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This dissertation examines the mythological figure of Clytemnestra across genre and time. From
Homeric poetry through late Greek tragedy, this duplicitous husband-murderer reflects ancient
Greek male anxieties about women. I argue that the conceptualization of Clytemnestra shifts
over time and according to generic conventions, and that authors portray her as heroic,
monstrous, or divine in order to advance their own agendas about the dangerousness of women
to male society. We will see that there is no universal conception of Clytemnestra: while many
authors treat her as an example of the threat of the feminine, others explore the complexities of
her motives, even presenting relatively sympathetic discussions of her situation. Although she is
never fully exculpated, her actions are often rationalized as a consequence of her mistreatment
by Agamemnon. Such a topic naturally raises questions about structural misogyny in ancient

Greece, but as we shall see, many modern scholars have reproduced this misogyny in scholarship



on Clytemnestra. Thus, a major goal of this project is to identify and resist the sexism of such
scholarship. This is the first comprehensive study of Clytemnestra across time and genre, and
integrates both literary and visual sources with the goal of producing an anti-misogynistic,

holistic portrait of this important cultural figure.
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INTRODUCTION: THE MURDERESS OF MYCENAE

Clytemnestra was a persistent source of fascination for ancient authors and artists." Much like
her sister Helen, though in a very different style, she represents the threat that female autonomy
poses to the oikos and to patriarchal society. As we shall see, ancient authors use her to explore
the role of women in society by projecting male anxieties about the nature of women onto her.
But as I hope to make clear in the course of this dissertation, there is a great deal of variation in
the portrayals of Clytemnestra across genre and time, and it is evident that authors were
interested in the nuances of her motives and characterization. She is not a static figure; rather, |
argue that authors’ portrayals of Clytemnestra and her motives create a complex, evolving notion
of her and, by extension, of the dangerous potential of women.

Ancient authors differ widely in their treatments of Clytemnestra. In some sources, she is
fearsome and threatening like a monster, while in others, she is a loving wife and mother who is
driven to murder out of care for her children. This variation in characterization is, as we shall
see, both a function of genre and of the author’s societal and temporal context. The first detailed
account of the murder of Agamemnon is in Homer’s Odyssey, in which Agamemnon’s shade
warns Odysseus of the potential dangers awaiting him upon his return home to his wife. In this
account, Clytemnestra is not the principal agent of the murder; her culpability lies in her
willingness to acquiesce to a seducer and to disregard the marital loyalty expected of a wife.
However, by the time of Aeschylus’ Oresteia, Clytemnestra herself orchestrates the murder,

tricking her husband into entering the house and slaying him and his concubine with an axe.

! Parts of this dissertation were originally published in Chapter 11 of Greek Drama V: Studies in
the Theatre of the Fifth and Fourth Centuries BCE, edited by C. W. Marshall and Hallie
Marshall, 145-59. London: Bloomsbury Academic, an imprint of Bloomsbury Publishing Plc.
(Permission for use granted June 9, 2020 by Claire Weatherhead.)



Later authors complicate her motives: for example, in Euripides’ Iphigeneia at Aulis,
Agamemnon’s sacrifice of his daughter is presented as a direct cause of his subsequent murder:
that is, Clytemnestra will eventually commit murder in order to avenge their slain daughter.
While she is never completely exculpated, authors paint a complex and varied picture of her
guilt.

Perhaps the most common way that authors explore Clytemnestra’s culpability is through
the “dual motive” model, where her motive is either vengeance for the sacrifice of Iphigeneia
(revenge) or a desire to continue her affair with Aegisthus (lust). Pindar summarizes this most
concisely in Pythian 11, where he asks whether the murder was a consequence of the sacrifice of
Iphigeneia or of Aegisthus’ influence.” As we shall see, this model works particularly well in
tragedy as a device used to drive the agon logon, where Clytemnestra often defends herself by
painting herself as a protective mother, while other characters (especially Electra) emphasize her
adultery with Aegisthus as a way of highlighting her moral turpitude. But as we shall also see,
these motives are not mutually exclusive: indeed, they are blended in many sources, including
Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, where Clytemnestra herself alternately emphasizes one over the other
depending on the moment and her audience.

Much, and paradoxically not nearly enough, has been written about Clytemnestra. Part of
this problem stems from the misconception advanced in 19"- and 20™-century scholarship that
the works in which Clytemnestra appears have been overanalyzed, and that there is nothing left

to say about such a character.” Such a position usually accepts wholesale the reading of

2
11.22-25.

