laws
(872e.1), furthermore, Adyoc and pvBog are bywords for ancient proscriptions that priests have
delivered clearly (6 yap 01 noBog 1) Adyog, 1) 9tL Xo1 MEooayoQeVeLY AUTOV, €K TAAXLWV
legéwv elontat oadwcg).
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in fact, that Thucydides sometimes not only adapts the poetic and logographic
methods he disavows, but that in these instances, he even outdoes each of his
theoretical, compositional rivals.

The historian’s account of the growth and instantiation of Athenian
oligarchy evinces how his subjective stylistic judgments and intellectual choices
transform a chronological record of true events into a meaningful, intelligible,
and persuasive narrative. Thucydides suggests a direct relationship between the
events of 415 and 411 by adapting his very manner of writing about the events of
each year: he introduces novel word forms (0Atyapxkr), tTvoavvikr)) and alters
the respective connotations of terms already seen (Svvwpooia), such that these
terms become distinct markers of (an unrealized) stasis and oligarchic revolution
at Athens in 415. Thucydides also writes in a matchless manner about the
emotional impulsivity (60og, émbvpetv/émibvuia) that drives the Athenians to
invade Sicily in 415. Just as their fervor is unmatched, so is the divine odium
(¢mtipOovog twv Oewv) it invites in 413, and the political turmoil it fosters in 411.

As a result, the reader can follow the unrest of 415 directly to the
oligarchic revolution of 411, because the events of the latter year unfold along the
same verbal lines as those of the former. One reason we trust the accuracy of

Thucydides’ evaluation is that its constituent verbal elements come together to
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form a consistent, even predictable whole. On a verbal level, the Athenians are
the only men who indulge certain desires on certain terms; the Athenians alone
are those whom the gods truly begrudge.

The poets privilege embellishment over plausibility (¢t to peiCov
KOOUOUVTEG HaAAov motevwy, 1.21.1); Thucydides selects and arrays certain
terms with such measured precision that the verbal patterns in his text foster the
reader’s willingness to credit the historian’s views. The logographers trade truth
for persuasion (€7l TO MEOCAYWYOTEQOV...1) aAnOéotegov, 1.21.5); the historian
puts one in service of the other. Thucydides reports the facts, but he also leads
the reader’s eye very carefully from one piece of evidence to the next, fitting out

his overview of events with a series of distinct verbal and thematic markers.
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Chapter One ~ Euripides’ Troiades and the Trojan Trilogy of 415

Euripides’ Troiades, produced at the City Dionysia in the spring of 415,
presents the plight of the women of Troy, who wait to be divided up as slaves
among the members of the Hellenic forces. The principal Trojan characters —
Hecuba, Andromache, Cassandra — deliver litanies of pain, fear, rage, and
indignation that constitute the action of the tragedy.? The various miseries that
the women confront and endure — grief over the loss of home and family, fear of
sexual violation and forced remarriage — are not without their analogues in
other of Euripides’ earlier tragedies featuring the women of the Trojan royal
tamily (e.g., Andromache c. 425 and Hecuba c. 424). In these earlier plays,
Euripides explores the womens’ miseries in the aftermath of Troy’s destruction:
the city itself has ceased to exist, and his characters suffer in the wake of this loss.
In his tragedy of 415, on the other hand, Euripides reframes his presentation of
these women by attaching their suffering to the degradation of Troy itself.

The playwright consistently connects the progression of Troy’s ruin to
several key factors, including the collapse of religious propriety (section I), and

the personal reversals caused by the social and political strife that attend military

21 G. Murray’s description is worth keeping in mind: “The only movement of the drama is the
gradual extinguishing of all the familiar lights of human life...” (1946, 127).
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conquest (section II). In this environment of religious and political decay, the
foremost among the Hellenes and the Trojans accelerate the rate of this
degradation through their capitulation to éowg (section III). Of course, the
breakdown of the city’s normative institutions, and the devastation its citizens
experience, is inextricable from the simple fact of Troy’s capture. However, by
circumscribing the sequence of this breakdown within the city walls, Euripides
connects abstract, universal issues to something concrete, to a city which, before
our very eyes, crumbles under the combined pressures the playwright places

upon it.

1. Broken religion, broken Troy

In Troiades, Euripides’ treatment of the interruption and corruption of
religious customs and faith in the gods — a theme that runs through many of his
extant tragedies — is unlike what we find in his earlier works. Euripides’
decision, in 415, to establish the physical presence of the city more strongly than
he had in any of his previous plays is a significant one. It allows him to explore

the religious dilemmas faced by the captive women in a manner that explicitly



21

measures the loss of the vitality of Troy’s religious customs, and of the Trojans’

hopes of divine succor, against the physical dissolution of the city itself.

La. Troy’s physical destruction

The portrayal of Troy’s structural degradation is an important signature of
Euripides’ Troiades, in which the playwright ensures that his audience will feel
Troy’s physical presence to an exceptional degree. The tragedy is unique
compared to its predecessors with respect to the number of times throughout the
play that the characters name the city in which the action is set (33 total, more

than double the number in any other pre-415 tragedy).? Euripides frames his

2 By my count, listed in order from least to most appearances: Heraclidae, Athens, 4 times (38, 191,
198, 387); Alcestis, Pherae, 5 times (234, 476, 480, 606, 1045); Medea, Corinth, 5 times (10, 70, 702,
706, 916; Athens, to which Medea flees, is never called by name); Hippolytus, Troezen, 5 times (12,
29, 1095, 1159, 1424); Hecuba, the camp in Thrace, and Thrace itself, 6 times (7, 36, 73-4, 81, 428,
963); Supplices, Athens, 6 times (4, 28, 164, 185, 520, 643); Andromache, Phthia, 13 times (16, 119,
202, 403, 507, 664, 723, 730, 760, 861, 887, 925, 1230); Heracles, Thebes, 13 times (4, 13, 221, 227, 271,
467,478, 764, 797, 1282, 1322, 1389, 1421); Electra, Argos, 14 times (6, 48, 88, 138, 274, 410, 601, 641,
699, 715, 988, 1242, 1250, 1313); Troiades, Troy as Tooia, 33 times (57, 99, 100, 130, 173 [twice], 189,
195, 213, 235, 506, 515, 576, 582, 598, 600, 703, 780, 816, 844, 858, 864, 876, 908, 921, 1002, 1160,
1241, 1258, 1264, 1278, 1293, 1324). Troy does also figure prominently in Euripides” Andromache
and Hecuba. Andromache names Troy 22 times (11, 58, 105, 292, 305, 325, 329 [twice], 341, 369, 438,
462,542, 583, 616, 627, 704, 871, 968, 1018, 1025, 1251), but in this play, the frequency arguably
emphasizes the extent to which the city is utterly lost to the protagonist, and to which she is
trapped in a city that fails to compare. Hecuba names Troy 13 times (21, 34, 140, 266, 304, 443, 922,
928, 994, 1020, 1133, 1139, 1209). Again, the emphasis is on the fact that the city is already lost to
Hecuba, rather than on Troy’s continuous degradation (as in Troiades). NB: The above count does
not include adjectival uses of a city’s name to refer singly or collectively to its inhabitants.
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play with descriptions of Troy’s physical construction and demolition, and as he
portrays its downfall, he consistently calls attention to the physical structure of
the city, in particular its walls and towers, as the tangible markers of the Troy’s
lost sovereignty and former longevity.>

Euripides marks the innovative quality of his approach to Troy’s downfall
from the first lines of his tragedy by reversing a traditional (i.e., epic) divine
allegiance.? Poseidon, who speaks the prologue, calls attention to the burnt and
destroyed remnants of the city walls, which he himself helped to build, claiming
that since Troy’s construction: “my goodwill towards the city of the Phrygians
has never left my heart” (ovmot’ ¢k Ppoevwv/ ebvol” dméotn twv épwv Povywv
1toAet, 6-7). In Homeric epic, Poseidon is a decidedly pro-Hellenic deity (e.g.,
Hom. II. 14.357) whose assistance in constructing Troy was a punishment
assigned by Zeus (21.441-57). Euripides’ Poseidon, on the other hand, feels a
tender sort of allegiance to a city he founds as a willing beneficence, a sentiment
that Euripides signals with the carefully placed ¢uwv in line 7 (above, lit.

“goodwill towards the city of my Phrygians”).

23 See Barlow 1986, 158.
2+ As noted by Kovacs 1999, 15 n. 2.
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Due to Euripides’ emphasis on Poseidon’s role as the deity who created
Troy, the playwright’s descriptions of the city’s ultimate demise are particularly
affecting. Though Troy’s burnt and broken walls are compromised from the
beginning of the tragedy (8-9), enough remains of these structures that their
downfall shakes the ground when the women depart from the city for the final
time: “[Hec.] Do you understand, do you hear? [Cho.] Yes, the citadel is crashing
down. [Hec.] The shaking, the shaking, the entire... [Cho.] city, it overflows”
([Ex] éua@ét’, éxAvet; [Xo] megydpwv <ye>ktvmov./ [Ex] évoolc &nacav
&vooig [Xo] emkAvCel mOAw, 1325-6). Here, Euripides trades Poseidon, the city’s
anthropomorphic founder, for the physically-felt, earth-shaking flood (¢vooic),

an impersonal destroyer filling in for the absentee divinity.?

Lb. Troy’s religious destruction
Poseidon’s decision to defect from his post as Troy’s protector creates a

sense of divine loss that is inextricable from the loss of the city’s physical

% Poseidon as Enosichthon: Hom. II. 13.89; Enosigaios: Hes. Theog. 15, 441, 456; Hom. II. 9.183, 13.43.
The metaphorical “flood of shaking” that Euripides describes finds a literal analogue in
Thucydides” description of the earthquake-induced flooding at Peparethus (modern-day
Skopelos, north of Euboea) in 426 (Thuc. 3.89.4).
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integrity. Early in the tragedy, the god rightly despairs of the captive Trojans’
ability to continue worshipping him: “for whenever wretched emptiness takes
hold of a city, worship of the gods suffers and is not normally honored” (¢onpia
Yo TOAY 6tav AaBnt kakn,/ vooel ta twv Oewv ovde TinacOat OéAeL, 26-7).
When he agrees to assist Athena and wreak havoc on the Hellenic fleet (87-91),
Poseidon justifies his involvement in the punishment, stating: “he is a fool of a
man, whosoever plunders cities and yet, because he handed over temples and
graves, the consecrated places of those who have met with disaster, to
barrenness, later perishes himself” (Lwoog d¢ Ovntwv dotic éxmoeOet

TtOAelc/ vaovg te Topupoug O', Llepa TV KEKUNKOTWV,/ €onpiat dovg avTog
wWAe0” botepov, 95-7).2° Poseidon’s repetition of éonuia (97; cf. 27) stresses the
extent to which the human characters” abandonment of religious propriety, and
the gods’ rational-yet-detrimental abandonment of their respective worshippers,
is inextricable from the physical degradation of Troy’s religious spaces both

during and after its capture.

26 The participle, dovg, is best translated with causal force, given what the reader knows to be the
source of Athena’s anger towards the Hellenes (i.e., Ajax’ unpunished rape of Cassandra (Eur.
Tro. 69-71). On Athena’s and Ajax’ relationship in Homeric epic, see Duffy 2010, 149-71, esp. 158
tf. On the significance of the Hellenic commanders’ failure to punish Ajax’ crime, see Gregory
1997, 175.
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Indeed, the mutability of Poseidon’s traditional allegiance finds its
counterpart in the variability of Athena’s own. This much is clear from
Poseidon’s initial, skeptical reply to Athena’s request for his assistance: “But why
do you [Athena] jump from one disposition in one moment to another
disposition in the next, and why do you hate and cherish to excess whomever
you may happen to?” (ti d' @wde mndaig aAAot' eig dAAovg ToOTOVS/ HIoELS TE
Alav kat PAeig Ov av toxnig; 67-8). A supporter, protector, advisor, and even
comrade-in-arms to the Hellenes in the Iliad and the Odyssey, * the Athena of
Troiades instead seeks to gladden her former Trojan enemies and to secure a
bitter homecoming for the Hellenes themselves (Tro. 65-6).2% Thus, both the
Hellenic forces and the Trojan women are on unstable ground from the outset of
Troiades, as communities that have each lost access to valuable sources of divine
favor and assistance.

Euripides also ultimately replaces the anthropomorphic Athena, though
with an abstract force rather than a natural one. In her final major speech (1156-

1206), Hecuba decries the foolishness of those who presume the constancy of

27 E.g., Hom. Il. 1.206-220 (advisor to Achilles); 4.540-4 (supporter of Hellenic soldiers on the
battlefield); 5.121-32 (protector of Diomedes); Hom. Od. 2.260-95 (Telemachus’ advisor); 22.255-74
(Odysseus’ protector).

28 In the tragedy, Hera and Athena are the true, joint destroyers of Troy, e.g., Tro. 24 (cuveEeidov,
with Hera), and 47, 65, 561, 599-600 (Athena alone as Troy’s enemy and destroyer).
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happiness: “for in its manner, fortune, like a man struck mad, leaps about from
one position to another, and no one person is ever-fortunate” (Toig TEOTIOIS YXQ
at toxat/ EumAnkTog we avOewmog, AAA0T dAAooe/ mndwot, tkovdELS avTOC
evtuxel motet, 1204-6).% The lines contain several echoes of Poseidon’s question
to Athena in the prologue, in which t0xn was the director of Athena’s rage (ti d'
wde MNOALS AAAOT' €l AAAOVG TEOTOVG/ HIOELS Te Alay kal PLAeLg OV &v TUXTG,
67-8).% As Troy’s ultimate destruction draws nearer, however, Euripides’
protagonist elides the goddess from the equation, and speaks instead in terms of
mortal experience (g &vOowmog, 1205). In the end, that is, Troy has neither the

gods’ attention, nor the gods themselves.?

2 ] have followed Diggle 1982 at Tro. 1206.

30 Barlow (1986, 223 n. 1203-06) instead relates the lines to Cassandras’ characterization of the
Hellenic victory at Troy as a specious accomplishment (Eur. Tro. 447).

31 This sense of an utter absence of the divine is more complete than in Euripides’ previous, extant
tragedies. In Alcestis (of 438), Medea (of 431), and Andromache (c. 425), a demi-god (Heracles in
Alcestis) or god (Helios in Medea or Thetis in Andromache) provides crucial aid and/or comfort to
the principal characters. Heraclidae (c. 430) certainly portrays the complexities of religious
propriety and the human suffering required to uphold it, yet Macaria’s and Eurystheus’
capitulation to oracular orders assures Athens’ victory and future protection, rather than its
destruction. In Supplices (c. 423) Athena arranges and assures the treaty between Athens and
Argos. Likewise, the manifest Dioscouri prove integral to the resolution of Electra (c. 420), even if
that resolution does not altogether negate the evils of the protagonists’ actions. The gods’ total
abandonment of the Trojan women also differentiates this tragedy from other Euripidean works
in which the gods’ intervention in mortal affairs appears detrimental, rather than helpful. For
example, in Hippolytus (of 428) and Heracles (c. 416), the suffering of the human characters derives
not from the absence of certain gods (e.g., Aphrodite, Lyssa), but rather from an excess of their
presence and intervention in human affairs.
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The religious instability Euripides portrays in Troiades is unique when
compared with his treatment of the same topic in his pre-415 tragedies. In Medea
of 431, for example, the first stasimon famously expresses the troubling reversal
of religious order (Med. 410-415). However, the end of the tragedy also
emphasizes the continued practice of religious customs,® and the sustained (and
justified) expectation that the gods listen to, and will assist the wronged.* In
Troiades, by contrast, the audience member witnesses no such practical
continuity: Poseidon knows his temples will be left broken and untended (Tro.
26-7); Talthybius forces Andromache’s compliance with the threat that her son
will be left unburied if she resists her marriage to Neoptolemus (735-9); the
chorus of captive women lament the disappearance of sacrifices and festivals
(1071-6); Hecuba despairs of her ability to prepare Astyanax” body properly
(1232-4) and speaks of his funeral as a hollow and perfunctory gesture (1246-50).
The Trojan women, furthermore, do not share Medea’s and Jason’s confidence
that the gods have any intention of assisting them, nor are these women truly

certain that the gods can even hear them (e.g., 1077, 469-71 vs. 1280-1).

% E.g., the dispute over the proper burial of the children, Med. 1377-82.

3 E.g., Medea’s appeals to Zeus and the other gods as witness to Jason’s defiance of his oaths
(Med. 1351-2 and 1391-2); Jason’s appeal to Zeus for retribution (1405-14); Helios” intervention
(1317-22).
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Euripides’ emphasis on the parallel effects of the degradation of religious
practice and the physical setting also differentiates Troiades from tragedies in
which the protagonists face comparable losses. In her name play (c. 424),
Hecuba’s isolation from any and all divine succor is comparable to that of the
Trojan women. Furthermore, in works such as Heraclidae (c. 430) and Supplices (c.
423), Euripides also raises questions regarding the persistence of religious
customs in the face of military brutality and the destruction of the city. However,
the breakdown of religious propriety that Euripides explores in Hecuba (e.g.,
Polymnestor’s murderous disregard for his sworn oath) does not occur in
parallel with the degradation of the tragedy’s physical setting. In Supplices and
Heraclidae, Euripides portrays individuals and communities who have already
been displaced from their original poleis (as is also the case in Hecuba and
Andromache), and for whom the city into which they are received as suppliants
(Athens) represents the restoration of disrupted social and political structures.*

By emphasizing the mutability of Poseidon’s and Athena’s allegiances and
by tying these gods to the physical integrity of his tragedy’s setting, Euripides

creates a fresh perspective on the link between the religious incertitude and

3In Supplices, Athena arranges and endorses the treaty between Athens and Argos. In Heraclidae,
Macaria’s and Eurystheus’ respective capitulations to oracular orders ensure Athens’ victory and
future protection, rather than its destruction.
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suffering of his characters, and the ultimate destruction of their city. The
audience member who doubts the overarching significance of this connection
need only consider the words of the Troiades themselves, the women who

constitute the chorus of Euripides’ tragedy.

Lc. Articulating the link between religious and physical degradation

The Trojan women of the chorus perceive and decry the gods” absence
throughout the tragedy. As the voices behind the choral odes, furthermore, they
expand the isolated expressions of individual characters to a level of universality.
Unlike the individual characters, who call upon the gods for aid at one moment
only to reject them later (e.g., Hecuba at 469-71 and 1280-1), the women of the
choral collective are consistent in their message of abandonment, and in their
diagnosis of Troy’s severely ailing, if not altogether severed, relationship to the
divine.

One example of the chorus’ consistency is the limited set of adjectival
terms for “holiness” that the women repeat throughout the first ode (197-234), all

of which imply either proper human devotion to deserving gods (ocepvoc) or
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divine protection (tepdc) and favor (evdaipwv, CaOeog).* The lands and rivers,
to which the women imagine they might be taken as captives, possess these
qualities: the waters of the Corinthian Peirene (oepvwv 0datwv, 206); Athens
(evdapova xawoav, 209; tepav... Cabéav... xwoav, 219-21; cf. 801); the Thessalian
land of the Peneus (cepvav xawoeav, 214); and the streams of the Italian Crathis
(CaBéaic mayaioy, 228). The chorus’ emphasis on the reverent or sacrosanct
merits of these non-Trojan lands suggests the extent to which Troy itself is no
longer the recipient of the same divine protection and favor.

In the second stasimon (511-67), Euripides provides more substantial
support for the inference that Troy has lost whatever divine favor it once
possessed, and links this loss more closely to concrete circumstances. In the ode,
the chorus women give an account of Troy’s destruction that balances a
description of the joyous religious celebrations, enacted upon the receipt of the
Trojan horse, against a recollection of the horrific slaughter of the celebrants. The
horse itself is a heavenly, holy object (immov ovpavia, 519; tepov Coavov, 530), a

titting gift for the maiden goddess of immortal horses (&lvyog appootonwAov,

% The connotations I identify are based upon the definitions given in the following LS]J entries:
oepvog s.v. I and II; tepdc I1.3, “under divine protection, freq. of places;” evdaipwv s.v. I; CaBeog
s.v. I, “used only in lyric sections of Tragedy, and connoting places especially favored by the
gods.”
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536). Yet the temple and its precincts, within which the horse is placed, are
murderous (eig £doava/ Aavia dameda te, Povia mateidy, 539-41), and the
attack of the Hellenes, who emerge from within, results in desolation (¢onpia,
564). The adjective Euripides uses to modify this desolation, kapa&topog, is
exceedingly rare in extant tragedy.? It is all the more outstanding for being
coupled with ¢onuia, Poseidon’s term for the state of abandonment that
undermines the worship of the gods (26), and that is the direct result of the
sacking of temples and other holy places (97). Thus, the second stasimon
provides an augmented view and confirmation of Poseidon’s theoretical
assessment of Troy’s ailing connection to the divine. In the second stasimon, the
severance of this abstract connection finds a grotesque physical parallel in the
severance of the Trojan soldiers” heads (kapdtopog), which land upon the altars
that these men fail to defend.

The words of the third stasimon (799-859) eliminate any need for the

audience member to infer the state of Troy’s relationship to the gods, and instead

% E.g., Eur. Alc. 1118: kapatépwv and Eur. fr. 2.10 Austin, in both cases referring to Medusa’s
beheading; Soph. Elec. 52: kapatopols xAwaic with scholiast’s note; [Eur.] Rhesus 606. The term
does not occur in extant texts predating Euripides, though it does appear: in the scholiast to Hom.
11. 9.553 (explaining how Evenus beheaded the suitors of his daughter, Marpessa) and II. 17.38
(Euphorbus threatens to deliver Menelaus” head to his mother and father); and in the scholiast to
Pind. Pyth. 12.16-17 (where Pindar also references Medea's fate: evmagdov kpata cvAdoaig
Medoioag / viog Aavaag).
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connect Troy’s spiritual demise directly to its physical ruin. Euripides
emphasizes the extent to which this devastation can be measured by the state of
the city’s divinely-wrought structures. Fire destroys Apollo’s straight stone walls
(kavovwv d¢ tukiopata @oipov, 814), the very walls around which the Trojans
perish at spear point (tetxn méoy/ Aagdavidac Ppovia katéAvoev atxpd, 818-19).
Desire once built Troy’s towers ("Egwc... Toolav emvoywoag, 840-4) by fostering
Zeus’ love of Ganymede and Eos’ of Tithonus; now, Ganymede watches with
serene detachment as his city burns (821-37) and Eos’ love of Tithonus does not
prevent her from looking upon the destruction with similar dispassion (849-57).
Fittingly, the stasimon concludes with the definitive statement that: “the gods’
affections for Troy have vanished” (ta Oewv ¢ / piAtoa poovda Toola, 858-9).
Euripides lends additional force to the chorus” words at 858-9 when he has
the women, in their final song to Zeus (1060-1122), decry the god himself as their
betrayer (mtoovdwkag... @ Zev, 1162-3). Indeed, Zeus’ sacrifices, songs, festivals,
and statues have all vanished (¢poovdat, 1071) from the destroyed city. At play’s
end, furthermore, the chorus identifies this utter disappearance a final time
(1323), in a context that intertwines religious bereavement with the physical
instability of the city itself: “[Hec.] Io! Temples of the gods and my beloved city...

[Cho.] You will fall at this moment to the beloved earth, nameless... The name of
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the land is lost... to each nothing remains (dAAo ¢povdov, ovd' ét' éoTLv), nor
does wretched Troy any longer exist.”%

Euripides’ chorus takes the lead in using Troy’s physical structures as the
measure of its religious ailments, yet the playwright also employs Hecuba to this
end. For example, before learning of Polyxena’s sacrifice, Hecuba laments that
she is bereft of both city and children (¢pnuoémoAig patne anoAeinetat Opwv
[téxvwv], 603). Through her self-identification as a mother in a desolate city
éonuomnoAig, Hecuba embodies the emptiness of Troy’s holy places that Poseidon
identified (¢onuia, cf. 27 and 97).

This is a physical desolation for which Hecuba holds the divine
responsible.® Indeed, the final time that Hecuba articulates the gods’
abandonment of Troy coincides with the very moment at which the torch-
bearing Hellenes actually undertake the final firing of the city (1279-81, cf. 1240-2,

1256-9). Hecuba resolves to cast herself into the flames,® but is prevented from so

37 Eur. Tro. 1316-24: [Ex.] iw Oecov néAaBpa kat oA dida... [Xo.] tay' éc dldav yav meoeiod’
AVEOVLHOL... Ovopa 0¢ YAg adaveg elov: aAAaL d'/ dAAo dpoovdov, ovd' €T’ Eotv/ & taAava
Toola.

3% Eur. Tro. 612-13: “I see the work of the gods, who build up towers from nothing and destroy
what appears substantial” (6pw T v Be@v, we T pév TLEYOLO Avw/ TO pNdeV dvTa, T dE
doKkoLVT amwAeoav).

3 Eur. Tro 1282-3: “The noblest thing for me is to perish together with the city as it burns” (wg
KAAALOTA pol/ oLV THde TatoidL Katlavely TUQOVHEVIL).
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doing. Thus, at play’s end, she is left standing, a human locus for the progression

from divine abandonment to ethereal destruction that the chorus describes.

II. Broken Trojan, broken Troy

Astyanax, like Hecuba, serves as a human locus for the interplay between
Troy’s religious and physical dissolution.*’ Euripides follows Homer’s lead by
using Astyanax as a symbol of Troy itself, and thus the child’s death as a signal
of Troy’s final destruction (e.g., Hom. II. 6.403). Yet the playwright’s tragic
presentation of Astyanax” story is exceptional for the depth in which it explores
the religious turpitude of Astyanax’ sacrifice, and in the degree to which it
creates a parallel between the unique and novel baseness of Astyanax’” murderers

and the unprecedented nature of the murder itself.*!

4 There is a key difference between Astyanax and Hecuba as human loci for Troy’s collapse.
Hecuba embodies Troy’s éonpiia, and this emptiness underlies her willingness to die. On the
other hand, Astyanax’ captors decide to kill him precisely because he represents the potential for
Troy’s return to a full and vital existence.

4 The character’s reports and discussions regarding Astyanax” condemnation and gruesome
execution constitute nearly 1/6 of Troiades. From this count, I have omitted the lines merely
announcing Astyanax” presence (570-1 and 614-15). Those lines which deal explicitly with his
condemnation and death include: 713-79 (66 lines), 782-9 (8 lines), 1118-22 (5 lines), 1133-1255
(123 lines) = 202 lines (out of 1332 total in the tragedy).
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IL.a. Astyanax as a religious victim

Astyanax embodies the breakdown of Troy’s religious health.
Andromache, for example, laments that her son’s fate as a sacrifice (cpdylov) for
his captors occludes his rightful path: “I did not bear my son in order that he
become a victim for the Danaans, but so that he become tyrant of fruitful Asia”
(00 oddrylov <viov> Aavaidaig TéEova’ Epudv/ AAA” we TOEAvVvVOoV AcLadog
mtoAvoTtogov, Tro. 747-8).*2 She emphasizes the Hellenes’ religious depravity
(774) when she invites the men to: “feast on [Astyanax’] flesh” (datvvoOe tovde
oapkag, 775), and she decries the gods themselves as destroyers of herself and

her child (éx te yap Oewv/ dloAAVue0Oa, 775-6).43

£ Of course, this sacrificial vocabulary is not unique to Troiades. In both Andromache and Hecuba, a
child’s death (or potential death, in the case of Molossus) is described as a sacrifice (e.g., Andr.
547 on Molossus; Hec. 109, 119, 135, 305, 433, 522, 571 on Polyxena). Yet neither of these tragedies
contains the explicit sentiment that these sacrifices occur as a result of the perversion of religious
ritual (&dvoolwv, Tro. 628) or the direct aggression of the gods (Oewv/ dloAAOUeTOa, 775-6). In
Andromache, the queen does not discount ritual practice altogether, but begs, in the name of the
gods, to take Molossus’ place on the altar (00oal pe mpog Oewv, Andr. 575). Likewise, none of the
characters who describe Polyxena’s death in Hecuba speak of the sacrifice as unholy, nor do they
question the gods’ presence thereat. In fact, the final description of the girl’s death is in the
chorus’ elaborate report of the careful and methodical ritual in which Polyxena is forced to
participate (Hec. 518-82). Thus, Euripides” presentation of Astyanax’ (and Polyxena’s) sacrificial
death in Troiades is unique, insofar as the degradation of religious propriety at Troy has a direct
effect on the emphatically-unholy nature of the child’s death.

# Andromache also suggests the baseness of Polyxena’s murderers by emphasizing the
pointlessness of her “sacrificial” death: “She was sacrificed at the tomb of Achilles, a gift for an
inanimate corpse” (mog tadpwt IToAvEévn/ opayelo” AxAAéws, dwpov apixwt vekowt, 622-3;
cf. Hec. 305). Hecuba replies by lamenting the girl’s “unholy sacrifice” (&vooiwv
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Euripides emphasizes the depravity of Astyanax’ death by playing up the
impropriety of Odysseus, the author of the boy’s death. Hecuba, for example,
upon learning that she has been assigned to Odysseus as his slave, unleashes a
stream of insults meant to emphasize the ignominy of serving such an
individual. Alongside less surprising terms — “crafty” and “an enemy of justice”
(doAlwt, 283; moAeuiwt dikac, 284) — Hecuba employs one which connotes
religious pollution (uvoagwy, 283),4 and calls Odysseus a “law-detfying
poisonous beast” (mtagavopwt daket, 284). With these descriptors, Hecuba
creates a unique characterization of Odysseus’ brand of personal perversity.

This is before she learns that it is he who has contrived Astyanax” murder (725),

ngoodaypndtwv, 628). The chorus later uses the same term to describe the murder of Priam,
whose eyes: “black death, holy among unholy murders, closed shut” (uéAag... katexaAve
Bavatog dotoc dvooiolg opayaiowv, Tro. 1315-16; cf. Hec. 24).

# See LS] pvoadg, esp. s.v. A.2. Euripides uses the same term in Jason's rebuke of Medea as a
child murderer (¢peb deb, pvoapa kat mawwoAétog, Med. 1393), and in Electra, the Dioscouri
claim that they do not aid those who are polluted (EI. 1350). Herodotus, when describing the
Egyptian priests as religious beyond the norm (Oeooeféeg d¢ megioowcg), notes that they shave
assiduously in order to prevent lice or any other “foul” thing (&dAAo pvoagov) from polluting
their bodies as they attend the gods (Hdt. 2.37.1-2).

% In Troiades, certain of Hecuba's adjectives occur only in this passage (pvoapat and magavopwt
ddicet), whereas the others are each found, separately, in only one other instance: the Trojan horse
is described as destruction in disguise (d0Awov...&tav, 530; cf. 283); Helen knows that Menelaus
considers her an enemy (moAepiav, 915; cf. 284), and Odysseus’ double talk (dimTOXWL YAwooa,
287) has a parallel in Hecuba'’s torn cheeks (dimtuyov mageiav, 280). On Euripides’
characterization of Odysseus in several of his “Trojan” tragedies, see Esposito (ed.) 2010, esp. xi-
xiii; 240-1.
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yet the singularity of Odysseus’” improbity proves an apt parallel to the
distinctive manner of death he proposes for the child.

Odysseus’ prescription for Astyanax’ execution, furthermore, opens the
gateway for a seemingly unprecedented form of religious depravity to take hold
of an already-ailing Troy. The story of Astyanax’” headlong demise appears in
numerous pre-Euripidean works,* yet the chorus of Troiades, the collective
repository of these oral and literary traditions, perceives something novel in the
execution’s wickedness. The women lament that: “from fresh sufferings the
misfortunes of our country take a new direction (katv’ <é¢x> katvwv...),”* and
attest the unseemliness of the Hellenes” decision to cast the child from the towers
like an insignificant piece of athletic equipment (dioknua, 1121). Hecuba also
asserts the unprecedented nature of the Hellenic soldiers’ cruelty, and berates the
soldiers for allowing fear of her grandson (rtaa deloavteg, 1159; Poédpog

T006Vd’ €deloat’, 1165; ovk alvaw Gpopov, 1165)* to drive them to adopt

4 In the Little Iliad, Neoptolemus throws Astyanax from the walls (PEG fr. 21 = fr. 20 D = fr. 29-30
W); in the Iliou Persis, Odysseus kills the boy (arg. line 268 Severyns); Quintus of Smyrna assigns
the murder to an anonymous group of Achaeans (13.251-7).

¥ Eur. Tr. 1118-9: katv’ <ék> kawvv petaarrovoat / xBovi ovvtuxiat.

4 The novelty of Astyanax’ death matches the newness of his youth: although she recalls her
grandson’s spoken promise to cut a lock of his hair as an offering on her tomb (1180-4), Hecuba
also tenderly calls him a newborn (Boédog, 1165) in her rebuke to the Hellenic soldiers.
Andromache, likewise, imagines him as a young bird who seeks shelter under her wings
(veoooog woel mtéguyag éomitvwy éudg, 751), and recalls cradling and feeding him as a
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Odysseus’ proposal and commit an illogical (6otic poBettat ur dieEeABwv

Aoywy, 1166), unparalleled murder (pdvov/ kawvov dielpyaoacOe, 1159-60).4

ILb. Astyanax as a political victim

Aside from serving as a physical representative of the contentious
religious environment at Troy, Astyanax also constitutes the tragedy’s human
locus for the social and political strife that attend Troy’s capture. In Troiades,
Astyanax’ main competitor for power is none other than the figurehead of

Hellenic depravity, Odysseus. Euripides calls attention to the competition

swaddled infant (© véov OTtaykdAlopa pnTol pIATaTOV. .. dlx kKeVAS doat/ &V OTIAQYAVOLS O€
Haotog €E£0pel’ 6d¢, 757-9).

4 Her grandson’s death compels Hecuba to abandon whatever recourse she may have had to the
gods’ support and to religious customs. She dismisses the child’s funereal proceedings as a
specious display for the living (kevov 8¢ yavpwu' éotl tov Cwvtwv tode, 1250). Her sentiment
calls to mind Thucydides’ Pericles, who claims that encomia are idle in the face of the
commemorative actions undertaken by the citizens on behalf of the dead (Thuc. 2.35.1). However,
whereas the Athenians of 429 do not allow religious custom to fall victim to the war and the
devastation of the plague so long as their city still remains, Hecuba, whose city is about to be
burned before her eyes, expects these customs, and those who practice them, to perish in the
flames as well (Tro. 1272-83). She also speaks to the futility of continued sacrifice: “There was
nothing between the gods beyond my toils and the select hatred for Troy above all other cities;
we made our sacrifices in vain” (tfovk v &g’ év Beotott ANV ovpoL mévol/ Toola te mMOAewv
EKKQLTOV HLOOVELEVN,/ patnv O éBovOutovpey, 1240-2). In Hecuba (c. 424), the queen’s isolation
from any and all divine succor is comparable her situation in Troiades, but her assessment of the
breakdown of religious propriety (e.g., the unforgivable sacrifice of Polyxena, Polymnestor’s
murderous disregard for his sworn oath) does not connect these improprieties the tragedy’s
physical setting with the overwhelming emphasis that Troiades does.
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between the two by establishing a binary verbal relationship between the man of
many ways and his puerile victim. In so doing, Euripides turns Astyanax’ literal
rival for control of Troy, and for the favor of the gods, into his conceptual rival as
well.

Astyanax’ formal name, “lord of the astu,” appears only twice in Troiades,
and in each instance it explicitly signals the child’s presence on stage (alive at
571, dead at 1120). As such, the audience members connect the meaning of the
child’s name with his physical manifestation as the mortal embodiment of the
astu, and the destruction it faces at the hands of its jealous captors. The other half
of the child’s name, avag, is an appellation that Euripides typically reserves for
the gods.® Thus, Hecuba’'s identification of Astyanax as &vdxtwo moAewc (1217)
not only furthers the child’s connection to the divine, but also sets the boy apart
on a mortal level. He is the only Trojan of adequate status to present a legitimate

threat to those of Troy’s aristocratic captors who share this designation.>

50 E.g., Apollo (42, 454), Poseidon (54 and 85 [t&p” avaktog’]), Hymenaeus (310, 314; his shrines
is referenced at 330 [avaktopov]), and Zeus (1077 and possibly 1289, but the line is corrupt).

51 The only other time the child’s name appears in Euripides” extant works is at Andr. 10. Like
Astyanax, Molossus is also conceived of as a threat to the power of his captors. In Andromache,
however, Molossus is merely a pawn used to gain leverage over a suppliant Andromache, and
Peleus is able to prevent the murder of both mother and son. Andromache and Molossus, that is,
are saved precisely because they receive aid from a sympathetic noble, who is in a position to
challenge their would-be murderers. In Troiades, by contrast, Andromache can only respond to
Talthybius’ demand that she hand over her child with regret that Hector’s nobility can do
nothing to aid his son (t0 d'¢00A0V oV &g kapov, Tro. 744; cf. 740-4 and 614-15).
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Aside from Astyanax, the only mortals in Troiades who claim the title of
ava are Agamemnon (249, 358) and Odysseus (277). Of these three mortal
“lords,” however, it is only Odysseus and Astyanax whom Euripides connects,
on a verbal basis, to tyranny.>? In Troiades, tyrannical power is presented as the
manifestation of divine favor.>® Yet in Astyanax’ case, Troy’s religious emptiness
directly drains any advantage that exists from holding the title of tyrant. Thus,
Andromache explicitly connects Astyanax” aristocratic birth (wg togavvov
Aouadog toAvomogov, 747-8) to his selection for death, and Hecuba mourns the
godlike tyranny her grandchild will never hold (tr)¢ lcoO¢ov Tvppavidog,
1169).%* By speaking of Odysseus as both lord (277) and tyrant (425-8) in his own
right, Euripides establishes a verbal replacement for the soon-to-be-executed
Trojan prince, albeit one who will continue to corrupt, rather than restore and
uphold, the integrated relationship between the divine propriety and physical

sovereignty of Troy.

52 Cassandra berates Talthybius (and all heralds) as servants of tyrants and states, with Odysseus
as her first example of such a master (425-8).

5 When Helen describes Athena’s offer to Paris during the Judgement— tyranny over Asia and
Greece (Tvoavvid’€xetv, 928) — she argues that she has helped protect Greece from tyrannical
rule (tupavvidy, 934) by enticing Paris away from Athena’s and Hera’s offers of military conquest
(925-8).

5+ This tyranny is Astyanax’ birthright, as is clear from Hecuba’s lamentation that she, herself a
royal and married to a royal, produced children destined to hold tyrannies (474-6).
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The connection between the intra-noble struggle for control and the
physical integrity of the city constitutes a key difference between Troiades and
Hecuba (c. 424). In the latter, Polymnestor’s motivation for murdering Polydorus
is nearly parallel to that of Astyanax” murderers in Troiades: each noble child is
killed in order to prevent his future rise to power (Hec. 1132-44, 1175-7; Tro. 1160-
1). Yet the opportunity for Polydorus” murder stems from his displacement from
Troy. The city’s fall to the forces under Agamemnon’s aegis gives Polymnestor
an incentive to put himself in the general’s good graces by eliminating his Trojan
ward. On the other hand, Astyanax is endangered by the fact that he remains
trapped within a city that has lost its capacity to meaningfully uphold its
relationship with the gods. In Hecuba, each Trojan youth represents one type of
victimhood (Polyxena is a sacrificial victim and Polydorus a victim of his own
nobility); in Troiades, Astyanax alone simultaneously embodies both aspects of

victimhood.

IL.c. Astyanax as a physical victim
Through the figure of Astyanax, Euripides demonstrates how the physical

integrity of both child and city become vulnerable simultaneously, as the result
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of the contentious struggle among nobles for primacy that prevents each entity
from access to divine favor.>® For example, Euripides uses verbal echoes to
suggest that Troy’s physical integrity hinges upon that of Astyanax” body. When
they found the city, Poseidon and Apollo lay Troy’s stone towers in straight
alignment (Aatvoug mopyove... 0pBoioty €Oepev kavoowy, 6). This divine
rectitude collapses upon Astyanax” death, as is clear when Hecuba posits that the
Hellenes have murdered her grandson merely to ensure that he: “could never set
aright a Troy that has [already] fallen” (un Toolav mote/ mecovoav 0pBwoeLEV;
1160-1).

In turn, Euripides” verbal choices also suggest that the city partakes in the
destruction of its own bulwark. The unforgiving structures shear the boy’s locks
from his head (¢kewpev...pootouxov, 1173-5), the same locks he had once
promised to place upon his grandmother’s tomb (BootoUxwv/ MAdkapov
KkepoL UL TEOG tadov, 1182-3). Hecuba, furthermore, visualizes the sweet mouth

(didov otoua, 1180) with which Astyanax made this promise as a crooked smile

5 In Hecuba, the queen’s ignominious enslavement also renders her powerless to prevent
Polyxena’s and Polydorus’ murders (Hec. 303-10, 1132-44, 1175-7). Yet the situation is still unlike
what we find in Troiades, insofar as Euripides’ Hecuba provides his audience with the view of a
captive outsider, who is drawn into the depravity and brutality of her captors, whereas his
Troiades showcases the process by which comparable depravity and brutality eat away at the city
and its institutions from the inside out.
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of blood, smeared amidst his shattered bones (évOev éxyeAa/ 0otéwv oayévtwv

dpovog, 1176-7).

I1.d. The Hellenes as victims

In theory, at least, Euripides does not reserve all of the suffering for the
Trojans.* In the prologue, the collective Hellenic forces draw Athena’s ire as a
result of their insulting failure to punish Ajax, who had defiled the goddess’
temple by raping Cassandra (cf. 69-73). The tragedy ends before the viewer can
witness the havoc that Poseidon will wreak upon the Hellenic fleet (cf. 75-94), yet
Euripides vocabulary choices attach the taint of the religious and political decay
at Troy to the city’s captors. As we have seen, Hecuba speaks of Odysseus’ vile
nature with a term often applied to ritual impurity (Lvoapog, 283), and
implicates the Hellenes as the perpetrators of the incomparable murder (povov
kawvov, 1159-60) that robs her grandson of his divine reign (tng ico0¢ov

tvoavvidog, 1169). Thus, the Hellenes who had insulted Athena by failing to

% A number of scholars have described the element of “universal suffering” in Troiades, e.g.,
Poole 1976, 257-87; Gregory 1997, 155-84; Goff 2009, 77.
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punish Ajax are now on a level with the rapist himself as ready participants in
acts of religious defilement.