3 See especially Diiring 1943: 108 (“Aeschylus’ Klutaimestra is too familiar to need a new

analysis”). This is emblematic of the lack of regard with which scholars in the late 1800s and

early 1900s treated her character.



Clytemnestra as a one-dimensional villain: that is, as a “bad woman” who is naturally disposed
to such acts of treachery as murdering Agamemnon, and any claims she makes of contumelious
treatment by her husband are construed as mere rhetorical attempts at pathos designed to distract
her enemies. Moreover, scholarship on Clytemnestra often reinforces, rather than critically
engages with, the ancient misogyny at work in the construction of her character. A reading of
Clytemnestra informed by a feminist positionality is thus necessary to correct this scholarly
imbalance. An example of this scholarly sexism lies in the debate on Clytemnestra’s murder
weapon: was it an axe or a sword?® Some scholars argue that because she likely borrowed
Aegisthus’ sword, he, not she, was the true architect of the murder; Clytemnestra, a malleable
woman under the influence of the wrong man, is merely a pawn in his machinations.” The sword
hypothesis deemphasizes Clytemnestra’s agency in Agamemnon’s death; more problematically,
it lends scholarly credence to the ancient fear that women are dangerous because, in the absence
of proper male oversight, their feminine suggestibility may manifest itself as deference to the
wrong man. Scholars rarely critique this particular consequence of the sword hypothesis,
thereby giving the impression of tacit approval of ancient misogyny. Similarly, other scholars
prefer the axe hypothesis because of the idea that an axe would have been readily at hand in the
house; thus, it is a more “feminine” weapon than the sword.® Although this view grants more
agency to Clytemnestra than the sword hypothesis, it likewise translates ancient misogyny into
modern sexism. Thus, a more nuanced examination of Clytemnestra in ancient sources as well

as modern scholarship is opportune.

* On this question and the relevant scholarship, see Fraenkel 1950: appendix 3. See also Warr
1898, Davies 1987, and Prag 1991.

> Warr 1898 is emblematic of this view.

% Malcolm Davies (1987) is a principal adherent to this view.



The cultural climate is appropriate for this particular project for several reasons. On the
scholarly front, there have been several important monographs in recent decades which have
analyzed or reevaluated the female characters of Greek myth and literature in terms of their
relevance to ancient authors and audiences, and shown that new interpretations of these
characters are always possible. Beginning in the 1970s, feminist analyses of women in ancient
Greece have demonstrated the value in revisiting and reconsidering the ways that patriarchy has
affected our understanding of ancient gender roles and norms.” At the forefront of these studies
on the role of women in ancient culture are such works including Sarah B. Pomeroy’s
Goddesses, Whores, Wives, and Slaves: Women in Classical Antiquity (1975), Helene Foley’s
Reflections of Women in Antiquity (1981) and Ritual Irony: Poetry and Sacrifice in Euripides
(1985), Elizabeth Wayland Barber’s Women'’s Work: the First 20,000 Years (1995), Froma
Zeitlin’s Playing the Other: Gender and Society in Classical Greek Literature (1996), and
Cristiana Franco’s Shameless: the Canine and the Feminine in Ancient Greece (2014). These
have all invited us to consider the role of women in the ancient world, as well as how patriarchy
has functioned in scholarly analysis of ancient women.

Studies applying a feminist lens to particular characters of myth and literature have also
demonstrated the importance of these figures as reflections of broad societal values. Particularly
important for this dissertation is Ruby Blondell’s Helen of Troy: Beauty, Myth, Devastation

(2013), which has informed the scope, structure, and aims of my project. Blondell’s analysis of

’ There are several influential feminist readings of Clytemnestra in particular. Winnington-
Ingram 1948 is a proto-feminist analysis of the Oresteia in terms of gender roles. Millett 1970
explores the way that philosophers and critical theorists used the Oresteia trilogy to explore
patriarchal ideology. The 1970s through the 1990s also saw a rise in psychoanalytic applications
of the Oresteia myth, several of which centered on feminist readings of Clytemnestra (Hirsch
1989 is emblematic of this trend).



Helen as a projection of male anxieties about female beauty and sexuality was a crucial
framework for my examination of Clytemnestra not as a person but as a construction. Indeed,
because the sisters share many of the same characteristics including destructive sexuality, I view
this project as complementary to Blondell’s. Numerous other scholarly works which apply
similar analytical frameworks to the often-treated and yet overlooked female characters of Greek
myth and literature have influenced my reading of Clytemnestra. These include, but are not
limited to, Marylin Katz’s Penelope’s Renown (1991), Kirk Ormand’s Exchange and the
Maiden: Marriage in Sophoclean Tragedy (1999), Marianne Govers Hopman’s Scylla: Myth,
Metaphor, Paradox (2012), and Deborah Lyons’ Gender and Immortality: Heroines in Ancient
Greek Myth and Cult (2014). All of these explore the ways in which male authors use female
characters to discuss the danger of women to society, focusing not on the figure as a “person” but
as a construction of patriarchy.

Politically, it is crucial at this moment that we reexamine our preconceptions about power
and patriarchy; this includes how they function in scholarship, especially in scholarship on
female characters.® A project on a character like Clytemnestra, who refuses to accept her
husband’s abuse of power, is well-timed for its resonances with the modern world. We, too, can
refuse to acquiesce in patriarchy.

In the course of this dissertation, we will examine the ancient Greek sources which treat
Clytemnestra in significant detail. By “significant,” I mean that an author’s discussion of

Clytemnestra gives insight into the views of women prevalent during their time. In addition, I

¥ Scholarship on female figures often includes unnecessary value judgements that add little to the
argument; for example, Cropp writes that a woman’s concern for her appearance was “typical of
hetairai or other loose [sic] women” (Cropp 2013 ad 1072-4). This kind of unnecessary
moralizing pervades scholarship on women in the ancient world.



have restricted my consideration to archaic and classical sources, despite the siren song of later
authors like Lycophron and Seneca. The reason for this is that we can observe broad cultural
similarities between authors of the archaic and classical periods, and therefore we can make
inferences about the ways in which structural misogyny was consistent across these periods.
However, I have used later sources occasionally, since these can demonstrate that a certain
ancient idea persisted in the popular consciousness across time and genre.” My principal sources
include Homer’s /liad and Odyssey, the fragments of Stesichorus’ Oresteia, a lyric fragment
attributed to Simonides, Pindar’s eleventh Pythian ode, Aeschylus’ Oresteia, Sophocles’ Electra,
and Euripides’ Electra and Iphigeneia at Aulis; 1 supplement the literary analysis with evidence
from Greek visual art (particularly vase-painting) to demonstrate the wide cultural impact of the
Oresteia myth.

My first chapter explores the language used of Clytemnestra in the //iad. The only
instance in which Clytemnestra appears in the //iad is in a comparison with Agamemnon’s
(enslaved) mistress, Chryseis. Agamemnon’s comparison of Clytemnestra with a slave is a
pointed repudiation of her status as legitimate wife; moreover, it raises issues of gender, class,
and social status that pervade Homeric poetry.'® In particular, I shall examine the use of the
formula 0¥ dépag ovde punv as a marker of a woman'’s status; we shall see that Agamemnon’s
use of this phrase, often used in comparisons of a goddess with a mortal, constitutes a twofold

demotion of status for Clytemnestra.

? Particularly important later sources include Pausanias, Lucian, testimonia on Stesichorus, and
scholia on Homer and Euripides.
' Easterling 1991, Steiner 2001, and Lyons 2012.
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Clytemnestra appears more frequently in the Odyssey, the subject of my second chapter,
where the story of Agamemnon’s death is recounted fifteen times.!' I have found that these
passages often use wordplay on Clytemnestra’s name to allude to her role in the murder, as well
as to juxtapose her with Odysseus’ wife, Penelope. Scholars disagree on whether Clytemnestra’s
name is properly KAvtauviotpa (“famous for her suitor”) or Kivtaiunotpa or (“famous for her
cunning”); both etymologies connect her with Penelope, who is beset by suitors but cunningly
outwits them to delay a new marriage.'””> Moreover, this wordplay invites us to question the
nature of kAéo¢ and the role of Clytemnestra in the Odyssey. I will show that the Oresteia myth,
and indeed the etymology of Clytemnestra’s name, provides a compelling lens through which to
consider the kAéoc awarded to Penelope.® Reading the Odyssey through the lens of the Oresteia
myth allows us to fully appreciate the complexity of Penelope’s kA£og.