Among the Hellenic soldiers, Euripides forces Neoptolemus in particular
to reap what he sows. Talthybius reports that Achilles” son has departed in haste:
“since he heard that [his grandfather] Peleus has met with some unexpected
complications; Acastus has cast him out of the country... for which reason
Neoptolemus, having no tolerance for delay, has disappeared in a hurry”
(kawvag tvag/ IInAéwg axovoag ovpudopds, ws viv x0ovog/ Akaotog
EkPEPANKeV... 00 Oaooov olvek’, o xaowv pHovig éxwv,/ poovdog, 1126-30).5
The novelty of Peleus” misfortunes (kawvdg tivag, 1126) picks up the chorus’
emphatic assertion of the constant stream of fresh suffering that plagues the
Trojans (kaiv’ <éx> kawvav, 1118). Neoptolemus’ disappearance (¢poovdog) from
Troy, furthermore, finds its parallel not only in the disappearance of certain
Trojans themselves (Priam and his children are ¢poovdoc, 41; Astyanax’ death
nullifies [(poovda] Hecuba’s gestures of care, 1188), but also in Troy’s broken
connection to the divine (poovda, 858 and Ppoovdai, 1071), and to the end of the

city’s very existence (poovdov, 1323). Thus, such absence not only characterizes a

57 See also Cassandra’s prediction of Odysseus’ impending suffering (427-44). For Peleus’ quarrel
with Acastus, see Pin. Nem. 4.90-109.
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religiously bereft Troy, but also attaches to the ill-fated captors who destroy the

physical evidence of Troy’s former religious dedication and favor.

II1. “Love” thy enemy>®

In his treatment of Cassandras” assignment to Agamemnon, Euripides
addresses a third, significant thematic element: £p0wc.” As we have seen, Hecuba
is a physical representative of Troy’s religious desolation, and Astyanax a point
of intersection between this lack of religious structure and an excess of political

strife. For her part, Cassandra, and her perverse marriage rites, entangle the

% The quotation marks are my own acknowledgement that the term at Matthew 5:44 is actually
ayamnate. However, they are also appropriate because the erotic desire that Paris and
Agamemnon feel for Helen and Cassandra, respectively, is an €épwc around which each woman
puts her own conditional quotes. Helen, for her part, disavows Paris” attraction as a product of
Aphrodite’s contrivances (Tro. 930-2); Cassandra is willing to indulge Agamemnon’s desire
primarily because it gives her the opportunity to seal his fate and destroy his house in the same
way that he has destroyed hers (460-1).

% With the exception of the chorus’ rebuke of Eros for allowing the gods to fall out of love with
Troy (840), all other references to €pwg belong to Hecuba's appeals in the agon (977, 1006), and
her advice to Menelaus (1052). Additionally, mentions of Cypris, and the play’s single mention of
Aphrodite by name (989), also occur in the agon between Helen (Kvmoig, 929 and 932) and
Hecuba (Kvmowv 983; KUmoig 988 and 1038). For in-depth analysis of this section of Euripides’
tragedy, see: Lloyd 1984, 303-13; Lloyd 1992, esp. 94-112; Blondell 2013, 182-201. I would like only
to call attention to one “stray” mention of Cypris, as it is relevant to the discussion of Cassandra
as a voice for the ripple of cause and effect in Troiades. It is the priestess who provides the link
between Agamemnon’s desire and that of his brother, Menelaus, when she describes the piav
yuvaika kat piav Komow (368) who gives the Hellenes their excuse to hunt down and destroy
thousands (369).
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destructive force of desire in the complex interplay between Troy’s ailing
religious health and the cycle of challenge and retribution among the Hellenic
and Trojan nobility. The éowg that Agamemnon harbors for Cassandra,
furthermore, proves an integral counterpart to the more infamous erotic impulse
that arguably sets the Trojan War in motion (a key element of the agon between
Helen and Hecuba, 914-1032). Whereas Paris’ capitulation to desire proves
ruinous primarily for the Trojans, Agamemnon’s similar capitulation provides an
opportunity for Apollo’s priestess to return this ruin to the Hellenes in kind.
Cassandra serves as the vocal and physical agent through whom the
forces destroying Troy (religious dissolution, aristocratic competition, and erotic
compulsion) will reach out and ruin those who have fostered their growth. The
gleaming torches that she and her attendants bear upon entering, for example,
signal the reciprocal destruction of Hellene and Trojan alike. Distraught over
Cassandra’s wedding song, for which the priestess bears her torch without
propriety (o0 0004, 348), Hecuba takes the “miserable flame” (Avyodv pAGYQ,
344) from Cassandra’s hand and entreats her to acknowledge the gravity of the
circumstances. The personal disaster that these flames signify for Cassandra is an

early hint of the destruction such torches will cause when the Hellenic soldiers
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use them to set the city ablaze (Aevoow PpAoyéac daAolol xépag/ [tivag]
dlepéooovtag, 1257-8).

Yet Cassandra herself emphasizes the blissfulness of her situation, using
the same adjective to describe the bridegroom (paxdoiog 6 yauétag, 311),
herself (naxapia d' ¢yw, 312), the fortunes of her fatherland (¢mtt matEog €pov
Hakaguwtatals/ toxaig, 327-8), the bridal songs (paxagiaic dowaig, 336; cf. 6
X000¢ 6010¢, 328), and Troy itself, more prosperous than the Achaeans (toAwv de
detéw mvde pakapLwtéoav/ 1) tovg Axaovg, 365-6).%° Ultimately, the shining
beacons by which she marks her entrance are Cassandra’s means of
counteracting Talthybius’ characterization of the “marriage” to Agamemnon as a

hidden affair (Aéxtowv okdTIx voudevtoL, 252). Propriety may require that

% Hecuba (306-07, 348-50), Talthybius (408-10, 417-19), and the chorus (341-2) object that
Cassandpra is not in her right mind, and liken her to a bacchant. Cassandra’s own words support
the simile (evav evoi, 326; cf. ayaApat’ evwx, 451-3). The terms she chooses are connected to
Dionysiac worship in particular (cf. Soph. Tr. 219; Arist. Lys. 294; Eur. Ba. 141b; D. 18.260; Luc.
Podagra 38; Hymni Anonymi fr. 3.9 ; sch. Eur. Ph. 649-656; sch. Soph. Ant. 1135; Suda, o0 2342 and €
2807; Dion. Thrax. Ars. 1.1.86.1). Cassandra’s frenzy is elsewhere described as “bacchic” (e.g., Eur.
Hec. 676-7), but her use of this cry to Dionysius is unique to Troiades. The playwright also
emphasizes the Bacchic overtones when he has Cassandra, casting aside her garments, exclaim:
“Be gone from my flesh, torn to pieces” (it am’ épov xowtoc omagaypoig, 453). The ritual of
sparagmos is one element of overlap between Dionysiac and Apolline worship (the latter being
Cassandra’s rightful patron), which can be traced back, through a summary of Aeschylus’
Bassarids, to Orpheus’ dismemberment by Thracian maenads. On this element of the ritual’s
lineage, see: Kern 1922, 33; Guthrie and Alderlink 1993, 32. See also the account in Ov. Met. 1-66
and Apollod. 1.3.2, which states that Orpheus invented the mysteries of Dionysus.
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Cassandra be Agamemnon’s concubine rather than his wife, but torch-bearing
Cassandra will not allow her captor to hide from his deed, or from his fate.
Agamemnon’s capitulation to £owg exacerbates the severance of Troy’s
connection to the divine. Talthybius explains on two occasions that desire
ensures Agamemnon'’s selection of Cassandra. In the first instance, passion itself
is the agent: “desire for the prophet girl lodged its arrow deep within him” (£€pwg
£16€eva’ avtov EvOEov koG, 255); in the second, the king bears responsibility
for submitting to his self-chosen desire for the “maenad woman” (tnod” épwt’
éEalpetov/ pavadog véotn, 414-15).¢! Whatever its cause, Agamemnon’s
passion for Cassandra requires the disruption of the young woman’s religious
duties. When she first hears the news, Hecuba laments that priestess will have to
abandon her post as Apollo’s servant, throwing away her “sanctified branches”
(otmtte... CaBéoug kA&dag, 256-7) and “casting the consecrated raiment of
garlands from [your] flesh” (&m0 x000¢ évovT@wV otedéwv tepovg OTOAHOUG,
257-8). Cassandra’s removal of these trappings reflects the corruption of the
sacrosanct qualities that the chorus attaches to every land outside of Troy (cf.

197-234).

61 Self-chosen insofar as the Trojan women were assigned to their captors by lot (e.g.,
kekANpwoO’, AeAdyxate, éAaxe, 240-5), but Agamemnon was able to set Cassandra aside as a
special prize (¢€aipetov, 249).
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Yet Euripides is careful never to abandon the sense of reciprocity that is so
integral to his play, and Agamemnon, consequently, is not the only one for
whom Cassandra predicts suffering born from capitulation to desire and his
disruption of religious propriety.®? Odysseus, too, she declares, will face so many
evils that those which she and the Trojans face will seem golden by comparison
(wg xovoag, 432).9 Cassandra declares, furthermore that both Agamemnon and
Odysseus, the latter of whom is especially responsible for dismantling Troy’s
social and political hierarchy, will each contend with challenges to the integrity
of his own household ([Odvooetc] kak” év dopoLoL pvol’ e0ENoeL HoAwYV, 443;
[Kaoodvdoa] dopovg mépoao” Atpedwy, 461). Cassandra’s vocal and visible
presence as both victim and representative of several of the tragedy’s central
themes provides a fitting counterbalance to Astyanax” silent embodiment of the
same. While he, in death, serves as the human analogue for the city’s destruction,
a vibrantly living Cassandra speaks out and moves forth, projecting the forces

behind Troy’s collapse out among the ranks of her captors.

62 Cassandra assures Hecuba that her enslavement to Agamemnon is worth celebrating, for: “by
this marriage I will reduce to nothing those whom you and I despise” (toug yao €x0iotoug épot/
Kat ool yapolot toig épois dupOeow, 404-05).

6 These sufferings include the crew’s fatal desire for the lotus and the sacred cattle of Helios
(Awtob T €owteg HAlov 0" ayvai oeg, 439), and the hateful torrent of noises that the bloodied
flesh of these sacrosanct animals will spew a torrent of at Odysseus (at cag&t powviatowv fjoovoiv
niote/ mkpav Odvooet yrjovv, 440-1).
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Cassandra’s fellow Trojan women retain this forward momentum as they
leave behind the burning walls of their city and board the Hellenic ships (1331-2).
There is some power, perhaps, in the chorus’ self-direction as the women extract
themselves from Troy. Unlike Euripides’ characters, however, the principal
themes of his tragedy — religious, political, erotic — remain enmeshed within
the city itself, for the city forms both the physical and ideological borders of the
play. Poseidon builds Troy’s walls and towers in his prologue speech, and
Euripides pulls them apart, piece by piece, consistently directing our gaze to
these structures as they weaken under force and fire. Troy’s physical existence
does not come to an end, however, until the penultimate line, when the chorus
issues one final lament for the broken city (iw tdAawva oALg, 1331). In a more
sustained and thorough manner than in his earlier tragedies, Euripides reifies the
emotional and religious ruin of his characters as the parallel collapse of their
physical world. In doing so, he creates a type of pathos that unremittingly
anchors the audience members’ internal, emotional response to the tangible

world around them.
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Chapter Two ~ Alexandros and Palamedes

The integrated influence of the religious, socio-political, and emotional
degradation that Euripides portrays in his Troiades also appears to bear upon its
companion plays in the trilogy of 415, Alexandros and Palamedes.* Despite the
fragmentary state of these tragedies, it is possible to identify several meaningful,
specific ways in which they not only form a cohesive trio with Troiades, but also
play a foundational role in the particular type of emphatic, focused destruction
Euripides portrays in his final tragedy of 415.

A number of expansive, tragic themes provide integral points of contact
between Alexandros, Palamedes, and Troiades: the uncertainty of human life in a
disorderly universe; the constraints of human knowledge and virtue; the fragility
of human moral values; the responsibility of human beings for their own

destruction.® The characters of Euripides’ tragedies of 415 are not unique for the

¢4 So little remains of Sisyphus, which completed the tetralogy, that it is impossible to confirm the
precise nature of the satyr play’s connection to the other three. Fr. 673 provides evidence that
Heracles was a character (BéAtiotov AAkunvng tékog); fr. 674 is only a single word, éAloowv,
which Hesychius later glosses as: “a dramatic term: falsifying, not speaking frankly, or wavering
back and forth, [as in] Euripides’ Sisyphus” (mtAékwv. Pevdopevog, ovk €mi ev0elag Aéywv. 1)
kwav. Evountidng Liovdw, Hesych. € 2116). If Hesychius is correct to associate the term with
Euripides’ satyr play, there may have been some thematic connection between Sisyphus and his
grandson, Odysseus, whose guileful speech is an element of Palamedes and Troiades.

¢ On broad thematic connections and recurring elements among Euripides’ plays of 415, see:
Murray 1913, 137; Scodel 1980, esp. 20-42, 68-121, 138-42. For arguments against interpreting the
plays on the basis of their connectivity, see Koniaris 1973, 85-124. See also Collard et al. 2004, 48:
in the edition, Cropp argues that Palamedes would have been a “very different play” from those
that surrounded it.
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hand they have in the various peripeteiae that they endure. The part that humans
play in securing their own suffering, whether by ignorance, error, or some
personal or moral flaw, is a theme that one can identify in any number of
tragedies, from Aeschylus’ Agamemnon to Sophocles’” Oedipus Tyrannos to
Euripides” Bacchae. For this very reason, Euripides’ consistent iteration of certain
themes as a mutually-dependent set (disregard for religious propriety,
competition among the upper classes for primacy, capitulation to eros) serves as
an important counterpoint to their universalizing nature.

This distinction between universal and particular is worth observing as a
means of understanding how the thematic connections that are specific to the
tragedies of 415 are significant to the structure of the trilogy as a whole. When
considered with an eye to universal themes, the cohesion between Euripides’
tragedies appears to be a matter of thematic breadth. Each tragedy is one panel of
a triptych, most intelligible when viewed alongside the counterparts that portray
comparable themes. When considered with an eye to the specific combination of
themes identified above, however, we can see that the cohesion of the trilogy is
also a matter of individual, thematic depth. Each panel possesses its own

richness and complexity, and explores the shared themes in its own way.
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I. Alexandros®®

The first tragedy performed in 415 traces the years of Alexander’s life
from his ominous birth and exposure to his return, as a young man, to a position
of power at Troy. The prologue describes the (failed) exposure of the babe
Alexander and the establishment of games in his honor; a murder plot develops
as a response to Alexander’s victory (as the slave, Paris) over prince Deiphobus
in these very funereal games; the play concludes with Hecuba’s recognition of
and reconciliation to the adult Alexander, whom she narrowly avoids murdering
on Deiphobus’ behalf. Against this general outline, the precise place of the mortal
(and possibly divine) characters in the tragedy’s final tableaux proves somewhat
difficult to reconstruct. No specific evidence strongly suggests the appearance of
a deus ex machina, and such a figure would be particularly challenging to fit into
the tragedy’s final progression of attempted murder, recognition, and

reconciliation.®” Paris and Hecuba were assuredly present throughout, but the

6 For the fragments, I have used the edition by Collard et al. 2004 (in which the numbering of the
fragments also corresponds to those found in Kannicht 1969). As in Collard et al., those fragments
not included in Nauck’s TrGF (18892) or Snell’s reprint (with supplement, 1964) are marked with
(-N), and those renumbered by Kannicht are given with the corresponding number in Nauck
and/or Snell, e.g., 62f (935N, 42a N-Sn).

67 The identity of the prologue speaker is equally doubtful. Cropp notes that, among mortals,
Paris’ foster father is the most likely candidate: unlike Hecuba and Priam, he would have known
of the child’s survival and rearing, and unlike Cassandra, his knowledge is empirical rather than
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role of additional characters is far from certain. Despite our inability to
reconstruct Alexandros’ final scene with absolute clarity, we are still able to find
telling evidence of the degradation of religious propriety that preceded the royal
mother’s near-murder of her suppliant son, an act likely inspired by the
competitive threat he poses to the extant political hierarchy. As such, Alexandros
establishes a significant, albeit incomplete, baseline for Troy’s religious health,
and for the manner in which its most powerful citizens seek to preserve their

position in Troy’s socio-political hierarchy.

La. Religious decay in Alexandros

As they will be in Troiades, disregard for religious propriety and escalating
intra-noble violence are parallel lanes on the same road to the city’s decline. At
tirst sight, Euripides shows us a city in which the foremost inhabitants possess a
respectful regard for divine prescriptions, and use personal misfortune as an
opportunity to create a communal religious celebration. The tragedy opens upon

the city in the midst of an annual, ritual commemoration: funerary games that

prophetic. Among the gods, scholars favor Aphrodite, Apollo, and Hermes as the likeliest
candidates (Collard et al. 2004, 37).
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Hecuba persuaded Priam to establish in memoriam of the exposed (and
presumed expired) Alexander, whose death was prescribed by oracular
command (Hypoth. 7-11, 19-21 [-N]; fr. 61d, 61a [47N], 62a [-N]).% Yet the games,
initially evidence of Hecuba’s (and Priam’s) capitulation to divine prescriptions
and of Troy’s practical piety and communal cohesion, also serve as the testing
ground for the main characters” dedication to these ideals. It is a test that the
characters fail.

In a fragment that likely belongs to an early portion of the tragedy, the
chorus emphatically advises that Hecuba attempt to move on from the pain of
her child’s exposure, and suggests that she has continued to grieve far beyond
the point of prudence or appropriateness.® It is this same, inconsolable mother

who, by tragedy’s end, is on the brink of committing vengeful murder. From the

6 Euripides provides more than one version of the story of Alexander’s exposure. In Andromache
(c. 425), Euripides writes that Hecuba approached the city’s elders for help murdering her son
(293; cf. sch. Eur. Androm. 294). In Iphigenia at Aulis (406), by contrast, Hecuba seems to have little
control over the situation. Instead, Euripides describes Priam’s exposure of the child: “removed
far away from his mother” (uatégog amompo voodioac, IA 1286), and alludes to Alexander as a:
“herdsman brought up among the herds” (&udi/ povoi fovkéAov toadévt’, 1291-2). Priam
himself, however, did not lay the child out, but entrusted his servant, Agelaus, with the task, thus
providing the opportunity for Alexander to be reared to adulthood without his parents’
knowledge. Among our extant sources, it is Apollodorus who provides Agelaus’ name, in a
summary of the exposure (3.12.5).

0 E.g., Alex. fr. 43 (46N): mavtwv 10 Bavetv:/ 1O 0& KOOV dxoc/ HeTolwg AAYely codia pedetal,
“All of us die, but wisdom takes care to grieve this common pain in moderation;” fr. 45 (44N):
o’ dAAX kapTTELY TOL XEOVWL AVTIAG Xewv, “I know, but one should turn back from grief in
time;” fr. 46.5 (43N): maAowx kou[vot]g dagu[Vioic oV xon otévely, “One ought not to bewail
what has passed with present tears.”
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evidence of the extant fragments, it is unclear at what point, and by whom,
Hecuba was restrained from killing her son (Hypoth. 29-30). Our lack of
knowledge regarding the content” and placement” of Cassandra’s prophetic
pronouncement further complicates our ability to interpret Hecuba’s
motivations, and her ultimate abstention from seeing her and Deiphobus’ plans
through (cf. 62b [-N]). In either case, what we do know is that: 1) before
Alexander’s identity is revealed and she is prevented from killing him (if we
follow the Hypothesis), Hecuba is willingly on the brink of killing the suppliant
Paris at the altar where he has taken refuge; 2) Hecuba is ultimately unable to
end the life of the young man whom she found the presence of mind to leave for
dead during his infancy. Despite the obscurity of this portion of the tragedy for
the modern interpreter, these two elements of the final progression provide some

clarity as to the manner in which the queen’s former priority — religious piety —

70 Did Cassandra exhort the queen to appease the gods by ending the life which should have
ended long before, or did she plead with Hecuba not to commit an inter-familial murder in a holy
place?

71 Did Cassandra deliver her prophecy: 1) prior to the murder attempt (which would heighten the
stakes for Hecuba’s success); 2) during the melee (thus providing the impetus for recognition); or
3) after the reconciliation (as a warning against taking Paris back into the city)? Given the
Hypothesis (P. Oxy. 3650 col i, 1-32 [-N]), option 3 is highly unlikely. The choice between options
1 and 2 is difficult to make, for the content and effect of Cassandra’s prophecy is unknown. The
Hypothesis states that the herdsman, who reared Paris, was: “forced to speak the truth according
to the danger” (dux tov kivduvov MvarykaoBn AéBewv v/ aAnBewav, 31-2), suggesting that, if
Cassandra did reveal Paris’ identity, she was either misunderstood or disbelieved, thus requiring
additional confirmation from the herdsman.
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thus ceases to be the primary impetus for her actions, tainted as it is by her
willingness to indulge Deiphobus’ need to re-assert his social superiority.
Hecuba’s actions also illustrate the trajectory that Euripides traces with
regard to the degradation of piety among the Trojan elite. On the evidence of
Troiades alone, Hecuba has a hand in Troy’s destruction only insofar as she is the
bearer of the firebrand who seals the city’s demise (daxAov mucgov pipmu’, Tro.
922). Andromache makes Alexander the active instigator of Troy’s fall, a fate
occasioned: “by the contempt the gods felt when your son escaped Hades”
(dvodppoovvalot Bewv, Ote 00 YOVOg Ekpuyev Awav, 597). The audience
member who has just seen Alexandros, however, knows that Hecuba’s true fault
was not delivering her son at birth, nor her failure to follow divine ordinance
and expose him. Rather, the queen’s ultimate crime is her re-delivery of her son,
at the end of Alexandros, to his ill-fated position as a prince of Troy. Although her
child has changed from a helpless infant to a vital young man, it is really Hecuba
who is different. Her dedication to divine order no longer trumps her love for

her child. By concluding his Alexandros with Hecuba'’s failure to do what she
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once knew to be necessary, Euripides shows that the queen has ceased to listen to

the gods long before they cease, in Troiades, to listen to her (Tro. 1280-1).7

Lb. Political decay in Alexandros

The volatile emotionality according to which Hecuba operates is a trait
that her children inherit. While Hecuba’s own lack of control manifests as a
threat to the city’s religious well-being, that of her sons manifests as a dangerous
struggle for political primacy at Troy. At the heart this competition is the
perception of the noble royals (especially Deiphobus) that their reputation is
threatened by one whom they had presumed powerless to challenge it.

Deiphobus’ loss to Alexander in running and the pentathlon (dpopov d¢

kat mévtaOAov, Hypoth. 21) motivates the development of the murder plot

72 The fragmentary state of Alexandros prevents a full understanding of how the other Trojans
share in Hecuba’s ultimate disregard for divine prescription. Troiades provides some evidence of
what is missing. In her agon with the Trojan queen, Helen blames Hecuba for bearing Alexander
(mowtov... Ilagwv texovoa, Tro. 919-20), but she implicates the old man (either Priam or the
servant who raised Alexander) as the one responsible for destroying her and Troy by failing to
ensure the child’s death (devtegov & anwAeoev/ Toolav te kap’ 6 mMEETPUS 0V KTavwV Boédog,
920-1). The fragments of Alexandros confirm that in the trilogy of 415, Hecuba consistently has the
impression that the exposure was a success (hence her laments at Alexandros’ outset), but the case
is less certain with respect to Priam. His willingness to establish the games in Alexander’s honor
belies the fact that he could not be absolutely certain of the child’s death, for he had entrusted the
exposure to his servant, Agelaus. Of course, Agelaus fails at his task and lies to his master.
Perhaps the ambiguity of Helen's reference to an old man, rather than Priam or Agelaus in
particular (Tro. 921), effectively condemns both men for allowing Alexander to live.
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against the latter. Although the Trojans are under the impression that Alexander
is Paris, a slave, Euripides’” language in the extant fragments highlights the extent
to which Paris and Deiphobus serve not only as foils for each other in terms of
their respective, apparent social status, but also as iterations of one another in
terms of their inborn (noble) qualities. Thus, the competition between them is
very much a competition between nobles, even before Paris’ true identity is
revealed.

The chorus’ proclamation regarding the distinction between specious and
inherent nobility offers an important, verbal basis for recognizing the similarities
between Hecuba'’s sons: “High and low-born are a single stock, but time
accustoms the former to arrogance. Nobility is intelligence and mindfulness, and
is given by the gods, not wealth” (i 0¢ yOva T0 T eVyeveg kal dvoyeveg,/
VOUWL 0& YADEOV aUTO KQaiveL XOOVOG./ TO POOVIHOV eVYEVELX KAL TO OLVETOV,
0 d¢/ Beog dWwOLv, ovy 0 MAovTog, fr. 61b [52N], 1I. 7-10). With god-given
nobility comes insightful intelligence; the practice of attaching status to wealth
encourages an air of superiority. Based on this formulation, only the wealthy
eVYeVEg are prone to arrogance, but wealth itself prevents neither evyevég nor
dvoyevég from possessing evyévela, for the gods are free to bestow this

intelligence (t0 pooviHoV) upon whomever they wish.
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The chorus’ association of t0 povipov with evyévewa proves especially
helpful as a means of discerning the most appropriate connotations for both the
noun for the mind (or emotional center), ¢pon}v, the related verb, poovéw, each of
which appear numerous times through the fragments. In the case of certain of
Troy’s princes, this noble “mindfulness” instead materializes as a type of
uncontrolled spiritedness that leads these men to behave as arrogant evyeveg,
rather than examples of divinely-sanctioned nobility.

Through the actions and temperaments of Troy’s princes, Euripides
provides grounds for his audience to question whether these leading Trojans are
prone to follow the chorus-approved model of pious nobility. Paris is the most
interesting case, for he is the character who comes closest to embodying the pia
vova of which the chorus speaks. Even under his slavish guise, Paris appears to
suffer from the same type of arrogance that the chorus associates with wealth
and, therefore, nobility. Paris himself laments that his outstanding ¢or)v, (t0
xonoov ¢ppevavy, fr. 62i [58N], 1. 1), the salvation of other men, has condemned

him to death.” Furthermore, the Hypothesis suggests that Paris” pride ([t]n)v

73 When associated with slaves in general, the connotation of ¢po1jv and its related terms is one of
excessive mental prowess. An unknown speaker reminds Priam that the basest, most
burdensome, least beneficial possession is: “a slave who thinks about what he should not”
(dovAoL PpoovovvTog pellov 1} poovelv xoewy, fr. 48, 1. 2).
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vrteonPavov) puts him at odds with the other shepherds (&dAAot voueig, L. 15),
and his mixture of pride and (self-described) spiritedness makes Paris a threat to
Deiphobus. The latter, upon losing to Paris at the games, complains to Hecuba
that his rival: “fills the entire Trojan town with his self-celebration” (mav &otv
ntAnoot Tootkov yavpovpevog, 62d [-N], 1. 28; cf. fr. 61b [52N], L. 8). Deiphobus,
too, is rash rather than restrained when it comes to matters of emotion. In fr. 62a
(-N), he refuses to “soften his attitude” (LaABaooel poévag, 1. 6) and cannot
fathom why his brother, Hector, has not taken the insult of Paris’ victory to heart
(ovx dAyelc dpoévalg, 1. 9).

Deiphobus’ intractability is inspired by his frustration that a slave has
carried off the prizes in the contest (dOA” anmeoteonuéviog, 1. 10). His irascible
mind thus reflects his prideful attachment to material markers of superiority,
which would prove meaningless in the absence of an inferior social class, such as
that to which Paris “the slave” belongs, against which to define them. Hector, for
his part, refuses to be troubled by Deiphobus” defeat (wdivewv ¢p[oé]vag, 1. 12).7
In full control of his ¢porv, Hector has access to both the material and the

inherent sources of nobility. The combination is crucial, for neither Deiphobus’

7+ The term also occurs in fr. 62e (-N), in which Cassandra’s ravings betray her mental state
(Plaxxevel poéval).
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knowledge of his noble lineage, nor Paris” humble rearing, grants either man
possession of the self-controlled intellect that Hector displays. Thus, Euripides’
language makes clear to the viewer (and reader) what is not yet clear to the
characters, namely, that the heart of the conflict between Paris and Deiphobus
blossoms not from the confrontation of slave and noble, but from the clash
between two brothers who have the blood of eVvyevég, but the aspirations of
duvoyevec.

Of course, as Paris is really the noble Alexander, there is heavy irony in
any defense that he (or any other character) provides regarding the natural
goodness of the low-born poor, and the empty veneer of blue-blooded, wealth-
derived virtue (e.g., fr. 54 [messenger?], 57 [Alexander]?, 61b-c [52-3N]
[chorus]).” Such is also the case with respect to the various remarks that seek to
undermine the belief that a high social station is a mark of inherent goodness
(e.g., fr. 54, 55, 57). Yet the clash between Paris and Deiphobus does more than
exploit the numerous ironies that Euripides’ viewer might perceive. Rather, the
struggle for primacy that undermines the city’s social and political stability

relates in key ways to the religious disrespect that dooms Troy. Paris” potential to

75 Alongside gnomic praise of a poor and hard-scrabble life we find fragments expressing
equally-generalizing statements regarding slaves and a slavish nature (e.g., fr. 49, 50, 59).
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upset Troy’s reigning hierarchy is integral to the other characters’ willingness to
pervert a constructive religious practice (i.e., the celebration of the games) by

using its outcome as a justification for impious acts (i.e., murder of a suppliant).

Lc. Religious and political decay: Alexandros vs. Krestophontes

If we compare what we know of the dénouement of Alexandros to that of
another of Euripides’ fragmentary plays, Krestophontes (c. 430-24), we can
appreciate how closely (and uniquely) Euripides relates a Troy-centric erosion of
religious dedication to the city’s hierarchical struggles in his trilogy of 415. In
Krestophontes, the Messenian queen Merope has been forced to send away her
child, the titular character, out of fear of Polyphontes, who murdered the boy’s
father (also Krestophontes). This Polyphontes has claimed command of the city,
and offered a reward to any man who kills the escaped heir. Having come of age,
Krestophontes uses the reward as a premise for getting close to Polyphontes, and
returns to Messene claiming that he has killed Polyphontes’ rival for the throne.

To this point, Merope has gained knowledge of her son’s rearing away
from the city through an aged servant who has been acting as liaison. However,

Merope has not actually seen her son since he was a child, and does not know of
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his return. Thus, she fails to recognize the stranger as her own Krestophontes,
and believes the stranger’s report that he has killed her son. Furious, Merope
attempts to murder the stranger, and it is only the intervention of the servant,
who knows the grown Krestophontes at sight, that prevents the mother from
inadvertently killing her son.” However heinous is her narrowly-avoided
intention to murder a stranger, Merope’s motivation is her mistaken belief that
she is only returning blood for blood, that she is acting in vengeful balance by
answering murder with murder

In Alexandros, by contrast, Euripides eliminates the balance between crime
and punishment that he asserts in his earlier tragedy. Hecuba does not seek
blood for blood; rather, her motivation and priority is the hollow vengeance of
Deiphobus’ perceived social sleight. Hector’s words to Deiphobus confirm the
petty nature of this vendetta. It is not Paris’ victory in the games, but Deiphobus’
response, with which Hector takes issue: “[I do not approve of] one who, having
trivial complaints, [thinks that they are significant] and organizes his actions
[through fear]” (¢yw 0¢ ¥’ 60]tic opikQ” €xwv eykANuata [/ peyaAa voluilet kat

tovvéomkev poPw(it, Alex. 62a [-N] L. 6-7).77 Thus, between 430 and 415, the

76 Once reconciled, Merope and Krestophontes plot together to murder Polyphontes and reclaim
the throne.
77 For the sense of ovvéotnxkev, cf. LS] cuviomnui A.Il and B.IL2, IIL.2.
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complexion of Euripides’ tragic universe has changed: an act of retribution,
conceivable in Krestophontes as Merope’s response to éykArjpuata peyaAa, is now
Hecuba’s reaction to éyxAnuata opikoa. With the difference between the
respective motivations in Krestophontes and Alexandros in mind, we can see that
the hierarchical strife of Troiades is not simply a state to which the city has
devolved as the result of the devastation of war and the clash between captor
and captive.” Rather, this feature is, foremost, a flaw inherent to the Trojans

themselves.

Ld. The Trojan tragedies of 415
In his first play of 415, Euripides begins to chip away at the ideological
structure of the city by tracing the internal origins of the flaws that the Hellenic

invasion pushes to a breaking point in Troiades. Alexander’s near-murder and his

78 In Troiades, both the Hellenes and the Trojans are guilty of religious disregard. The matter of
intra-noble competition is one which the Hellenes emphatically introduce with regard to their
reason for killing Astyanax, yet the Trojans are also implicated in this upper-class quarrelling,
due to Paris’ competition with Menelaus for Helen's favor. Hecuba describes the quarrel in her
agon against Helen: “You praised Menelaus any time you heard that he had the upper hand in the
struggle, in order that my son would be pained by having a powerful opponent of [his] desire”
(et pev ta [ayowvia] To0de kpelooov' ayyEéAAoLTd ool MevéAaov fvels, mals 6Tws AvTolt
EUog/ Exwv €owtog ataywviot v puéyav, Tro. 1004-06). On the Trojan’s own culpability for the
city’s destruction, see Burnett 1977, 291-316.
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return to a position of power suggest the perpetuity of the Trojans” disregard for
the gods” warnings and prohibitions. At play’s end, the characters are in an
impossible position: if Cassandra aims to prevent the murder through her
prophecy, then she is failing to protect the city from its future destroyer; if the
priestess spurs Hecuba on towards murder, she is guilty of encouraging an
impious defilement of the suppliant and the altar where he takes refuge. Hecuba,
too, must choose either to commit this impious murder, or to defy the oracle by
instead welcoming her child with open arms. Banishing Alexander may at first
seem an appropriate compromise, but the flaw of this option is that it simply
repeats the mistake of the child’s failed, i.e., non-fatal, exposure.

Given that Euripides’ characters have only unfavorable options from
which to choose, is it possible to consider them to be active instigators of their
own, and of Troy’s destruction? The clash between Deiphobus and Alexander,
born out of each man’s dedication to his own petty emotionality, suggests that it
is. When Alexander is restored to his rightful place, the significance of a status-
based social structure to Troy’s status quo is confirmed: prideful Paris simply
becomes prideful Alexander, but his pride is now justified by his station.

Whereas true nobility does exist among some of the leading Trojans (i.e., Hector),
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those whom Euripides chooses as the focal figures in his plot are those whose
actions consistently undermine the religious and hierarchical stability of Troy.

Consequently, we can see that the impieties, hierarchical struggles and
physical destruction pursued by the Hellenes in Troiades do not create the
fissures in the integrity of Troy’s sovereignty, but simply apply the necessary
pressure to rupture the cracks that have already formed in Alexandros. The
situation in Troiades is not simply a reprisal of that in Alexandros, but is, rather, an
amplification thereof.

The causes for Troy’s fall — impious behavior, jockeying among nobles
for social supremacy, capitulation to emotional excess — have not changed in
name between Alexandros and Troiades, but they have changed hands. For
example, the perpetuation of the cycle of intra-noble competition that begins in
Alexandros is no longer the exclusive result of Trojan actions in Troiades. Rather,
Troy’s typical nobles must cede their social position in order to accommodate a
newly-imposed social tier, a Hellenic ruling-class that defines itself on the basis
of its possession of Troy’s newly-minted slaves. These conquerors (answer
Odysseus’) call for Astyanax” death, fearing that this child, the son of the city’s
best father (apiotov mada... matEdg, 723), is uniquely placed to incite a future

struggle between Troy’s native ruling class, and the foreigners who have co-
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opted their power. Hecuba, the reader may recall, chides the Hellenic soldiers for
allowing fear to drive them to commit an illogical murder (Tro. 1159-66).
Hecuba’s words in Troiades echo Hector’s reply to Deiphobus in fr. 62a [-
NJ, In. 6-7 of Alexandros, but in the trilogy’s third play, the stakes are much
higher. Whereas Deiphobus directs his fear-driven vitriol against one who is his
equal in terms of spirited arrogance, the Hellenes exorcise their fears by
punishing a child whose pure, inherent nobility Euripides does nothing to
undermine. As such, it is the Hellenes who help to push the ideological
destruction of Troy’s religious and hierarchical institutions, which the city’s
inhabitants have themselves been undertaking for some time, to a point of no

return.

1. Palamedes
Palamedes, the second tragedy performed in 415, takes place in the
Hellenic camp, and pits its titular character, the inventor of writing, against an

equally-clever Odysseus.” The paucity of the extant fragments limits our

7 The scholiast’s note to Euripides” Orestes 432, along with the scholion to Aristophanes’
Thesmophoriazusai 770 provide considerable help towards a reasonable, albeit bare reconstruction
of the plot. The former attributes the conflict between the tragedy’s primary characters to the fact
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certainty about the tragedy’s connections to its companions. Nonetheless, the
surviving text does suggest that the violent friction between nobles with claims
to the same social space, integral to Alexandros and Troiades, was an equally-
important element of Palamedes.

In each of his tragedies of 415, Euripides portrays men of excellent status
(Deiphobus, Odysseus, Palamedes) and/or ability (Alexander, Odysseus,
Palamedes). He pits these figures against each other in jealous competitions for
sole occupancy of a superior rank, and these social clashes threaten to undermine
the integrity of their respective communities. In both Alexandros and Palamedes,
these clashes relate to whether wisdom is appropriately directed towards the
promotion of moderation or, alternatively, is ignored or perverted in favor of
disruptive excellence.

In Palamedes in particular, the characters appear to take great pains to
define the nature of a man who is copoc. Thus, taken together with Alexandros,

the fragments of Palamedes suggest that the essential weaknesses of the Trojan

that: “[Palamedes] discovered measures and calculation, resulting in his having a great name
among the Hellenes. But for this reason Agamemnon, Odysseus and Diomedes were jealous of
him, and arranged the following sort of device against him” (©ote uéya éxerv dvopa maga Toig
"EAANOL ToUT 8¢ pOovrioavTeg ol epl tov Ayapéuvova kat Odvooéa kal Alounrdn totovoe Tt
OKeLWEOLOL KAt avTov, 11. 10-12). For a helpful summary of the ancient sources, see Collard et
al. 2004, 92-5.
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collective are also those that plague the Hellenic forces. When these two
populations are exposed to one another in Troiades, furthermore, Euripides takes
the fear- and jealousy-driven, violence-inducing competitions between
Alexander and Deiphobus, and Odysseus and Palamedes, and combines them
into a force with the capacity for city-wide, rather than merely personal

destruction.

I.a. Wisdom as a zero-sum game

Although Odysseus’ willingness to murder Palamedes certainly makes the
former the more villainous of the two, there is good reason to think that
Euripides did not simply portray Palamedes as the selfless victim of Odysseus’
selfish aims, “a righteous man condemned by an evil world.” # If we examine the
several fragments of Palamedes in which we find codia and its related terms, we

can see that both of the tragedy’s main characters share an equally preoccupation

80 Murray 1913, 137. Scodel 1980 renews this position, arguing that the theme of unjust murder is
a key link between the plays of the trilogy. The modern portrait of Palamedes the selfless culture
hero, whose inventiveness proved a boon for his fellow Hellenes, owes much to Xenophon's
portrayal of Socrates. In Apology 26, the example of Palamedes” unjust condemnation provides
comfort to Socrates, who believes that he will be remembered for his service to mankind (see also
Plato Apol. 41b). In Memorabilia 4.2.33, the examples of Palamedes and Odysseus prove that
wisdom is not an “indisputable good” (&vappiofntrtws ayadov), insofar as Odysseus’ jealousy
of Palamedes” wisdom inspired the former to murder the latter.
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to establish a preeminent reputation by laying excessive, or even exclusive, claim
to codla.

In Palamedes, there is only so much codia to go around. A number of
sentiments on wisdom and/or craftiness appear in fragments (580, 581, 583) that
“almost certainly” come from the agon between Odysseus and Palamedes, !
making either of the two the most likely speaker in each case. In Pal. fr. 580, for
example, the speaker (Odysseus?) states that: “all [men], both those who are fond
of music and however many live in disregard of it, toil for money, and the
craftiest man is he who has the most” (m&vteg, ol te povowkng ¢pidot/ doot te
xwolc Cawot, xonudtwv Umep/ poxOovoty, 6 0" av mAelot” éxnt copwtatog). In
this case, it is superlative codia that allows a man to secure the object of his
desire. In fr. 581, the speaker (Palamedes?) also associates wisdom with a
superlative type of exclusivity when he claims that, given a long line of countless
commanders, time will prove only one or two to be wise (coddc). Finally, the
speaker of fr. 583 attempts to delimit his opponent’s claims to wisdom, by
associating skillful speech with cleverness that goes beyond decorum and that

ought to be censured (t0 codpov ovk atvw Tore, fr. 583, 1. 2).82 All told, the

81 Collard et al. 2004, 99.
82 This sentiment echoes what the audience member has already heard in Alex. fr. 61: “I despise a
man is skillful in his speeches, but with no skill for anything useful” (tpiow copov év Adyolory,
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greatest advantages — be they material (fr. 580), political (fr. 581), or
argumentative (fr. 583) — belong to the man who is able to claim a premium on
wisdom.