My third chapter, on Pindar, Stesichorus, and Simonides, explores the ways in which
lyric poetry shape the Oresteia myth, and how these three lyric poets in particular explore the
many facets of Clytemnestra’s motivations.'* As we shall see, the poets play with the motives
presented in Homer and Hesiod, alternately emphasizing lust or revenge as primary in order to
explore the complex morality of the murder of Agamemnon. In this chapter, I also analyze the

relevant fragments of the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women, which was popular source material for

"1 follow the count proposed by Olson (1990).

'2 Marquardt 1992 and Louden 1995. On the Oresteia myth and Odyssean plot management, see
Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2009.

'3 Edwards 1985 and Tsagalis 2003 are particularly important for our understanding of the
function of the Oresteia myth in the construction of Penelope’s kA£oc.

' T engage with March 1987 quite a bit in this chapter, though I largely disagree with her
interpretations of the work of these poets. On Stesichorus, Davies and Finglass 2014, Swift
2015, and Finglass 2018 have been particularly helpful; on Simonides, Vermeule 1966 and M.I.
Davies 1969; on Pindar, Diiring 1943, Finglass 2007, and Kurke 2013.



the lyric poets.'” This shows that notions of misogyny were largely consistent between the
archaic and classical periods, and that Clytemnestra was routinely used as an anti-exemplum in
such literature.

In my fourth chapter, on Aeschylus’ Oresteia, | examine Clytemnestra’s portrayal as a
monster that must be defeated in order to restore order to the patriarchal world.'® Clytemnestra
is described in terms that evoke the female monsters of myth, like Gorgons and Harpies. |
examine Aeschylus’ imagery and connect it to earlier accounts of mythical female monsters.
This positions her as chief in a chorus of Erinyes; this effect is achieved in the Eumenides, in
which Clytemnestra’s ghost appears onstage to goad the Erinyes to action. The Erinyes are often
described in terms that associate them both with other female monsters and with the monstrous
iterations of Clytemnestra.'” In this chapter, I also discuss instances in which Aeschylus deploys
the language of visual art in order to suggest to his audience a parallel between female monsters
in art and Clytemnestra and the Erinyes.

My fifth chapter focuses on the Electra plays of Sophocles and Euripides. I examine the
ways in which Clytemnestra is modeled on her Aeschylean counterpart in each of these plays; as
we shall see, Euripides’ Clytemnestra is presented rather sympathetically, while Sophocles’
follows the Aeschylean model more closely. In this chapter, I also explore the ways in which
traditional gender roles inform the characterizations of Clytemnestra and Electra. As evidence
for this, I examine wordplay on Electra’s name as an indicator of her unmarried status.'® We

shall see that in both plays, Electra’s unmarried status is juxtaposed with Clytemnestra’s

'> On the Catalogue, see Ormand 2014.

16 Topper 2007; Hopman 2012.

'” Maxwell-Stuart 1973; Frontisi-Ducroux 2007.

'8 Particularly illuminating are Kubo 1967, Blundell 1989, and Ormand 1999.



licentiousness, both of which are emblematic of the problems in Agamemnon’s household.
Mother and daughter embody male fears about uncontrolled women, but in opposite ways.

In my final chapter, I examine how in Iphigeneia at Aulis, Euripides models his
Clytemnestra on the wrathful iteration of the goddess Demeter, Demeter Erinys or Demeter
Melaina."” Enraged both at the premature loss of her daughter Persephone to Hades, and at the
role of Zeus in orchestrating Persephone’s rape, Demeter Erinys roams the world searching for
her daughter and causes the failure of the world’s crops. Euripides maps the sacrifice of
Iphigeneia onto the myth of the rape of Persephone: Iphigeneia is the daughter whose father
tricks her into “marrying Hades” through her death, and Euripides connects Clytemnestra with
the wrathful version of Demeter to hint at what will await Agamemnon upon his return home
from the war. By connecting Clytemnestra with Demeter Erinys, Euripides characterizes her as
divine in her wrath, a force that must be properly reckoned with in order to prevent the ruination
of society.

As we shall see, Clytemnestra is a complex figure whose characterization reveals much
about ancient anxieties about women. We will observe a range of portrayals ranging from
damning to sympathetic, as well as a deep interest across time and genre in Clytemnestra’s
motives. This will give us an understanding of the ways in which ancient authors grappled with

the dangerousness of the female.

' On Eleusinian Orphism in /4, see Markantonatos 2016. On allusions to the Homeric Hymn to
Demeter in Iphigeneia at Aulis, see Radding 2015.
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CHAPTER 1. THE ILIAD

The lone reference to Clytemnestra in the //iad occurs in lines 109-115 of Book 1, in which
Agamemnon compares her to his concubine, Chryseis. The passage is as follows:

Kol vdv év Aavaoict Ogompoméwmv dyopevelg

¢ 01 ToDd” Evekd oV EknPOrog dAyen TEVYEL, 110
obvek’ &ym kovpng Xpvonidog ayAd’ dmotva

ovK £€0glov dé€aabat, mel ToAD fodAopot avTV

oikot &yev: kol yap po Kivtoupviotpng tpoféfovia
Kovpding aAdyov, Emel oV £0€v ot xepeinv,

0V JEUag 0VOE PLNV, OVT  Ap PpéVaS OVTE TL EPYaL. 115

And among the Danaans in assembly you utter your prophecies, and declare

that it is for this reason that the far-striking god is bringing woes on them,

because in exchange for for the girl Chryseis,

I would not accept the glorious ransom, since I would far rather

keep her at home. For in fact I prefer her to Clytemnestra,

my wedded wife, since she is in no way inferior to her,

either in form or in stature, or in mind, or in handiwork.?’
Numerous scholars have commented briefly on Agamemnon’s crudeness and the passage’s odd
tone. Malcolm Davies and Patrick Finglass write that, while potentially insulting to
Clytemnestra, the comparison is “hardly evidence of enmity between husband and wife.”*! G.S.
Kirk notes that “the whole rhetorical list of female qualities could be worse—that is, even more
heroic; but it has a suggestion of the cattle-market all the same. That suits Agamemnon’s

temperament.”22

While many scholars acknowledge the unusual tone of this passage, only a
handful have commented upon the gender implications of Agamemnon’s comparison. Deborah

Lyons argues that this comparison of the two women “commodifies their attractions” and

“emphasizes the transience of male favor, and the degree to which women depend on it.”* In

2% Trans. after Murray.

! Davies and Finglass 2014: 482. They discuss this passage, as well as other pre-Stesichorean
versions of the myth, as context for Stesichorus’ Oresteia (Davies and Finglass 2014: 482-4).
2 Kirk 1985 ad 114.

» Lyons 2012: 54-55.
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line 115, Agamemnon enumerates the qualities of each woman as a way of indicating their
respective value to him. As P.E. Easterling notes, all of these four qualities (6épag, “form;”
euny, “stature;” ppévoc, “mind;” and Epya, “handiwork™) “have the function of serving men’s
sexual, domestic and dynastic needs.”** By comparing Chryseis to Clytemnestra in these terms,
Agamemnon indicates the interchangeability of the women for the fulfillment of these needs,
disregarding Clytemnestra’s status as his legitimate wife and elevating Chryseis to her rank.*
What follows will be an examination of this passage, including an analysis of the functions of the
terms d&pag, eun, epéveg, and Epya and a survey of the formula oV 6époc 00de v in Homeric
poetry.

1.1. THE TERMS IN THE FORMULA

The terms 0épag, eun, epéveg, and Epya convey the male conception of the role of women in the
household. While déuag and @un are observable physical qualities, ppévec and Epya refer to a
woman’s comportment within the household. Joachim Dalfen writes that d€époc and @ur| are
“optical”—that is, they reflect a body’s attractiveness.”® A survey of the word 8épag, “build,”
reveals that it “occurs nearly always as an accusative of respect—typically when a disguised god
resembles someone in shape.”™’ It is frequent in scenes of transformation, as when gods or

goddesses disguise themselves as humans or make a human preternaturally attractive.”® For

% Easterling 1991: 146.

2% Clytemnestra’s status as legitimate wife should not be in doubt, since she has already fulfilled
her duty of bearing children for her husband. We hear elsewhere in the //iad that Clytemnestra
has borne Agamemnon at least four children; the poem gives Agamemnon and Clytemnestra’s
children as Orestes, Chrysothemis, Laodice, and Iphianassa (9.142-5 and 284-7). See Chapter 5
of this dissertation for further discussion of variants on their children.

*% Dalfen 1984: 15.

*7 Clarke 1999: 117.