For a viewer who has just seen Alexandros, the association of codpia with
superiority in Palamedes would have stood in opposition to the moderation with
which the quality is associated in the former play. In Alexandros, a key element of
true wisdom is moderation, whether with respect to grief (fr. 43 [46N]), or in
relation to recognizing the danger posed by a slave whose mental capacity
exceeds his station (fr. 48).83 Opposed to this moderation is Hecuba’s prolonged
state of grief, Deiphobus’ inconsolable anger, and Paris” boastful nature,
supported by his outstanding spiritedness. In short, a disregard for what is wise
appears to correspond, in Alexandros, to a tendency to disrupt the personal and

collective social order that moderation maintains.8

£g &'6vnowv ov copovt). On the metrical corruption of the line and previous emendations, see
Collard et al. 2004, 58 and 76.

8 Alex. fr. 43 (46N): mavtwv 10 Oaveiv/ 10 O¢ kowvov dxog/ petolws dAyetv codia pedetat, “All
of us die, but wisdom takes care to grieve this common pain in moderation”; fr. 48: copog pev
ovv ei, ITolap’, Opwg dé oot Aéyw:/ dovAov poovodvtog peillov 1) poovelv Xpewv/ ovk 0TV
ax0oc pellov 00dE dwpaat/ kTNoLs kKakiwv ovd avwdeAeotéoa, “Though you are wise, Priam, I
tell you nevertheless: there is nothing more burdensome for a household, no possession baser or
less helpful, than a slave who does more thinking than he needs to.”

8 From what remains of Palamedes, it appears that justice is also a distinguishing, rather than a
levelling feature. In fr. 585, for example, an unknown speaker (very probably Palamedes) claims
that the reputation (d6&a) of a just man is not only eternal, but belongs to that man alone (tov
Yo dikaiov...i6vov). A just man, furthermore, stands against countless others, and overcomes
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In Palamedes, however, an excess of wisdom is precisely what defines the
titular character. In a lament for Palamedes, Oeax (or perhaps the chorus) refers
to Palamedes as the “all wise one” (m&voodov, fr. 588, L. 2), thus voicing the most
aggressive claim to superiority based upon wisdom that can be found in the
extant fragments. Palamedes, for his own part, appears to build his defense in the
agon around his singular excellence as the man who discovered the necessary
elements of written language (fr. 578).%° The protagonist, the likely speaker of fr.
584 and 585, also portrays himself as a lone, righteous man (eic Tot dikatog) who
conquers the faceless myriad of unjust men (Hvgiwv ovk évdikwv, fr. 584), and
whose own righteousness puts him on a level above other mortals: “Among
mortals and gods, the repute of the righteous man alone exists, undying, in
perpetuity” (tTov Yo dikalov kdv Bootolotl kav Oeol/ aBdvatog el dOEa
duxteAet povov, fr. 585). Thus, while it is impossible to reconstruct the overall

effect of the titular character’s defense against the charges that he faces, it

them righteously if he has the gods and justice on his side (eic TotL dikatog pvgicwv ovk évdikwv/
Kkoatel TO Oelov v diknV te oLAAAPWY, fr. 583).

8 There is an immediate irony to Palamedes’ claim that he alone (povog, fr. 578) invented letters
and writing, thereby supplanting hearsay or second-hand reports with dependable, written
records, for it is a written tablet upon which Odysseus will base his false accusations. In his later
work, Plato (Rep. 522d) also says that Palamedes did not invariably use his inventions for good,
but instead used his numerical prowess to make a fool of Agamemnon v taic Toaywwials.
However, it is not clear whether he means Aeschylus’ or Euripides’ Palamedes (or Sophocles’, or
someone else’s, for that matter), as such a situation could plausibly belong to any of the tragedies
known to have treated the subject.
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appears that a key element of his argument is his immoderate claim that he

occupies both the moral and practical high ground.

ILb. The price of exceptionality

In both Alexandros and Palamedes, it is possible to pity the accused as the
victim of slanderous charges, yet there are also grounds for pause when
considering the extent to which each defendant inspires his respective
opponents’ vitriolic prosecution. When refuting Odysseus” accusations,
Palamedes calls attention to his exclusivist, superior nature, which may have
inspired a jealous Odysseus to target him in the first place. To accept the image
of Palamedes as an entirely unsuspecting victim, furthermore, is to regard as fact,
rather than opinion, Oeax’ (or the chorus’) claims that this man was: “the Muses’
nightingale, who pained no one” (tav ovdév’ aAyvvovoav andéva Movoay, 1.

3).% Palamedes’ likely insistence upon his own superiority represents a

8 This is the position Murray took in his seminal examination of the trilogy of 415 (1946, esp. 141-
2), yet the image of Palamedes as a guiless victim was by no means universal among ancient
authors. See, e.g., Plato Rep. 522d and Phaed. 261b-d. In the latter, Socrates associates Odysseus,
Nestor, and Palamedes with the type of psychagogic, manipulative rhetoric (1] onrooucr)) that
Phaedrus recognizes as the language of law courts and the Assembly. Socrates also compares
Palamedes to Zeno, for both men are apt manipulators of their respective listeners’ perceptions,
regardless of the setting (261d). Furthermore, the idea of Nestor, Odysseus, and Palamedes
composing petty court-room speeches in their downtime at Troy (¢v TAlw oxoAdlovteg
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perversion of the tempering effect that true co(ta is meant to have.® In the
extant fragments of Palamedes, the speakers’ major concerns center upon securing
their own preeminence, and Palamedes does not appear to be an exception.

Alexander appears to face a similar situation in his name play. Speaking in
his own defense, Alexander decries slander as: “a dreadful evil for men”
(duxPoAat detvov avOpwmols kakov, Alex. fr. 56, 1. 1), and the Hypothesis picks
up the term, noting that Alexander argued successfully against the other
shepherds: “who were slandering him” (tovg/ dtxAB&AAovrtacg, 1. 18-19).
However, the Hypothesis also claims that these shepherds brought Alexander to
trial in the first place because of his arrogance among his fellows ([t]r|v
vrteonPavov/ ovpPiwory, 1. 15-16), and Deiphobus himself takes issue with
Alexander for filling all Troy with his exultation (yavgovpevog, fr. 62d [-N], 1.
28). The chorus’ connection of this type of pride (yavpov, fr. 61b [52N], 1. 8) to
nobility suggests that Alexander, like Palamedes, plays a part in his own

condemnation, by continuously failing to temper his outstanding nature

ovveyoapatnv, Phaed. 261b) corresponds to Euripides” own language in both: Palamedes fr. 579:
[unknown speaker]: “For a long, long time indeed I have wished to question you carefully, [but]
leisure prevented me” (mdAatL maAal 1) 0’ é£epwtnoat OéAwv,/ oxoAr) W dmelgye); and Troiades
911: [Menelaus]: “This [i.e., time for a debate between Helen and Hecuba] is a gift of leisure”
(oX0ANC TO dWEOV).

87 Plato’s Palamedes also has a monopoly on ingenuity, as the inventor of: “the cleverest means of
passing the time” (xodvouv te diatoiBag copwtdtac, Radt. fr. 479).
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(Bavovpat dx to xorjowov Ppeevay, 62i [58N], 1. 1). For those who would object
that such temperance is impossible for one whose excellence is inborn, Hector’s
modest conduct and advice demonstrate that, in Alexandros, such moderation (fr.
62a [-N]) and self-control (fr. 62b [-N], 11. 30-4) is conceivable among nobles.

The paucity of examples undermines the certitude of any conclusions one
can draw from a side-by-side comparison of Alexandros’ and Palamedes’
respective sentiments on the relationship between codpia and moderation. It is
for this reason, however, that we have something to gain by considering the
thematic connections between the tragedies of 415 from a perspective of both
breadth (connectivity across the trilogy) as well as depth, for the latter concerns
the unique contribution that each tragedy makes to the image of the whole by
providing varied points of access to a core of significant thematic and verbal

elements.

II1. The trilogy of 415
In the tragedies of 415, the social rivalry among the most prominent
tigures in each tragedy exacerbates these individuals” disregard for religious

propriety, and their capitulation to immoderate emotional instincts. The
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contentious rivalries between Alexander and Deiphobus, between Palamedes
and Odysseus, set the stage for the equally-contentious intra-noble rivalries that
Euripides explores in Troiades. In his final tragedy of 415, the noxious concoction
of religious depravity, hierarchical decay, and emotional abandon reaches its
peak, afflicting mortals of diverse allegiances and social levels, as well as the
structures that surround them.

Euripides’ tragedies of 415 stand out from the playwright’s earlier, extant
works in the degree to which every level of Trojan society falls apart in tandem
with the city itself. Alexandros explores the nature of a great deal of volatile
material that is present within Troy’s walls; Palamedes delineates the existence of
a similar volatility among the Hellenic forces; Troiades not only shows the
aftermath of the immediate reaction between these two unstable elements, but
also follows the reaction, in the form of strife among the Trojan elite and their
Hellenic captors, as it encompasses and transforms the entire city. Thus, in
Troiades, Euripides does not simply reprise, but instead amplifies the conflicts of
his first two tragedies, and emphasizes the extent to which these conflicts corrupt
all levels of a city’s (or a collective’s) social hierarchy.

This corruption, built up over the course of the trilogy, assures that the

breakdown of Troy’s institutional integrity will occur in tandem with the
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destruction of every level of the city’s walls. In Troiades” second stasimon (511-
67), the chorus includes the entire population when describing of the conveyance
of the Trojan horse to the temple of Athena: “The people shouted out from their
station up on Troy’s citadel” (&va & eBoaoev Aewg/ Towddog amo méToag
ota0¢lg, 522-3) to bring in the “holy statue... Which of the youths, which of the
elders did not emerge from their homes” (tegov Eoavov... Tig oV €Ba veavidwv/
Tic 0V Yepauog €k dOpwV; 525-8)? The high point of the Trojans” celebrations
coincides with the high ground (ava... métoag ota0eic). The low point, by
contrast, comes amidst the violence of the Hellenes” ambush, which occurs on the
ground level (ITegydpwv €doag, 556-7). No other of Euripides’ earlier, extant
tragedies portrays the fall of the city itself so intensely. Thanks to the
fragmentary existence of Alexandros and Palamedes, we can better understand the
sources of this intensity, for it is these first two tragedies that provide the sparks

for the flame that will burn Troy’s walls slowly, but finally, to the ground.
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Chapter Three ~ Thucydides on Athens (415-11): fuvwpooia, OAryagxia, and
éowg

In his account of Athens’ organization and dispatch of the Sicilian
Expedition, and of the impiety trials of 415,% Thucydides portrays the Athenians
as a volatile and self-destructive group. An interdependent combination of
religious impertinence, intra-aristocratic strife, and emotional excess deeply
affects every level of the citizen body. The reader of book 6 will already be
familiar with this combination, for all of these elements appear in the historian’s
account, in book 3, of the rise (and demise) of the oligarchic faction during the
Corcyraean stasis and revolution (summer 427).% Yet Thucydides also makes
these elements highly visible to the reader at a point in his narrative in which
stasis is never named as such, nor leads to an actual attempt at revolution.?

In book 6, rather, Thucydides portrays choice elements of stasis writ large

— arise in religious impertinence, aristocratic rivalry, and unchecked

8 Thuc. 6.1, 8-31, and 53-61.

8 E.g., 3.82.6, 82.8, 83.1 (religious disrespect); 3.82.8 (upper-class competition); 3.84.1-2, 85.1
(emotional excess). On Thucydides’ use of the Corcyraean stasis as a structuring element of his
narrative, see Erbse 1989, 93-105 and Price 2001, 6-78.

% According to Thucydides, at least, Athens itself is not in an explicit state of stasis at any point
during the period described in book 6 (winter 416/5- summer 414). Forms of the verb, otaoidlw,
apply only to the Sicilians (6.17.3, 6.17.5) and the revolutionaries at Messene (6.74.1); forms of
otaotg, likewise, appear only in reference to the Camarinaeans (6.5.3) and the Syracusans
(6.38.3).
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emotionality — as the radical factors of intra-Athenian political unrest. In doing
so, Thucydides renders his general, “Corcyraean” model specific to Athens and
the proclivities of its citizens in 415.”* Thucydides sets his account of 415 apart
from his Corcyraean paradigm by infusing his narrative of Athenian unrest with
novel uses or connotations of terms that the reader has already seen.

In so doing, the historian gives his reader a select vocabulary for
discussing religious impertinence and upper-class competition — which underlie
the threat of revolutionary stasis in general — that is tailored to the circumstances
at Athens in 415 (section I). The most vital term that evinces this method is
Euvwpooia (and the related nouns Euvwopotog, Evvoudtng, and verb,
Evvopvout). At noteworthy points in his book 6 narrative, Thucydides privileges
a particular connotation of the term, such that it clearly denotes an impious
conspiracy, rather than the pious alliance that it had signified in books 1-5. In the

same portion of his narrative, Thucydides introduces a novel form of oAtyapyia,

91 Given Thucydides’ summation regarding Corcyra, it is no surprise to the reader to find that
elements of the paradigmatic narrative of the Corcyraean revolution are reflected in the
historian’s other descriptions of revolutionary stasis. In the historian’s estimation, there is no end
in sight to the harsh fallout of stasis (kata otcowv, 3.82.2), for such results are bound to occur
continuously: “as long as the predispositions of men are the same, but [the effects will be] severe
to greater or lesser degree and altered in appearance” (éwg av 1) avT) OIS AvOQWOTWV 1),
HaAAov O¢ kal jovxaitega Kol Tolg eldeot dAAayuéva, 3.82.2).
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namely, the adjective oAtyapxudc, 1, 0v, as well as an entirely unique adjective,
TUQAVVIKT).

The detailed attention that Thucydides gives to these factors in his account
of 415 proves integral to his account of 411, at which time Athenians in Athens
and at Samos aimed to install oligarchic governments (section II). Both
Euvwpoota and 0AryaQxia are noteworthy verbal elements in the historian’s
description of these events. In his book 8 narrative, Thucydides retains the
altered connotation of Evvwpooia that he introduced in book 6, and thus
emphasizes the connection between its unique definition and its use in an
Athenian context. He also employs the rare verb, 0Atyaoyxéw, a form of
oAryapyla that appears outside of book 8 only a single time in the extant
narrative.

In book 6, Thucydides also consistently uses one term in particular —
£owg (and related terms such as éowTtucdg, éoaotng, and dLOEPwWS) — to a degree
unparalleled in any other section of the extant text. As such, the term acquires an
especially close relationship to the circumstances of 415, and to the actions and
demeanor of the Athenian population at that time (section III).

The reader can recognize a direct line between the political and social

stasis of 415 and the formal, regime-shifting revolution of 411 due to the
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outstanding vocabulary with which Thucydides describes the political tensions
at Athens during this period.”> Consequently, Thucydides’ account of Athens in
415 is more than a narrative of unrest in which the components of stasis signal a
general breakdown of social propriety and political vitality at Athens. It is,
rather, a model for a very particular type of oligarchic, Athenian-centric stasis
and revolution, distinct for the manner in which impiety and desire fuel
aristocratic in-fighting aimed at limited rule.”

Thucydides” description of the coups of 411 draws thematic and verbal
sustenance from a network of veins that extends back into his account of earlier
years. However, on a verbal level in particular, Thucydides’ description of the
events of 415 represents the pulmonary, the unique vein that delivers pure blood

to the heart of Athenian oligarchy. **

%2 Thucydides suggests that the roots of stasis at Athens stretch back much earlier than 415. Upon
the death of Pericles in 429, for example, the historian claims that Pericles” successors, through
their own divisive, demagogic quarrelling, diluted the unitary administrative power exercised by
Athens’ “first man” (UTt0 TOD MEWTOL AVOEOS X1, 2.65.10). Yet even here, Thucydides singles
out the Sicilian Expedition of 415 as an integral example of the acrimonious political jockeying
and fruitless contention that, he claims, hindered and distracted the Athenians from making
adequate preparations for the mission.

% See Price (2001, 226-7), who notes that the incidents of religious sacrilege in 415: “became
weapons in the political struggles at Athens (cf. 8.53.2), and should be recognized both in their
substance and in their subsequent rhetorical service as key episodes in the brewing stasis in
Athens.” See also Hornblower 2008, nn. 6.27-29.

% When he examines the coup of 411, Price (2001, 304-27) focuses almost entirely on drawing
connections between the Corcyraean stasis in book 3 and the revolutionary events of book 8. For a
consideration of the relationship between Thucydides’ style at 3.82-83 and the meaning of his
“account of faction,” see Macleod 1983, 52-68.
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L. Svvwpooia: a paradigm for Athenian conspiracy (415)

In his description of the suspected conspiracy of 415 (6.27.3), Thucydides
alters the connotation of uvwpooia to which he adheres prior to this passage. In
books 1-5, the historian always uses Evvwpooia to refer to a military alliance
guaranteed by the swearing of a divinely-witnessed (and sanctioned) oath.% In
general, the historian refers to these oaths as 6pxot,* and sometimes combines
this term with the verb for swearing, Ouvuut.?” The presence of the gods is often
an implicit element of oath-taking, but Thucydides also makes this divine aspect
more visible in certain instances by referencing the collective gods under whose
witness the oaths are sworn.”® When the reader encounters Evvwpooia prior to

book 6, it is almost always in close proximity to these typical terms and

% All uses of Evvwpooia and the related terms cited above, prior to 6.27.3 (the narrative of the
impieties of 415), are as follows: 1.58.2 (Evvouodoavtec); 1.71.5 (Evvopodowowy); 2.72.1
(Evvapooav); 2.74.2 (Evvauotov); 3.63.3 (Evvwpdoarte); 3.64.3 (Evvwpooiav); 5.38.3
(Evvopvivat and Evvopvovrec); 5.48.2 (Evvwpooav); 5.80.2 (Evvouooat); 5.83.4 (Evvwpooiav);
6.18.1 (Evvwpodoauev).

%E.g,19.1,784,6102.4;2.71.4,72.1; 3.59.2, 82.7, 83.2; 4.19.2, 86-88 passim; 5.18-42 passim.

7 E.g., 2.73.3; 3.59.2; 5.23.4, 47.8, 80.3.

% E.g., 1.71.5,78.5; 6.19.1; cf. 2.74.2 and 5.47.8 on the necessary Legwv teAeiwv. On the divine
element of oath swearing, see Sommerstein and Bayliss 2012, 3-4. See also Sommerstein and
Torrance (eds.) 2014, 112-55.
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formulations,” and thus Euvwpooia itself shares in the implication of a pious
alliance. 1 In the context of the religious impieties of 415, however, this expected
connotation of Euvwpooia no longer applies.

At 6.27.3, this term, which the reader expects to signify a military alliance
guaranteed by the swearing of a pious oath, instead signifies a (suspected)
political allegiance among men who (supposedly) intend to undermine Athens’
religious institutions through a deliberately impious display.'” The Athenians
sought to expose those responsible for the mutilation of the Herms, Thucydides
claims, because the event (t0 mpayu«x) seemed to be a presage of the Sicilian
Expedition (tov te yap £kmtAov olwvog €ddkel etvat), as well as one that: “had
occurred with a view to conspiracy synchronized with revolutionary actions and

the destruction of the demos” (kat [éd0kel] émi Evvwpooial adpa VewTéQwv

TIOAY ATV Kol OOV kataAVoewg YeyevnoOat, 6.27.3).192 In this particular,

% The only exception is Thucydides” description of an oath sworn among the Thracian
Chalcidians and Macedonian-derived Bottiaeans (1.58.1). Though the oath sworn among these
men is in the interest of a combined rebellion against the Athenians, the swearers themselves are
nonetheless united (ko Evvopdoavtec) by a desire to protect their own. Thus, the
connotation of the term corresponds to that found elsewhere in the text, prior to 6.27.3.

100 These alliances are most often aimed at one of two ends: protecting member poleis against
aggression from poleis outside of the alliance (e.g., 1.58.2, 71.5; 2.72.1-74.2; 3.63.3-64.3; 6.18.1);
assuring that individual poleis maintain a united front, as allies, with respect to decisions about
war and peace (e.g., 5.38.3 and 48.2, 5.80.2 and 83.4).

101 Neither Gomme HCT IV nor Hornblower 2008 comments on this change (see notes ad loc).

102 McGlew (1999, 1-22) argues that the destruction of the Herms directly undermined state
control in favor of private prerogatives. For evidence of the function of the Hermai as public
symbols of the Athens’ collective strength and accomplishments, see Crawley Quinn 2007, 82-105.
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Athenian context, Euvwpooia signals neither allegiance to the political collective
nor pious action. Rather, Thucydides capitalizes upon a certain set of
circumstances as an opportunity to privilege a particular connotation of
Evvwpoota.

The historian can rely upon his own summation of the Corcyraean stasis
and revolution as the justification for his decision to prefer a certain
terminological signification. Once this single-city stasis explodes into a Pan-
Hellenic conflict, Thucydides writes that:

gotaoilalé te o0V T TV MOAEwY, kal T EéPuoteplilovTa TMov MOOTEL

TWV TIOYEVOUEVWV TIOAD ETtédPeQe TNV UTEQPPOATV TOL katvovobat tag

dlvolag TV T  ETLXERNOEWV TEQLTEXVIOEL KAL TWV TLHWOLWV ATOTAL.

[4] kal TV elwOviav AELWOLV TWV OVOUATWY €6 T €Qya AvTAAaEav

L dawoeL. (3.82.3-4)

The affairs of the cities, therefore, became discordant, and those events

that came later, doubtless in review of past occurrences, extensively

compounded the extreme degree of innovation with respect to ideas for
the guileful [practice] of violent deeds and for the extraordinary

[extraction] of retribution. And [the circumstances] altered the customary

value of the designations for deeds according to what was right.

In this passage, inanimate “affairs” (to twv moAewv, 3.82.3) are a sentient agent,

and these circumstances themselves underlie the changes in signification that

Thucydides describes (3.82.4).1% As such, the historian emphasizes his previous

103 Cf. Macleod 1983, 61 (a).



86

statement that the appearance of stasis itself varies as a result of: “however
particular changes in the circumstances impose themselves” (wg av ékaotar atl
petapoAat twv Evvruxiwv éprotwvtal, Thuc. 3.82.2). In the partnership
between circumstance and signification, that is, the former is the senior associate.
While an adjustment to the “value” of a word may be a ubiquitous element of
stasis, the novel implication of this term can only be understood in light of the
circumstances under which it changes its meaning.

The novel connotation of Evvwpooia at 6.27.3 provides a striking example
of the manner in which Thucydides can adapt his book 3 model. With respect to
the revolutionary stasis at Corcyra, Thucydides supports his emphasis on the
relationship between circumstance and signification by spelling out some of the
specific alterations of “the customary value of the designations for deeds” (e.g.,
TOApa aAdyotog, “uncalculated recklessness” becomes avdpeia pAétarog,
“manly partisanship,” 3.82.4). In book 6, however, there is no named stasis at
Athens, nor does Thucydides provide his reader with a novel term by which to
refer to the conspiratorial act that Evvwpooia now connotes. Instead, Thucydides
emphasizes the link between circumstance and verbal signification: by
introducing the conspiratorial connotation of Euvwpooia during his account of

the impieties, and the political unrest they fueled, Thucydides creates the
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impression that, when it comes to the Athenians, Evvwpooia indicates a specific
type of “allegiance,” both irreverent and conspiratorial.

It is necessary to note, as A. H. Sommerstein has, that it is not unusual to
find Euvwpooia as a term for conspiracy in ancient Greek texts.!® J. Henderson
has detailed the evidence from comedy in particular, demonstrating that
Euvwpootia was in regular use as a byword for a political club of upper-class
men, accused of plans to undermine the democracy, if not to pursue tyranny
outright.’® As Henderson has also shown, Aristophanes” Wasps even provides a
dramatic precedent for the actual charges of profaning the Mysteries that were
levied in 415.1% Yet in Aristophanes’ comedies, accusations of religious impiety

are not — as they are in Thucydides’ text — an integral rallying cry of the

104 Sommerstein and Bayliss 2012, 120-4, esp. 122-3. Sommerstein provides a thorough summary
of Euvwpooia in Archaic and Classical Greek literature, with a systematic analysis of the term’s
appearance in Aristophanes’ comedies. Of Thucydides’ use of the term with a sinister
connotation in books 6-8, Sommerstein highlights the “rich irony” of the Athenian public’s
response to the suspected conspiracy of 415, and to the actual conspiracy of 411 (124-5).

105 Henderson 2003, 165: “The comic evidence [in Aristophanes’ Knights and Wasps] thus calls into
question the impression given by Thucydides that serious concerns about tyranny began only in
415.” Aristophanes’ Knights of 424 is replete with Paphlagon’s shrill protestations against the ot
Evvopotat who oppose him (e.g., 235-6, 255-6 [cf. 257, 452], 475-9, 628, 860-3), and in his Wasps of
422, Aristophanes directly associates conspiracy with tyranny (e.g., 342-5 [cf. 953], 482-8 [cf. 507]).
106 Defending the reading of tatv Oeatv at Wasps 378 (over twv Be@v, found in MSS R),
Henderson concludes: “Aristophanes clearly meant the charge itself to sound overwrought, and
so it might have been in 422. Even so, it was not a fantastic charge, as it anticipates the later
prosecution of Alcibiades and his friends on accusations fueled by popular fears of tyranny”
(2003, 165). See also Hornblower 2008, n. 8.54.4, which passage the scholar takes as evidence that
Euvwpooiarl at Athens were “not an ephemeral phenomenon” of the oligarchic movement of 411.
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opponents to each play’s “conspirators.”'”” Aristophanes” extant works also do
not contain the sense of contrast between opposing significations for Evvwpooia
that Thucydides portrays for his readers. Thucydides, furthermore, is unique for
the manner in which he isolates a particular group (the Athenians) as the only
men whose actions require that the term take on its impious connotation.

In the Histories, Evvwpooia occupies an exceptional place in the reader’s
vocabulary for revolutionary stasis, insofar as Thucydides relegates the
conspiratorial connotation of the term entirely to its use in relation to a specific
set of circumstances at Athens. In these instances, there is no actual, stasis-driven
revolution, merely the Athenian perception of one (6.27.3). The definitional

flexibility Thucydides affords Evvwpootia in the absence of a named stasis is

107 The Chorus in Aristophanes” Wasps never carries out its threat to levy charges on religious
grounds (373-8), and their later threats of prosecution are concerned either with general acts of
conspiracy (e.g., 482-3 488-99), or with charges regarding a missing wheel of Sicilian cheese (e.g.,
836-40, 905-911, 932). In Knights, Paphlagon’s initial accusation of conspiracy does come just after
Demos’ First Slave has assured the Sausage Seller that the latter has the mutual support of oracles
and Delphic Apollo (xonopoti te ovpPaivovor kai to ITvOwov, 220), and of Paphlagon’s
enemies—the knights, the aristocracy, and the clever members of the audience (A" eioiv imtmig
avdeg ayabot xiAloL.. kal Twv moAtt@v ot kKaAot te kayabot. / katl twv Beatwv 6oTic EoTi
delidg, 225-8). Yet Paphlagon never explicitly connects the oracle and/or Apollo to the
conspiracy, and he supports his subsequent claims of conspiracy on the grounds of the physical
violence enacted against him (e.g., 257, 452). His threats at 300-2 and 445-6 also ring hollow. The
women of Aristophanes’ Lysistrata (of 411) are also called “conspirators” (Evvopwpotat, 1007),
and enact their plot upon taking a joint oath (Evvwpooapev, 182). However, whatever
subversion and disorder their actions threaten for the men of the city, the women are interested
not in securing permanent power for themselves, but in prompting and promoting an end to the
war (e.g., 149-54).
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significant, for the historian almost always calls this type of unrest by its in name
when using other terms for conspiratorial designs, such as éniovAevw and
Evvolda.

When examined in context, appearances of both é¢miovAevw and EVvoda
evince Thucydides” proclivity to use the existence of a named stasis as the
catalyst for the alteration of verbal significations. ! In fact, the only speakers
who use émiBovAeVw to describe a conspiratorial plot without naming stasis are
either Athenians themselves, or are describing Athenian actions.!® With respect
to events at Athens, furthermore, ¢t BovAevw and EVvowa adhere to their stasis-
based connotations only when they appear in passages that are directly related to

Thucydides” account of the impieties of 415.11° Thus, the common denominators,

108 Neither értipovAevw nor EVvowda categorically conveys the existence of a conspiracy. The
former often refers to an individual or a polis in the process of forming a plan of action or attack,
undertaken on behalf of the state (e.g., 1.2.4, 68.3, 82.1, 93.6 [é¢mtBovAn)], 140.2; 2.5.4; 3.20.1, 96.3,
109.3; 4.61.1, 64.5, 97.1, 116.3; 6.18.3, 33.5, 54.3, 80.3, 86.3, 87 .4, 88.7; 7.51.1, 70.6 [¢mi3ovAr]]). In
circumstances of stasis, however, é¢rmiBovAevw and its cognates signify the formulation of plots
(e.g., 3.80.2-82.5; 4.68.6-71.4; 4.77.1-89.1; 4.103.4-5). As is the case with émfPovAevw, there is a
neutral connotation of EUvowa, by which the verb simply conveys one’s knowledge of a subject
(e.g., 1.73.2,2.35.2,3.56.1, 4.119.3). Yet when EVvowda occurs in conjunction with émiBovAedw (or
émBouvAn or émiBovAevua), the knowledge in question is consistently that held by men
operating amidst stasis, and seeking to effect a political revolution (e.g., 4.66.1, 68.4-6; 5.82.2, 82.6).
109 Cleon, Brasidas, and Nicias all use the verb or noun forms to suggest the sinister or unjust
nature of plans formed by their respective enemies (e.g., Cleon on the Megarians in 427: 3.37.2 [cf.
3.39.2], 40.1, 40.5; Brasidas at Acanthus in 424: 4.86.6; Nicias on the Spartans in 415: 6.11.7).

0 E.g., 1.20.2 (in which Thucydides describes Harmodius” and Aristogeiton’s associates as ¢k
v Euveotwv odiowy, 1.20.2); 6.59.1 (the “plot” of the tyrannicides, tf¢ émiBovAnc); 6.60.4
(those accused, in 415, of conspiratorial “plotting,” tovg émiBovAevovtag opwv L mTANOEeL);
6.74.1 (Alcibiades ruins Athens’ hopes that Messene will be betrayed to them by revealing the
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shared by the particular passages in which Thucydides discusses conspiracy
without naming stasis, are Athenian speakers and Athenian actions.
Nonetheless, as he proceeds through his account of the impieties of 415,
Thucydides shows a heavy preference for Evvwpooia over his typical terms for
conspiracy. This preference is especially evident in his excursus on the
conspiracy of Harmodius and Aristogeiton in 514 (6.54-9). The men who partake
in Harmodius and Aristogeiton’s plot, formerly referred to as the lovers’
Euveldoteg (1.20.2) are now called ot Evvopwpokdteg (6.56.3). When speaking of
the pair’s accomplices at 6.57.2, Thucydides again mirrors his formulation from
1.20.2, and again replaces “those in the know” (¢k twv Euvedotwv odioty,
1.20.2) with “those who swore the oath” (Tiva twv Evvwpotwv odiot, 6.57.2).
When he picks up his account of the impieties of 415 (6.60), furthermore,
Thucydides retains his newly-introduced designation for conspirators. Thus, at
6.60.1, it is with the events of 514 in mind that the Athenians hold onto their
suspicions: “regarding those culpable in the matter of the Mysteries, and it
seemed to them that all these deeds have been done with an aim towards

oligarchic and tyrannical conspiracy (£7tt Evvwpooiat OALYaX KL Kal

“plot” to the allies of Syracuse at Messene: AAk(BLAING...uNVVEL TOIG TV LVEAKooiwv Gpidoig
toig év Nt Meoonvnt Evvedws T0 péAAov; cf. 4.68.6: Tolg émovAevovot mpalat 6 épeAdov).
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tvoavviknt temeaxOat).” 11 When Thucydides” Athenians of 415 think back on
the events of 514, that is, they do so in the terms that match their manner of
speaking about the current conspiracy.

Not only does Thucydides attach Evvwpooia to beliefs that are specific to
the Athenians — whether in regard to the tyrannicides of 514 or to the impieties
of 415 — but he also undermines objective legitimacy of these beliefs in each
case. Throughout his review of the impieties and the trials that followed, and in
his excursus on the tyrannicides, Thucydides is diligent about writing only in
terms of what “seemed” to be true at the time (¢00kel).""? The Athenians’ flawed
recollection regarding the actual events of 514 (6.54.1) mirrors their flawed
comprehension of the aims and allegiances of the suspected conspirators of 415
(6.60.2, 5).

This air of “seeming” lends itself well to Thucydides’ adaptation of his
paradigm from book 3, for stasis-based shifts in verbal signification, to a portion
of the narrative that describes an unnamed stasis and an unrealized revolution.
Rather than provide his reader with a sample of alternative descriptors for

certain actions (as at 3.82.4), Thucydides instead leaves the words themselves as

1 Thuc. 6.60.1: xaAemog v T0TE Kal VTOTTNG €¢ TOVS TEQL TWV HUOTIKOV THV altiav
Aafévrag, kol mavta avtoic Ed0KeL Eml EVVWHOTTaL OALYaQXIKTL KAl TVEAVVIKAL TtemEaxOat.
12 Cf. 6.27.3, 29.3, 53.2, 55.3 (Thucydides expressing his own opinion), 60.1, 60.2, 61.1, and 61.2.
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prompts. As a result, Thucydides’ reader actually partakes of the process
whereby a term’s meaning evolves to reflect the circumstances, continuing to
“speak” of Evvwpooia as he or she always has, despite a clear change in the
term’s signification.

For this reason, Thucydides’ formulation at 6.61.1 is especially beautiful.
In this passage, the Athenians think that the impious deeds of both the
mutilators and profaners alike follow the selfsame rationale (Tov avtov Adyov)
of promoting conspiracy (tr¢ Evvwpooiag). In book 6, Evvwpooia is the word it
has always been (16 ovoua, 3.82.4), but it now represents a word and a rationale,
an onoma and a logos, related entirely to the deeds that occur in the context of
Athens in 415. The reader does not abandon the standard vocabulary for
conspiracy (i.e., émPpovAevw, Evvoda), but must instead expand it to include

this Athenian-specific Evvwpooia.

La. oAvyapxixn xal tvpavvikn: features of Athenian conspiracy (415)
By the time Thucydides reaches his summation of the impieties and trials
of 415 (6.60-1), he has regularized Euvwpooia, a signifier of pious allegiances in

books 1-5, as the preferred term for Athenian conspiracy. At this point, the



93

historian further refines the nature of the purported conspiracy by pairing it with
two novel, adjectival forms.

With the conspiracy of Harmodius and Aristogeiton in mind, Thucydides
writes, the Athenians of 415: “were of a severe manner at that time, and, having
held onto [their] suspicion regarding those culpable in the matter of the
Mysteries, it also seemed to them that all these deeds had been done with an aim
towards oligarchic and tyrannical conspiracy” (xaAemog v toté kat VTOTTNG €
TOUG TEQL TWV HLOTIKQV TV attlav AaPovtag, kKat mavta avtols €d0KeL €Tl
Euvwpootat OAryaQx kNt kat tvoavviknL temeaxBat, 6.60.1). In this passage,
OALyaQX KOG, -1, -OVv appears not only for the first time in Thucydides” narrative,
but also for the first time in extant Greek.!® The adjective that appears alongside
it, tuvpavvuky, is found only here in the extant narrative.!!4

Given that these adjectives serve as the explicit modifiers of Evvwpooia,
their appearance signals a direct link between oligarchy, tyranny, and a

particularly-Athenian type of impiety-driven conspiracy. These adjectives, that

113 See Hornblower 2008, n. 6.60.1.

114 Jf Thucydides did coin oAryapxikdc, then he was also the first to use it in conjunction with
tvoavvikt). Among Thucydides’ contemporaries, furthermore, the latter term appears only in
drama (e.g., Aesch. Ag. 828, Choe. 479; Eur. Med. 348, 740, Andr. 882, Hec. 55, Ion 1572, Hel. 1170,
Phoen. 197, Orest. 1356; Soph. Ajax 749, OC 373; Ar. Frogs 507). After Thucydides introduces
OALyaX koG to (extant) prose, Isocrates, Xenophon, and Plato use it regularly (e.g., Isoc. 2.53.4,
8.91.8 and 142.7, 12.125.6, 16.25.6; Xen. Hel. 2.3.49, Mem. 1.2.56, Cyr. 1.3.18; Plato Soph. 222c5, Pol.
276e10, 302d1).
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is, mark out the purported Evvwpooia of 415 as one with characteristics that are
specific to the beliefs and proclivities of the Athenian citizen body at that time.
Each term has a unique, albeit complimentary, relationship to a particular aspect
of Thucydides” narrative of the impieties, and of his digression on the
tyrannicides.' On the one hand, tvpavvikr) relates more closely to the
Athenians’ shared memory regarding the events of 514, and to the dermos’
collective, emotional response to the events of 415; on the other hand,
oAryapxwkn highlights the selective divisions between those implicated in the
conspiracy of the putative conspiracy of 415, and those who pursued their
prosecution.

The point of transition from Thucydides’” excursus on the Peisistratids
back to his main account of the impieties is at 6.60.1. When it appears in this
passage, Tupavvikr) represents the intersection of particular elements, which are
key to both the excursus and the main narrative. The first of these is the
association between tyranny and a harsh temperament (xaAemoc). Immediately

prior to and within the excursus, Thucydides associates xaAemog with the

115 Scholars often read the terms as “a virtual hendiadys” (Hornblower 2008, n. 6.60.1). Of the
combination, Dover writes that: “after a century of democracy the conception of the tyrant as
popular champion had faded...and the Athenians regarded oligarchy and tyranny indifferently
as the antithesis of democracy” (Gomme HCT IV, n. 6.60.2).
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tyranny and the (re)actions of the tyrants (cf. 6.53.3, Tvpavvida xaAemnyv; 6.56.2,
XAAETWG D¢ EveykovTog ToL Aprodiov; and 6.59.2, xaAemwtépa...1) TLEAVVIC).
The structure of the statement at 6.60.1, bracketed by xaAemog v on one end,
and tvoavvikn tempaxOat on the other, transports the harshness of the tyrants
from its historical context to the present reality in 415. At 6.60.1, xaAemog v
simultaneously evokes the Athenian demos” sentiments regarding both the deeds
of 514 and the impieties of 415.11¢ Subsequently, this (historically tyrannical)
harshness guides the Athenians” assessment of Alcibiades’ culpability in the
profanities (1tept 0¢ ToL AAKIPLADOL...XaAeTtws ot AOnvaiol EAdupavov,
6.61.1).17

Whereas tvpavvikr] relates the Athenians’ collective, emotional response
to a particular set of memories and circumstances, 0Aryapx k] marks the
separation of the Athenian population into discrete groups. The introduction of

oAryapxixr) at 6.60.1 provides the reader with a verbal marker that emphasizes

116 A great deal of scholarship attempts to posit the existence of and/or understand the nature of
distinct parallels between the events of each period. For a thorough list of scholarship, divided by
thesis, see Meyer 2008, 14-15 with nn. 4-15.

117 In a section on Thucydides’ book 6 account of the impieties and the tyrannicides, Connor
(1984, 180) concludes: “In seeking to protect itself from a tyranny Athens begins to become a
tyrant and a tyrant whose effects are felt not so much by its subjects as by its own citizens.” See
also Meyer 2008, 22-4.
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the exclusivity of the accused as a subset of the Athenian collective.!® Outside of
book 6, Thucydides not infrequently represents oligarchy itself as a perfectly
suitable and legitimate form of government.'” In book 6, Thucydides
consistently speaks of the charges against those accused of oligarchic sympathies
as conjectural, portrays the prosecutorial process as haphazard at best, and
ultimately questions the severe treatment of the indicted.'® As such, Thucydides

sets the threat of oligarchy at Athens in 415 firmly within a realm of hypothetical

118 Aside from Thucydides’ non-specific statements on the imprisonment of “the most exemplary
of citizens” (mavv XENoTOLS TV TOALT@Y, 6.53.2) and “many —and reputable—men” (moAAol te
kat afloAoyoLon év i deopwtneiwt, 60.2), we also have Andocides” De Mysteriis and IG I3 426
and 430 as evidence of the names and material wealth of a number of those implicated during the
trials of 415.

119 Thucydides’ language at 1.19.1 (e.g., oUx UmoteAelg, 1yovvto) gives the impression that the
Spartan practice of establishing oligarchies among its allies, though advantageous for Sparta itself
(¢mtndelwe), nonetheless did not create any undue imposition upon these allies. At 3.62.3,
Thucydides demonstrates that oligarchy and equal representation under the law (ic6vopov) are
not mutually exclusive (see Gomme HCT II-III, n. 3.62.3). At Thuc. 5.31.6, the constitution
(moArteia) of the Spartans provides a legitimate model for the oligarchies at Boeotia and Megara,
and at 8.48.4, oligarchy and democracy are parallel (albeit opposed) orders of governance
(koopog; cf. 8.72.2). See also 8.64.5, where the Thasians (and others) prefer the absolute freedom
(1) v &dvtikoug éAevBegiav) of a self-established oligarchy over the imposition of any form of
government (this in fulfillment of Phrynichus’ prediction regarding the preference of Athens’
former allies for freedom above all else, 8.48.5). Finally, see Thucydides’ assessment at 8.97.2, in
which the appeal of replacing the Athenian oligarchy comprised of 400 authorities, with one
comprised of 5000, is the latter’s greater constitutional legitimacy (mvkval ékkAnotay npioavto
&g v moAtelav... patvovtal ed moAltevoavteg), and its moderate integration of the few and
the many (petola yao 1j te €g Tovg 0ALYOoUS Kat ToUG TOAAOUG EVYKQAOLS €YEVETO).

120 E.g.,6.29.2 (duxfoAac); 29.3 (dxfoAng); 53.2 (o0 dokipalovteg Tovg unvutac); 60.2 (6omeg
€00KEL ALTUOTATOS ELVAL... €T ApPOTEQX YOO elkaleta, TO 0 oadeg ovdels [€xel]); 60.5 (ot pev
naaBovTeg AdNAOV NV el AdIKWG ETETIUWQENVTO).
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circumstances and ill-founded accusations, none of which legitimate the actual
punishments that the alleged conspirators suffer.

The hypothetical nature of the threat which 0Aryapyucr| represents also
helps to distinguish the conspiratorial “few” from their most active
prosecutors.'?! A group equal in its exclusivity to the putative conspirators, the
&x0pol of the accused create a path that winds from the actual mutilations, to
alleged profanations, to the insinuation of conspiracy aimed at revolution, and
they encourage the demos to continue along it at every turn.

Thucydides” use of passive and active verbs, in his description of the
genesis and evolution of the accusations, provides evidence of the aggressively
active role that the £xOpot take on. When describing the general members of the
demos and their participation in the prosecutions at 6.28.1, Thucydides uses not a

single active verb (unvvetay, motetta, émnutiwvto)'?? and notes that the

121 These are the men who connect the suspicion of a Evvwuooia, which grows from the
defacement of the Herms (6.27.2-3), to the (previously) unrelated accusations regarding the
Mysteries (6.28.1). The main motive that the prosecutors share, according to Thucydides, is a
rivalrous aspiration to power over their aristocratic competitors: “Those particularly vexed by
Alcibiades... thinking that, if he were expelled, they could be in command, exacerbated the
situation to excess, proclaiming that the [profanation of] the Mysteries and the defacement of the
Herms was aimed at the dissolution of the demos” (oi pdAiota Tt AAKIBLAdNL dxOduevol...
vopioavteg, el avtov E£eAdoelay, mMEWTOL AV eivat, EpeydAvvov Kal €Bowv wg €Tt drjpov
KATaAUOEL T& T€ pLoTka Kai 1) twv ‘Eguav mepueonn yévotto, 6.28.2).

122 T have omitted yeyevnuévar from the consideration of active vs. passive voice, as it is a form of
the deponent, y{yvopuadt
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information the witnesses provide is entirely unrelated to the crime in question
(mteot pév twv Epuawv ovdev). 12 At 6.29.3, furthermore, Thucydides selects
passive verbs in relation to the accused (Alcibiades, in this case) and the demos
(dywviCntat and paAxilntay respectively). 1

On the other hand, the men who capitalize upon the specious connections
as a means of targeting their political rivals are those who actively take up these
accusations (OUmoAapavovreg, 6.28.2). Although these men position themselves,
according to Thucydides, as potential leaders of the demos,'® their interests and

actions mark them as a distinct group.'?® At 6.29.3 the ¢x0Opotl are the subject to

123 Rather, these men testify to previous mutilations of other statues (AAAwVv 8¢ ayaAudtwv
meQukomadl...meodteQov), which they claim occurred around the same time (&px) as private
profanation of the Mysteries. Thucydides makes a point of speaking of the charges in tandem
(e.g., 6.28.2; 53.1; 53.2), separating them only after the Athenians feel they have uncovered the
truth about the Herms (60.4). On the progression and conflation of the charges, see Rubel 2000,
192-220.

124 Thuc. 6.29.3: “Alcibiades’ enemies, fearful that the army would show its allegiance to him if he
were prosecuted immediately, and that the demos might soften and protect him on the grounds
that the Argives and some of the Mantineans were going into combat with them [in Sicily] on his
account, ceased from and endeavored to prevent [the prosecution], putting forward other
speakers who argued that he should sail at the present time... [his enemies] planning to arrange
for his return and to bring him to trial on a more serious charge, which they were likely to
contrive more easily in his absence” (oi d' £x00ol dedioteg 16 Te oTEATELUAUT) EUVOLVY EXTL, TV
non aywvitntat, 6 te dNpog un paAakilnron Oegamevwyv Ot dL' Exelvov ol T' Agyeiol
EuveoTaTeLOV Kal TV Mavtivéwv Tvég, ATETEETOV Kal ATETTTELDOV, AAAOLS O1]TOQAC
EVLEVTEG Ol EAgyOV VOV HEV TTAELY aUTOV... fovAduevol €k pellovog dlafBoAng, v épeAdov
QALOV AVTOL ATIOVTOG TIOQLELY, HETATEUTTOV KOPLOOEVTA a0TOV Aywvicaodat).

125 Thuc. 6.28.2: “Those particularly vexed by Alcibiades, who was an impediment to their
positioning themselves firmly at the head of the demos” (ot paAtota Tt AAkPLadnL axOdopevol
EUTTOdWV OVTL OPLOL pT| aUTOIG TOL dMpHov Pefaiws mooeoTavat).

126 See Meyer 2008, 21: “[Alcibiades’] enemies are distinguished in 6.28-9, and are clearly not the
same as the entire demos.”
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whom Thucydides assigns independent, active fear (ot d' £€xOpot dedioteg), and
the main verbs, amétoenov kat dnéomevdov, give Alcibiades” enemies particular
control as those who are actively directing the prosecutions.!?

Thucydides ultimately suggests that the slander of Alcibiades” enemies
deters the general from returning to face trial,?® and that the self-serving agenda,
according to which Alcibiades” enemies operate, sets the terms for the demos’
collective response.'? According to Thucydides, the Athenian’s harsh
punishment of the suspected profaners is not self-directed, but arises from the

prompting of Alcibiades’ self-interested enemies (¢évayovtwv twv €éxOowv,

127 Andocides writes that the aristocrat, Pythonicus, initially brought the matter of the Mysteries
to the attention of the Assembly, and also provided them with a witness, namely the slave
Andromachus (Andoc. 1.11-12). These men are of the lowly sort that Thucydides generally
describes (Thuc. 6.27-8). Andocides also confirms the role played by the influential Androcles,
who likely induced the metic, Teucer, to approach the Council as an informant (Andoc. 1.15, 27;
cf. Thuc 8.65). From Andocides, we also know that the aristocrats, Peisander and Charicles,
oversaw the specially-commissioned board of {njtrjta, tasked with investigating the impieties
(Andoc. 1.36). The board was comprised of some of Athens’ wealthiest citizens, many of whom
would later join the ranks of the 400.

128 Thuc. 6.61.7 (dlxBoAn); cf. 6.29.2, 6.29.3.

129 Scholars have argued that the Athenian public eventually assumes the lead in the prosecution
of the accused, based upon passages in which the ABnvaio, the dfuog, or the dALS are the
agents in the prosecutorial process (e.g., Thuc. 6.53.2-3 and 60.4-5). H. S. Rawlings (1981, 101-02
and 108-11) concludes that the prosecutions were driven by the Athenian middle class (see also
Meyer 2008, 21). Yet we ought to keep in mind that Thucydides narrows his focus to only a single
informant (likely the aristocratic Andocides) as the one responsible for prompting a final
judgement in the matter of the Herms (Thuc. 6.60.4). Thus, to whatever extent the other, “lowly”
informants calmed the fear and consternation of the demos, in Thucydides’ version of events, it is
one (aristocratic) man who ultimately holds the power either to win pardon for, or to secure the
condemnation of, the vast majority of imprisoned suspects.
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6.61.1).130 In response to the implied threat of an oligarchic few, that is, the demos
capitulates to a different “few,” namely, a body of ¢x0pot who undermine the
stability of the city in the broad light of day.'* Alongside Euvwpooia,
OoAryapxkn takes its place (together with tvpavvukr)) as a feature in the
Athenian-specific model for conspiracy. This type of conspiracy does not arise
from stasis named as such, nor does it feed an immediate revolution. It does,
however, set the verbal stage for the divisive upheaval — which Thucydides

names as such — that will come to Athens (and Samos) in 411.13

1. Evvwpooia: a real Athenian conspiracy (411)
When he describes the actual conspiracy of 411 in book 8, Thucydides

adopts and adapts the quintessential terms that define the hypothetical

130 Thuc. 6.61.1: “The Athenians took a severe view of Alcibiades, with his enemies, those who
had fallen upon him even before the expedition, leading [them] on” (Tept d¢ To0 AAkLBLadov
Evayovtov twv Ex0owv, olmep Kal el ExkmAely avtov Emédevto, xaAenws ol ABnvaiot
EAGuPavov).

131 Thuc. 2.65.11: “The Sicilian Expedition was also a failure... because of personal accusations
motivated by democratic partisanship, [those who sent the expedition] were the first to fall into
disarray amongst themselves, and began to make both the efforts of the soldiers and political
actions less effective” (fua@tOn katl 6 €¢ LuceAlav TAODG... kKata TAS dlag dBoAag mepl T
TOU OT)LLOL TTEOOTACIAC Td TE €V TWL OTEATOTIEdWL ALBAVTEQN EMOlOVY Kol T TTeQL TNV TTOALY
MEWTOV &€V AAANAoLS étapaxOnoav).

132 Thucydides uses both otdoic and otaoialw to describe the conflict at Athens in 411 (e.g.,
8.48.4,95.2,96.2, 98.4, 106.5).



101

conspiracy of book 6. Up to the point at which the democrats regain control of
Samos in 411 (8.75.3), Evvwpooia retains its book 6 implication of an impious
and conspiratorial alliance. The specter of tyranny continues to inform the demos’
impression of the aims of suspected conspirators (e.g., 8.68.4), and, to an
unprecedented and unparalleled degree, Thucydides directs his reader to
observe men in the process of “being oligarchs.” 133

By recycling the vocabulary from his account of the putative conspirators
of 415 in his account of the actual conspirators of 411, Thucydides stresses the
direct relationship between the impious circumstances of the vvwpooia
OoAryapxkr) kat tvpavvikr), and the instantiation of the limited, nearly-
tyrannical oligarchy of 400.1* If we examine the vocabulary that books 6 and 8
share, we can recognize that Thucydides” book 3 paradigm, which delineates the
process of a shift in verbal signification during periods of revolutionary stasis,
can function as both a theoretical and a practical model for Athenian behavior.

In book 6, the paradigm is most useful as a theoretical model. In 415,

neither named stasis nor political revolution occurs at Athens, but the seeming

133 The verb, 0AryaQyéw, appears a spare five times in the extant narrative, the majority of which
belong to book 8: cf. Thuc. 5.31.6; 8.63.3 (twice), 76.2, and 91.3.

134 For a similar argument on a smaller scale, see Kallet (1999, 223-44), on the link between
Thucydides” digression on Mykalessos (7.27-9) and his broader description of Athenian affairs.
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threat of both looms large. This hypothetical menace grows from suspicion
regarding religious impieties and the potentially oligarchic, even tyrannical, aims
of the conspirators who supposedly committed the crimes. The Evvwpooia of
book 6 is not the pious alliance of books 1-5, nor is it the literal conspiracy that
other authors like Aristophanes evoke in their respective works. The term
changes its meaning, as one would expect under circumstances of stasis (3.82.4),
but the circumstances themselves are highly theoretical, and do not strictly
justity the altered signification. Thucydides” Corcyra paradigm can serve as a
practical model in book 8, when Evvwpooia describes a conspiracy in the context
of named stasis and revolution.

The men of Athens are the common denominator: in books 6 and 8, the
Athenians alone are able to pervert the pious sense of Evvwpooia. They do so in
service of oligarchy — imagined or substantive — and always in a context of
religious laxity, insincerity, or outright impiety. In 411 (book 8), Evvwpooia is
the purview of the men who prosecuted the alleged conspirators of 415 (book 6).
These actual conspirators of 411 coopt the identity of oligarchic plotters of 415,

and they do so in the interest of affecting a very real revolution.'® By sharing a

135 Scholars have seized upon Thucydides’ repetition of Evvwpooia, between books 6 and 8, as a
means of reconstructing the specific identities of the conspirators of 411. Many of these
conspirators played an important role in the prosecutions of 415, on which see Andrewes’
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common set of key terms between the two sets of oligarchs, alleged or actual,
Thucydides creates an important point of contact between his account of 415 and
that of 411. This shared vocabulary obscures the line between accusers and
accused, between assumed and apparent conspirators, with the result that the
reader comes to associate a sinister connotation of Evvwpoota with a certain
swath of the Athenian population, defined by the upper-class status of the
group’s most powerful members, and their disregard for the piety that defines

allegiances among other men.

IL.a. Conspiracy at Samos

With his first use of Euvwpoota in book 8 (48.2), Thucydides confirms for
the reader that the term’s conspiratorial connotation is contingent upon its use in
reference to Athenian subjects. During the winter of 412/1, it is on their own
initiative (&m0 opwv avtwv) that: “the trierarchs at Samos and the most
powerful of the Athenians as well set out to break down the democracy” (ot é€v

L LAl Tomeapxot e twv ABnvalwv kal dSuvaTWTATOL WQHUNVTO € TO

“Excursus: Sources for the Revolution” (Gomme HCT IV, 184-256), along with n. 8.54.4. On the
precise identity of the key players in 411, see also Ostwald 1987, 346-54.
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KataAvoat v dnuokoatiav, 8.47.2).1% Having travelled to Sardis to solicit
Alcibiades” advice (8.47.1),'” some of these men: “came [back] to Samos and
gathered together a group of men suitable for a conspiracy,” (é¢ te v Zapov
EA00VTec EvvioTaodv te Twv avOpWTWV TOLS Emitndeiovg ¢ EuvwHooiav,
8.48.2). The hypothetical conspiracy of book 6 — a supposed association of a
select group of men thought to be working for an oligarchic revolution — makes
its first appearance in book 8 as an equally-exclusive, conspiratorial alliance of
certain men whose collective desire for stasis and oligarchy is now anything but
hypothetical.

For a moment, Thucydides appears to undermine the exclusivist,
conspiratorial connotation of Evvwpooia, for he goes on to state that these men
openly shared their plans with the majority (¢ toUg ToAAoUG pavepws EAeyov,
8.48.2). Yet he knocks down this collective straw man in almost the same breath:
“The crowd took no action, but those putting together the oligarchy, after

communicating with the public, again contemplated Alcibiades” proposals

136 On the preference for ot duvatwtatot instead of ot duvatol, see Hornblower 2008, n. 8.48.1.
137 At this time, Alcibiades was with Tissaphernes at Sardis (Thuc. 8.45). The duvatwtatot who
determine to break up the democracy (8.47.2) are those whom Alcibiades himself — in the hopes
of ending his exile— entreats to end the democracy at Athens (ur) dnpokoatovuevwy, 48.2), and
to establish an oligarchy in its place (AAk(PBLadov meoomépavtog Adyoug €g Tovg
dLVATWTATOLG...OTL €T OALYaQx it BovAeTaL...kateABWV, 47.2).
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among themselves and with more members of their association” (6 pev OxAoc...
novxalev- ot 0¢ EvvioTAvTEG TNV OALyapxlav, emeldn) Tt AN 0eL éxolvwoay,
avOLG KAV oPloty avTOIS Kal TOL ETALQUKOV TWL TAEOVL TA ATIO TOV AAKLBLAdOL
gokomnovy, 8.48.3). The extended process of ever-refining selection for the
Euvwpooia, along with the repeated distinction between the Samian multitude
and the conspiracy-bound few, make the exclusivist, conspiratorial implications
of Euvwpooia indisputable. 3

Although the movement towards oligarchy begins at Samos, Thucydides’
consistent use of a limited vocabulary, with connotations that are specific to
Athenian actors, gives the impression that the conspirators at Samos are
accustomed, as Athenians, to operating in a certain manner when instigating
stasis to support an oligarchic revolution. Thucydides” use of uviotnut
alongside Evvwpoola, in his descriptions of the Athenian conspirators, fosters

the impression that Athenians approach conspiracy in a particular manner.

138 Thucydides’ mention of the étaouicog not only serves to further define the exclusivity of the
organizers from the majority of the Samians, but also associates these oligarchy-inclined
comrades with Thucydides” Corcyraean paradigm for stasis that is inspired by the threat of
oligarchy. The only other appearance of the substantive adjective in the extant text is at 3.82.6,
where: “[connection according to] kinship was undoubtedly less natural than party allegiance”
(kat pnv kat t0 EVYYyevEg ToL ETaQlkoL dAAOTELOTEQOV EYEVETO).

7
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For the most part, Evviotnut signifies the act of gathering together or
forming an arrangement in the interest of protecting the allied group against an
external opponent.’® As is the case with é¢miBovAedw or EVvowda, the verb takes
on a stasis-specific connotation in descriptions of revolutionary unrest, yet
Thucydides reserves this use of Evviotnut almost exclusively to describe the
oligarchic revolutions at Athens and Samos.!*’ The historian uses the verb to
describe the organization of the conspirators at Samos (Evviotacdv...€c
Euvwpootav, 8.48.2), and that of their preferred form of governance
(Evviotavteg v OAryapxiav, 8.48.3). As such, the term functions like a verbal
equals sign, on either side of which stand Evvwpooia and oAryapxia as equally-

viable, mutually-dependent aspects of an Athenian congregation.

I1.b. Conspiracy at Athens
The utter proliferation of Evviotnutin an Athenian-specific context serves

not only to distinguish the Athenian “method” of organizing a conspiracy, but

139 E.g., 1.1.1, 15.2 (consolidation of revenue and control over others); 2.88.1; 4.55.2, 78.5, 96.2;
6.16.6, 21.1, 33.5, 37.2, 79.3, 85.3 (twice), 96.3; 7.15.1, 33.2; 8.83.3 (the Peloponnesian soldiers under
Tissaphernes organize to protest his failure to pay them).

140 The only instances, outside of book 8, in which Euviotnut describes a gathering of men who
aim to attack their own fellow-citizens are at: 3.70.6 (oligarchic conspirators at Corcyra band
together to murder Peithias and his supporters in 427) and 5.82.2 (the popular party at Argos
gathers together to oppose the oligarchs in 417).
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also provides insight into the extent to which the Athenian conspirators at Samos
plan and act according to a procedure for establishing oligarchy that is ingrained
in the political practices of their fellow citizens at Athens. The Athenians at
Samos find support for their efforts from “associates” already at Athens (tag te
Evvwpootag, 8.54.4),1 some of whom put Peisander’s proposal into action by
“organizing” (§votavreg, 8.65.2) and killing those opposed to their cause. At
8.66.2 and 66.3, the verb becomes a byword for the 400 conspirators and their
conspiracy (toig Evveotwot, 8.66.2; T0 Evveotnkog, 8.66.3); likewise, at 8.73.4,
Thucydides uses the term as a byword for the 300 conspirators at Samos (toig
Evveotwov), whom the Athenians are responsible for recruiting. Finally,
Thucydides employs the verb at 8.73.2 to describe the organization of the 400 (ot
tetpakodool Evviotavto), and again at 8.89.2 to describe the organization of
those opposed to the 400 (EvvioTavTo).

As in 415, the vitality of oligarchy at Athens depends upon the perversion
of religious propriety, with the important difference that, in 411, neither this

impiety nor the oligarchy itself is conjectural. This much is clear from the verbs

141 Thuc. 8.54.4: “And Peisander approached all the clubs, which were already in place in the city
for the purpose of overseeing lawsuits and magistracies, and encouraged them to unite around a
shared wish to break apart the democracy” (kai 6 pev ITeicavdgog tac te Evvwpooiag, aimeg
ETUYXaVOV EOTEQOV €V T1) MOAEL ovoaL ETL dikALS KAl AQXALS, ATAcag EmeABwv
TILQAKEAEVOANEVOG OIS ELOTOAPEVTES KAl KOLWVT BOVAEVTALEVOL KATAAVOOVOL TOV OTLLOV).
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Thucydides chooses at 8.53.2, in order to describe the Athenian’s response to
Peisander, when he calls for revolution in the city. Some speak against his
proposal in general, Alcibiades” enemies in particular decry permitting a
condemned man to flout the law, and: “the Eumolpidae and the Ceryces gave
testimony (EvpoATdwv kat Knovkwv pagtugopévwv) regarding the Mysteries,
on account of which [Alcibiades] had fled, and appealed to the gods
(¢mBeialdvtwv) to disallow his return.”#2 Not only is this the lone instance, in
the extant narrative, in which Thucydides names these officials, but the
participles that dictate their actions are also exceedingly rare.'® In the
“testimony” of 411, the reader hears an echo of Alcibiades” own appeals to the

Athenian people, whom he entreated (¢mepaptoeto, 6.29.2) to disregard the

122 Peisander appeals to the Athenians to recall Alcibiades and alter the nature of the democracy
at Athens (AAKIPLAONV kKatayayovol katl Ut OV adTOV ToOTIOV dNHoKpaTovévolg, 8.53.1). In
response to his proposal: “A number of others spoke against [the proposal] concerning the
democracy, and at the same time, there was an uproar from Alcibiades” enemies that it would be
dangerous for him to return after he had acted above the law, and the Eumolpidae and the
Ceryces gave testimony regarding the Mysteries, on account of which [Alcibiades] had fled, and
appealed to the gods against his return” (dvtiAeyovtwv d& TOAAWV kat dAAwV el TG
onpokpatiog kat twv AAKIPLAOOL Gua X0V dLafBodviwy we deLvoV &in el TOUG VOLLOLG
Plaoapevog katelol, Kat EOpoAmidov kat Knovkwv megl tov puotikayv, o amep EPuye,
HAQTUEOHEVWYV Kal EmBelalOvTwy un katayewy, 8.53.2).

143 The verb, paptvpopat, appears only one other time in the extant narrative, when the
Syracusan general, Hermocrates, accuses the Ionians of plotting against his city in 415/4 (6.80.3).
The noun, émipagtuola, appears once at 2.74.2, in the form of Archidamus’ solemn appeal to the
gods at Plataea in 429. Finally, at 8.51.3, Alcibiades’ plans to discredit Phrynichus in 411 backfire,
with his accusations against the latter instead corroborating (Evvepagtignoe) those already
aimed at him.
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duxfoAdg levied against him in 415.144 As such, the reader can draw a direct line
between the “denunciations” of 415, culled from lowly informants, and the
authoritative “testimony” of 411, provided by some of Athens” highest religious
officials.

Contributing to this escalation is the equally-rare é¢miOeiklw, which
appears, in the extant narrative, only at 2.75.1 and 8.53.2.14% In book 2,
Archidamus appeals to the gods to uphold the terms of the Spartan-Plataean
(non-conspiratorial!) Evvwpooia by punishing the latter for breaking their
obligation to this alliance (c. 429). But in book 8, though the appeal to the gods
comes from the mouths of those perhaps most suited to make it, this is no
righteous entreaty. Rather, it is an overblown condemnation of an absent threat,
whose exile was predicated upon accusations of promoting oligarchy through

Euvwpoota. In fact, the religious officials themselves are those who actually

144 In general, the noun for testimony, t0 paptvLov, always refers either to evidence offered as
proof of the speaker’s own claim (e.g., 1.8.1, 73.3; 3.11.4, 53.4; 6.82.2), or else connotes a positive
testament to one’s actions (1.33.1). The noun for a witness (mortal or divine), 6/1 pagtvg, also
bears no explicitly accusatory connotation (e.g.,1.37.2, 73.2, 78.4; 2.71.4; 4.28.3, 87.2; 6.14.1; cf.
2.41.4, dudotuov ye v dvvauw). It is only the “testimony” of the Eumolpidae and Ceryces
that is, which carries an obviously divisive and accusatory tone.

145 The related noun, 6 émBelaopdc appears only once. In book 7, the retreating Athenians are
forced to leave behind their sick and wounded, whose wrenching cries to the gods against this
abandonment (¢rtiBeiaxopv) move their comrades to tears (7.75.4)
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capitulate, with little resistance, to Peisander’s appeals for a real oligarchy
(8.53.3).

Brief though it is, Thucydides” description at 8.53.2 clearly demonstrates
how his account of the impieties of 415 helps shape his presentation of oligarchic
conspiracy at Athens in 411. The religious impropriety of 411, which initially
resurfaces as a conspiratorial Evvwpooia among the Athenians at Samos, finds a
ready counterpart in the actions of the religious officials at Athens itself.

Thucydides also draws the 400 into the process whereby men coopt
public, religious norms for private aims. On the day that the 400 gather to drive
the Council members from their chambers, the conspirators: “allowed those not
wise to their plans to depart, but to those sworn into the conspiracy they ordered
to remain calmly, not with their weapons at arm’s reach, but instead at a distance
from them...” (toUg pév un Euvelddtag ciaoav womep eiwbecav ameAbely,
t015 O' &v L EuVwHOTiaL elpNTO NOLXNL UM €T AVTOIG TOIG OTAOLS, AAA'
amwOev mepuévery..., 8.69.2). Upon taking the chamber and electing their own
Prytanes, the 400: “... to the extent necessary with respect to the gods, offered

prayers and made sacrifices when they came to power, but after this mostly
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abandoned the administrative practices of the demos.”1* Thucydides hollows out
the conspirators’ gestures towards democratic order, and their perfunctory acts
of piety, neither of which they perform in service of unifying enfranchised
citizens at every level, but rather as a means of assuring the limited power of the
conspiratorial few. As in 415, impiety and oligarchic conspiracy are an

inextricable pair at Athens.

II.c. Conspirators: Athenians vs. Samians

On a verbal level, the conspirators on Samos share their revolutionary
aims, and even the proponents thereof, with the men at Athens. Thucydides
reports they synchrony of the coup on Samos with the organization of the coup
at Athens (UT" avTOV TOV XPOVOV TOLTOV, 8.73.1), and he names Peisander, and
his Athenian supporters at Samos, as those who persuade 300 of the Samians to

become conspirators (Evvwpotat, 8.73.2) and to attack the island’s demos. In

146 Thuc. 8.70.1: ... to the extent necessary with respect to the gods, offered prayers and made
sacrifices when they came to power, but after this mostly abandoned the administrative practices
of the demos—except that they did not recall the exiles on account of Alcibiades—and they kept
affairs of the city in order through force” (6oa mpog tovg Beolg evxais Kol Ovotoaig
KaOotdpevol &g TV &oXNV €Xxonoavto, VOTEQEOV d& TIOAD HeTAAAAEAVTEG TG TOD O1)pov
dLoKNTEWS — MAT|V TOUG (hevyovTag oV KAt yov ToD AAKLBLAdOL Eveka— Ta Te AAAa Evepov
KQTX KQATOG THV TOALY).
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addition, Thucydides limits the use of EvvwpoTal to those Samians acting under
the guidance of the pro-oligarchic Athenian conspirators ([Evvwpotat]
Evvémpalav, 8.73.3).

When he writes of the uprising on Samos, Thucydides also addresses the
connection between religious corruption and Evvwpooia. He does so, however,
not by associating impiety with the conspirators, but by emphasizing the
ceremonial rectitude of their opponents. In fact, he refrains from using
Euvwpoota and its cognates in his description of the solemn oath, led by the
Athenian generals in support of democracy. When Thrasybulus and Thrasyllus
abandon the oligarchic movement (00TOL YXQ HAALOTX TTIQOELOTIKETAV TNG
petaBoAng, 8.75.2), they also abandon its precise vocabulary. Instead, in order to
compel their forces to uphold a democratic government at Samos and to oppose
the 400 at Athens, the generals: “directed all of the soldiers to swear the firmest
oaths” (WEKWOAV TAVTAC TOVS OTEATLWOTAS TOVG peYioToug 6pKovg, 8.75.2).
Importantly, when Thucydides describes how the Samian population joined in
this pledge to uphold democracy, he does use the verbal cognate of Evvwpooia
(ovvopvout): “And the Samians also all swore the same oath together”
(Svvwpvvoav d¢ kat Zaplwv mavteg Tov avtov 0pkov, 8.75.3). In this sentence,

the term is devoid of conspiratorial implication for the first time since
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Thucydides introduced it in book 6. This key shift in signification is only
temporary, but it confirms the contrast, which Thucydides develops throughout
his narrative, between the pious oaths sworn among non-Athenians, and those
sinister pledges to which the Athenian proponents of (alleged or actual)
oligarchy alone give voice.

The final appearance of Evvwpooia in the extant narrative (8.81.2)
solidifies the reader’s impression that the term’s conspiratorial connotation
depends upon its use in relation to Athenian impiety and oligarchy. Upon
swearing to uphold the democracy at Samos, Thrasybulus grants Alcibiades
immunity, and hopes that the latter will assist in negotiations with Tissaphernes
(8.81.1). As usual, Thucydides chooses his words very carefully when describing
Alcibiades” subsequent actions: “Alcibiades...greatly exaggerated (UrteoB&AA@YV
éueyadAvve) his influence with Tissaphernes, aiming to make those directing the
oligarchy (tr)v oAryapxiav) at home fear him, and wanting even more to
disband the conspirators (at Evvwpooiat).”¥” The Evvwpooiatl, whom
Alcibiades hopes to thwart by overstating his political connections (OmeQB&AAwV

gueyaAvve), are the very tag te Evvwpooiag to whom Peisander appealed to

147 Thuc. 8.81.2: 6 AAKBLAdING... UTEQBAAAWV EpeyAALVE TNV EAVTOD dVVAULY TAQX TAL
Twoadégvel, tva ol te olicoL v 0Aryaoxiov €xovtec poBoivto avtov kat HAAAOV al
Evvwpooiat dtaAvBeiev.
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establish oligarchy at Athens in 411 (8.54.4). They are also those who, as
Alcibiades” £€x0pot, had made their own exaggerated claims in 415 (¢peyaAvvov
Kat €Bowv, 6.28.2). In that year, they argued that Alcibiades was integral to the
fomentation of an oligarchic revolution (ovdev ein avtwv GTL OV et Ekelvov
EmEdx0n, 6.28.2); 148 in 411, these men exclude Alcibiades from their own
conspiratorial alliance (8.63.4, 70.2), despite Alcibiades” own assistance in
shaping it (8.47-8).

Thucydides’ verbal consistency, with regard to the hypothetical
conspiracy of 415 and the actual conspiracy of 411, creates a unified impression
regarding the proclivities of Athens’ leading citizens. Regardless of where their
allegiances lie at any given time, the Athenians alone are those who foster

revolutionary aims by corrupting the traditional piety of a Evvwpooia, a piety

148 Thuc. 6.28.2: “Those particularly vexed by Alcibiades... thinking that, if he were expelled, they
could be in command, exacerbated the situation to excess, proclaiming that the [profanation of]
the Mysteries and the defacement of the Herms was aimed at the dissolution of the demos, and
that none of these actions could have occurred without him” (ot pdAtota @ AAkPLadn
ax0dpevol... voploavteg, el avTOV EEEAATELAV, TOWTOL AV elval, ELEYAAVVOV Kal EBOwV WG
ETTIL ONUOL KATAAVOEL T& TE PLOTIKA Kal 1) TV ‘EQouav mepukomt) yévorto, Katl ovdev el avtwv
OTL o0 et ékelvov €meaxOn). The verb, peyaAvvw, used at 6.28.2 and 8.81.2, occurs only one
other time in the extant narrative, when the Melians warn the Athenians that the forced
capitulation of Melos will increase Athens’ list of enemies, by providing neutral poleis with an
excuse to arm themselves against similar intervention (kav ToUtw ti &dAA0 1) TOUG peV
VTAQXOVTAG TMOAEUIOVG HEYAADVETE, TOUG 0& UNdE peAAoavtag yevéoDatl dkovtag
éndyeo0e, 5.89.1).
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that remains incorruptible, throughout Thucydides” extant narrative, among

every citizen body aside from Athens” own.

ILd. oAvyapx k) kal tvpavvikn: features of Athenian conspiracy (411)

Though tvpavvucr) appears only in book 6 (60.1), Thucydides suggests, in
book 8, that the Athenian demos” willingness to associate tyranny with oligarchy
in 415 directly informs its reception, in 411, of the actual oligarchy of 400. There
are only three passages in the Histories in which tyrannical oppression qualifies
the nature of oligarchy in any way (1.18-19.1; 3.62.3; 6.38.3-4).1* In none of these
passages, however, does Thucydides use tyranny and oligarchy as by-words to

indicate a mutually-supportive form of governance.'* The Thebans of 427 are

149 To determine this, I have searched for an overlap between passages in which Thucydides
speaks of oligarchy (0Atyaoxia, 0Aryapxikr, OAryaox£éw), and those in which he uses
TvoavveLw and/or 1 TVEAVVIC/6 TVPavvog (the only forms besides Tvpavvukn that occur in the
extant work).

150 On 1.18-19.1, see above, n. 119. At 3.62.3, Theban ambassadors to Plataea in 427 contrast an:
“oligarchy administrated according to legal equality for citizens” (dAryagxiav icovopov
nioAltevovoay) to one: “nearest to tyranny, the dominion of a few men” (¢yyvtatw d¢ Tvodvvov,
duvaotela OAlywv dvdowv). At 6.38.3-4, part of Athenagoras’ speech to the Syracusans in 415,
Athenagoras mentions both only to separate them definitively. Speaking first of the tyrannies or
lawless dynasties, to which Syracuse has been subject in the past (tvgavvidac d¢ Eéotwv Ote kail
duvvaoteilag ddikovg, 6.38.3), he promises to punish those who entertain plots towards such ends
(Tobg 0¢ Tax TolUTA PUNXAVWLEVOUS KOAGLwV, 38.4). Athenagoras then describes an entirely
separate response to would-be oligarchs (toUg d' av 0Alyouvg), whom he would: “scrutinize in
some instances, in other instances keep tabs on, in some cases even educate” (tax pev éAéyxwv,
T ¢ PuAdoowv, To 0¢ Kal dddoKkwY, 6.38.4).
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careful to distinguish oligarchy by name from a near-tyrannical, dynastic cabal
(3.62.3), and in 415, Athenagoras considers tyranny and oligarchy worthy of two
very different responses (6.38.4).

The Athenians of book 6, on the other hand, are unique for developing
and accepting the view that oligarchy and tyranny go hand in hand (Evvpooouat
OAryapxknt kat tvpavvikikn, 6.60.1). Thucydides reminds his readers of this
fundamentally-Athenian perception at 8.68.4, when he explains why the plot of
the 400, though successful, did not come to fruition without a struggle. The
Athenian demos, he claims, balked at the idea of oligarchy because it did not wish
to give up the freedom it had attained in the century after the Peisistratid tyrants
were expelled (¢’ étet éxatootwl paAlota €meldr) ol TOEavvoL kateAvONoav,
8.68.4). Thus, the Athenians of 411, however, informed by their perceptions of
415, do not recognize the gradations or distinctions that the Thebans and
Athenagoras espouse. For the Athenian collective, there is no such thing as a
“near-tyrannical” oligarchy (¢yyvtatw 6¢ tvpodvvov, 3.62.3).

The prosecutors of 415 not only lay the theoretical groundwork for the
establishment of an oligarchy of 400 at Athens in 411, but they also,
simultaneously, lay the theoretical groundwork for its demise. The first time the

reader encounters oAryapxuxr] (6.60.1), the adjective describes a putative
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conspiracy, which threatens to overturn the order of the Athenian democracy.
The second, and only other time that Thucydides uses this term in his extant
narrative, the adjective modifies the very word for stable order: 6 k6éopog
(8.72.2). The men who constitute the 400, Thucydides writes, fear: “that, as it
actually came to pass (07tep €yéveto), the multitude of sailors [at Samos]
themselves would not willingly abide an oligarchic government (Tt
OAlyapx ikt kO6opwt), and would, instigating trouble there, force them to change
[the government at Athens].”"! Thucydides” editorial 67tep éyéveto underscores
the transition from theory to practice. In 415, the prosecutors in the impiety trials
generated and stoked fear among the demos that the accused aimed to establish
an (ultimately unrealized) oligarchy. In 411, the interruption of an established
oligarchy instead creates fear among the 400, many of whom so recently
benefitted from fostering oligarchy’s negative associations.

When the pro-oligarchic partisans of 411 earn the designation of
Euvwpotal for themselves, they also adopt the threat of impiety and revolution,
which they themselves had a hand in associating with the Athenian

“conspirators” of 415 (6.28.2). Of course, these men no longer employ conspiracy,

151 Thuc 8.72.2: 6meQ €Y£EVETO, VAUTIKOG OXAOG OUTE AUTOG HEVELY €V TAWL OALYAQX KWL KOOHWL
€08ANL odag te ) ékeldev AREAEVOL TOL KAKOD HETAOTOWOLV.
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nor its oligarchic and tyrannical associations, as verbal elements of a fear
campaign against their opponents. Instead, they embrace these elements as
integral aspects of their own plans to install themselves as exclusive rulers at
Athens and Samos. Whereas the threat of oligarchy in 415 only seemed real, the
oligarchy of the 400 is so real that it constitutes an actual, active form of

governance.

IL.e. The (Athenian) practice of oligarchy at Samos

Thucydides confirms the vitality of the oligarchy of 411 by speaking of its
existence in active, verbal terms: 0Aryapxéw is rare in the narrative, and four of
its five appearances are in book 8.152 By referring to the active practice of

oligarchy with unprecedented consistency in book 8, Thucydides supports the

152 The verb appears at: 5.31.6; 8.63.3 (twice), 76.2, and 91.3. The noun, 0Aryagyia, and related
terms such as 0Aryagxucr] and oAryapxéw, occur a total of 41 times in Thucydides’ narrative. The
noun is, unsurprisingly, used throughout the extant work, appearing a total of 34 times: 1.19.1;
3.62.3;4.74.4; 5.81.2;6.11.7, 39.1, 39.2; 8.47.2, 48.3, 48.4, 48.5 (twice), 54.1, 63.4, 64.1, 64.5, 66.5, 68.3
(twice), 72.1,72.2,73.1,73.4,73.5,75.1,75.2,81.2,89.1, 89.2, 89.3, 89.4, 92.4, 96 .4, 98.1, 98 4. The
adjective, as we have seen, occurs only twice. Thucydides also speaks of oligarchy by describing
the “few” as opposed to their political opponents. A TLG search of the lemma 6Ary- produces 218
results, of which only 28 (i.e., roughly 13%) refer to oligarchic factionalism or governance: 2.37.1;
3.39.6 (twice), 47.2, 62.3, 74.2, 82.1; 4.22.1, 86.5, 110.1, 110.2, 113.2, 123.2; 5.27.2, 81.2, 82.2, 82.3,
84.3,85.1; 6.38.4; 8.9.3, 14.2, 38.3, 53.3, 66.5, 89.2, 92.2, 97.2. In the remaining 190 cases (i.e.,
roughly 87% of the time), words built from this lemma do not refer to oligarchy.
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transition from the hypothetical circumstances of 415 to the reality of 411. In this
context, the verb refers only to Athenians subjects, the proponents of oligarchy at
both Samos and Athens. Altogether, Thucydides’ verbal consistency fosters the
reader’s expectation that the actual oligarchy of the 400 will be met with the
same, if not a greater, amount of demotic vitriol as was its hypothetical
counterpart in 415.

In his narrative of the failed oligarchic uprising at Samos, Thucydides uses
the verb three times (8.63.3, twice; 8.76.2). These verbal forms make an
impression not only because they are rare, but also because of the paradox they
present. Thucydides employs oAryapyxéw to describe actions that are static,
insofar as one group’s efforts to establish an oligarchy always meets immediately
with an opposing group’s resolution to prevent this change in governance. Thus,
the historian reflects the impasse at Samos by using a verbal form to describe
efforts that bear no fruit.

As he describes the course of events at Samos, Thucydides scatters
important details, regarding the parties involved, across non-sequential chapters.
The reader’s impression of the conflict between pro- and anti-oligarchic parties

on Samos corresponds to his or her ability to synthesize the verbal connections
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between (at least) three integrally related, yet disconnected passages. For ease of

reference and comparison, the passages appear in succession below:

EYEVETO D& KATA TOV XQOVOV TOUTOV Kal 1] €V ZAUWL EMAVATTAOLS VTTO
TOL d1JHoL Tolg duvatolg peta ABnvalwy, ol ETuXoV év TOLoL vavot
TIAEOVTEG. Kat 0 dNuog 6 Lapiwv &g dakoolovg pév Tvag ToUg mAvVTag
TV DUVATWTATWV ATIEKTELVE, TETOAKOOLOVG & PuyNL CNUOOAVTES Kal
aUTOL TV YNV avTwV Kal olkiag velpdpevot... (8.21.1)

At this time!*® a rebellion at Samos also occurred, carried out against those
with power by the demos, with [the help of] some Athenians, who
happened to be present on three ships. And the Samian demos killed the
most powerful citizens, some two hundred altogether, and punished four
hundred with exile, while they themselves took possession of the exiles’
land and property...

€metdr) Yoo ot meot tov Ieloavdoov mpéofeis mapa tov Tiooadpéovoug
&g v Zapov nABov, T& te €v avTtl Tt oTeaTeVHATL €Tt BeBatdTeQov
KATEAAPOV Kal VTV TV Lapiwv TEouTeéPavto ToUG dUVATWTATOVS
woTte TERaodat HeETd oPwV OALyaQxnNOnvaL, kalmeQ émavaotavtag
avToLG AAANAOLS tva 1) OALYapxwvTar (8.63.3)

When [in 411] the envoys in Peisander’s company came from
Tissaphernes” camp to Samos, they took a firmer hold of the affairs in the
army itself, and persuaded the most powerful of the Samians themselves
to join with them in an attempt to govern as oligarchs, although the
Samians had risen against each other in order to avoid living under an
oligarchy.

oL yap ToTe TV LAV €MAVAOTAVTES TOLS dLVATOLS Kol OVTEG dNHOG
petaBaAdopevol av0ig kat metoOévteg OO e Tov Ietoavdgov, Ote
NAOg, kat Twv év TNt Zapwt Evveotwtwv AOnvaiwv éyEvovto te &g
Tolakooiovg Evvwpotat... (8.73.2)

153 Chapter 8.20 ends with the notice of Diomedon’s failed naval assault at Haerae in the summer
of 412.
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For those of the Samians, who had opposed the aristocrats when they
were members of the demos, changed to the opposite position and were
persuaded by Peisander, when he came [in 411], and they became a group
of 300 conspirators [who joined with] the Athenian conspirators gathered
together at Samos ...
Chapters 8.63.3 and 73.2 describe the same point of the oligarchic uprising of 411:
the creation of a joint alliance between Athenian and Samian conspirators, upon
Peisander’s return from his first envoy to Athens in the winter of 412/11 (see
8.53-4). On the other hand, 8.21.1 refers to a revolution on Samos in 412, which
most likely did not have the goal of establishing an oligarchic government.!>
Though 8.21.2 describes a separate circumstance, the passage bears upon
Thucydides’ verbal choices in the latter two passages.’® By reminding the reader
of 8.63.3 and 73.2 of the circumstances in 412 (8.21.1), Thucydides sets the Samian
conspirators up for failure even before they begin to act in service of instituting
an oligarchy. One way he achieves this is by using the language of 8.21.1 as a

basis against which to define the “opposite position” that the dnpog takes in 411.

The pro-oligarchic Samian cohort of 411 consists of those who had opposed the

154 See Hornblower 2008, n. 8.21.1.

15 The rarity of 1] émavaotaoic and énmaviotnut, terms which appear, in book 8, only in the three
passages discussed, suggests that Thucydides means to prompt his reader to connect 8.21.1, 63.3,
and 73.2. Outside of book 8, the terms appear only a few times, the noun at 2.27.2 and 4.56.2, and
the verb at 1.115.5, 3.39.2, and 5.23.3.
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Samian elite in 412 (étavaotdvteg Toig duvarolg, 73.2). This opposition
recreates the verbal circumstances of 8.21.1 (¢tavaotaois...Tolg duvaTtoig), in
which the result of comparable opposition was the death of two hundred elites,
and the exile of four hundred more (dlakooiovg... TWV duvATWTATWV
ATUEKTELVE. .. TETEAKOOIOVG 0¢ PLYTNL (Nuwoavteg, 21.1). When the men of 411
switch sides (petafaAAopevol av0ig, 73.2), they place themselves in the verbal
position of those whom the men of 412 either executed or expelled.

The same holds true at 8.63.3. When Thucydides reassigns the designation
of “most powerful” to the men who take part in the conspiracy of 411 (tovug
duvatwtdtovg wote Tepaoal peta odpwv oAryagxnOnvai), he effectively
saddles these men with the verbal identity against which they are elsewhere
defined (at 21.1 and 73.2). Through his consistent choice of words, Thucydides
thus connects the newly-crowned duvatwtdtor of 411 to the elite victims of 412.
When the side-switchers of 411 adopt the designation of their previous enemies,
they also expose themselves to comparable resistance from those who have not
made this transition.

Thucydides’ reprisal of 0OAryapxéw at 8.63.3, the first time the reader has
seen the term since its lone, previous appearance (5.31.6), bolsters the impression

of the oligarchic uprising at Samos as an inevitably futile endeavor. His double
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use of OALyapxéw sets the aspirations (0OAryapxnOnvat) of Samos’ newest class of
duvatwtdtot alongside a reminder to the reader that, thanks to the
circumstances of 412, those who remain opposed to oligarchy in 411 already have
the tools they need to successfully curb the influence of Samos” dvvatwtartot

Thucydides describes the hope for prevention using a final clause (tva un)
oAryapxawvtat, 63.3). The phrase showcases Thucydides” manipulation of his
unique set of verbal markers.'> First, Thucydides alters the relationship between
dnuog, duvatwrtdtoy and enavaotaotg (8.21.1). In 412, the relationship is
something along the lines of: dnjuoc + émavaotaoig > duvatwrtdror. In 412,
however, part of the dnpog = duvatwrtdtot, while another portion remains loyal
to an anti- duvatwtatot position. Thus, énmavdotaoig can no longer be the tool
of a cohesive, demotic collective; rather, this opposition is a tool to which both
sides of the fractured citizen body lay claim (¢ tavaotdvtac avtovg dAANA0LG,
8.63.3), but which only one side (the dnpog) has ever successfully wielded

against its opponent (cf. 8.21.1).

15 Hornblower (2008, n. 8.63.3) takes the phrase as Thucydides’ means of highlighting a paradox,
whereby “the same men,” who feared the limited rule of the duvatwtatot at 8.21.1, “now take
steps to bring [oligarchy] about.” This is almost certainly what Thucydides is calling his reader’s
attention to in chapter 8.73.2, but it is not the most important aspect of the passage at 8.63.3.
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Thucydides” use of 0OAryapxéw at 8.76.1 also fosters the expectation that
Samos’ fresh crop of “most-powerful” men will fail in their oligarchic endeavor.
This passage describes how Thrasybulus and Thrasyllus successful enforcement
of a pro-democratic, anti-400 position among the troops at Samos (cf. 8.75.2). Of
the opposition they faced, Thucydides writes: “At this time they had established
their positions as rivals, one party compelling the city to be a democracy, the
other compelling the army to operate as an oligarchy” (¢c prAovuciav e
kaOéotaoav TOV XoOVOV TOUTOV Ol eV TNV TTOALY dvaykAalovTeg
dnuokpateiodat, ot d¢ T otEatomedov OAyapxeloOay, 8.76.1). Unlike at 8.63.3,
oligarchy and democracy appear as two entirely separate verbal entities.
Thucydides hints at the superiority of the democrats, furthermore, through the
order in which he describes each faction: a slight imbalance in the pév...d0¢
clauses isolates dvaykalovteg between v oAy and dnuokpateiocBar. While
both the oligarchs and the democrats depend upon compulsion for their actions,
that is, this compulsion is more strongly on the side of the latter

In addition to unevenly positioning dnuokoateioOat and oAryapxeloOat
at 8.76.1, Thucydides also undermines the strength of the oligarchic effort by
removing its target recruits (10 otpatomedov) almost as soon as he identifies

them. Subsequently, the historian makes the soldiers the subject of the very next
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sentence (ot otoatiwtal). These men independently pursue their own, pro-
democratic agenda, which includes deposing the generals and trierarchs
suspected of supporting the oligarchy (el Tiva T@wv tOMEdOXWV VTt TELVOY,
éntavoav) and appointing others, including Thrasybulus and Thrasyllus, to the
command (&AAovg d¢ avOeldovto... ©v OpacvBFovAdg te kal @pdovAog
vmnexov, 8.76.2). Finally, Thucydides robs the oligarchy of its primary
proponents — the (Athenian and Samian) dvvatwtdtor — by twice re-assigning
the comparative, duvatwrtepoy, to the pro-democratic forces (8.76.4, 76.5).15
Thus, Thucydides relegates the firm instantiation of oligarchy at Samos to the

status of a futile threat, which itself supplies the precise terms of its own defeat.

1L.f. The Athenian practice of oligarchy at Athens

Although Thucydides uses 0Atyapxéw only a single time in his narrative
of the oligarchy of 400 at Athens (8.91.3), he manages to augment the picture of
Athenian oligarchy as a type of governance that is of a separate piece, defined by

the particular proclivities of the 400 and their Athenian supporters. Unlike other

157 The “most powerful” Athenians: e.g., 8.47.2, 48.1 (at Samos) and 90.1 (at Athens); the “most
powerful” Samians: e.g., 8.63.3 (cf. 21.1). On the superlative, see above, n. 136.
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Hellenes who practice oligarchy, the 400 Athenian oligarchs, united by their
exclusivity as a group of uniquely-impious conspirators (Evvwpooiat), exercise a
distinctively selfish disregard for constitutional propriety.

This selfishness manifests as the Athenian oligarchs” willingness, should
they lose their preferred point of access to political control (¢BovAovto
OAlyapxovuevoL &dQxewy), to ensure their own autonomy by betraying the city
(GAAX Kl TOUG TTOAEUIOUG E0OYYOUEVOL... €L TOLG YE CWHAOL OPWV AOELX
¢otat).’®® Thucydides offers a direct, editorial confirmation of the oligarchs’
motivations, though he does not explicitly condemn them.® However, the
oAryapyxovuevol at 8.91.3 is an important echo of 5.31.6, the only other time that

Thucydides uses the same participial form to describe men “being oligarchs.”

158 Thuc. 8.91.3: “Those men preferred above all to command the allies as oligarchs, but if not [the
allies], they wished to have an independent oligarchy, keeping their ships and walls; and in the
event that they were prevented from doing so, they wished more than anything not to be
destroyed as the primary targets of a restored demos, but were even willing to admit [Athens’]
enemies and to give up their walls and ships in the bargain, and to arrange the affairs of the city
in any sort of way, if doing so would assure their own personal safety” (éketvoLyag paAiota
HEV €BOVAOVTO OALYaQXOVEVOL AQXELV KAl TWV EVHUAXWVY, el DE UT), TAC Te VDS Kal TA TelXn
éxovteg avtovoueloBat, Eelpyopevol 0¢ kat ToVTOL pr) 0OV UTIO TOL dNHOL Ye avOIg
YEVOHEVOL aUTOoL RO TV AAAWV paALoTa diadOapnvar, AAAX Kkal ToLg TToAgpLiovg
E0QYQYOUEVOL AVED TELXWV Kal VEQV ELHPTVAL Kol OTIwooDV Ta TG MOAews EXeLv, €L TOLG Ve
owpaot PV adewx EoTat).

1% Thucydides, explaining that Theramenes accused the 400 of endangering Athens by soliciting
nearby Peloponnesian forces to aid the oligarchs in the fortification of Eetioneia (summer 411),
continues: “And excessive prejudice was not the only basis for his accusation, but it was also that
case that something of this sort was being arranged by those whom he accused,” (v o€ Tt kat
TOLOVTOV ATIO TV TNV KATNYoRIav éXOVTwV, Kat ob Tdvu dLBoAr Lovov tov Adyov, 8.91.3).
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In 421, the Boeotians and Megarians opt out of an anti-Peloponnesian
alliance with the Argives, because: “in their opinion, the democracy of the
Argives was less suited to them, being oligarchs as they were, than was the
administrative policy of the Spartans” (vouiCovteg odpiot v AQyeiwv
dnuokpatioy avTols OALYAQXOVHEVOLS Tlooov EOUPOEOV elval T1g
Aakedapoviov moArteiag, 5.31.6).1 For the Boeotians and Megarians,
oligarchy is not simply a means of ensuring limited, aristocratic control, but is
also a tool for safeguarding the collective, constitutional vitality of their
respective cities. For those who practice oligarchy at Athens, the affairs of the city
are a bargaining chip, valued for its ability to ensure the vitality of 400
individuals.

In Thucydides’ estimation, the 400 are not concerned with what is
expedient (Evpdopov) for collective administration (tng oAtteiag, 5.31.6), as
much as they are determined either to command Athens and its allies
unilaterally (0Atyapxovpevol oyewv), or to betray Athens and command

themselves as a separate entity (avtovoueioOat, 8.91.3). Furthermore, his

160 The alliance of 421 joined the Argives, Mantineans, Eleans, Corinthians, and Thracians of
Chalcidice. Argos, Mantinea, and Elis bore ill will towards the Spartans in particular (Thuc. 5.28-
31); the Corinthians and Chalcidic Thracians were drawn to the alliance because they opposed
the terms of the recent treaty between the Spartans and Athenians (5.25-7, 31).



128

suggestion that the 400 have no concern for constitutional legitimacy bolsters his
own validation of the efforts of the 5,000. These men, Thucydides writes,
governed well on a constitutional basis (dploavto € v MoALteiav... patvovtat
€0 moAttevoavteg, 8.97.2). Thus, in the Histories, disregard for constitutional
propriety is not a hallmark of oligarchy itself; rather, it is a hallmark of the
Athenian oligarchy of 400. On a verbal level, Thucydides definitively anchors
this revolutionary government to the (supposedly) revolution-breeding
conspiracy of 415. It is the reader who speaks the near-tyrannical oligarchy of 411

into existence, using words Thucydides has provided for this very purpose.!¢!

1II. pwc (a brief excursus)

Alongside Evvwpooia, 0Atyapxikr), and Tvpavvikr), £owg is another
exceptional verbal element of the Thucydides” account in book 6.12 Even when
the term appears outside of book 6, furthermore, the historian relegates £owg to

Athenian actors and actions. By failing to apply their £owg to actual

161 On the relationship between words and deeds in Thucydides’ text, see Parry 1957.

162 In the extant text, £owg and its derivatives occur a total of 9 times: 2.43.1 (¢paotac); 3.45.5
(¢owc); 6.13.1 (duoépwrac), 24.3 (¢owc), 54.1 (éowtiknVv), 54.2 (¢paotnc), 54.3 (éowTikdg), 57.3
(¢owtikng), 59.1 (éowTIKNV).
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circumstances in a manner that is not (self) destructive, the Athenians of book 6
(and the tyrannicides who exist in the demos” memory) make a fatal decision
between the two metaphorical constructs of £épwc that occur earlier in the extant
work (2.43.1 and 3.45.5).163

Thucydides introduces one metaphorical type of éowcg in Pericles” Funeral
Oration of 429; the other appears in Diodotus” address during the Mytilenean
Debate of 427. Pericles famously exhorts the men of Athens to embody their
passion for the city and its success so thoroughly as to carry out their civic duties
under the assumed identity of épaotatl (2.43.1).1% On Pericles” model, the
Athenians themselves ought to embody ¢owgc. Diodotus instead personifies the
emotion as its own entity, the self-directed co-conspirator of Hope. Together, the
two forces encourage men to mistake their own capacity for success, and thus to

engage in perilous actions which they should know to avoid (3.45.5).1%

163 On Thucydides” arrangement of his book 6 narrative in order to paint Athens’ plans for the
expedition as excessive and ill-advised, see: Connor 1984, 167-8, 177-80; Kagan 2009, 162-88.

164 On this section of Pericles’ speech, see: Loraux (trans. A. Sheridan) 1986, 180-92; Monoson
1994, 253-76; Ludwig 2002, 124-53; Samons 2004, 187-9; Yates 2005, 33-47; Ludwig 2008, 294-307.
165 Though the context of Diodotus” advice is the failed uprising at Mytilene, his comments at
3.45.5 provide a generalization regarding the typical behavior of all men. The Mytileneans are the
example at hand, but they are not the only Hellenes who are vulnerable to the machinations of
Elpis and Eros, as Thucydides demonstrates in book 6. See the analyses by: Andrewes 1962, 66-8;
Debner 2000, 161-78; Harris 2013; 94-109.
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As Thucydides represents them, the Athenians of 415 come much closer to
Diodotus” model than Pericles’. It is Diodotus’ portrayal of £owc that guides the
reader’s expectations regarding Athenian military and political conduct early in
book 6. When, in the spring of 415, the Assembly convenes for a second meeting
to discuss Athens’ plans for a Sicilian Expedition, Nicias implores the body’s
senior members (tolc EeoPuTéQOLS): “do not be madly in love with what is
remote, [according to] which these [younger] men themselves might suffer”
(und’, 6mep av avtol [vewtépol] mabotev, dvoéQWTAg elval TWV ATIOVIWY,
6.13.1).1% Using the general of 415 as his mouthpiece, Thucydides creates a line of
continuity between a novel formulation in the reader’s “erotic” vocabulary
(dvoépwtac), and an image of £épwc about which the reader already has a certain
set of expectations.

The sick passion that Nicias identifies is itself a real threat (eivau), yet at
the moment of his address, neither the older nor the younger men are actually

dvoépwrtal.l®” Furthermore, an unadulterated “desire for sailing” (¢0wg...

166 Thuc. 6.8. On possible omissions in Thucydides” account of the Assemblies regarding the
expedition, see: Dover (in Gomme HCT 1V, 224-7); Hornblower 2008, n. 6.8.1-2.

167 In fact, the Athenians had previously decided to send only 60 ships (Thuc. 6.8), an entirely
reasonable contingent given their previous experiences in Sicily between 427-4 (cf. 3.86.4-115.4).
For an analysis of how Thucydides presents events in books 6 and 7 as a confirmation of his
speaker’s words, see Stahl 1973, 60-77.
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éxmAevoay, 6.24.3) only actually overtakes the Assembly after Nicias — in a
gambit meant to dissuade the Athenians from approving the expedition (6.19.2)
— advises a significant, unprecedented increase in the size of Athens’
expeditionary forces (6.20-3). As such, Nicias supplies the Athenians with a
grandiose plan of the sort that Diodotus had described as the product of Eros’
contriving (0 €0wg... TNV EmPBovAn v ékpovtiCwv, 3.45.5). Through Nicias, this
Diodotean concept of £owcg transitions from a theoretical malaise into a disease
with tangible implications.

Diodotus’ notions of ¢pwg also shape Thucydides” excursus on the would-
be tyrannicides (6.54.1-6.59.3)% by fostering the reader’s impression that the
lovers’ undertaking, motivated by an “erotic mischance” (dix éowtiknv
Evvtuxlav, 6.54.1), was doomed to fail.'® As the man who contrives the plot
against the tyrants, Aristogeiton embodies Diodotus’ personified, plan-arranging
Eros: “The starting point of the plot was along such a path as was determined by
erotic pain” (tolovTwWL HEV TEOTIWL DU EQWTIKT)V AVTINV 1] TE AQXT) TNS

ETUPOVANG... €yéveto, 6.59.1; cf. 3.45.5, tn)v émBovAnv). Though Aristogeiton is,

168 On which see Forde 1986, 433-48.

16 Thucydides’ phrase (dux éowtikt|v Evvtuyiav) neatly recalls another key element of Diodotus’
speech: toxn aids hope and desire by causing men to take risks despite a lack of resources, and to
overestimate their own strength (Thuc. 3.46.6).
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like Pericles’ ideal citizen, an active agent of £pw¢ (¢paoTr|g, 6.54.2), his desire
tills him not with pride, but with grievous pain (6 d¢ éowTtiK@we TeQLXAyroag,
6.54.3; cf. 6.57.3), and his personal motives contrast starkly with those of Pericles’
boldness-averse (dtoApotépav), city-serving, power-loving éoaotal (trv g
TOAEwWG dUVAULY...E€0a0TAG YLYVOoUévoug avtrg, 2.43.1). Rather, Aristogeiton
helps to lead a group of conspirators (twv Evvwpotwy, 6.57.2) whose actions
disturb the balanced rule that Peisistratid tyrants had previously exercised.

In book 6, whether in the context of the plans for the expedition, or the
(suspected) plots for revolution, £pwg exists both in conjecture and in reality, in
memory and in action. When Thucydides entangles the conspiratorial identity of
the failed tyrannicides with erotic motivation, he provides a bridge for €owg to
cross, allowing the impulse to move from the Athenians’ collective memory to
their misguided prosecution of the (suspected) conspirators currently among
them. This destructive erotic impulse underlies the Athenians” attack upon each
other, while simultaneously fueling their determination to launch an attack on
Sicily.

In 415, the Athenians do not support the city by becoming the active
¢oaotat whom Pericles had conjured in his funeral address. Instead, they are the

passive objects of an all-consuming £owg (kal €Qwg évémeoe TOIlG MAOLV OHOLWG
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éxmAevoay, 6.24.3); they do not direct their desire towards the city, but are
directed by it to expand their foreign holdings. As such, the Athenians endanger
Athens by succumbing to the very same suggestive power of €pwg about which

Diodotus had warned the Athenian Assembly in 427.
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Chapter Four ~ Euripides in 412: Helen and Andromeda

In her monody, which opens Euripides’ Helen of 412,17 the eponymous
heroine explains that her primary reason for living is her hope that she will see
her home and her husband once again: “Why, after all this, am I still alive? I
heard the following tale from divine Hermes, who knew I never arrived at Ilium,
that I can yet make my home on the famed plain of Sparta with my husband, so
long as I do not become subject to another’s bed.”'”* Given this goal, it is no
surprise to the reader that vootog and its verbal form, vootéw, appear
throughout the subsequent text.!”

Each time Euripides uses one of these words, he marks a point of contact
with the accounts that preceded his own. In addition, the playwright often
capitalizes upon the term’s capacity to signal both arrival and departure by using

this verbal marker as a jumping-off point, from which he can craft his own, novel

170 See: sch. Ar. Frogs 53; sch. Ar. Thesm. 850, which place Euripides” Helen a year before
Aristophanes” Thesm. of 411; and sch. Ar. Thesm. 1012, which notes that Helen and Andromeda
were produced in the same year (i.e., 412).

171 Eur. Hel. 56-9: ti o0v &1t {@; OeoD 160" elorjkova’ €mtog/ ‘EQuov, t0 kAewvov €Tt katowkioeLy
TédoV/ LmAaQtng oLV avdol, Yvovtog we & TAov/ ovk ABov, v un Aékto' VTTOOTEWOW TLVL.
172 Bur. Hel. 428, 474, 877, 884, 891, 1025. Iphigenia among the Taurians is the only extant, Euripidean
tragedy that surpasses Helen in its inclusion of véotog vocabulary. Among Euripides” extant
works, in which the protagonist(s) is displaced from his or her native city (e.g., Medea, Heraclidae,
Hippolytus, Andromache, Hecuba, Electra, Troiades, Phoenissae, Iphigenia at Aulis), and then attempts
to return home (e.g., Supplices, Heracles, Ion, Orestes), the tragedies in which nostalgia for one’s
home registers the strongest, on a verbal level, are Euripides’ IT and his Helen, as demonstrated
in Table I (printed below, p. 171).
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account of Helen’s journey (section I). A key factor of Euripides’ innovation, with
respect to his portrayal of Helen’s vootog, is the degree to which he figures
Helen as the creator and arbiter of her own Adyoc, as the one who posits and
performs a course of action that will lead to the outcome she desires (section
I1).173 As she and (eventually) Menelaus work to ensure their vootog, they
dismantle extant A6 yot and craft impious rites that either abandon or break apart
accepted ritual practices. The heroine does manage to leave behind her Egyptian
purgatory at tragedy’s end, yet the story Helen creates in order to do so advances
a fundamentally destructive idea of the homeward journey (section III).

Acting in service of the impious rites that they create in order to secure
their vootog, Menelaus and Helen not only open the door to excessive bloodshed
that mars their exodus from Egypt and their eventual return to the port at
Nauplia, but also fail to propitiate the goddess who demands it most: Kypris.
Euripides’ treatment of this goddess is itself a noteworthy aspect of his Helen,
and is also well-worth considering when developing a hypothesis regarding

which tragedy completed the trilogy of 412 (section IV). Scholars have good

173 Between Helen and IT, the two Euripidean works in which vootog appears most frequently,
there are significant differences with regard to the manner in which each heroine secures her
vootoc. These are not mere variations; rather, they represent fundamental dissimilarities
(discussed below, passim) in terms of: each heroine’s respective approach to piety; her dedication
to a false Adyog; and her willingness to promote violence.
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reason to question the likelihood that (the undated) Iphigenia Among the Taurians
(henceforth IT)'* — in which neither Aphrodite nor her son, Eros, exert any
significant influence — accompanied Helen and Andromeda, in which the same

erotic forces play an integral, and perhaps even paralle], role.

L. The history of Helen’s vootog

In Helen, Euripides presents his audience with a recognizable, yet
modified, version of the story of Helen’s and Menelaus’ time in Egypt. Each of
the six times that the playwright inserts a vootocg term into the tragedy, he
highlights his engagement with, and subsequent alteration of, previous accounts.
As such, véotog terms serve as a versatile and flexible pin: versatile, insofar as
these terms allow Euripides to connect his tale to the many hinges that various,
competing traditions provide; flexible, insofar as Euripides can, once he
establishes this connection, swing the arc of his narrative in a variety of novel

directions.!7s

174 For a brief survey and discussion of studies related to the dating of Iphigenia among the
Taurians, see Kyriakou 2006, 39-41 with nn. 37-41.
175 On Euripides’ use of prior accounts, see Downing 1990, 1-16.
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Menelaus is the first character in Helen to reference a vootog, stating upon
his arrival at the walls of Theoclymenus’” home: “I arrive alone (povog d¢
vootw), wondering if I might somehow find and take some food for my friends
who are there [in a cave]... surely one can expect to obtain something for the
sailors from a rich house.”1”® Though the verb must be translated here as “arrive”
rather than “return,” it nonetheless likely: “evokes the delayed nostos of
[Menelaus] in early epic,” as W. Allan suggests.'”” Yet as far as Euripides’” use of
Homeric content, the verb does more than prompt a general recollection of
Menelaus’ homecoming; rather, it evokes the specific terms of Menelaus’ self-
narration in Odyssey 4.

Among the handful of extant sources that preserve the tradition of
Menelaus’ detainment in Egypt on his way back from Troy, the only version in
which Menelaus narrates the story himself is that found in Homer’s Odyssey. 178

In the epic, forms and derivatives of véotog, véotipog, and voéotew appear most

176 Eur. 428-33: pévog d¢ vootw, toig ékel {ntwv ¢pidotg/ ta meoodop' fjv mwg é€epevviiong
AdPw... EATIC O €k Ye MAOLOIWV DOUWV/ AaBelv Tt vavtalg. ..

177 Allan 2008, 198 n. 429 (cf. 196, nn. 405-07).

178 For a brief and useful summary of major and auxiliary sources for the tradition that places
Menelaus (and Helen) in Egypt, see Allan 2008, 10-28. The works from which we can draw the
most detailed information are Homer’s Odyssey, Stesichorus’ poetry (especially his Palinode), and
Herodotus’ Histories. The chorus of Aeschylus’ Agamemnon uses vootiog in its enquiry about
Menelaus’ journey home from Troy (Ag. 618), but there is no mention of Egypt in the messenger’s
response (617-35, 674-9; cf. A. Cho. 1040-2).
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often in books 1 (16 times) and 4 (11 times),'”” and there is a noteworthy
preponderance of vootog vocabulary throughout the Spartan king’s recollections
(esp. Od. 4.350-619). Of the 11 times vootoc/vootéw/vootipov appear in Odyssey
4, furthermore, seven are in the context of Menelaus’ narration of his encounter,
while he is detained at the port of Pharos, with Eidotheia and Proteus.'®
Although Nestor introduces the story of Menelaus’ delay in Egypt in book 3 (cf.
3.278-328), it is only in book 4 that vootog vocabulary appears in the narration of
the detour itself.’¥! From a verbal standpoint, that is, the true point of departure

for Menelaus” vootog in the Odyssey is Egypt, not Troy.!82

179 A TLG search for all of the inflected forms of véotog and its related terms (i.e., those listed in
Table 1, p. 171), returns the following totals: 16 times (book 1); 11 times (book 4); 7 times (book 14);
6 times (books 2, 11, 15, 19); 5 times (books 3, 5, 8, 13, 24); 4 times (book 10); 3 times (books 6, 9,
12,17, 20, 23); twice (book 18); once (books 16, 21, 22); never (book 7).

180 E.g., Hom. Od. 4.381, 390, 424, 470 (a repeated, formulaic line); 4.497, 516-19. All of these
passages use the noun (vootoc). A single verbal form (vootrjoavta) appears in Menelaus’
promise to give Telemachus the crater of Phaedimus, which the king received during his post-
Egyptian stop in Sidon (4.619; cf. 4.83.5, 15.67ff).

181 None of the 5 mentions of vootog/véotipog in book 3 refers to Menelaus” attempts to get home
from Egypt (cf. 3.132, 142, 160, 233, 241).

182 This verbal association does not guide Herodotus” account, our only other record of Menelaus’
time in Egypt which has survived in near-complete condition (Hdt. 2.112-20). Herodotus” use of
vootog vocabulary in book 2 is limited to the following passages: 2.33, 108, 135, 161; none of these
dictates the content of his account regarding Helen and Menelaus (2.112-20). Too little of
Stesichorus’ works remain to draw any certain conclusions about verbal parallels between his
treatment of Helen’s and Menelaus’ time in Egypt and Euripides” own. Cf. the fragments of
Stesichorus’ Sack of Troy (S 103.5-6 PMGF), as well as descriptions of his Helen (frs. 189-91 PMGF)
and Palinode (Pl. Phaedr. 243a-b = fr. 192 PMGF; Isoc. Hel. 64 = fr. 192 PMGF). The only mention of
vootog, with relation to Stesichorus, is in an anonymous papyrus fragment of the 2 cent. CE
(P.Oxy. 2506 fr. 26 col 1 = fr. 29 Wehrli). The author writes that Stesichorus put the real Helen in
Troy, and subsequently details a separate, Stesichorean innovation, namely, Demophon’s stop in



139

La. vootéw: arrivals in Euripides’ Helen

Consequently, when Euripides puts vootéw in Menelaus” mouth at Hel.
428, he is able to exploit the range of meanings that the verb can possess. From
the perspective of Helen’s characters, vootéw indicates an advent: Menelaus has
“arrived” in Egypt and on stage; he has “come” to the house inhabited by
Proteus’ children. From Euripides” perspective, by contrast, the vootog that
Menelaus describes in Odyssey 4 provides a mythological touchpoint to which
the playwright can “return” his audience.!®

The epic tradition also serves a point of departure, from which Euripides
can (and does) alter the circumstances and implications of Menelaus’ arrival in
Egypt, and of his subsequent actions while there.!®* The members of the audience

have access to each of these perspectives, and thus the power to perceive how,

1%

Egypt on his way home from Ilium: ¢pngc[tv 6] Ztnoixogo[c]... [®]ote Anpodwvr[a]...év t[@]t
VOOTWL... dvevex[Onvatl Aéylewv [¢]o [Al]yvmtov.

183 We should also admit the cyclic epic Nostoi to the category of “common mythological ground.”
Reportedly, the work detailed how Menelaus was blown off course on his way home from Troy
and detained in Egypt (cf. [Proclus] Chrest. 285-7; Nostoi Arg. p. 94.6-7 Bernabé = 67.9-11 Davies).
However, too little survives to draw any detailed conclusions about the manner in which
Euripides may have drawn on this account.

184 For identifications and analyses of similarities and differences, see: Steiger 1908, 202-37; Eisner
1980, 31-7; Blondell 2013, 202-21. See also Allan 2008, pp. 194-8, “Introductory Note” and nn. 386-
434.
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even if the strict translation is limited, the vootéw at Hel. 428 announces an
arrival, a return, and a parting of ways, all in equal measure. Menelaus’ arrival in
Egypt should surprise no one in Euripides” audience. As we shall see (section III),
the same cannot be said of his actions while there.

When the verb appears next, at Hel. 473, it again marks the intersection of
a variety of perspectives and implications. At this particular point in his tragedy,
Euripides addresses the competing elements of the accounts that Stesichorus and
Herodotus provide: in the former, it is an €idwAov, not Helen herself, that goes to
Troy; the latter describes no €idwAov, but agrees that the real Helen never makes
it to Ilium.!® In Helen, these two A6yot converge, and they do so around
descriptions of a vootoc.

Menelaus, as we have seen, arrives (vootw, 428) to Theoclymenus’ house,
but is barred from it by an aged servant woman. She refuses to report the
Spartan king’s troubles to her master (tikowg tav oipal v' ayyeAetvt tovg covg

Adyovg, 448),'% explaining that Helen’s presence has caused Theoclymenus to be

185 Stesichorus provides a poetic precedent both for the idwAov that journeys to Troy in Helen’s
place (cf. PMGF fr. 192 PMGF = Pl. Phaedr. 243a-b; P1. Rep. 586¢) and for her sojourn at Proteus’
Egyptian court (cf. fr. 193 PMGF = P. Oxy. 2506). Herodotus, on the other hand, makes no
mention of an eidwAov; instead, he reproduces the account of the priests of Memphis, in which
Proteus takes Helen away from Paris after the lovers are blown off course on their way to Troy
(cf. Hdt. 2.112-20).

18 For possible emendations, see Allan 2008, 104 and 200 n. 448. These alterations pertain to the
tense of the infinitive, not the meaning of the phrase.
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averse to all Hellenes (468-70). Menelaus, thinking that his wife is the woman
whom he collected at Troy, asks: “Where did she come from? What accounts for
this state of affairs?” (m60ev poAovoa; tiva 10 moay €xet Adyov; 473).1%
Helen, the old woman explains: “came here from Lacedaemon” (Aaxedipovog
YNG devO vooTroao’ aro, 474).188 As at Hel. 428, however, the vootéw of 474
does more than signal an arrival. The verb also marks Euripides’ return to extant
traditions, which, as the scene shows, cannot readily coexist. By playing up the
discrepancies as he does, however, Euripides simply highlights the departure he
is about to make, as he reshapes the details of prior accounts in a manner more

suited to the exigencies of his own version.

Lb. véotoc/vootéw: departures in Euripides’ Helen
Euripides highlights the innovative aspects of his version of this escape by

exploring the connotative plasticity of vootog at the precise moment in which he

187 Euripides has made his reader aware from the tragedy’s prologue that the real Helen has been
in Egypt all along, while it is her eidwAov that Menelaus took back from Troy (cf. Eur. Hel. 22-55).
However, it is not until line 474 that the competing traditions come to a head, at least as far as the
characters are concerned. In her earlier exchange with Teucer (cf. 68-163), Helen does not reveal
her identity to her interlocutor.

188 The contradictory account, which the old woman provides, aligns with Helen’s own claim that
she herself never went to Troy (cf. 22-55).
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prepares to expand Helen’s myth into (so far as we know) uncharted territory.
Theonoe is Euripides” most valuable helper as he makes this departure, and she
is responsible for the remaining four mentions of a vootoc in Helen. Her words
come at an integral juncture in the development of the tragedy’s signature escape
sequence, in the course of which the priestess introduce a novel (in the context of
the tragedy) connotation for vootoc.

Theonoe retains the term’s previous implication of an arrival (891; cf. 428,
474), but also uses it in reference to the royal couple’s possible return to Sparta
(887, 884, 1025). By using vootog to mean both “return” and “arrive,” Theonoe
gives voice to a type of definitional flexibility that has, to this point, been
implicit. As such, she puts the words of the tragedy in service of its actions: it is
only after the priestess speaks that Helen and Menelaus relinquish the
expectation of certain death in favor of a concerted effort to escape with their
lives (835-64).

In addition to opening up the connotative possibilities of vootog, Theonoe
is also the speaker who establishes the initial terms of Helen’s and Menelaus’
hoped-for departure. Compared with Menelaus” non-specific propitiation of the

entire Olympian population in the Odyssey, Theonoe’s dedication to appeasing
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Kypris in particular resets the traditional (Homeric) terms of the couple’s escape
from Egypt.’®

After Theonoe expresses her pity for the ragged Menelaus, ignorant as to
whether a return journey or permanent detainment will be his fate (ovd” oicOa
vOOToV oikad’ elt” avtov peveig, 877), she goes on to explain that he and his
wife are at the center of considerable strife (¢01c) among the gods: “and on this
very day there will be a collective discussion about you, with Zeus presiding”
(0VAAOYOG Te ooV TéQY €otat TAaEedEOg ZNvi T’ &v fjpatt, 878-9). Euripides’
choice of cUAAOYO¢ is worth noting, for it is at this point that Theonoe condenses
the motivations of two goddesses, Hera and Kypris,'® into a single directive for

Helen and Menelaus.

189 In the Odyssey, it is Eidothea who advises Menelaus as to how he might capture her father
(Proteus), in order to learn how to resuscitate the dead winds, which have kept him stalled in the
harbor at Pharos. When he consults Proteus, Menelaus asks: “Who among the immortals
constrains me and obstructs my path? (6¢ tic p’ d0avatwv medda kai €dnoe keAevBov, Hom.
Od. 469). In his reply, Proteus speaks of appeasing Zeus and the other immortals (Aii t" &AAowoiv
te Oeolo, 472; abavatolot Beotot, Tol 0VEAvVOV eLELV Exovat, 479), and Menelaus later reports
to Telemachus that he secured his journey home only after appeasing this Olympian collective
(a0t Emel katémavoa Bewv X0Aov aiév Edvtwv... €dooav dé oL ovov/ aBdvatot, tot 1’
wxa ANV éc mateld’ Emepay, 583... 585-6). Herodotus, for his part, prefaces his account of
Menelaus’ Egyptian detour (Hdt. 2.112-20) with a notice that a temple to foreign Aphrodite
(Eetvnc Adooditng) stood in the region under Proteus’ control (2.112). However, the goddess
does not play any part in the historian’s subsequent narrative.

19 Throughout the tragedy, Hera is called by name 15 times, 10 of which connect the goddess to
her creation of the £idwAov as a reprisal against Kypris, who used Helen to win Paris’ vote (Eur.
Hel. 25-36, 243, 261, 586, 610, 668, 675-9, 708, 1136). Kypris, on the other hand, is referenced 12
times, most often as the author of Helen’s and Paris’ unrealized matrimony (25-8, 238, 364, 681,
883-7, 1100-02; cf. 1121, the only use of Adgoditn as the goddess” appellation).
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Though Kypris stands firmly opposed to the couple’s safe return to Sparta
(Kvmoig d¢ vooTov oov duadOeipat OéAeL, 884), Theonoe declares that she will
serve Hera’s agenda by keeping Menelaus’ presence a secret from her brother:
“who ordered me to tell him if ever you happened to come to this land” (6 pe
TEOOTAOOEL TAdE/ elTtely, OTay YNV T1vde vooTrjoag tuxmng, 890-1).19 Still, the
priestess is loath to neglect Kypris altogether. She advises Helen and Menelaus to
pray to Hera for safety (cwtnoiag, 1027; cf. ue®” ‘Hoag otaoa ocow tov Biov,
889), but to Kypris: “to permit you to return home to your fatherland”
(xiketevete/ TV pév o’ éaoal mateida vootnoar Komowv, 1024-5). It is
Kypris, that is, who will serve as the gatekeeper of the protagonists’ journey
home. !

The broader significance of Kypris” role in Helen, with respect to the
thematic content of the trilogy of 412, warrants separate examination (section IV);
for now, it is necessary simply to confirm Kypris” function as the gatekeeper of

the véotog in Helen. Following Theonoe’s lead, Helen makes a four-line appeal to

191 Hera desires to save Helen and Menelaus, which will discredit Kypris” power by exposing
Helen’s and Paris’ marriage as sham union between the Trojan prince and the eidwAov (for
whose creation Hera herself was responsible).

192 Aphrodite-as-Kypris (along with Theonoe) is even a tangential factor in Teucer’s homeward
journey. In his encounter with Helen, the warrior notes that he desires to consult Theonoe as to
how he might sail to Cyprus, his new home according to an Apolline prophecy (144-50).
Aphrodite was already long connected with the island by the time Euripides created his Helen
(e.g., Hom. Il. 5.330, 458; HH 5.1-2, 6.1-2, 10.1; Sapph. 5.1).
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Hera to relieve the burden that the Spartan couple bears (1093-6), and then a 10-
line appeal to Kypris, in which she asks that the goddess either cease from
punishing her, or: “if you [Kypris] wish to kill me, permit me to die in my own
country” (koon Awwvng Komgt... Bavetv & éacov W, el katakteival OeAels,/ v
ynt tatewiat, 1098-1102).1° With these words, Helen follows Theonoe in
uniting the discordant elements of the divine cUAA0Y6g into a new, congruent
Adyog that will secure her own, and her husband’s safe return to Sparta.

All told, whenever vootog term appears in Helen, it carries a mutable set
of connotations, both implicit and explicit. While the verb serves as the marker of
an arrival (cf. 428, 474, 891), it also has the power to signal a departure (1025),
and the noun partakes of this second connotation (877, 884). The terms’ plural
meanings not only relate to the various perspectives of the tragedy’s characters,
but also to Euripides” diverse engagement with, and modification (or outright

rejection) of alternate narrative traditions.

195 Kypris is also the figure who first elicits the laughter of the Mother goddess in the chorus’
second ode, thus playing an integral role in remedying the grieving Mother’s estrangement from
her Olympian home (Eur. Hel. 1339-52). Of the encounter, Allan (2008, 305 n. 1349) writes: “The
goddess’s reconciliation marks the turning point in the play’s pervasive anodos pattern (244-9n.),
thus linking Persephone’s abduction and return from Hades to [Helen’s] abduction and return
from Egypt.” Allan does not comment on Euripides’ use of Kypris in place of lambe, the latter of
whom is responsible for Demeter’s laughter in HH 1.202-5.
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Once Theonoe introduces the possibility that the protagonists’ vootog will
see them safely back to Sparta, however, the characters cease to speak of this
return as such. Euripides, that is, eliminates vootoc from the tragedy’s lexicon as
he sets out upon his innovative portrayal of the protagonists” escape and
salvation. To whatever extent Homeric, Stesichorean, and Herodotean influences
may continue to assert themselves after Helen and Menelaus converse with
Theonoe, and as they proceed to plot and undertake their exodos, these
influences become increasingly secondary to the Adyoc that Euripides creates to
suit his tragic context. This new rationale requires consistent impiety and
violence, the effects of which are felt by all those whom Helen and Menelaus

leave in their wake.

1. Helen speaks: a (new) Adyoc

Although voorog itself does not appear again after line 1025, its “new”
connotation, which Theonoe introduces (i.e., a departure for home, rather than
an arrival to a foreign place), underlies the innovative A6yoc that Helen creates
in order to ensure her journey home. By organizing Helen’s voéotog according to

a Adyog that is increasingly of her own design, Euripides highlights the



147

originality of his own efforts. His innovation is on full display with respect to the
protagonists” plotting and execution of their escape from Egypt, and to Helen’s
novel role as the true focus, and potential shaper, of her own Adyog.**

In tandem with his concentrated use of vootog, Euripides uses Adyog, on
a broader scale, as a signpost for points at which he deliberately engages with,
and often differs from, previous traditions.!*® This much is clear from the
recognition scene: once husband and wife have seen each other (544 ff.), they
share in the struggle to resolve the contradictions that exist in the stories which
they have each received and told about themselves (a0UtOg Yoo o€ kap” €xet

Advog, 558).1¢ It is only when the messenger reports that the ¢idwAov has

194 For a broad summary of the ways in which Euripides nods to Homeric, Stesichorean, and
Herodotean versions of the story, see Allan 2008, 24-7, esp. 27. Allan devotes his description of
the véotog element as an epic pattern almost entirely to Menelaus (who is indeed more prevalent
than his wife in Homer’s Odyssey), rather than to the tragedy’s titular character.

195 E.g., Eur. Hel. 18-21, describing Helen's birth from an egg produced by Leda, not Nemesis.
Helen is the daughter of Nemesis both before Euripides (Cypria fr. 9.3 Bernabé = fr. 7.3 Davies; cf.
Allan 2008, 148-9 nn. 16-21), and after him (Callim. Hymn in Dian. 232: ‘EAévnt Papvovoidy; cf.
Paus. 1.32.2-3). Cratinus appears to be responsible for incorporating both Leda and Nemesis: in
his Nemesis 110 = Kock 108, Leda is responsible for incubating the egg, which was itself likely the
product of Zeus’ rape of Nemesis. For another novel element of Euripides’ tragedy, see Hel. 137-
8, our earliest evidence of the catasterism of the Dioscouri ({EA.} ot Tuvddgelot ' eloiv 1) ovk
elolv kopoy/ {Te.} teOvaot kov teBvaot dVo ' é0tov AdYw). Finally, see Hel. 688, Helen's
confirmation that Hermione remains unmarried. Not only is it unclear how this news has reached
Helen (for Teucer informs her only of her mother and brothers, cf. 282-3), but it does not follow
previous versions—including some of Euripides’ own— which report Hermione’s marriage
either to Neoptolemus or Orestes (e.g., Hom. Od. 4.4ff; Pind. Nem. 7.43 and schol ad Pind. Nem.
7.58; Eur. Androm. 33, 891; Soph. ap. Eustath. ad Hom. p. 1478; Paus. 1.33.7, 2.18.5).

196 Cf. Eur. Hel. 16-21 (a Adyoc Helen receives); 663-82 (a Adyog Helen explains); 975-995 (a Adyog
Menelaus repeats and expands upon). The chorus (1137-50) voices frustration with respect to the
instability of the stories told, and the judgments made, about Helen. The women draw a parallel
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vindicated Helen before its subsequent skyward departure (606 ff.), that
Menelaus can accept Helen’s account as a counterpart of, rather than a
contradiction to his own (SvpeBact pot Adyor/ ot tnod” aAnOeig, 622-3). After
Euripides lifts away the weight of the eidwAov, and with it the weight of extant
accounts, he leaves a void that his characters can fill with a new Adyog, and one
which moves past the contradictions and complications that separate the tale’s
previous iterations.

For his part, Menelaus suggests the necessity of such an endeavor. Once
he accepts that his wife has been in Egypt all along, the king remarks: “In the
midst of this [situation], I have many things to say, but at the moment I don’t
know where I ought to begin first” (... ToAAOUG d' €V péowt AGyovg éxwv/ ovk
010" omolov MEwToV Aapfwpat ta vov, 630-1). After he and his wife talk through
their respective experiences in greater detail, and express their mutual
desperation to escape their current circumstances, Menelaus asks whether the
salvation that Helen suggests (cwOetuev dv, 815) will be achieved: “through
corruption, courage, or contention” (wvnTtog 1) ToAunToc | Ad0ywv VUmo; 816). In

the end, it is the latter (A0yog, 832) that will save Helen from marriage to

between the unpredictability of the heroine’s narrative (000" €xw... 6 TL... £émog aAabec ebow,
1148-50) and that of life itself (AvTiAdyoLg... aveAmtioTolg toxaig, 1141-2).
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Theoclymenus, and Menelaus from death at his hands, but only if Theonoe
herself accepts it (cf. 831-3).1”

Consequently, the appearances of A6yog in the lines devoted to the
Spartan couple’s appeal to Theonoe further accentuates the manner in which
Euripides’ tragic Helen transitions from a multifaceted yet secondary character,
conjured from a conglomeration of extant accounts, to a central and active shaper
of her own narrative.”® As we have seen, the primary impetus for this transition
is the development of a plan to return home, and Theonoe is the character
responsible for introducing this connotation to vootoc.

Once Theonoe enlarges the implicational scope of vootog/vootéw, and
asserts a preference for its suggestion of a return (e.g., 877, 884, 1024-5), Helen
takes the lead. She directs her husband to help her craft a cohesive narrative that

will support their escape: “Menelaus, we are safe as far as the maiden [Theonoe]

197 The chorus tasks Theonoe, as the “judge of this appeal” (¢v ool oafevelv, @ veavt, Tovg
Abvovug, 996), with offering a ruling that will “gratify everyone” (oUtw d¢ 1xQlowv, wg dnaotv
avdavnig, 997).

19 In this regard, Euripides differentiates his version from yet another account of Helen’s
journey —Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen (c. 427)—which would have been known to Athenian
audience members for nearly two decades by the time Euripides’ tragedy was staged. In Gorgias’
trifle, the Leontine orator is clearly the speaker and crafter of a particular representation of Helen
(“I myself wish, by imparting some type of design to my speech, to make an end of the blame
attached to this vilified woman,” éyw d¢ fovAopaL Aoylopdv tva Tt Aoywt dovg TV Hév
KAKWS dkovovoav navaot g aitwag, Gorg. Hel. 2), and Helen is grammatically on par with the
speech itself (“the woman whom the speech concerns,” 1 yuvr) mepi fig 60e 6 Adyog, 3), rather
than in control of the narrative. As such, Helen’s autonomy in her namesake tragedy is worth
noting, even if it is ultimately an illusion of Euripides’ authorial omniscience.
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goes. From here on out, it is necessary to join these arguments (tovg Adyouvg) into
a single directive, and to join [ourselves] in a shared plan for [our] safety.”!
Helen herself, furthermore, is responsible for the most crucial element of
this story: the lie that Menelaus has perished and requires a burial at sea. She
asks her husband: “Would you be willing, though very much alive, for the
announcement of your death to be made?” (BovAntL AéyecOal ur) Oavwv Aoywt
Oavetv; 1050). Menelaus follows his wife nearly word-for-word: “I am prepared,
while I am alive, to die for the story (£towuog eipt pr) Oavwv Aoywt Oavety,
1052), but expresses some hesitation: “What guarantee of safety does your
prescription have? Surely there’s something inherently predictable in this tale”
(owtnolag d¢ Tout' €xeL T vy &kog;/ maAadTng Yo Twt A0ywt y' éveorti tig,
1055-6). 2 Despite her husband’s hesitation, Helen continues to lay out her plan

step-by-step.

199 Eur. Hel. 1032-4: MevéAae, moog pév mapBévou oeadpeBor/ tovvOévde d' eic v ToLg Adyoug
dépovte xo1)/ kownv Evvamtey unxaviv cwtnelac. In this case, I have chosen to retain
Jackson’s emendation (1955, 154-5) instead of adopting Allan’s solution (2008, 121 and 258 n.
1032-4): tovvBévde 01| ot ToUg Adyoug Ppégovta Xor). There is no need for Helen to remind
Menelaus to contribute to the Adyoc itself, for he has already done so in the course of his appeal
to Theonoe (e.g., 946, 976, 979, 994). It is Helen’s insistence upon a need for a single, cohesive
account that is important, a point highlighted by the chorus” subsequent remark at 1141-2 (see
above, n. 196).

200 Cf. Hel. 1547-91, wherein the messenger explains that he and his fellows put aside their
suspicions about the size of Menelaus’ burial contingent (1)ptv d' fjv pév 110’ vmopia/ Adyog ' €v
aAAAoloy, TV émeoPatv/ we mANBog ein, 1549-51) in order to follow Theoclymenus’ orders
(dreownwpev d' Opws/ Tovg oovg Adyovg owilovteg, 1551-2), realizing too late that the report
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The Spartan queen hands control of the operation to her spouse (o¢ xor)
BoaBeverv mavta, 1073) only after she has explained how they can secure a
vootog by sea. She directs Menelaus to sit quietly, furthermore, while she
prepares herself for an appeal to Theoclymenus (1083-9), and it is she who both
makes the announcement of Menelaus’ (false) demise (1196) and sets the stage
for her husband to speak again when soliciting the necessary provisions from the
unsuspecting Egyptian ruler (e.g., 1199, 1249). As she develops her strategy,
Helen proves herself a more effective general than her husband ever did during

his time at Troy.

II1. Helen acts: a (new) vootoc

Euripides makes his own, meta-textual departure from tradition an
integral element of the tragedy’s actual departure, which Helen and Menelaus
contrive to pull off by means of their novel Adyoc. As the audience member is
hearing the innovative story that Helen and Menelaus craft with véotog in mind,

he or she is also watching Euripides simultaneously leave prior accounts behind.

of Menelaus’ death (6 T 0UkéT' wv Adyorot MevéAews éAag, 1572) had been greatly
exaggerated.
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One of the most apparent points of departure is Euripides” consistent
portrayal, in the second half of his tragedy, of the impious deeds that inform
Helen’s and Menelaus’ escape. A second element, which weighs heavily upon
these new narrative waters, is the striking violence with which Helen culminates.
In each of these regards, Herodotus’ account of the Spartans” exodus from Egypt
provides a useful baseline against which to compare Euripides” own portrayal.

For his own part, Herodotus efficiently undermines the neat summation
that Homer’s Menelaus provides in his report to Telemachus. The king of the
Odyssey notes that he made his departure only after appeasing the gods with
appropriate offerings, and that his subsequent trip home was swift and without
incident.?! Herodotus’ Menelaus, by contrast, does a vile and impious deed in
order to secure his departure from Egypt with Helen in tow: “Menelaus behaved
unjustly (MevéAewg avnp adwkog) towards the Egyptians... [and in order to
prompt the winds needed for sailing] contrived an impious act (émtitexvatat
TENYHA ovk 6010V), namely, he took two children from the native population

and cut them into pieces.”?” Hated and pursued by the Egyptians, this Menelaus

201 Hom. Od. 582-3: kai épefa teAnéooag ékatopfag... katénavoa Bewv xOAov aiev E6viwv;
and 585-6: ... dooav d¢é oL ovgov/ abdvartot, tol 1 wka GIANY €¢ matE®' Emepuay.

202 Hdt. 2.119: éyéveto MevéAews avnE adukog €¢ ALyUTITIOUG. .. EMITEXVATAL O Y& OVUK OOLOV*
Aafwv yag 000 madia dvopwVv ETixwelwv évtopd opea émoinoe.
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does not go straight home, but flees to Libya, before departing for additional

destinations unknown to Herodotus’ priestly sources (cf. 2.119).

[l.a. An impious plan for a vootoc

Euripides sees the impiety of Herodotus” Menelaus and decides to raise
the historian. In Helen, the king's list of demands from his Egyptian counterpart
contains a number of ritual elements, which would have been readily
recognizable to Athenian audience members, including: a sacrificial bull and
panoply (reminiscent of the tribute required of Athens’ allies at the Panathenaia
and Dionysia);**® an empty bier for the body (which recalls that carried, at the
state festival for the burial of Athens” war dead, in commemoration of the
soldiers lost abroad);** and the best of the land’s PAaotuata (a first fruits

offering reminiscent of that presented at Eleusis) (Eur. Hel. 1256-65).2 In short,

203 For an example of the requirement that allies present a bull and panoply at Athens, see IG I° 46
(c. 446/5 or 426/5), the foundation decree for the colony at Brea. See also Sourvinou-Inwood 2003,
72: “Because the city Dionysia and the Panathenaia were loci for articulating symbolically the
polis as an open system, they became loci for the articulation of ...the Athenian Empire: for this
was one of the results achieved by the fact that the Allies’ tribute was brought to Athens at the
Dionysia and displayed in the theater, while at the Great Panathenaia the Athenian allies were
required to bring a cow and panoply like colonists.”

204 For the significance of the empty funeral bier, which was carried in the “most solemn festival
of the Athenian year, after 464,” see Freeman 2014, 242.

205 See IG I3 78 (the First Fruits Decree, c. 425/4 or 422 or 416/5).



154

Menelaus coopts certain rituals, which were typically subject to collective, public
sanction and performance, and puts them in service of a personally-designed,
mix and match set of rites for his false funeral.?%

Rather than cutting unnamed, barbarian children to pieces, Menelaus
instead cuts apart rituals that were integral to the common experience of
Euripides” audience members — Athenian and otherwise — and reassembles the
pieces as he sees fit. Although his disregard for proper ritual practice is tame by
comparison to that of Herodotus” murderous Menelaus, the actions of Euripides’
Spartan king represent only the starting point of a crescendo of impiety and
violence.

Helen herself does much to support this crescendo. Immediately after
Menelaus has convinced Theoclymenus to proffer the requested supplies, and to
allow Helen to oversee the burial process (1275-1300), the chorus enters and

performs its second ode (1301-68). In the second antistrophe of this so called

206 Menelaus’ choices represent some of the most emphatically-public rituals performed at
Athens, the communal nature of which encouraged state oversight of the acts performed by
individual agents. With respect to the Mysteries in particular, epigraphic evidence provides
ample testimony of such oversight, and of the particular pains the Athenians took to maintain
control of ritual propriety with respect to Eleusis. See: IG I® 6 (regulation of the Eleusinian
Mysteries, c. 460); IG I3 32 (establishing the Eleusinian epistateis, c. 450 or 432/1); IG I3 58
(prescriptions regarding Eleusis, c. 430). On the decrees, see Parker 1997, 143. On the Mysteries in
general, see also Parker 2007, 327-69.
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“Demeter Ode,” 7 the chorus describes how Helen has earned the “wrath of the
great Mother” due to her “irreverence for the sacrifices of the goddess.”?%
During the “night-long festivals of the goddess” (mavvvuyideg Oeag, 1365), the
chorus continues, “you boasted in your shapely form alone” (poodpat povov
noxes, 1368).

Given the nature of the chorus womens’ complaints, is seems that the
reason Helen’s sacrifices are impious is not the nature of the offerings
themselves, but the fact that she partakes of these collective offerings in the
interest of securing purely personal gains. When she makes herself the focal
point of the chorus’ carefully combined, group-sanctioned ritual practices, Helen,
like her husband, upsets the balance between public and private that collective

(choral) oversight is meant to secure.?”

27 The song was once “generally considered the most irrelevant ode in Greek tragedy” (Whitman
1974, 65), and was long dismissed as an example of an Aristotelian éupoAwpov (cf. Decharme
1906, 314-15; Michie and Leach 1981, 12-13 and n. 1391). This position has for the most part been
discounted, however, as it is based upon a misreading of Aristotle’s Poetics 1456a 25-9, which
Allan rightly shows (2008, 293). The most popular argument for linking the second stasimon to
the rest of the tragedy is the claim that the action and themes of the Demeter myth, best known
from the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, provide the model for the overall structure of Helen. See, e.g.,
Burnett 1960, 151-63; Kannicht 1969, 2.334; Segal 1971, 553-614; Foley 1992, 133-60.

208 Eur. Hel. 1353-7: In the chambers, you [Helen] made burnt offerings neither customary nor
sanctified, and you acquired the wrath of the great Mother, child, in your irreverence for the
sacrifices of the goddess,” (v 0¥ Bépc <o™> 000" 00ila/ MOEwWoag €v <yac> BaAduals,/ pnviv d’
éoxec peyaAag/ patpog, @ matl, Ovolag/ ov oefiCovoa Beac). On the types of sacrifices (Buoia)
disallowed from the inner sanctuary at Eleusis, see Evans 2002, 227-54.

209 McGlew’s analysis (1999, 1-22) of the profaned rites which were actually taking place at Athens
in the years prior to the production of the Helen in 412 (cf. Thuc. 6.28.1-2; Plut. Alc. 22.3), explores
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The Demeter myth was likely quite flexible with respect to its capacity to
absorb elements of non-Athenian rituals. In the second ode, for example, the
chorus blends the rites of the Demeter myth with those typically performed in
celebration of the “mountain Mother”, to whom the ode is addressed
(ooela..Matng, Eur. Hel. 1301-02; peyaAac Matpodg 1356-7). Initially, W. Burkert
writes, the Meter cult was: “to a large extent for private individuals and [was]
sustained and carried abroad by itinerant mendicant priests.” 2

Despite the plasticity of its mythical underpinnings, the celebration of
Demeter’s rites was subject, at Athens, to extensive public legislation and

control.?! We can detect the extent of the Athenians” discomfort with the myth’s

the delicate line between public and private worship. Of the accusations regarding the
inappropriate practice of Demeter’s rites behind closed doors (kai Ta pvoTriou dua we moteiTon
€v oikiaug éd’ UPoet, Thuc. 6.28.1), McGlew concludes (1999, 9-10): “the Athenian hetaireiai, as the
Athenians feared, seem to have exploited... the social ties that the mysteries provided... they
implicitly challenged the city’s control over the most elementary bonds between individuals,
giving them instead to small groups of elites.” See also: McGlew 2002, esp. 116ff; Draganic 2010,
43-54. Some scholars argue that the accused did not actually favor sedition, and that the practice
of parodying or profaning religious rites during symposia was simply a fashionable pastime
amongst Athens’ youth, a rejection of traditional values and those (elders) who espoused them
(e.g., Ellis 1989, 59; Rubel 2000, 210-15 and 228-9). However, Henderson (2003, 155-79, esp. 165)
has shown that, regardless of their actual intentions, these groups of aristocratic youths were
perceived as a threat to democratic stability prior to 415.

210 Burkert 1985, 178.

211 In addition to the epigraphic evidence (see above, nn. 205-06), one might also consider the role
of the Athenian ¢{npoL—young men undergoing their military training—who were tasked with
accompanying and safeguarding the procession to Eleusis each year. The presence of the épn ot
indicates the deep interrelation between personal, ritual practice and state function: as they
accompanied the procession to Eleusis, these young men were simultaneously engaged in civic,
military, and religious training. While the act of initiation into the Mysteries was an individual
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private associations from the fact that, when the New Bouleuterion was
constructed at Athens in the last quarter of the fifth century (around the time of
Euripides’ Helen), the Old Bouleuterion, which remained the home of the state
archives, came to be closely associated with the Mother goddess, if not a Metroon
in and of itself.?> As E. D. Francis writes: “the Mother of the Gods was now
assigned the task of guarding the documents of state by reference to which
constitutional order was maintained and the intrusion of wilder influences kept
at bay.”23 At Athens, that is, there was room for more than one Mother goddess,
so long as the public controlled the identity of each matriarch.

It is precisely this type of collectively-sanctioned order that Helen ignores
in favor of securing her own salvation. In their second ode, the women of the
chorus adopt and adapt elements of the Demeter myth in order to serve their

current narrative, which represents a pioneering, and thus potentially

choice, it was emphatically overseen by those whose primary goal was to become effective agents
of state. For further analysis, see: Pakkanen 1996, 33-9; Evans 2010, 121.

212 See Aeschines 3.187. Scholars contend over the location of the cult statue of Meter in the Old
Bouleuterion, and the date of its placement. See, e.g., Curtius 1868; Shear 1995, 157-90; Sickinger
1999, 93-113; Francis 2005, 112-20.

213 Though Francis (2005, 118-19) argues that the Old Bouleuterion and the Metroon were two
separate buildings, he maintains that the relationship between these was inextricable, since the
temple of the Mother goddess was: “not only topographically adjacent to the Old Bouleuterion as
part of the same building programme, but also functionally adjunct to it.”
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unapproved, blend of traditions associated with a variety of goddesses.?*
Because they do so as a collective, however, the chorus women mimic the
process of ritual admixture that characterized Attic cult.?'®> Helen’s determination
to stand out, rather than blend in, upsets the balance between tradition and
innovation that the chorus women preserve. Through her dedication to her own
self-promotion, furthermore, Helen fails in her role as xoonydg, as the exemplar

who protects ritual practice and the collective mindset it supports.?¢ She upsets

214 As any audience member familiar with the Homeric Hymn to Demeter (HH 1) would quickly
notice, the events of the Hymn are taken out of order in the portions of the ode that precede the
second antistrophe. For example, HH 1 places the goddess’ laughter at lambe (202-5) prior to the
horrible famine (305-13), whereas the second stasimon makes the famine (Eur. Hel. 1327-37) the
reason for Zeus’ dispatch of the Charites, Muses, and Aphrodite to lighten the Mother’s mood
through music and laughter (1341-52). Allan (2008, 293) writes that Euripides is: “responding to
contemporary religious ideas and practices” by incorporating the syncretism of Demeter’s myth
with the rites of Cybele and with Dionysus in his tragedy. In Burkert’s view (1985, 178-9), this
type of syncretism was not only normal, but necessary: “The Mother [Kybele] does not fit easily
into the genealogical system of Greek mythology... The Greeks transferred the Demeter myth
onto her... Since Pindar at least, the retinue of Meter Kybele is seen as one with the Dionysian
throng.” On the chief elements of Dionysian ritual and its representation by the dramatic poets
(Euripides in particular), see Seaford 1981, 252-7.

25 T have focused on Attic cult, given Helen’s performance at Athens, but it is worth keeping in
mind that Helen’s Spartan nationality might also constitute a novel element of the worship that
the chorus describes in the ode. On the chief elements of Demeter worship in Spartan cult in
particular, see D" Alessio 2013, 113-32.

216 For examples of Helen as a chorus leader, see Ar. Lys. 1314-15, where Helen is the ayva
X00ayog evmem¢ at Sparta (or ékmomer|, cf. Alcman 1.46). On the tradition of Helen as a
X00N YOG, see Robinson 1979, 162-72. A number of recent studies compare Helen's allegorical role
as a tapOévog, and her actual role as xoonydg, e.g., Allan 2008, 295-6, nn. 1355-7 and 317 n. 1;
Swift 2009, 418-38; Murnaghan 2013, 155-7. For a darker reading of Helen’s role, see: Juffras 1993,
45-57; Friedman 2007, 209-10; Sebo 2014, 144-68.
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cult procedure in order to secure her own salvation, and leaves no realistic path

to safety for the chorus women, who long to follow her to better circumstances.?”

II1.b. An impious and violent vooToc

The impiety that Helen commits in the second stasimon, and that which
her husband commits in his exchange with Theoclymenus, taints the couple’s
subsequent escape and vootoc. A number of elements in the dénouement of
Euripides’ tragedy indicate how the Spartan royals’ ritual selfishness casts a
shadow over their journey.

The first of these is the foreboding nature of the harbor at Nauplia, to
which Helen and Menelaus will sail.?'® At the outset of the third stasimon (1451-
1511), the chorus calls upon the rowers of the escape vessel to: “escort Helen to
the well-harbored shores of Perseus” home” (mépmovrteg evAluévove/ Iepoeiwv

olkwv ‘EAévav e’ axtag, 1463-4). Prior to the third stasimon, however, Nauplia

217 The members of the chorus, in fact, are the only ones who do not manifestly benefit from their
collective participation in Helen’s plot: Menelaus escapes, as do his men, and even Theonoe is
reconciled to Theoclymenus, despite her betrayal of his directive to alert him to Menelaus’
presence. The fate of the chorus is one important difference between Helen and IT. In the latter play,
the chorus women bemoan their abandonment (IT 1123-33), but Athena arranges for their
departure from Tauris at play’s end (1468-83).

218 For a useful summary of references to Nauplius in other dramatic poetry (including Euripides’
own Troiades of 415), see Allan 2008, 234.
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has never served as an ideal site for a propitious homecoming; rather, Euripides’
characters consistently associate the harbor with the destruction and loss
resulting from Nauplius’ revenge.?"” By giving his audience a set of expectations
regarding Nauplius, Euripides tethers the protagonists’ coming journey to a
violent and painful past, which itself tempers the chorus” hopeful prognosis.?
Alongside the specter of Nauplius’ revenge, the imagery of fire and light
also connects the couple’s future salvation to their prior indiscretions. In Helen,
tire (T0Q) is only twice associated with appropriate ceremonial practice (547,
936). Fire appears in both Menelaus” and the chorus” description of Nauplius’
revenge (e.g., 767, 1122-31).2! Earlier in the tragedy, Euripides recalls for his

audience the conflagration at Troy (e.g., 107, 197), a murderous inferno which

219 When Menelaus lists the places that he has visited after leaving Troy, he includes Euboea,
famed for: “Nauplius’ false beacons” (t&x NavmAiov v EOBouca mugmoAjuata, 767). When the
chorus women, in their first ode, lament those who lost their lives as a result of Nauplius’
revenge, they not only mention Euboea again (1126-7), but also the: “outstretched Aegean
promontories upon which [Nauplius] flashed his false flame” (Atyaiaig évadolg d0A0V/ dkTog
dotéoa Aduag, 1130-1).

20 Early in the tragedy, Teucer also makes an oblique reference to the harbor, when he explains to
Helen that Menelaus is missing, seen: “neither anywhere in Argos nor on the banks of the
Eurotas” (oUkovv év Agyel <y’> ovd’ ¢’ Evgarta goaic, 124). Subsequently, in the third stasimon,
the chorus women imagine themselves as birds who would announce the couple’s return to
Sparta: “as you settle on the Eurotas” (Evgwtav épeCéuevar, 1492). This is, of course, a hope that
will never be fulfilled (see above, n. 217).

21 In the tragedy, the word for flame (pAGE) also has both propitious (629, 869-72) and ominous
(746, 1126, 1162) associations.
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Menelaus himself claims credit for igniting (kAewvov to Toolag o éyw O' 0g
N viv/ MevéAaog, 503-4).

Euripides’ messenger, furthermore, associates fire with the useless and
misleading prophecies of those who examine burnt offerings or the cries of birds
(e.g., 745-8, 755-7), and it is the burnt offerings Helen makes with which the
chorus takes issue in the second stasimon (1353-4).2? Finally, in the third
stasimon, the as-yet unlit marriage torches of Hermione (oUmw mevkat oo
Yapwv EAappav, 1478) mark the point of Helen’s and Menelaus’ return by
taking the place of the beacons which led so many Argives to their doom.??
Thus, if there is a fire lighting the way home for Menelaus and Helen, it is one
that, though associated with both pious and impious acts, is fueled by the latter

more often than not.?*

22 agree with Allan’s reasons for keeping lines 503-9 in the tragedy, as well as his defense of
lines 744-57 (2008, 204 n. 503-09; 231-2 n. 744-57). As for the emendation of lines 1353-4, I agree
that Hermann’'s mbowoag is a reasonable emendation for manuscript L’s unmetrical émbpwoac.
23 The pine used for Hermione’s torches does appear in Theonoe’s august ritual procession (870),
but is also provides the material from which Paris fashions his ship and opens Troy up to death
and destruction (229-35).

24 Even the Dioscouri, who ultimately ensure that Helen and Menelaus escape, have a dubious
association with fire and light. When the women of the chorus locate the twin gods: “in the sky
under the whirlwind of bright lights” (Aapno@v dotéowv U déA-/ Aaig ol valet' ovpaviol,
1498-9), they recycle a combination of their own words, which are found only here and in the first
stasimon’s description of Nauplius’ deadly, burning beacons (1131).
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The impious treachery by which Menelaus and Helen achieve their
departure exemplifies the ineluctable connection between the couple’s irreverent
arrangements and the success of their vootoc. The messenger testifies to this
when he describes how the sacrificial bull, which Menelaus requested from
Theoclymenus, refused to board the ship: “Yet the bull was unwilling to put its
foot straight (ovx...0000¢) upon the plank, and instead bellowed forth, turning
its eyes round in circles (Oup' avaotoédpwv kOkAwt), bucking its back in the air
and looking aside through its horns, preventing us from taking hold of him.” %
This image brings to mind the second stasimon, and the: “quake of the bull-
roarer while it is wheeled in circles in the aether” (9oupov 0’ eiAtcoopéva/
KUKAL0G évoolc aiBegia, 1362-3). The curved path of this instrument, with its
sound like a bellowing bull, is literalized as the crooked embarkment of an actual
bull, whose eyes trace similar circles in the air.

The animal’s patent unwillingness to partake of the ritual underscores the

contrived and highly suspect nature thereof.?? This is significant, given the

25 Eur. Hel. 1555-9: tavgetog d¢ molg/ ovk 110eA’ 6p00¢ oavida mooopivat kata,/ aAA’
e€efouxat UM avaoTEEPWV KUKAWL/ KLQTAWV TE VOTA KAS KEQAS MAQEUPAEMWV/ L)
Bryyavew amelgyev.

26 Euripides highlights the extent of the bull’s resistance when he has the messenger describe the
tame compliance of the accompanying horse (cf. Hel. 1567-8). Unlike the bull, the horse is
associated neither with Hera, Aphrodite, nor Demeter/Meter, but with Athena (especially Athena
Hippia, on which see Burkert 1985, 140). The latter goddess appears in Helen in mentions of the
Spartan cult of Athena Chalkioikos, the ritual practices of which have continued undisturbed
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goddesses with whom such an animal had associations: Demeter/the Mountain
Mother, the subject of the second stasimon with its impious rites; Hera and
Aphrodite, the guarantor and gatekeeper, respectively, of the tragedy’s vootog,
both of whom require appropriate propitiations if this journey is to be a
success.?’

Euripides’ description of the bull’s sacrifice, furthermore, supports the
audience members’ perception that Helen’s and Menelaus” actions are equally-
destructive iterations of Nauplius’ own. Though Menelaus does manage to
sacrifice the bull, an act that the messenger calls a propitious omen for sailing
(obolat E€vawt, 1588), this auspice is itself tainted by the mention of the heretofore
unwelcoming port — Nauplia — to which the winds will send the Spartan’s ship
(e axtag NavmAiag, 1586).

It is immediately after the sacrifice, furthermore, that one of

Theoclymenus’ men realizes: “This voyage is a deception” (kat tig t0d¢e eime

during the royal couple’s absence (Eur. Hel. 226-8, 1465-7 with Allan 2008, 177 and 322-3 nn. ad
loc).

227 Hera has the strongest association with the bull (as evidenced by cult epithets such as ataurote,
azuges, boopis, and zugia, cf. Suda s.v. Ataurote), but Minoan and Mycenaean iconography attests
to the joint association of Hera, Aphrodite, and the Mother with bull’s heads and the “horns of
consecration” (Benigni 2013, 23-49). These Bronze and Iron Age associations carry through to
Roman Republican and Imperial authors, in whose astrological works Venus rules the
constellation Taurus. See: Germanicus, fragmenta Aratea, fr. 4, v. 52 ff; Maurus Servius Honoratus,
In Vergilii Aeneidos Libros (Servii Grammatici Qui Feruntur in Vergilii Carmina Commentarii), 8.590.4.
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Ao6AL0g 1) vavkAnola, 1589). His word recalls not only Menelaus” deceitful
display of pity in his role as overseer of the false funeral (rpooeine doAovV
oixtov, 1542), but also aligns the couple and their vootog with several other
instances of trickery, including: the deceptive, and destructive, proclivities of
their main, divine opponent (& te d0A106 & moAvktovog Komngig, 238; do0ALa. ..
aoxovoq, 1103-4); Persephone’s kidnapping in the impiety-tinged second
stasimon (Ovyatpog apmayag doAiovg, 1322); and Nauplius’ murderous
revenge (cf. 1128-30: d0A10V/ dxtaic aotéoa Adppac).?8 Just as the Kypris and
Nauplius’ plots claimed many lives, so too does the protagonists” escape. As the
messenger notes, it is gore, not water, which wets their departing ship (povwt 6¢
vavg éppetto, 1602).

The self-serving impiety of Menelaus’ funereal rites, and of Helen’s
inappropriate ritual practices, spread far beyond the points at which Euripides
introduces each, and thoroughly infect the novel escape sequence that the
playwright devises. Through subtle verbal repetition and substantive

associations, Euripides creates echoes of past devastation and degeneracy —

228 On this line and others that exculpate the messenger from responsibility for the escape, see de
Jong 1991, 55-6. As far as trickery and its unfortunate associations go, Helen herself also decries
the treachery by which Zeus, as a swan, reportedly raped and impregnated Leda (Zevg...kOkvou
poodpwpat dvibog AaPav,/ 6c dOALoV VvV EEEmoal’. .., 18-20).
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Menelaus’ hand in Troy’s fiery destruction, Nauplius” deceitful revenge, Helen’s
offense against the grieving Mother goddess — that reverberate even in the
chorus’ positive forecast for the protagonists” vootoc.

Euripides even marks Castor’s final speech with the verbal residue of
Helen’s and Menelaus’ selfish, impious, and violent actions. For example, when
the twin god declares that Helen must remain yoked in marriage to her initial
husband (¢v Totot d' avtoig det viv €CevxOar yapolg, 1654), his term recalls
Helen’s lament to the chorus, earlier in the tragedy, that she is yoked to the
wretched lot of her portentous and unnatural birth (tivi moTUWL CLVECHYNY,
255). In an equal state of despair, furthermore, the Mother goddess of the second
stasimon yokes her chariot Cuyiovg/ CevEaoa) and sets off in search of her
daughter: “snatched away from the circling chorus of virgins.”?? By connecting
the term to characters in a state of despair and distress, Euripides conditions the

audience member to prefer a certain implication.?’ Castor’s prediction

29 Eur. Hel. 1310-14: Onpav 6te Cuyiove/ Cevéaoa Bex oativac/ tav agnacBeioav kKukAiwv/
Xoowv EEw mapBeviwv/kovoav.

20 There is only one additional reference to yoking which does not fit this pattern. In a carefully
detailed description of the actions Theoclymenus’ men took to prepare the ship for the funeral
service, the messenger uses CeUyAatot to refer to the cross-bars on which the ship’s rudders are
lowered into the sea (1536). These preparations do, however, lead to the bloody escape that
follows.
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undermines this connotation, perhaps, yet the alternative view he introduces
serves only to complicate, rather than erase, the term’s previous implications.
Such is also the case when Castor reveals that the: “island that extends
alongside Akte as its guard” (poovoVv aQ' AKTIV TeTaéVNV VIjooV Aéyw,
1673), was the first place to which Hermes brought the real Helen, having stolen
her from Paris (kAépag, 1672; kAonaiav, 1675; cf. 1670-75).%3! The mention of
any sort of promontory brings to mind the various recollections of the blood-
stained harbor at Nauplia (e.g., axtaic, 1131; axtac, 1464; axtac NavnAiag,
1586), and Helen herself associates the term with the men who died on her
account: “on the banks of the Scamander” (¢mi Zxapavdolos/ dxtaiotv, 609).
Menelaus, furthermore, foreshadows the substance of Castor’s sentiment
when he instructs his servant to inform the men that they ought to: “remain at
the seaside (¢t' dktaig) ... and if I should manage, in some way, to steal
(éxrAéar) this woman from this land, to watch for a way (poovpetv) that... we
might have safe passage away from these barbarians.”?*2 These same soldiers, the

messenger later recalls, were a sorry sight as they approached the false funeral

21 Allan (2008, 343-4 n. 1670-5) praises Euripides’ inventive aetiology, which connects the naming
of the isle of Helen (now Makronissos) to the tragic narrative. See also Dale (1967, 168 n. 1673),
who provides a more succinct note and is also far less impressed.

22 Eur. Hel. 739-43: pévewv T' €m' axtais. .. L tvde mws duvaiped' éxkAépat xOovoc,/ poovpetv
<0’> OMwg &v... €k PagBAagwv owOOLEV.
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service upon the seashore (tpoonABov dxtag... avxuneot d' opav, 1539-40).
Few of Menelaus’ men, and even fewer of Theoclymenus’, manage to depart
these headlands with their lives (1589-1618).

It is with the violence of this confrontation in mind that we might
reconsider the traditional understanding of Castor’s ultimate remark: Tovg
EVYEVELS YOQ OV 0TLYOLOL daxipoveg,/ Twv O' dvaplOpuntwv paAdov telow ot
ntovort (1678-9). Modern readers have often translated twv 0' avaglOurntwv

separately from ot tdvot as: “the uncounted [masses],”?* thereby taking Castor’s

23 However, if we consider other extant examples of avapiOuntog, -ov in authors prior to, and
roughly contemporary with, Euripides, one thing is clear: the adjective is never found without a
noun to which it explicitly refers, regardless of whether the adjective is found in the same case as
the noun it modifies, or in a separate case (as in Thrasymachus fr. 4.4 D-K: “a countless number
of Persians,” Ilegocv dvaoOurjtoug). In poetic works, Pindar describes: “countless errors”
(dpmAakialy avagi@untot, Ol 7.24-5) and Sophocles defines: “a long, even unfathomable
period” (60 pakQOg kKAavaElOuUNTOg X00VOog, Aj. 646). As for prose works, in Herodotus, we find:
“innumerable labors” (mtévot...avapiBuntol, 1.126.5); “incalculable thousands of talents”
(TaAdvtwv XALdeC dvaptbuntot, 2.134.2); “a countless multitude of Persians” (mtA}0¢t
avapOurtouvg twv Ilegoéwv, 7.211.3); and “countless souls” (Pvxnot... avaglOurjtolot. 9.79.2).
Examples from Plato include: “countless myriads of women” (Hvotddeg advapiBuntoL yovatkav,
Laws 7.804e); “countless thousands of ancestors” (mooydvwv pugadec...avaolOunrot, Theaet.
175a); “and [Palamedes] counted out the number of ships and all other items, as they were
uncounted prior to this” (kal é£aglOunoat vavg te kat TdAAa Tdvta, we TEod TOL &vagLOpur TV
Ovtwv, Rep. 7.522d). Xenophon writes of: “an infinite number of men”
(vBowTwV...avaglOuntwv, Ways 4.25); “innumerable slingers” (odpevdovrtag de
avagOuntovg, Cyrop. 7.4.16); and Xerxes’ “countless armed forces” (tr)v avagiOuntov
otoativ, Anab. 3.2.13). In Isocrates, we find: “countless years” (xodvolc Toic avaglOumntolg,
12.98); “innumerable peltasts” (8.118); “an innumerable armed force” (otoatiag dvaglOurtov,
4.93); “the discourses spoken and the laws set down [are] innumerable” (kai ToUg Adyovg Tovg
elENUEVOUGS Kal TOUG VOHOUG TOUG KELUEVOUS avalOuntoug eival, 15.82); “other innumerable
deeds” (megl dAAWV moaypaTwv avaglOurtwy, 15.171); and “innumerable evils” (kakav
avaglOuntwy, 9.8).
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statement to imply that excessive suffering is disproportionately the lot of the
well-born, irrespective of divine ill-will. To hear this sentiment behind Castor’s
words is to assign a particular type of situational ineptitude to the deus ex
machina. Given that both Helen and Menelaus receive conciliatory cult status at
play’s end, in spite of their equal disrespect for ceremonial proscriptions, and
keeping in mind the blood — both Spartan and barbarian — that they have
spilled in the process, it is rather difficult to accept the appropriateness of a
remark that insists, nonetheless, upon identifying the royal couple as the true
victims.

I would suggest the following alternative, which treats paAAov (d¢) as a
correction of the preceding negative (o0 otvyovot), and Twv avaplOunTwy as a
genitive of quality, not comparison: “The gods, you see, do not hate the well

born; rather, [their] labors are of a type that defies accountability.”?** The

24 For genitive of quality, see Smyth 1320-1. In this passage of Helen, we should question whether
or not to take dvatBuntog, -ov to mean “of no account.” In all other extant instances, in which
this is the implicit or explicit connotation of the adjective, the descriptor always has a particular
noun which it modifies. For an explicit example, consider Eur. lon 836-8, when the old man
warns: “And last of all you shall be persuaded of this evil: to invite a motherless no-account, born
of some slave woman, into your house as master” (kat twvd’ anavtwv €éoxatov meior kakov:/
aunto’, avaeiBunTov, ék dOVANG TVOG/ Yuvaikdg, €¢ oov dwpa deomdtnV ayewv). An implicit
example is Ar. Wasps 1010-11, when the chorus leader addresses the “countless myriads” (@
puoades/ avapiBuntol), and asks them to take care that his advice is not lost on them, as it
might be on “stupid spectators” (okaiwv Oeatwv, 1015). See also Strattis fr. 31.1-2 = Kock 0.1-2 =
Meineke 1.1-2 =Harpocration p. 290.5, when the speaker explains that: “it takes countless men to
haul this peplos with ropes” (Tov mémAov d¢ tovTOV/ EAKOVO” OVEVOVTES TOTIEIOLG AVOQES
avapiOunto, fr. 31.1-2 = Kock 30.1-2 = Meineke 1.1-2 =Harpocration p. 290.5). Given these



169

innovative and shocking trials that Euripides’ characters have just faced, that is,
cannot be simply be explained away as the result of divine malice. This
explanation corresponds to traditional A6yot, which the audience has heard
many times already (i.e., the rivalry of Hera and Aphrodite, the tale of the
eldwAov), but these are accounts which Euripides” characters question (18-21,
136-42 with 284-5, 306-09) and which his chorus finds no reason to trust (1137-
1160). Instead, it is the unfathomable tradition, the repository of the incalculable
and irreconcilable variety of labors that these characters have endured, that
provides the basis for their continual suffering.

In his Helen, Euripides identifies the “traditional” contradictions his
characters face, and dramatizes his departure from these contradictions as the
actual departure that his characters make, through a plot that actually depends
upon the invention of a new Adyoc. Though the protagonists’ vootoc may return
them to a familiar port, Castor’s final statement (and that of the chorus, if it is

genuine),?* underscores the innovative means by which Euripides delivers

examples (including above, n. 233), it seems most likely that Euripides’ twv 8" avagOpuntwv in
Hel. 1679 refers not to an abstract, unnamed group of lowly men, but to the subject of the phrase,
namely, ol TOvVOL.

25 Eur. Hel. 1688-92: “There are many forms of the divine, and the gods bring much to pass
against expectation; and these matters did not reach the expected resolution, but the god found
an opening for surprises. This is the way it turned out, in this case” (moAAai pogdat twv
dapoviwv,/ MoAAG 8" déAmtwe koatvovot Beol:/ kat tor doknBévt’ ovk éteAéodn),/ twv O
adoKNTwv OOV N0Ee Bedc./ TOOVD' améPrn tode mpayua). Because these lines also appear at
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Helen and Menelaus back home. Throughout his tragedy, Euripides invites the
members of the audience to adapt the flexibility reflected in the work’s verbal
underpinnings, and to appreciate the freedom that they each have to decide
whether or not to accept his, or any other account, as the final word on the

matter.

the end of Eur. Alc., Andr., Ba. (and Med., with a slight variation), scholars have dismissed them
as gnomic statements appended at the discretion of later actors (Allan 2008, 346 n. 1688-92). For a
defense of the lines’ authenticity, see Sourvinou-Inwood 2003, 410 ff.



Table 1236

Tragedy Date véoTog | dvootog | dvovooTtog | vooTipog | avootiog | vootéw | amovootéw | Total
Alcestis 438 - - - 1 - 1 - 2
Medea 431 - - - - - - - 0
Heraclidae c. 430 4 - - - - - - 4
Hippolytus 428 - - - - - - 0
Andromache c. 425 - - - - - 1 - 1
Hecuba c. 424 1 - - 1 - - - 2
Supplices c. 423 2 - - - - - - 2
Electra c. 420 - - - - - - - 0
Heracles Furens c.416 - - - 1 - - 1
Troiades 415 3 - 1 - - - - 4
Ion c.414-11 - - - - - - - 0
IT c.414-12 9 1 - - - 1 1 12
Helen 412 2 - - - - 4 - 6
Phoenissae c. 409 1 - - - - - - 1
Orestes 408 - - - - - - - 0
Bacchae 406 1 - - - - - - 1

Iphigenia at Aulis (IA) 406 4 (7)»7 - - - - - - 4(7)

26 The figures in this table represent the results of a TLG search of the Euripidean corpus for all inflected forms of each term: 1) nouns:
VvOOTOG, AMOVOoTNOLS; 2) adjectives: dvdotiog, dvootog, dVOVOOTog, EMivooTog, eDVOOTOS, VOOTIHOC, MTAALVOOTIHOG, TAAlvvoOoTOog,

TOAUV0OTOoG; 3) verbs: avavootéw, AmMovooTéw, dIA-VOOTéw, €K-VOOTEW, ET-AVAVOOTEW, €MI-VOOTEW, KATAVOOTEW, VOOTEW,
naAvootéw, ovv-amovootéw. I have not listed Euripides’ fragmentary works, as véotog (or a cognate) appears in only a single
fragmentary tragedy (Hypsipyle, P. Oxy. col. 16, fr. 60.ii), nor have I included Rhesus, as it is likely spurious. Per play, these terms appear

at: Alc. 1023, 1153; Heracl. 310, 587, 645, 1042; Andr. 971; Hec. 541, 939; Supp. 641, 1209; HF 431; Tro. 66, 75, 167; IT 117, 527, 534, 535, 662,
731,751, 1003, 1016, 1019, 1066, 1112; Hel. 428, 474, 877, 884, 891, 1025; Phoen. 949; Ba. 1337; 1A 298, 882, [966], 1179, 1187, 1261, [1603].
27 Three appearances are uncertain: lines 966 and 1603 are likely spurious; line 1179 is Kovacs’ (2002) restoration of a lacuna.

L1
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IV. Excursus: Euripides’ Helen, Andromeda, and the trilogy of 412

Kypris has an integral role in the A6yoc of Euripides’ Helen. Arguably, the
goddess’ son and counterpart (whether as himself or an abstraction) is equally
integral to the action of Andromeda.?® In both tragedies, Euripides conspicuously
lays the influences and consequences of erotic desire along the fault line of the
tragic divide between human and divine. Given the unique significance of these
divine, erotic forces in both the known plays of 412, it is reasonable to consider
that this thematic element was integral to the trilogy of that year, the third
tragedy of which is unknown.

Of course, neither Helen nor Andromeda is unique for its presentation of
how divine forces direct, or interfere with, human aspirations.?’ Such is also
clearly the case in Euripides’ IT, likely produced in the year(s) just before 412.24
While it is not surprising to find that erotic desire, and the goddess who sets it

upon mortals, features more heavily in Helen than in IT, it is worth noting that

238 In Helen, the abstract force (éowg) appears twice: Helen corrects the notion that she was
transported to Troy with the desire for an unjust marriage (¢ow-/ Tog AdlKWV Yapwv, 667-8);
Helen decries Aphrodite’s dedication to: “working out passionate affairs, beguilements, deceitful
devices, and love charms causing blood feuds between houses” (éowtac anatac do6Ax U
eLevonuata/ aokovoa Gpidtoa 0" atpatnoa dwuatwyv, 1103-04).

2% On which see Hartigan 1986, 119-25 and 1990 passim.

240 Metrical considerations usually place IT ahead of Helen by one or two years (i.e., 414-13). See:
Devine and Stephens 1981, 43-64; Cropp and Fick 1985, 20-3. As all of the aforementioned note,
metrical criteria are not ultimately decisive, with regard to reconstructing Euripides’ trilogies, for
the resolution rates in his tragedies do not increase in a linear fashion.
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Euripides has altogether eliminated these forces from the latter tragedy.?*! This
absence is significant, in light of the temptation to group IT together with the
tragedies known to belong to 412.22 It is likely that éowc/EQwg is integral to the
plot of Andromeda in a way that fits so closely with Kypris’ role in Helen as to
make the utter lack of this erotic theme in IT a puzzling and disruptive

dissimilarity.

IV.a. The importance of eros in Helen and Andromeda

Kypris’ role in Helen goes far beyond her initial culpability in the divine
feud that sets the idwAov storyline in motion. The goddess fosters division
between humans as well, whether with respect to the war for Menelaus’ stolen
wife (Hel. 233-40, 1113-21), or with respect to Theonoe’s decision to flout her
brother’s (and Kypris” own) wishes to reveal Menelaus’ identity to the Egyptian

tyrant (887-91).

241 Iphigenia has nothing to say about Aphrodite’s role in Helen’s marriage to Paris (IT 10-14), nor
does the goddess receive any sort of incidental mention, which—as the unobtrusive and
ultimately incidental mentions of Athena in Helen show —Euripides was perfectly capable of
including (e.g., Hel. 226-8, 1465-7). Two uses of éowg/ ¢odw (IT 530, 1172) have no obvious erotic
connotation (see below, n. 244).

222 Wright 2005 argues for this grouping.



174

Euripides further highlights the goddess” presence by giving her a unique
place in the A6yog that underlies the protagonists” voortoc. It is Kypris (rather
than the Homeric divine pantheon) who stands between Helen, Menelaus, and a
safe return to Sparta. It is Kypris whom the couple, Theonoe notes, must appease
if they wish to return home. It is Kypris who changes the terms of the Homeric
Hymn to Demeter when she, on Zeus’ orders, takes the lead in propitiating
Demeter in the second stasimon. Thus, it is also necessarily Kypris whose efforts
Helen directly undermines when she fails to participate in the rites in an
appropriate manner.

Though Helen formulates the Adyoc for her vootoc with an awareness of
Kypris” influence, there is little to suggest that this A60yog successfully appeases
the goddess of desire. Rather, Menelaus’ ill-omened bull sacrifice merely
highlights the gory impiety that the couple’s escape plan engenders. Helen and
Menelaus do manage to leave Theoclymenus” kingdom behind, but not before
they have polluted its waters and stained its shores with the blood of both
Spartan and Egyptian men.

Extant fragments of Andromeda suggest that Euripides singles out Eros in

this tragedy, as he does Kypris in Helen, as a focal deity whose depiction
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innovates upon traditional portrayals.?*> For example, using an: “expression
[that] is almost unique in classical Greek,”?* the speaker of Androm. fr. 138 states:
“For any mortals who fall passionately in love (eic éowta mimtovowv), whenever
they happen upon an object worth yearning for, are left wanting for no sort of
pleasure in this case.”?%> In one of the more substantial fragments, furthermore,
Perseus addresses Eros as: “tyrant of gods and men” (ov 0’ @ Oewv TVQAVVE
kavOownwv ‘Epwg, f. 136.1), a sentiment which, as F. Bubel notes, Euripides
appears to be responsible for introducing to tragedy.?¢

In the extant Euripidean corpus, furthermore, Kypris (Aphrodite) stands

alongside Eros as the only other divinity to whom even Zeus is subject (cf. Tro.

243 The fragment numbers cited for Andromeda correspond to those found in Collard et al. 2004,
133-68.

24 Gibert (in Collard et al. 2004, 164) on ¢ic €épwta Timtovov Beotwv. In the same note, Gibert
marks a parallel between this line and IT 1172: {®0.} Tiv'; elc €QOV Y&Q TOU HAOELV TETTWKALEV.
Thoas” “desire” to learn more about Iphigenia’s plan compliments Orestes’ statement that he will
fulfill Iphigenia’s desire to glean information from him, regarding the aftermath of the Trojan
War ({Og.} EAeyy’, émeldn) To0d' épaic AéEw d' €yw, 530). However, as Orestes aims his choice
words at one whom the audience knows to be his sister, the chance of an erotic connotation is
troubling. The unlikelihood of an erotic undertone also undermines the slim chance of any erotic
connotation behind Thoas’ similar request for knowledge from a priestess who serves the
goddess of chastity (1172).

245 Androm. fr. 138: dooL ya eig épwta mimtovowv Bootav,/ E00AWV dtav TOXWOoL TV
€owpévav,/ ovk €00’ omoiag Aelmetat 16d” fdovnc. Gibert (in Collard et al. 2004, 164) does not
cite the following, albeit non-poetic, parallel for Euripides” expression, namely, Thucydides 6.24
(kat éowg évémeoe toig aoLy Opolwg ékmtAevoat). The citation is also missing from Bubel 1991,
138-9.

246 Bubel 1991, 135-7. The poetic characterization later makes its way into prose, notably Plato’s
Republic, in which Eros is the “tyrant who dwells within” ("Egwg tOparvvog évdov otkwv, 573d).
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946-50).2 A. M. Dale cites Perseus” words in Androm. fr. 136 as an example of a
“challenging-nouthetetic” address, a typical element of a number of Euripides’
later tragedies and: “a high point in the development of the central theme.”* Yet
of the additional examples Dale selects (including IT 1082-8, 1230-3; Hel. 1093-
1106, 1441-50), only those directed at Aphrodite (Hel. 1093-1106) and Eros (in
Androm.) are unique for evoking the superlative nature of each god’s respective
power. Considering these parallel, innovatively-termed leading roles, and given
the knowledge the Helen and Andromeda were performed together, we may
suppose that the playwright’s particular insistence upon erotic passion, and his
novel portrayal of its divine patrons, was a source of thematic cohesion for the
trilogy of 412.

A Adyog centered upon the potentially destructive power of €pwg also
appears to ignite the major conflict between the protagonists and their opponents
in Andromeda. Whatever pleasure Perseus and Andromeda derive from their love

(fr. 138), the passion that fuels their attraction also constitutes a dreadful force:

247 A comparison with Aeschylus elucidates the unique power of Kypris” position in Euripidean
tragedy. In Suppliants 1034-5, Aeschylus’ chorus sings that Kypris and Hera must share a position
of power approximate to that of Zeus: “But our cheerful song is not heedless of Kypris, for she,
with Hera, holds power nearest that of Zeus” (KUmowoc 0" oUk dpeAel Oeopog 60" ebdowv
dvvartat ya Awog dyxlota obv "Hoat). Thus, Aeschylus’ Zeus answers to neither goddess (as he
does Kypris in Euripides), nor does Aeschylus’ Kypris have autonomous power to overrule Zeus’
authority (as she does in Euripides).

248 Dale 1969, 181-4, esp. 182.
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“The desire we have is fearfully powerful, and from these words, grasp the chief
points: that desire is untrustworthy, and is wont to inhabit the most degraded
region of the heart” (éowta detvov éxopev: €k d' Epwv AdYwv/ Ao Tt
BEATIO0" g ATIOTOV €0T' WG/ KAV TWL KAKIoTWL TV PeevV olkely PLAel, fr.
138a, 1054 N).2# In this fragment, Adyog is the tool with which the (unknown)
speaker encourages the listener to address the force of eros. Yet if Perseus and
Andromeda end up together at tragedy’s end — and I do not know of any
argument suggesting that they do not — such a conclusion necessarily means
that they have each failed to use A6yoc as a means of mitigating the erotic
influence on which their mutual attraction depends (as fr. 138 suggests).

When the protagonists of Andromeda fail to master or appease eros (just as
Helen and Menelaus fail to appease Kypris), Perseus and Andromeda almost
certainly cause a distinct degree of turmoil for those whom they leave behind
(just as Helen and Menelaus demonstrably do). Although the extant fragments
do not allow for a precise reconstruction of the opposition that Perseus and

Andromeda faced, nor the degree of violence or trickery to which either had to

29 The beginning of the fragment is incomplete. Meineke (Arch. fr. 250 n.) suggests that the
preceding line ended with deomdtny, in which case the sentiment would be: “In Love, we have a
fearfully powerful master.”



178

resort in order to escape and be together, a violent confrontation between the
lovers and their opponents is certainly not out of the question.?*

This argument — that the protagonists of Andromeda likely wrestled with
the same type of erotically-driven excess and violence which besets Helen’s
vOotog — runs counter to the prevailing scholarly estimation of the relationship
between these tragedies and their respective heroines. C. Moulton, for example,
writes that Aristophanes chooses Helen and Andromeda as subjects for parody in
his Thesmophoriazusae (of 411) because of the juxtaposition Euripides achieves
through the: “radical technique of the Helen, set beside the more conventional
treatment of subject and situation in the Andromeda.” The side-by-side
presentation of two “such opposite heroines,” Moulton continues, allows the

comic playwright to explore the unstable separation of male and female roles.?!

250 There is no certain reconstruction of the nature of the conflict that prevents Perseus and
Andromeda from marrying as soon as the former rescues the latter. It may be that Cepheus
and/or Cassiopeia (Andromeda’s parents) were the primary opponents to the marriage; Phineus,
Andromeda’s previous fiancée, may instead have been the main impediment to the new couple’s
relationship, or may even have joined with Andromeda’s parents to prevent the union. The
burlesque violence that mars the marriage banquet in Ovid’s version of the story (cf. Met. 4.668-
5.238) need not have been modeled primarily on Euripides’ account. However, given the content
of Helen, a long and violent contest at the end of Andromeda is not out of the question. For a full
consideration of the sources and options, see: Bubel 1991, 17-23; Gibert (in Collard et. al.) 2004,
134-7.

21 Moulton 1981, 108-43, esp. 138-9.
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The key to Moulton’s claims is the conceit that Euripides presented
Andromeda as a more conventional, passive tragic heroine than he did her plot-
making Spartan counterpart. More recently, M. Wright has made much the same
argument, writing that Andromeda served as Euripides’ model for a damsel in
distress, in whose image the playwright could cast two separate, but comparable
versions of the same female protagonist (i.e., Helen and Iphigenia). In the Helen-
IT-Andromeda trilogy that Wright proposes for 412, it is Andromeda who:
“embodies the themes of captivity, oppression, danger from the sea, rescue, and
escape which are so central to these plays.”??

There are, clearly and admittedly, a number of elements that unite IT and
Helen.?® However, as the evidence of Euripides’ fragmentary tragedies shows,

the playwright consistently recalled and reshaped shared “mythical cores” and

22 Wright 2005, 126. On the other hand, see Harder 1993, 397-404. Harder argues that Helen and
Iphigenia represent two very different character types. Whereas Helen is the emblematic guilty
woman (“Helena wird durch ihre Rolle als Schuldige ungemein wichtig,” 400), Iphigenia is an
ideal victim who aids her father in bridging the gap between his private concerns and public
obligations, and who appeases the crowd with her willing sacrifice (403-4). See also Zeitlin 1981,
301-27, esp. 319-27.

253 One such element, which is particularly germane to my argument, is that the delineation of a
particular Adyoc in IT often signals, as it does in Helen, the character’s departure from previous
traditions, and Euripides’ subsequent introduction of an alternative. Both protagonists of IT, for
example, use the term when explaining their presence in a novel, Taurian setting: Orestes travels
to Tauris at Apollo’s behest (elo0¢ic ooig Adyolowv, 93-4); when recounting the contents of her
letter, Iphigenia describes the details (Adywt poaow, 761) of her post-substitution journey to
Tauris (cf. 759-87).
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predictable plot “outlines” throughout his career.?* Thus, grouping Euripides’
(extant) “escape tragedies” together on the basis of common themes and plot
points is no more necessary than grouping his “suppliant tragedies” (Heraclidae,
Supplices) into a trilogy for the same reason.

Furthermore, there is an argument to be made that the similarities
between Helen and IT do not sufficiently outweigh the key, thematic differences
that separate them. Indeed, alongside the parallels that Wright explores, we
ought to note such important differences as: the divergent priorities according to
which Helen and Iphigenia each formulates her respective A6yoc for an escape,?®
the violent and (for some) deadly escape sequence in Helen, versus the
comparatively tame sequence in IT, ¢ and the extent to which each heroine’s

respective plot involves acts of religious impiety.?”

24 See Cropp’s commentary on Melanippe Wise and Melanippe Captive in Collard et al. 1995, 245-6.
25 Iphigenia’s primary concern, when preparing to justify her request to take Orestes, Pylades,
and Athena’s statue to the seaside, is to use her words to mitigate the threat of death (Eur. IT 998,
1073-4). By comparison, Helen secures her salvation not through an aversion to bloodshed, but
by her encouragement of slaughter on a massive scale (Hel. 1602-3; c¢f. IT 1017-19, 1021).

2% See: Luschnig 1972, 158-63; Belfiore 2000, 21-38. In Belfiore’s estimation, the central concern of
IT is the denial of a need for bloodshed.

27 On the manner in which the cults established at the end of IT are constructive (of Athenian
communal identity), see Goff 1999, 109-28. Although Iphigenia herself invents the excuse that
Artemis’ statue has been defiled and requires cleansing, she does not propose to disregard extant
ritual proscriptions in order to carry out the expiation. Rather, the heroine of IT confirms to Thoas
that: “There is an obligation to show reverence for a fundamental law” (tov vopov dvdykn tov
nigokeipevov oépewv, 1189). Even Orestes, who at one point entertains the irreverent possibility of
murdering Iphigenia’s hosts, ultimately abandons the ceremonial fagade that his sister has
devised as he and his companions attempt their escape. When one of Thoas” men questions
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One additional thematic element, which Wright expressly ignores in order
to draw his conclusions, is the forceful and significant presence of divinely-
directed, human-felt erotic impulse, so visible in Helen, likely key to Andromeda,
and (thus) conspicuously absent from IT. This is problematic, not least of all
because Wright's argument for placing IT together with Helen and Andromeda in
412 depends, chiefly, upon the likelihood that Euripides sought to compose a
cohesive trilogy by creating insistent thematic and structural parallels between

the tragedies in question.

IV.b. The importance of eros in 412/1
Given the complications that arise from reconstructing trilogies solely on
the basis of internal, thematic cohesion between plays, scholars have looked to

external considerations for support and insight.?® With respect to Euripides’

Orestes (A6yoL 0’ €xwoovy, 1358), demanding to know “for what reason” (tivi Adywt, 1358) he is
attempting to steal away with priestess and statue in tow, Orestes answers him straight: “Know
that I am Orestes, brother of this woman, child of Agamemnon, and I aim to take my sister,
whom I lost from my home, and carry her safely away” (Opéotrnc, tTod' épapog, wg puabni,/
Ayapéuvovog maig, Tvd' Eunv kopillopal/ Aafawv ddeAdr|v, v dnwAeo' €k dduwv, 1361-3). On
the other hand, Helen and Menelaus create novel rites by abandoning or breaking apart extant
ritual practices, and remain dedicated to their deceitful Adyoc until their ship has already put out
to sea.

28 E.g., Stieber 2011, 138-41; Storey 2013, 23-8.
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trilogy of 412, Aristophanes’ Lysistrata and Thesmophoriazusae of 411 constitute
two examples of such “external considerations,” of thematic and historical
anchors to which Euripides” Helen and Andromeda are arguably attached.? Not
only do erotic forces represent a major thematic component of Euripides” Helen
and Andromeda, but this component is one which Aristophanes finds it
worthwhile to address in each of the aforementioned comedies.

In light of these comic works, the lack, in IT, of the sustained focus that
Euripides gives to the manipulative and divisive powers of Aphrodite and Eros
in his Helen and Andromeda, becomes all the more glaring. Euripides” IT may be
thematically-compatible with his Helen to a certain degree, but the former
tragedy is less so when one considers Helen and Andromeda together, and
especially when one adds the evidence of Aristophanes” works of 411.2¢0

Erotic forces play both a divisive and conciliatory role in Lysistrata, the

plot of which Aristophanes saw fit to design around a conjugal strike organized

29 In Thesmophoriazusae, both Helen and Andromeda are subject to extensive parody. On the date of
Lysistrata and Thesmophoriazusae, see the introductory notes in Henderson 2000, 254-63 (on
Lysistrata) and 444-51 (on Thesmophoriazusae). For the argument that Thesmophoriazusae belongs to
410, see Samons 2000, 318-22.

260 The possibility that Aristophanes (very obliquely) parodies IT at the end of his Thesm. does not
necessitate IT’s inclusion in the trilogy of 412. See Bobrick 1991, 67-76. Bobrick (72 n. 15) notes
allusions to IT in Thesm. 1160-1225, but she does not argue that IT must, consequently, belong to
the trilogy of 412, and instead places it in the years just prior. Wright endorses Bobrick’s view
(2005, 50 n. 170), but also banks on previous arguments against this position (esp. MacDowell
1995).
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under the joint auspices of the goddess and god of desire (Ar. Lys. 551-4). J.
Gibert argues that the significance of eros in Lysistrata lies in Aristophanes’
presentation of the force as more than a sexual impulse: “Beneath all the ribaldry,
the mainspring of the play is true love, and it is serious.”?! Yet there is certainly
a baser element in play: Lysistrata’s comrades lead the men to arbitration by their
pricks (1120-1), which the men themselves admit are at the point of rupture
(1136). After commenting on the state of Reconciliation’s private anatomy (1158),
the men proceed to divvy her up piece by piece (1162-71), and conclude their
negotiations by expressing their mutual desires to plough and fertilize their new
property (1173-4).

On the one hand, Lysistrata manipulates the erotic cravings of her fellows
— male and female alike — in the upstanding and sober interest of peace rather
than division, and she does ultimately send the comedy’s wayward husbands
back to their own wives (1186-7).2¢2 However, the reconciliation she oversees on
stage, did not, as J]. Henderson notes, have much chance of finding a real-world

parallel in the cessation of hostilities between Athens and Sparta, due to the

261 Gibert 1999-2000, 90.
262 For the two sides to Lysistrata’s characterization, see Faraone 2006, 207-23], esp. 208, 222.
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majority of Athenians’ refusal to pursue peace when the option was on the
table.23

To some degree, in fact, Lysistrata’s successful management of individual
desire, in the interest of collective benefit, merely highlights the extent to which
Aristophanes’ Athenian viewers refused to coalesce behind real-world efforts to
treat with the Spartans and bring the war to an end (e.g., Thuc. 8.70-71, 89-91).2¢4
Thus, Aristophanes’ viewers assume a role not unlike that of the chorus and
secondary characters in Helen and (likely) Andromeda. None of these women
shares in the heroines’ reprieve from the respective troubles that plague her, but
instead they all remain mired in an atmosphere tainted by inescapable violence
and unatoned impiety.2%

Issues of sexual control also constitute the heart of the charges that
Euripides” would-be prosecutors levy against him in Thesmophoriazusae.?*® The

Coryphaeus, for example, calls down the wrath of the gods upon: anyone whose

263 Henderson 2000, 259.

264 For an argument that considers Aristophanes’ prior treatment of eros in his Birds (414) as an
explicit expression of the Athenians’ ardency for pursuing an imperial agenda, see Arrowsmith
1973-4, 119-67.

265 By rescuing Andromeda, of course, Perseus necessarily interrupts her parents’ atonement for
their religious offense. For callous religious practice as a tool for power in Athens, see the
preceding discussion of Thuc. 8.70.1.

26 Additionally, the chorus and individual women express concerns, or issue threats, regarding
criminal and callous impiety — in general practice and in Euripides’ tragedies— on more than
one occasion (e.g., 355-68, 450-1, 887-8).
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harmful plots against women include the revelation of supposititious children
and secret liaisons; male lovers who do not deliver on their promises; and
(elderly) female lovers who lure men away from young women (Ar. Thesm. 335-
346).

Mika begins her list of grievances, furthermore, by decrying the portrayal
of women as man-craving adulterers (tag pHoLx0TQOTOVGS, TAC AVdQEQAOTTOLAC,
392), whose husbands, thanks to Euripides, suspect that their wives are
constantly engaged in affairs (395-7), and that the womens’ actions are generally
aimed at carrying out and/or hiding sexual affairs (400-409). Kinsman, too,
touches upon all of these complaints and provokes the women to arrest him by
providing a (false) anecdote about “her” own affair, and by claiming personal
knowledge of other adulterous actions, as well as the efforts of one woman to
substitute a child at birth (478-519).

It is with this network of “erotic” charges in place that Aristophanes
proceeds to parody two of Euripides’ most recent tragedies, namely, Helen and

Andromeda.?” In each parody, Aristophanes’ verses insert erotic elements into

267 Aristophanes also constructs a parody of Euripides’ Telephus of 438 B.C.E. and Palamedes of
415. For an outline and brief analysis of each parody, see Austin and Olson 2004, lvi-Ixiii.
Alongside these extended parodies, Aristophanes incorporates a number of lines from various
Euripidean tragedies, including: Aeolus, Alcestis, Cyclops, Danae, Erechtheus, Hippolytus, IT, Medea,
Melanippe, Phoenix, and Sthenobia.
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sections of Euripides’ tragedies from which these elements are absent. In
Euripides’ Helen, for example, the initial confrontation between wayward
spouses sends Helen running for her life (Eur. Hel. 541-5). Kinsman-as-Helen, by
contrast, celebrates the arrival of Euripides-as-Menelaus, stating: “But there may
be something that entices my heart” (AAA' omep atkdAAeL T kaEdilav Eunv, Ar.
Thesm. 869).%8

In Euripides’ tragedy, furthermore, Helen’s sexual integrity remains
notably intact, despite Theoclymenus” advances (Eur. Hel. 60-4). The queen
speaks only once of the possible insult that a marriage to Theoclymenus would
represent (OBowv v’ OBollwV €0 tax o’, 785), but confirms that this outrage is yet
hypothetical (795). Aristophanes” faux Helen, by contrast, has already been:
“forced to marry Proteus’ son and share his bed” (fiukCopat yapowot Howtéwg
ntadl oOppetEat Aéxog, Ar. Thesm. 890) and is ashamed to look at her husband,
due to the physical insult that she has already suffered (aioyxVvouat oe tag

yvaBoug VBeLouévn, 903).2° Thus, Aristophanes’ alterations clearly and

268 The line recalls Euripides’ Andromache, wherein the titular character inveighs against Menelaus
for failing to kill his wife at Troy: “you, a sad-sack born helpless against Kypris, fawned all over
that two-timing bitch” (...modoTv atkdAAwV kVVa,/ floowv mepurws Komowog, @ kakiote ov,
Eur. Andr. 630-1). For additional parallels, see Austin and Olson 2004, 283 n. 869-70. A scholiast to
Andromache notes that Ibycus wrote a (more economical) version of the scene Andromache
describes, in which the power of Aphrodite/Eros was readily apparent (sch. Eur. Andr. 630.3)

269 Even when Euripides’ Helen pretends, in front of Theoclymenus, to be in mourning for her
dead husband, she does not go so far as to mark up her face by scratching her cheeks (cf. Eur. Hel.
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efficiently present Kinsman-Helen as a flattery-seeking, yet passive and violated
sexual object.

Aristophanes abandons the subtle erotic tone of his Helen parody as he
moves on to his lampoon of Euripides” Andromeda. When Euripides-as-Perseus
attempts to convince the Scythian that Kinsman is the virgin Andromeda (@
ntag0év’, 1111), the Scythian rebuts the claim by citing the indisputable evidence
to the contrary: “Take a look at his sack! It’s clearly nothing to sneeze at” (okéat
TO KVOTO" Un) Tt pkkov Ttatvetat, 1114). The Kinsman’s “sexual humiliation” at
the hands (literally) of Euripides and the Scythian continues for several lines, in a
scene which has already received extensive scholarly comment.?”® Aristophanes’
intentions in placing such visceral erotic impulses at center stage are a matter
worthy of separate consideration. The vital point here is that the comic
playwright chooses not once, but twice (and only months apart), to foreground

these impulses in his comedies, and to reattribute them, twisted and reimagined

1186-92). On the other hand, although neither talopat nor VFQLOpEVN automatically indicates
rape, Aristophanes’ use of the two in such close proximity, and in clear connection to the
bedroom —Aéxoc—and Helen’s physical integrity —tag yvdBouvg—underscores the implication
of violence.

270 On sexual humiliation, see Compton-Engle 2015, ebook np. For commentary on this scene, see:
Rau 1967, 65-89; Austin and Olson 2004, 329-30.
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in Thesmophoriazusae, to the dramatic playwright who had staged them scarcely a
year prior.

When Aristophanes re-stages Euripides” heroines, he makes the erotic
elements of Euripides’ tragedies all the more vivid and immediate by
underscoring the basest physical aspects of human sexual pursuits. Though
Thesmophoriazusae represents a more obvious engagement with this element of
Euripides’ trilogy of 412, Lysistrata, too, supports a similar perspective. Indeed,
the respective conclusions of Aristophanes” comedies of 411 are not really so
different: the near-final act of both protagonists (Lysistrata, Euripides) is to
conjure an object of sexual gratification (Reconciliation, Elaphion) as a reward for
the compliance of male opponents. To the extent that the similarities between
Helen, Andromeda, and IT speak in favor of uniting the three into a cohesive
trilogy, the near-complete excision of Aphrodite and Eros from the latter tragedy,
taken together with Aristophanes’” apparent interest in incorporating these
tigures into his comedies of 411, speaks just as loudly, if not more so, in favor of
placing IT outside of Euripides’ trilogy of 412.

As a final, external consideration, we might keep in mind that
Thucydides, too, characterizes the entire expedition to Sicily (415-413) — the

source of the death and enslavement, on a massive scale, of Athenian and allied
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troops — as an erotic misadventure (Thuc. 6.24.3). The empty funeral bier that
Menelaus requests for his fake procession in Helen (Eur. Hel. 1261), evocative of
the bier carried each winter in honor of Athens” war dead, was one that would,
in the winter before the Dionysia of 412, have been filled to its figurative brim
with the bodies of the men had not returned home.

There is no reason to underestimate the significance of the callous desire
that besets the action of Euripides” Helen, and likely his Andromeda as well. This is
an erotic folly which Euripides, Aristophanes, and Thucydides all refuse to let
the Athenians forget, and neither Euripides nor Thucydides shies away from
presenting a direct link between Eros” machinations and the gory vootot that the
Athenian people witness both on stage, and in reality: kat 0AtyoL dmo moAA@V

ér’olkov amevootnoav. !

71 “ And few out of many made the journey back home” (Thuc. 7.87.6). On allusions to Homeric
epic in Thucydides” account of the expedition, see Allison 1997, 499-516. For a broader view of the
connections between epic and historiography, see Rutherford 2012, 13-38.
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Chapter Five ~ Thucydides on Athenian Impulses and Impiety (415-11)

Thucydides’ sparing and selective use of €pwg and its cognates amplifies
the impact that this term has on the reader when it does appear in the extant
narrative.?? Yet the acquisitive desire that he emphasizes in his account of the
Athenian’s organization and dispatch of the Sicilian Expedition of 415-13, and in
the corresponding excursus on Harmodius and Aristogeiton, continues to plague
the Athenians even after épwc itself disappears from the text.

Thucydides does not rely upon €pwg alone in order to bolster the reader’s
expectations of a colossal erotic misfire in Sicily. Rather, his noteworthy use of
noOewvog (Thuc. 2.42.4) and of méOog (6.24.3), each term a hapax legomenon in the
extant narrative, supports a disparaging appraisal of the emotional impetus
behind Athens” expedition (section I).?* In addition, Thucydides” use of
érubvuta and émiBvpetyv supports the impression that the disaster in Sicily is the
direct result of a unique type of Athenian-specific yearning and indulgence

(section IT).2"

272 On Thucydides’ use of eros as thematic element of his accounts involving Athenian military
conquest, see Ludwig 2002, 153-69 and 319-380.

273 On a possible connection to Pindaric themes, see Hornblower 2008, n. 6.24.3.

274 | have forgone an examination of Oupdg, its cognate, mooBupia, their related adjectival, verbal,
and/or adverbial forms, and other terms that express emotional states based in one’s Buuog (i.e.,
avtiBvpdopat, anobvuog, éxbuuia, katabvuiog, mepiBupog, cuvBvuéw, DépOvpoc) on the
grounds that none of these terms consistently connotes an explicitly-sexual desire for an object or
individual.
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The Athenians’ experiences in Sicily appear exceptional due not only to
the nature of the erotic motivations for the expedition,?” but also to the jealous
regard (¢mtidpOovog) that purportedly moves the gods (Ocot) and threatens the
possibility of a return home (section III).?® There are no parallel instances in
Thucydides’ text in which mortal men are the direct object of this type of divine
jealousy. As such, the terms of the gods’ response to the expedition represent a
verbal anomaly, an outstanding divine response to the Athenians’ particular

emotional indulgences.

1. Athenian yearning (no6oc)
Thucydides twice portrays Athenian citizens as men whom mo0o¢ lures

into a grand military mission.?” Thus, this particular type of longing is striking

275 There has not, to my knowledge, been a systematic examination of how Thucydides adapts
terms for sexual desire to suit a specifically-Athenian context. However, the general erotic
motivations behind the mission are ones which scholars have long discussed. Several papers in
Balot et al. 2016 summarize key aspects of the arguments related to this topic, and offer
comprehensive bibliographies. See especially: Orwin, 360-5; Rahe, 435-8; Wohl, 444-57; Nichols,
466-8; Mara, 536.

26 On “religious panic” at Athens during the time of the Sicilian Expedition, see Rahe (in Balot et
al. 2016), 440-1.

277 The term’s primary connotation is one of desire or yearning, in particular for something that is
not present. For the implication of desire, see Aeschylus” Suppliants, in which Pothos is the child
of Kypris (1034-9). The concept of longing for someone (or something) out of reach runs from
Homeric times (Hom. II. 19.319-21, 23.15-18, 24.4-9) through to Plato’s era (Plat. Crat. 420a).
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not only because of its rarity in the extant work, but also due to its specific
function as an impetus for Athenian campaigns. When the reader encounters
rtoOewvog at 2.42.4, the term conveys a noble yearning for righteous vengeance
and entails the self-denial of personal profit. This passage — a segment of
Pericles’ funeral oration of 430 — provides a key verbal point of comparison for
the mo0oc that appears at 6.24.3. By setting so stringent a limitation on the
context of moOewvodg and moOog in his work, Thucydides casts the motivations of
the Athenians in book 6 into sharp relief, and emphasizes the extent to which
these men have relaxed into a dangerous state of erotic vulnerability as they

prepare to launch their ambitious campaign in 415.%8

La. Periclean moOoc as an idealogical model

Through Pericles’ oration for Athens” war-dead (2.35-46), Thucydides
gives his reader an understanding of how a particular type of yearning can
constitute a noble and praiseworthy form of desire. The ideology Thucydides

develops in this passage lays the groundwork for the Athenians’ subsequent

278 Although scholars have noted the unique presence of m60o¢ in Thucydides, there has not, to
my knowledge, been any proposal of a relationship between the passages at 2.42.4 and 6.24.3. On
Thucydides’ use of m600g, see: Ehrenberg 1947, 44-67, esp. 62ff; Porciani 2016, 551-66, esp. 561.
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experience with m60og, and their failure to entertain their cravings in a
constructive manner.

In only a few lines of text in book 2, Thucydides (re)creates Pericles’
idealized conceit of an Athenian citizen and soldier, a man who willingly sets
aside ephemeral pleasures in the name of righteous vengeance, and whose
personal erotic impulses drive him to reach for collective redemption. As Pericles
nears the end of his speech, he extols the readiness with which Athens” dead
soldiers put aside the comforts of their daily lives and faced up to the terrible
threat of combat. Of their motivations for doing so, Pericles claims that:

None of these men, neither [one who] esteemed the future enjoyment of

wealth, nor [one who] regarded poverty with the hope that he might yet

become wealthy and escape it, was cowed into putting off a dreadful
circumstance. Rather, taking [the position that] vengeance against
opponents was a more desirable option than these (trjv 6¢ Twv évavtiwv

TlHwElay moBewvotégav avtwv Aafdvteg), and at the same time

considering this the fairest of dangers, they resolved, given the

circumstance, to punish [their opponents] and let go of their prospects,
committing to hope the uncertainty that they would succeed...??

279 Thuc. 2.43.4: tovde d¢ oUte TAOUTOU TIG TNV ETL ATMTOANLOLV TIQOTIUN OGS EpaAakioOn ovte
nieviag EATOL, g KAV ETL daduywV avTV TAOLTIOELEV, AVAPOAT|V TOD DELVOD ETIOLOATO: THV
0¢ TV evavtiowv TiHweiav Mobevotégay avT@v AaPOVTes kal KIVOUVWV Ao TOVOEe
KAAALOTOV vopioavteg ¢BovAnBnoav pet’ avTod tovg pEV TiweeloBal, Twv d¢ édleoBal,
EATIIOL HEV TO aPavEg TOL katogBwoeLy ETuTeéPavTed.
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With wealth either at their fingertips or constantly in view,? these soldiers
willingly relinquished their personal desires, and endeavored to grab hold of an
object of enticement situated much further from their grasp. The acquisition of
their goal came only at the ultimate price, yet the commendation that they seized
upon in death is everlasting (tov ayrowv ématvov éAaupavov, 2.43.2).

The Athenian forces of 415 — in particular the youngest among them —
do not measure up the exemplary model provided by the soldiers whom Pericles
commemorates. On the motivations of the expedition’s fledgling soldiers,
Thucydides claims that: “the desire (¢0wc) to sail beset the [Athenians] all alike...
the young men with a yearning for the sight and spectacle (00wt dpewg kai
Oewoiag) of a distant place, and they had high hopes that they would not suffer
any harm.”?! Thucydides” sparing use of toOeivog and m60og underscores how
the longing of 415 reverses a specifically Periclean ideology. While a former,

idealized generation of soldiers preferred to aim for fatal success in avenging the

280 In his book 3 summation of the uprising at Corcyra, Thucydides (3.84.1) portrays the natural
allure of a neighbor’s wealth for a man suffering in a state of poverty: “some entertained unjust
thoughts, wishing for delivery from consistent poverty and, especially because of their suffering
it entailed, longing to possess their neighbors’ goods” (meviag 6¢ ¢ elwOviag dnaAda&elovtég
TVES, HAALOTA O’ &v dLx maBovg, EMBLHODVTES T TV MEAQC EXELY, TaQa dikNV
Yryvwokotev). On the question of this passage’s authenticity, see Gomme HCT II-1II, 382-6 n. 84.
281 Thuc. 6.24.3: €owg évETeoe TOIG MATLV OHOIWS EKTAEDOAL...TOIG O’ év TNL T|Aucion TG Te
amnovong oBwt dPews kat Bewplag, Kal evVEATIOES Gvteg owOToeoBat. See Wohl 2002, 194-5.
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state, the young soldiers of 415 care more for the likelihood of their return than

the destruction of their enemies.2s2

Lb. Periclean toOoc¢ as a verbal model

By relying upon specific and consistent verbal echoes between Pericles’
speech in book 2 and his own narrative in book 6, Thucydides demonstrates how
the Athenians of 415 uproot the Periclean imperative at its most basic, verbal
level. For one, the young troops’ erotic yearning for sights unseen (€pwg, t600g
Opewc) reverses the prerogative of Pericles” exhortation to the Athenians to
exercise their desires within the city, in the role of épaotat.?®® Furthermore,
Pericles argues that the spectacle that ought to compel erotic devotion is the daily
display of Athens” own power (tnv Tg toAewg dUvapy kad’ Nuéoav éoywt
Oewpévoug kal E0aoTAG Yryvopévoug avThg, 2.43.1), a sight that the city never
denies to visitors from abroad (ovk éotiv 6te EevnAaoialc amelpyopév Tiva n

HaOnuatog 1) Oeapatog, 2.39.1).284 By investing their desire, their yearning for

282 See Samons 2015, 156-63.

283 On the relationship between pederastic practices and Athenian political discourse, see Yates
2005, 33-47.

284 Plato later makes the relationship between sight and erotic desire explicit in his Cratylus. The
philosopher characterizes €pwcg as a foreign influence: “And £owg [is so named] because it
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spectacle, and their hope in the promise of a foreign land, rather than the
prominence of Athens itself, the young men of 415 overturn this Periclean
imperative to exalt, and derive pleasure from, the sight of one’s native city.
Thucydides” decision to pair Oewolag with 0ewg at 6.24.3 further
exposes the superficiality of the troops” desire, and the false hope of success that
it promotes. When the degree of danger that they will face in Sicily begins to
gnaw at them, the Athenians survey their fleet and are encouraged, nevertheless:
“by the sight (Tnt 61pet) of their present strength, as evidenced by the sheer
abundance of each aspect [of the armament] on which they gazed.” Indeed, the
fleet is so unbelievable in its magnitude that even foreigners and the unarmed
masses head to the harbor to catch a glimpse (kata O¢av). %> Additionally,
Thucydides writes that the fleet’s renown derived no less from the grandeur of
its appearance (0\ewg AapumeoTtnTt eQPonTog €yéveto, 6.31.6) than from the

audacity of the expedition’s aims.

streams in from the outside, and this stream itself is not domestic to the one who possesses it, but
is imported through the eyes” (éowg 8¢, 6t1 elogel EEwBev kat ovk oikein E0Tiv 1) QoT) VTN TAL
EXovTL AN’ émeloakTog dLx TV opuatwy... Plat. Crat. 420b). If this distinction was a part of
Thucydides” own conception of £owg, then Pericles’ exhortation to the Athenians is all the more
outstanding, for it offers the men a means of controlling desire, which is foreign to their bodies,
by attaching it to a native source (i.e., Athens).

285 Thuc. 6.31.1: 6pwg d¢ T TagovoNL GOUNL, Ot TO MANB0G EkAOTWV WV ECQWV, TN OPeL
aveBdooovv... oi d¢ EévoL kat 6 &AAOG OXAOg Kata Oéav Nkev.
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With respect to the verbal echoes between the passages above, it is worth
noting that both Oedpatog (2.39.1) and Oewpiag (6.24.3) are themselves quite
rare in the work, the former a hapax legomenon, and the latter appearing only
twice. Aside from 6.24.3, Oewpiag shows up in Alcibiades’ boast that: “by the
distinction of my performance at Olympia (tr)c OAvuniale Oewolag), the
Hellenes judged our city powerful (dUvauwv) beyond its actual strength, though
they had hoped that it was exhausted by war.”?¢ Although Alcibiades” moment
of bald self-promotion also diverges from the Periclean paradigm, Thucydides
still gives Alcibiades the good sense to present his spectacular display as a means
of augmenting Athens’ power, and of crushing the hopes of its enemies.

Yet appearances themselves are no assurance of actual power. This is a
point Thucydides sees fit to make in the very first chapters of his work, when
writing of the likelihood that Sparta’s lack of edifices, and Athens” abundance of
them, will cause later observers to misjudge the actual power of each polis: “we

have no right, consequently, to disbelieve [Homer about the size of Mycenae’s

28 Thuc. 6.16.2: ot yag "EAANVeG kat OméQ dUvapy pellw UV TV TOALY EVOHLOAY T UL
dwmemet g OAvpmiale Oewoing, mpdtegov EATiCovtec alT)V kataTemoAepunodat.
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fleet], nor to base our insight about cities on their appearances (tag 61peilg) more
so than on their power (tag dvvapetg).”?”

All told, the soldiers of 415 — first the younger ones, but eventually the
entire contingent — effectively replace a hopeful yearning for vengeance with a
(less-preferable) longing for specious displays, and with superficial hopes for
personal entertainment. The degree to which they do so is not merely theoretical.
Rather, the reader can apprehend these alterations in motivation due to the
verbal guideposts that Thucydides provides.

The historian clearly demarcates these points of reference and connects
them to each other by choosing terms that are unique to a precious few passages
(e.g., moOewvog, mobog, Oedpatog, Oewping), and by then clearly associating
these verbal rarities with a particular cluster of more common words (e.g., OY1g,
dvvapic). Admittedly, the reader must be paying a great deal of attention in
order to recall the descriptive oOetvog of book 2 upon encountering the
substantive o00g of book 6. However, when Thucydides chooses to use a
consistent, yet unique, vocabulary in both places, he gives the reader substantive

(i.e., verbal) evidence of a connection between these disparate passages.

287 Thuc. 1.10.3: obkovV ATOTELV €lkOS, 0VOE TAC OPELS TWV TTOAEWV HAAAOV OKOTIELV 1) TAG
duvapelc.
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1I. Athenian craving (éruiOvuerv/ érubvuia)

Thucydides does not rely upon mo0eivoc/600¢ alone in order to express
the state of emotional degradation under which the Athenians undertake the
Sicilian expedition. Rather, the m6é0o¢ and £pwc that underlie Athens” military
endeavor in 415 are constituent elements of a particular type of Athenian
ambition (¢tOvpetv/ emOvpia), of an eagerness for augmentation that belongs,
almost exclusively, to the men of Athens.?® While it is true that the Spartans also
experience longing in these terms, it is only among the Athenians that this
longing proves ruinous in both domestic and foreign contexts. In the extant text,
both é¢miOvpetv and émibvuia indicate an Athenian craving that comes full circle

in a most devastating manner.

288 In extant texts, érOvpia and its verbal counterpart, £miBuuetv, convey a sense of eagerness or
longing for a wide range of objects: the soldiers crave virgin blood in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon
(216); mother cats long for more offspring in Herodotus’ Histories (2.66.2); Lysias and Simon have
a rivalrous appetite for the Plataean boy, Theodotus (Lys. 5.3).
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ILa. éruBvuewy

In the Histories, there are only two groups whom the author repeatedly
portrays in the act of longing for something (¢rtitOvuetv): the Spartans and the
Athenians.  The Spartans, as far as Thucydides represents them, long for one
object in particular, namely, peace. In book 1, Archidamus warns his fellows off
of going to war with Athens in 432, and appeals to the elder Spartans as men
whose experience with war prevents them from craving it (c0ote pnre amnewtat
¢muBvunoat twva tov €gyov, 1.80.1). When the Potidaeans seek to convince the
Spartans to march against Athens nonetheless, they attempt to entice their
audience with the argument that the present danger is worth the promise of
lasting peace (yndloacOe tov toAepov un popnodévteg 1o avtika detvodv, g
O’ amt’ avtov dx mAelovog eiprvng émBvurnoavteg, 1.124.2). On a verbal level,
that is, Spartan longing underlies the rationale both for the avoidance and the
pursuit of war, but the goal is the same in either case.

Nearly a decade after 432, the Spartans project their own hopes for peace

upon the Athenians. As they consider agreeing to a yearlong armistice in the

28 Of the 14 times ¢miOvpetv appears in the extant narrative, six refer to Spartan longing and six
to Athenian longing. The other two appearances are at 3.84.1 (see above, n. 280) and 4.108.4
(discussed below). Altogether, the term appears at: 1.80.1, 124.2; 3.84.1; 4.21.1, 108.4, 117.2; 5.36.1,
41.3;6.10.1,15.2,15.4,24.2,92.4;,7.77.7.
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spring of 423, Thucydides writes, the Spartans: “thought that the Athenians, who
suffered the very same fears as they did, would be all the more eager (uaAAov
émBvunoew), given a cessation of their troubles and distress,? to come to
terms with them, and also to restore their men®! and reach a lasting accord”
(4.117.2).%2 Such had also been the Spartan expectation prior to the battle of Pylos
in 425 (Aaxedauovior tooavta elmov, vopiCovteg tovg ABnvaiovg év twt mELv
X00VwL oTtovd@V pév émbupety, 4.21.1), but the Athenians — on firmer ground
at that time than they would be following Brasidas” northern campaign —
elected to fight (4.21.2).23

Finally, Thucydides also uses the verb twice in the context of Spartan

considerations regarding a possible alliance with Argos in 420. The historian

20 Athens had lost numerous allies and colonies in Boeotia and Thrace, among the latter
Amphipolis, which fell to Brasidas in 424/3 (Thuc. 4.102-108).

21 Namely, those taken captive after the battle of Sphacteria in 425 (Thuc. 4. 4.38.2-4.41).

22 Thuc. 4.117.2: Aakedatpdviot d¢ tavta Tovg ABnvaiovg 1yovpevoL dreQ €dédloav
dopetodal, kat yevopévng AvokwXNS kakwV Kal tadainwlag paAAov EmBuuroety avTovg
TMEERAOCAEVOUS ELVaAAayNval Te Kol ToUg avdoag odlov amnodoviag omovdag momjoaodatl
Kat € TOV MAelw XQovov.

2% Thuc. 4.21.1-2: “The Spartans made such a proposal, thinking that the Athenians had
previously been eager to treat, but had been hindered by Spartan opposition, and that they
would gladly accept the current offer for peace and give back the captives. [2] But the Athenians,
in light of the captives they had taken, thought that they were already in a position to make peace
with the Spartans at any point they wished, and (instead) reached out for more” (ot pév odvv
Aakedatpdviol tooavta einov, vopilovtes tovg ABnvalovg év Ti LV X0OVWL OTIOVOWV UEV
émOvpety, odpv O¢ EvavTiovpévwy kwAveoBat, dwopévng 0¢ elpnvng aopévoug déEeoBal te
Katl ToUG &vdeag amodwoeLy. [2] ot 8¢ Tag pEV 0TIOVIAG, EXOVTEG TOUG AVOQAS €V THL VIjowL, T)ON
odlow Evoplov Etolpovg eivat, omotav PovAwvtat motelobat TEOg avTovg, ToL d¢ MAEovVOog
WOEYOVTO).
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writes that the encouragement of an alliance was actually a ploy by the ephors,
Cleobulus and Xenares, to dissolve the peace treaty of 421 (5.36.1). However,
Thucydides also makes it clear that the majority of the Spartans considered an
alliance out of a genuine desire for friendly relations with Argos (¢miOvpovvrtag
toUg Aakedatpoviovg kaAwe opiot Ppidov yevéoOa, 5.36.1).2* Thucydides
subsequently repeats the sentiment at 5.41.3 (¢me@vpovV Y 10 AQYog TAVTwS
dAov €xew).?” Taken together, these examples demonstrate how Thucydides
uses a single term to assert a consistent, Spartan longing for the avoidance of
hostility.

The Athenians, by contrast, repeatedly long for confrontation as a means
of political expansion. These aspirations multiply both the number of enemies
they face from without, as well as the enmity they feel for each other. When they
vote to undertake the expedition in 415, the Athenians make the same mistake
that their subject cities to the north had made in the wake of Amphipolis’ fall to
Brasidas (in 424/3). The men of these cities, Thucydides writes, underestimated

Athens’ power to quell nascent revolts: “as it is the habit of men, to entrust that

24 Thuc. 5.36.1: “For they (Cleobulus and Xenares) knew that the Spartans had always longed to
be friendly with Argos on fair terms” (10 Yoo Agyog aiet [KAeopovAog kat Eevagnc] fmiotavto
ermOvpovvtag toug Aakedatpoviovg kaAwg odiot idiov yevéobar).

295 On which see Hornblower 2008, n. 5.36.1.
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which they crave to thoughtless hope (émiBvpovov EAnidL dmeglokémtwt
dwdvat), and to use the authoritative veneer of calculation to reject what is
unappealing” (4.108.4).2%

Indeed, when Nicias dresses down the Assembly in 415, he decries the
men’s willingness to ignore Athens’ enemies in the Peloponnese (toAeuiovg
TOAAOVG évOA&de DToALTTOVTAG) and sail off in search of other, more distant
rivals (étépoug émBvpetv éxeloe mAevoavtag devo énayayéoda, 6.10.1).27
Though he means to undermine their confidence in the Sicilian Expedition by
describing the sheer magnitude of men and resources necessary for success,
Nicias manages only to arouse Athenian eagerness for the campaign (ot d¢ to
HEV émBupovv Tov MAOUD... TOAD 8¢ paAAoV WopnvTo, 6.24.2).

As the embodiment of the Athenians’ collective craving in 415,
Thucydides chooses one man in particular. Alcibiades promotes the expedition
not only due to his wish to oppose Nicias, Thucydides writes, but also, even

especially, due to his eagerness to distinguish himself as a general (kat paAiota

26 Thuc. 4.108.4: eiwB0TeC Ol AVOQWTOL 0D HeV EMOBLUODOLV EATOL AT EQLOKEMTWL DOOVAL, O OE
L) TteooievTa AOYLO@L aUTOKQEATOQL dlwBeloBat.

27 Through Nicias” words, Thucydides (7.77.7) balances the Athenians’ craving to sail off in
search of enemies with the desire of the non-Athenian troops to return to their homes. Nicias
addresses the latter in his exhortation to the men, prior to the ultimate battle in the Great Harbor
at Syracuse in the late summer of 413 (ol te &AAoL tevESpEVOL OV EMIOUHEITE OV ETOELY).
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otoatnynoat te émbvuwv, 6.15.2).2% Unlike the Periclean model soldier, who
turned away from the siren call of personal wealth, Alcibiades: “was hoping to
spearhead the conquest of both Sicily and Carthage, and thus in one fell swoop
to set his private life aright, and enjoy both riches and renown.”?* Just as the
Athenians’ collective longing for the expedition will serve only to increase the
hostility they face from abroad (or so Nicias warns), so too does Alcibiades’
eagerness intensify his fellow citizens’” mistrust: “they set themselves against him
as do the enemies of a man longing for tyranny” (wg Tvoavvidog émbvpovvtt
noAépot kabéotaoay, 6.15.4).

One the one hand, Thucydides undermines the legitimacy of this
conclusion through his consistent characterization of the Athenians themselves,
who are driven throughout the prosecutorial process by fear and unfounded
suspicion. On the other hand, the historian’s verbal choices also allow the reader
to trace the Athenians’ understanding of the connection between Alcibiades and

the specter of tyranny.* Both Hipparchus and Alcibiades earn the ire of the

298 See Hunter 1973, 139 n. 19; 144; 180.

29 Thuc. 6.15.2: eAmtiCwv ZikeAlav te dL” avToD kat Kapxndova ApecBart kat o da Gpoa
evtvXNoag xonuaot te kat d6ENL wdeAnoewv.

300 See Samons 2015, 31.
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Athenians for their single-minded craving for an object of desire, whether a
beautiful young man, or the repute and riches that a successful general can claim.

In his excursus on the tyrannicides, Thucydides notes that Hipparchus
earned an undeserved reputation as a tyrant due to his reaction when
Harmodius rejected his amorous “advances” (metpdw and 1) telpaotg, 6.54.3-
4).30 The term reappears (alongside értilOvpuetv) in Alcibiades’ appeal to the
Spartans. Asking that they accept him as an advisor in the fight against Athens,
the fugitive general denies that such a proposition is unjust, for: “the man who
truly loves his country is not he who refuses to go against it after losing it
unfairly, but he whom eagerness drives in his attempts (dux 10 émBvpeiv
nteteaOnt) to take it back by any available means.”3% Although mewpdw itself
need not have an erotic connotation, Thucydides” suggestive language

retroactively aligns Alcibiades” acquisitive ambitions with Hipparchus” own,

301 Thuc. 6.54.3: mewgaBeig d¢ 6 Agpodlog Vo Trmagyov; 6.54.4: 6 “Imnapxog wg avdig
TMELRATAG 0VOEV HaAAOV EmelBe TOV Aguddiov; 6.56.1: Tov O’ ovv Aguddov amagvnOévta thv
neigaotv. The noun appears only here in the extant text. See Hornblower 2008, n. 6.54.4:
Hornblower explains the sexual connotations of the terms, but does not mention a possible
connection between 6.54.4 and 6.92.4.

302 Thuc. 6.92.4: kat PLAOTIOALS 00TOG 0BG, VX OC AV TNV EaLTOL AdikwWe AToAéoag ) mint,
AAA’ Og AV €K TTOVTOG TEOTIOL Ol TO €MLOVLLELY e OnL avTV avadafetv. Alcibiades’ use of
POTI0A LS provides the reader yet another point of comparison between books 2 and 6. To the
Athenians who criticize his actions, Pericles responds by pairing his care for the city with his
personal incorruptibility (prAdmoAic te kal xonuatwv keeloowv, 2.60.5). Despite his triple use of
the term at 6.92, Alcibiades, as Thucydides portrays him, can claim no such equation (cf. 6.15.2).
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clearly erotic aims. Whereas Hipparchus’ desired object remains the same,
however, Alcibiades’ craving changes from an eagerness for personal distinction
via his actions on Athens’ behalf, to a longing for personal fulfillment via the

procurement of Athens itself.3%

ILb. érubvpia

Through his use of é¢mBvupuia, Thucydides further distinguishes the
Athenians from their Hellenic counterparts. It is the former who experience this
type of longing most often — of the nine times é¢rtiOvpia occurs in the extant
text, six refer directly to the Athenians.** These appearances of é¢mtiOvpia clearly
illustrate how Thucydides, through his conscientious application of particular
terms at key junctures, sets and fulfills certain expectations in his readers.
Through his concentrated use of értiOvuia, in passages concerning the Sicilian

Expedition of 415-13, Thucydides strengthens the readers” impressions that, at

33 On Thucydides’ use of €pwg as a centerpiece of his presentation of the tension between
collective success and personal advancement, see, e.g., Wohl 1999, 349-85; Monoson 2000, 42-51;
Scholtz 2007; Paiaro 2016, 139-50.

304 The noun refers to the Athenians at: 2.53.2; 6.13.1, 15.3, 24.4, 33.2; 7.84.2. The other three
appearances, discussed below, are at: 4.81.2; 5.15.1; 6.78.2.
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this time, the Athenians were driven by a type of passion both uniquely
powerful, and exceptionally destructive.

Thucydides first employs the term in his description of the plague at
Athens in 430: “The pestilence came on without rhyme or reason, and as they
turned to corpses the men either piled up in tangled heaps, or else they roamed
about in the streets and by the wells, animated by a craving for water”
(NuOvnTES TOoL VOATOg EmBupiat, 2.52.3).3% Given the horror of the
circumstances, this longing carries with it no sense of reproach or condemnation.
As such, it provides a useful point of comparison for the longing which the
Athenians feel as they contemplate an expedition to Sicily in 415. Despite Nicias’
warning that preparations based on foresight (mpovoiat), not fervor (¢mBupiar),
are those that ensure a favorable outcome,?® the Athenians are determined to
satisfy their collective craving (¢mBvpiav) for an expedition,*” even if it means
appointing a co-general (Alcibiades) whose outsized personal hunger (taig

émBvpiauig peiCoowv) breed fear and envy among his fellow citizens.* Set

305 Thuc. 2.52.3: 6 $OGOC €yiyveTo o0deVEI KOOUWL AAAX Kal VeKQOL €Tt aAAT|A0LG
ATIOOVI|OKOVTEC EKELVTO KAl €V TALS ODOIG EKAALVOODVTO KAL TTEQL TAG KQNVAS ATIACTAG
NuOvnTeg ToL Bdatog érbupiat. On possible difficulties with this passage, see Gomme HCT 1I-
111, 158-9 n. 52.1-3.

306 Thuc. 6.13.1: yvovtag 6t émbupiot pév EAdyxota katogbovvtat, meovoiat d¢ mAgloTa.

307 Thuc. 6.24.4: mv dyav v mAeovwv Embvpiay.

308 Thuc. 6.15.3: taig émOvpialc pelCootv 1} kKato TV OITAPXOLVOAY oLTlay EXQTTO.
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against the earnest cravings of dying men, the Athenians’ thirst for personal
enrichment and political expansion can hardly inspire confidence in the reader.
As he continues his narration of the Sicilian Expedition, Thucydides
emphasizes how this particular, and particularly destructive, military endeavor
is exemplary of the danger that underlies Athenian eagerness. The historian puts
the term in Hermocrates” mouth on two occasions, first when the Syracusan
general claims that Athens” intervention on behalf of the Egestaians and
Leontines is merely the excuse for an expedition aimed at the conquest of all of
Sicily (10 6¢ aAn0¢c LukeAiag émBuvpiar).? Hermocrates also appeals to the
Camarinaeans to refuse an alliance with Athens, reminding them that, despite
their desire to see Syracuse suffer, the latter is the only city powerful enough to
protect Camarina (and Sicily) from Athenian domination: “for one can master his
cravings (tr¢ émBvpiag), but cannot likewise be master of his fortunes (tng
toxnc).”3" Hermocrates” sentiment undermines Nicias” denial of értilBvpia in

tavor of mpovota (6.13.1), for toxn can upset even the best laid plans. Sober

309 Thuc. 6.33.2: mpddpaowv pev Eyeotailwv Evppaxiat kat Aeovtivwv katoukioet, To d& dANOeg
LikeAlag érubupiat.

310 Thuc. 6.79.2-3: “...for one can master his cravings, but cannot likewise be master of his
fortunes, [3] and if his expectations prove misguided, he may, perhaps, come to wish, as he
bemoans his wicked circumstances, that he could envy my prosperity once again” (... o0 y&o
ooV te dpa g te Embupiag kat Thg TOXNG TOV aVTOV Opolwe taptiav YevéoBat. [3] kal et
YVOUNL AUAQTOL, TOLG aUTOD kakols 0AopuBOeic tay’ av lows Kal Tols ol ayabolg mote
povAnOein avOic pOovroal).
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action, in Hermocrates’ estimation, stems from the acknowledgment and
mastery, rather than the dismissal, of one’s cravings. Thanks to Thucydides’
verbal precision, the reader who has paid attention to passages such as 6.15.3,
24.4, and 33.2 knows that the Athenians possess no such capacity when it comes
to the expedition of 415.

Other passages, in which énmiOvuia does not refer to Athens’ citizens,
provide the reader an additional means of distinguishing Athenian cravings as a
particular type of eagerness. In contrast to the Athenians, citizens of separate
poleis aim not for the control of others, but for personal and political autonomy
and a cessation of hostilities. For example, the memory of Brasidas, honorable
and shrewd (&oetn kat EVveoig), makes Athens’ allies eager (¢mBvpiav) to
defect to Sparta’s side, even after the general himself is killed in action.?! The
only explicit instance of Spartan é¢miOvpia, furthermore, is their earnest desire to
reclaim the 120 Spartiates taken prisoner at Sphacteria in 425.3'2 In neither case
does the eagerness of Athens’ restless allies or of Sparta’s citizens lead to action

in the form of territorial acquisition. The allies strive for confederacy, not

311 Thuc. 4.81.2: paAota émbupiav évemnoiel toig ABnvaiwv Evppdayols g Tovg
Aaxedatpoviovg.
312 Thuc. 5.15.1: émBvpiaL tov &AvOQ@V TV €K TG VIjoov koplicaodat.
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hegemony, and the Spartans, desperate for their men, are nonetheless willing to
advocate patiently and repeatedly for a treaty with the Athenians.

Through his mindful application of értiOvpia, Thucydides creates a
consistent portrait of Athenian eagerness, first as a legitimate symptom of a
devastating sickness, and then as an auxiliary element of the overwhelming,
erotic desire that drives the actions of Athens’ citizenry in 415. Ultimately, the
historian marries the two, in his description of the horrifying end that many of
Nicias” men meet in Sicily in 413. When the retreating soldiers catch sight of the
Assinarus, they push forward towards the river, hoping not only to escape the
assault of the Sicilian cavalry and auxiliary troops, but also: “because they were
worn out and desperate for water” (cdpa O VO TG TAAAITIWEIAG KAl TOV TULELV
érmuBupian, 7.84.2). As the men rush into the water, they begin to fall upon and
trample one another, and some are swept away down the river in a tangled mass
(7.84.3).

Thucydides’ report of the congested melee at the Assinarus readily evokes
his portrayal of the piled, half-dead bodies and aimless, wandering men who
crowd around the wells during the plague at Athens.?®* Though é¢miOvuia alone

provides the verbal link between the two episodes, the impact of its

313 On the Orphic overtone of these passages, see Connor 1984, 204 n.51.
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reappearance in book 7 is particularly devastating. The dying men of book 2 long
for water as the indiscriminate victims of a pervasive disease. The Athenian
soldiers of book 7 fall prey to the same craving, yet they do so as men who have
deliberately indulged their collective yearning for the erotic fulfillment that
political acquisition and personal enrichment can provide.3*

Thucydides’ first and final uses of émtiOvpia are his most striking. Each of
these two appearances sets a memorable image in the reader’s mind, and
provides, respectively, the initial warning and ultimate confirmation of the
detrimental implications of Athenian eagerness. In between these appearances,
furthermore, Thucydides focuses his reader’s attentions on Athenian eagerness
for one object in particular — Sicily — thereby entangling the expedition of 415-
13 in a unique web of Athenian-specific craving and calamity.

After introducing értilOvuia in book 2, Thucydides, careful and sparing in
his subsequent use of the term, skillfully creates a verbal line of continuity
between the episodes in which this zeal defines to Athenian actions. Unlike the
eagerness which the allies or Spartans experience, Athenian ¢émiOvuiac — whether

due to circumstantial constraint (e.g., 2.52.2; 7.84.2) or unconstrained

314 See Wohl 2002, 201-02.
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determination (e.g., 6.15.3, 24.4) — is frequently erotic, and always self-

destructive.

1. Athenians, grudges, and the gods (émtipOovot, Ocoi) 3%

Just as Thucydides” Athenians are outstanding in the extent to which they
are driven by, and entertain, their longings and desires, they are also unique for
being the only men in the extant text who portray themselves as the objects of
jealous regard (¢midpOovot), both mortal and divine.3'® This jealousy initially
comes from their fellow Hellenes, who bristle at Athenian command (&oxn)), and

who envy the Athenians for outshining them (Aaumeotng).?” On the eve of the

315 For a systematic overview of religion in Thucydides, see Marinatos 1981. On Thucydides’
presentation of the breakdown of religious propriety during periods of war, see Price 2001, 217-
36.

316 Aside from the Athenians, the only other men connected to the same type of odium are those
at Corcyra, who disregard religious propriety in favor of specious justifications for their unsavory
actions (evoeBeiat pev ovdETeQOL EVOpLLOV, eVTReT el D€ Adyou ol EvpPain émipOoVWS TL
dampa&acOal, &pewvov ficovov, 3.82.8).

317 Both émtipOovot and AapmedTng are in sparse supply throughout the extant text: étipOovog
appears only at 2.64.5 and 7.77.3; ¢midpO0ovwg appears at 1.75.2 and 3.82.8. Thucydides uses
Aapmeotng only six times: 2.64.5; 4.62.2; 6.16.5, 31.6; 7.69.2, 75.6. Both terms appear in sentiments
regarding Athenian imperial &oyn). In their address to the Spartan assembly in 432/1 (1.75.1), the
Athenian envoys decry the invidiousness that their doxr] invites from the other Hellenes: “Don’t
we deserve... at least when it comes to the command we possess, to avoid the burden of such
excessive odium from the Hellenes?” (‘ap’ &&tol éopev... agxnes ye 1 £xopev toic "EAANOL un
oUtwe ayav EmdpOovwe duakeioBat). On the other hand, Pericles (2.64.5) argues that the pursuit
of &oxn is bound to incur the overwhelming, jealous hatred of others (6otic 0¢ émipeyiotolg 10
énidpOovov AapBavet), but that this hatred is a small price to pay for the “immediate distinction
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Sicilian Expedition, the Athenians who propagate the same envy amongst
themselves as they compete for distinction. The desire for personal merit plays a
role in the choice of commander,®® and the expedition as a whole owes part of its
fame to the overwhelming appearance of the Athenian armament (60 otéAoG...
Oews AapumeotnTt tepPontog yéveto, 6.31.6).5Y

When the mission falls apart, however, the Athenians not only fail to
achieve the type of excellence after which they strove, but also become the object
of a divine jealousy that has no parallel in Thucydides” account. Throughout

Thucydides’ text, men of various poleis consider the gods as advisors regarding

and future glory” (magavtika te AapmdTng katl ég 10 Emerta d6Ea) that accompany total
command.

318 Alcibiades picks up Pericles” argument from 2.64.5 (see just above), and its phrasing, when he
claims that he is a more fitting choice than others for command in Sicily (kat tgoorjket pot
HaAAoV ETéowv, @ ABnvaiol, &gxeLy, 6.16.1). See also Alcibiades” argument at Thuc. 6.16.3:
“And given the degree to which I've stood out in the city through my [funding of] choruses or in
other ways, it is only natural that the townspeople experience some envy” (kai 6oc a¥ €v Tt
mOAeL xoonylaig 1) AAAwL Tt Aapmouvopuat, ol pev aotoig ¢poveital pvoet); and at 6.16.5:
“I know that the sort of men who attain to some distinction are, in their lifetime, the objects of
jealousy among their fellows, and especially among their social equals” (oida 0¢ ToUG TolOVTOUC,
Kal 6oot €v Tvog AQUmEOTNTL TEOETXOV, €V HEV L Kad adtovg Bicwt Avmneovg dvtag, toig
opololg eV HAALOTx).

319 Insofar as the strength of their military forces feeds their enthusiasm for conquest in 415, the
Athenians pick up where they left off after their first Sicilian Expedition (427-24), during which
their aggressive aims set them at odds with the island’s inhabitants. In 424, Hermocrates had
ultimately managed to unite the Sicilians against Athenian intervention with the promise of:
“peace, with honors and merits that pose less of a threat [than war]” (kai Tac TpHac kail
AapmeoTnTag dkvduvotégag Exewy v elorjvnyv 4.62.2).
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appropriate practice,* as witnesses regarding ritual propriety,®' as guarantors
of political efficacy and military success,*? or as the rightful dedicatees of honors,
sacrifices, and sacrosanct territory.*? Unique among these various perceptions,
however, is the explanation of divine jealousy and retribution that Nicias offers
his despondent men in book 7.3

As the Athenians’ erotically-driven hopes for success reach the point of
frustration, Nicias does his best to encourage his men, urging them to focus on
the possibility of a return home. The desperation of the situation, however, forces
the general to resort to perfunctory appeals to Athenian exceptionalism and a
mechanical evocation of divine support: “[Nicias] called again on his captains,
one by one...not to relinquish an ounce of the distinction they each already had
(wLommnoxe AapmEOTNTOG T1)... and added... readymade appeals to wives,

children, and the national gods (Beovg maTEwiovg),*” that men wheel out

20 E.g, Thuc. 1.25.1, 118.3, 123.1, 134.4; 3.92.5; 5.30.1, 32.1.

21 E.g., Thuc. 1.71.5, 78.4; 2.71.4, 74.2; 3.58.1, 59.2; 4.87.2, 97 4; 5.30.3, 77.4. For an analysis of the
gods as witnesses to oaths in ancient Greece, see Sommerstein and Torrance (eds.) 2014.

32 E.g., Thuc. 1.86.5, 123.2; 2.54.4.

23 E.g., Thuc. 2.15.3-4; 3.50.2, 58.5; 4.92.7, 116.2, 118.3; 5.49.5; 6.54.6.

324 See Connor 1984, 201-2.

325 As the battle unfolds, the gods appear indifferent to the Athenians’ cries for salvation (Bewv,
7.71.3); Nicias’ personal piety, furthermore, bears no advantage for him or his men (ToAAx pév
€¢ Beovg vopLLpa dedujTnatL, 7.77.2).
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whenever they discard any concern for sounding old-fashioned.”** The divine
aid, in which Nicias encourages the men to place their hopes, never comes.
Rather, when the Athenians lose the battle in the harbor, the gods become the
stated gatekeepers of the mortals’ retreat from desperate circumstances, and the
ones (like Kypris in Euripides” Helen) with an axe to grind when it comes to the
Athenians’ indulgence of their cravings for enrichment and expansion.

After the Athenians and their allies fail to break out of the harbor, and
their armament has lost all claim to its former renown, they turn instead to a
retreat by land.?” Nicias places their salvation in the hands of vengeful gods,
whose jealousy has — the general hopes — reached its peak and can only
subside: “If we offended one of the gods (Twt Oewv énidpOovor) through our
expedition, we have more than paid the price at this point... and now we are

right to hope for milder treatment from this god (&m0 Tov Oeov), for we are

326 Thuc. 7.69.2: [0 8¢ Nkiag] avO1g TV TONEAQXWV Evat EKAOTOV AVEKAAEL...OL DTINOXE
Aot TOC TU, pr) TEOdOVAL... AAA Te AéywV...0vTeg dvOQwTOL OV TTROG TO DOKELY TLVL
AQXaoAOYEV GLAAEAEVOL EITIOLEV AV, KAl DTTEQ ATIAVTWY MTAQATATNOWX €G TE Yuvalkag Katl
nadag Kol Beolg MATEWLOVS TEOPEQOLEVAL.

327 Thuc. 7.75.6: “And aside from the outrage [they felt], the utter proliferation of their failure,
even if lightened by virtue of its being shared among many, also did not rest easy with them at
the present moment, especially given their transition from so glorious and prideful a beginning
to such a lowly end” (kai unv 17 &GAAN atkio kai 1] OO TOV KAKOV, EXOVOA TVA OUWS TO
HETX TTOAAQV KOUDLOLY, 00D’ (G gadia €V TWL TAQOVTL ED0EALETO, AAAWG TE Kal ATO olag
AapmEOTNTOG KAl AUXTUATOS TOD TRWTOL £G Olory TEAEVTV KL TATELVOTNTA APIKTO).
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more deserving, at present, of the gods’ pity than we are of their hatred.”>? Yet
Nicias does not ultimately attempt to convince his fellow Athenians to abandon
the éruiBvuia for political enrichment that propelled the expedition: “the rest of
you [allied soldiers] may yet look upon that which you desire (ov émBupetté
rtov emdetv), while the Athenians will certainly build (étavooOwoovteg) the
city’s greatness back up, lapsed as it is” (7.77.7).5* As a collective, the allied
troops long only to return home; as a mobile representation of the Athenian polis
(avdoeg Yoo mMOALS, 7.77.7), the Athenian troops cannot see past their craving for
exceptionality, a yearning that costs them both divine favor and collective
distinction.

The few who do make it home in the summer of 413,3% furthermore,
return to a polis led by men whose perfunctory acts of ritual propriety do not
prevent them from perverting Athens’ legislative agenda. The final appearance
of the gods, named as such, occurs in Thucydides” account of the initial actions

that the 400 take when they seize power at Athens in the summer of 411. The

328 Thuc. 7.77.3-4: el twt Oewv émidpOovol éotoatevoapleV, AMOXQWVTWS 101 TeTHWENHEDA.. Kol
TJHAGS €lk0g VOV T& T€ ATIO TOL B0 EATICelv Nricdtega €€tV (OIKTOVL Y&XQ ATt avTOV A&LTEQOL
non éouev 1] pOGvov). Scholars disagree as to whether Nicias has a specific offense in mind. For a
summary of recent positons, see Hornblower 2008, n. 7.77.3.

39 Thuc. 7.77.7: ol te dAAoL tevESpevoL WV €mbupeiTé ov Emdely kat ol ABnvaiot v
HEYAANV dOVAULY THG TOAEWS KALTIEQ TETTWKLIAV ETIAVOQOOOVTEG.

330 Thuc. 7.87.6: “And few out of many made the journey back home” (kat 0AtyoL amo mMoAAQ@V

&t olicov amevéotnoav).
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conspirators begin their first official council meeting by drawing lots and making
the customary sacrifices to the gods (mpog Tovg Beovg evxalc kat Ovolaig
kaOlotapevor), but it is not long before: “they made considerable alterations to
the internal administration of the popular government... and held sway over the
various functions of the city by force.” !

As Athens’ current crop of oligarchs, the 400 immediately prove
themselves less scrupulous even than did the Peisistratids following Hipparchus’
murder. The latter were, in the collective Athenian psyche, the prime example of
repressive, limited rule, yet Athens’ most infamous tyrants also provided
exorbitant sacrifices for the temples and dedicated new altars, all while adhering
to a predictable and customary legislative agenda (cf. 6.54.5-6).%2

The sacrifices of the 400, in contrast to those encouraged by the
Peisistratids, appear to be just as fruitless for the actual polis as were Nicias’
evocations of god and country before the mobile polis of Athenian and allied
troops (7.69.2). Unlike the pious general, however, the 400 are operating under
no significant constraints. Their religious display is insincere rather than

misguided. And, like the novel agenda the oligarchs pursue, it is a far cry from

31 Thuc. 8.70.1: TOAD pHeTAAAGEAVTEG TNG TOL OTHLOV OLOIKNOEWG. .. T& TE AAAX EVELOV KATX
KQATOG TNV TOALV.
332 See Hornblower 2008, n. 70.1.
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the foundational religious and political ideals from which Nicias encourages his

men to draw courage.

IV. Athenian (verbal) exceptionalism

As he constructs his account of the erotic impulses that underlie Athens’
most disastrous military mission, Thucydides selects a handful of terms that are
exclusive (¢owg, OO0, mMoOetvoc) or almost exclusive (¢émipOovog) to a limited
number of passages, and to Athenian actors and actions. To these terms, he
consistently joins others that occur throughout his text, and in reference to
various Hellenic populations (¢miOvpia, 0e6c). When the terms in more general
rotation appear alongside those in limited use, Thucydides alters the
implications of the former group: the Spartan longing for peace becomes the
Athenian yearning for military aggression; the gods do not foster stability, but
harbor a unique and vengeful resentment. As such, Thucydides develops a
vocabulary of key terms, which the reader comes to define relative to their
description of Athenian motivations and actions.

In books 6-8 in particular, alongside each exclusively-Athenian term (e.g.,

£owg, moBoc), Thucydides piles up Athenian-specific examples of additional
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terms, with each new é¢miBuuia or Oedg like one more straw added to the camel’s
back. Of course, Thucydides does not take his reader through to the point of
Athens’ collapse, and the historian even provides several reminders of instances
in which Athens” enemies misjudged the city’s resilience (e.g., 7.28.3; 8.2, 24.4-5).
The historian’s verbal precision, however, provides unmistakable, if subtle,
evidence of a persistent state of personal and political decay among Athens” men,
and one that is specific to these men alone.

As such, the historian’s account of the Sicilian Expedition and its
aftermath provides a verbal illustration of his claim that the Athenians: “did not
give in until they made the mistake of becoming caught up in their own private
disagreements” (kal o0 mEOTEQOV EvEdOOAV T) AVTOL €V OPioL Katd Tag Wdlag
dlxpopag mepLneadvteg opaAnoay, 2.65.12). On a verbal level, the Athenians,
from the moment they ratify the expedition in 415, do more than disagree with
one another. Rather, they stand apart from their fellow Hellenes as a collective of
men who are determined to drive themselves to the edge of destruction, through

the indulgence of erotic imperatives and impious laxity.
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Conclusion

Euripides, in his trilogies of 415 and 412, focuses on a particular set of key,
thematic and verbal elements, with a degree of cohesion and emphasis that he
does not observe in his earlier works. As a result, the tragedies that belong to
these years include specific innovations on well-represented elements of
Euripidean tragedy. The works of 415 showcase a situation in which the decay of
a city’s conceptual structures — in particular its religious customs and social
hierarchies — cannot be separated from the decay of its physical structures. The
works of 412 do not focus on the polis as an organism, but they do carry on the
investigation into the disastrous and violent consequences that are, in Euripides’
tragic universe, the natural result when one’s commitment to public definitions
of pious conduct loses out to the impulse to secure one’s private aspirations.

If Euripides” thematic focal points seem to us well-suited to the times in
which he selected them, our impression is likely due, in part, to Thucydides” own
instincts and choices regarding the most authoritative manner in which to
describe the actual lives of the men who formed Euripides” audience. Indeed, if
we consider Thucydides” account of Athens between 416/5-11, we can identify a
thematic and verbal substructure that is remarkably consistent with Euripides’

own. In 415, the Athenian polis begins to fragment — in a way that is
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unparalleled in Thucydides” extant account — under the combined pressures of
impious actions, personal aspirations, and erotic impulses. The capitulation to
the latter sets the stage for the depraved violence that grips the city in 411, and
for the rise of the select few who enable this violence in order to ensure the
success of their own aims.

The instinct to glimpse particular Athenian affairs, as Thucydides
describes them, behind the action of Euripides’ tragedies is an understandable
one, but it requires cautious indulgence. Thucydides could not have composed
his account of 415 prior to Euripides” composition of his Troiades, Alexandros, and
Palamedes. He also could not have written up his account of 411 in advance of the
Dionysia at which Helen and Andromeda appeared in 412. In these years, we
cannot say that Thucydides is behind Euripides.

We can, as many scholars have, consider how each author partook of an
ongoing cultural conversation, promulgated among a wide field of
contemporary artists, thinkers, and public figures. I have attempted to
demonstrate that we can also profit from a more focused approach, by
considering how the distinct thematic groundwork, which underlies Euripides’
works of 415 and 412, is one which Thucydides also puts to good use as the

literary underpinning of his own account.
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If we consider how the thematic confluences between authors can be the
result of the individual choices of each, as well as of the general Zeitgeist that
helped to shape these choices, we may ultimately perceive a greater degree of
nuance in the tenor and appearance of the epoch in question. There is no reason
to doubt that the authors of the last quarter of the 5% century may all have been
experimenting with shared language and ideas, and if we step back far enough,
the communal elements of the era can create the impression of a smooth
complexion.** However, the view under the microscope is important, too, for it
reveals the variegated cells that contribute to the comprehensive whole.

Upon close inspection, it is clear that Euripides” works of 415 and 412, and
Thucydides’ narrative of 416/5-412/1, differ in comparable ways from the cells
that surround them. Like the human complexion, the era to which these works
belong gains its color from depth as well as breadth. Euripides” depiction of Troy
is embedded in a layer that sits, in time, beneath Thucydides” portrait of Athens’
exploits in Sicily. On the other hand, Euripides” impious and self-serving Helen

provides a model for the Athenians as they proceed along the path to oligarchy,

333 For a related argument on the similarities between Herodotus and his contemporary authors,
see Griffin 2006, 46-59.
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yet she also reflects human tendencies that Thucydides himself identifies
throughout his narrative.

Surely, one can trace the influence of a number of Thucydides’
predecessors and contemporaries throughout the Histories.*** With respect to
books 6 and 8 in particular, however, there is good reason to look closely at the
manner in which Euripides’” thematic choices can provide either a stable
foundation for, or an important counterpart to Thucydides” own. Between 416/5
and 412, Euripides chooses to create and present a handful of distinct narratives,
each of which turns upon a specific progression of religious, political, and/or
emotional corruption. When he sets himself the task of accurately representing
the same period, Thucydides decides to utilize a strikingly comparable
progression, a progression that transforms a record of researched events into a
thematically-rich history.

The playwright could not have predicted for sure how the expedition in

Sicily was to unfold, nor could he have known the residual effects of the loss on

34 To take one example, scholars have been interested in and posited parallels (structural,
linguistic, conceptual) between Aeschylus and Thucydides. Often, the two authors are read as
having similar moral and stylistic sobriety, and commentary on this matter existed even in
antiquity. In On Demosthenes, Dionysius cites Aeschylus, Thucydides, and Pindar as men who
represent avotnEd agpovia, and whose writings are composed in an old fashioned style (16
apxatomemneg duwkovoa, 39). For modern studies, see, e.g., Cornford 1907, 129-73; Smertenko
1932, 233-35; Stoessl 1952, 113-39; Williams 1998, 56-62; Samons 1999, 221-33; Visvardi 2015, 51-85.



224

the personal and political conduct of Athens” men. Yet the model of uniquely-
intermingled religious disrespect, social infighting, and erotic abandon —
around which Euripides builds his paradigmatic city at war (415), and which he
uses to restructure old stories into novel edifices (412) — this model may indeed
have predicted, in the truest sense of the word, the elements according to which
Thucydides would later organize his equally-exceptional account of these same

years.
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