8 When Athena takes the form of a mortal woman, the poet puts particular emphasis upon her
déuag as related to her prodigious height and beauty: 6époc 6 fjikto yovouki | Ko T€ HEYAAT TE
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female characters in Homer especially, dépog seems to be associated with height as a marker of
beauty. As Ruby Blondell notes in their discussion of Helen in 2004’°s Troy, “height and
physical substance [are] components of the Greek ideal of female beauty.” For example,
Athena beautifies Penelope by making her “taller” (nokpotépnv, 18.195) and “statelier”
(mdocova, 18.195). The effect of this transformation is observed a few lines later (18.212-3)
when Penelope appears before the suitors, whose “knees... were loosened, indeed with passion
their hearts were enchanted, and they all prayed to lie beside her in bed” (t&v & avtod AvTO
yoovar', £po & Gpo Bupdv E0elybey | maviec 8 pfioavto mapai Aeyéeoot kABTivon).*® dénac,
then, represents a woman'’s visual attractiveness as reflected in her stature, a point to which I will
return shortly.

Similarly, the term @vn denotes “fine” or “noble” physique. According to Rismag
Gordesiani, un, along with 8épog and eldoc, refer to a woman’s physical charms.”' Gordesiani

argues that male appreciation for the female form is a key component in scenes of flirtation or

Kol ayhad Epya idvin (“and [she] changed herself to the form of a woman, beautiful and tall, and
skilled in glorious handiwork,” Od. 13.288-9; repeated at 16.157-8).
** Blondell 2009: 14. Consider Od. 18.192-6:

KAALET LéV 01 TPATU TPOSHOTTA KOAX KAONPEV

apPpocim, oip mep dotépavog Kubépeia

ypieton, 0T’ Gv I Xopitov yopodv ipepdeva:

Kai pv poxpotépny kol rdccova, Ofjkev ioécOar, 195

Agvkotépny & dpa v Ofke Tplotod ELEQavVTOC.

With beauty she first cleansed her lovely face,

with beauty ambrosial, such as that with which Cytherea, of the fair crown,

anoints herself when she goes into the lovely dance of the Graces;

and she made her taller, too, and statelier to behold,

and made her whiter than new-sawn ivory. (trans. Murray)
3% Trans. Murray.
3! Gordesiani 1997: 182. He calls this the “Zeichen des korperlichen Charmes” (Gordesiani
1997: 182).
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seduction, largely because it implies the kind of attraction necessary for physical intimacy.*
Much like 6épag, oo is often used as a compliment in which a mortal woman is likened to a
goddess, and similarly connotes physical substance.” For example, when Nausicaa is introduced
at Od. Book 6.15-17, the poet emphasizes her beauty by likening her to a goddess in respect to
her @un: PRy & Tpev &g OdAapov ToAvdaidarov, @ &vi kodprn | kodt dOavaTNot LTV Ko £160¢
opoin, | Navoikda, Quydmmp peyointopog AAkivooto (“She went to the chamber, richly wrought,
wherein slept a maiden like the immortal goddesses in form and looks, Nausicaa, the daughter of
great-hearted Alcinous™).>* Nausicaa, who is similar to the immortal goddesses in respect to her
@1, is a kovpn on the brink of marriage; this description of her invites association with Artemis.
The poet invites her association with Artemis throughout Book 6; when Nausicaa and her
handmaidens finish the laundry, they enjoy a game of catch in which Nausicaa acts as chief in
their “chorus™:

o1 0& Navoikdo AeVKOAEVOS IPYETO LOATTG
oin & Aptepg eiot kat’ odpea ioyéoupa,

32 Gordesiani 1997: 182-3. In particular, Gordesiani highlights the connection between verbal
flirtation, the gaze, and the desire that is provoked by male appreciation of the female form in
Homer, looking specifically at how flirtation and the gaze cause yAvkig ipepog (1997: 182-3).
33 When the Phaeacian prince Laodamas invites Odysseus to participate in the games, he
observes that Odysseus must know how to compete, since his body is “not mean” in stature:

UV Y€ pév 00 KOKOG £0TL,

UNPOVG T KVIUOG TE Kol duem xeipog dmepOev 135

avyéva e oTapov péya te 60Evog: 0vdé T TiPng

deveTaL, AN KOKOIGL GUVEPPNKTOL TOAEECTLY.

In build, surely, he is no mean man,

in thighs and calves, and in his two arms above,

his stout neck, and his great strength. Nor has he lost

any of the vigor of youth, but he has been broken by much suffering (trans. Murray).

In this passage, Odysseus’ ¢un] is described as 00 kakog because of the stoutness of its
constituent parts: his thighs, calves, hands, and neck, and the great strength exhibited in them, are
all part of what makes his body 00 kak6g.

3% Trans. Murray.
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] kata Tndyetov mepunketov 1j ‘Epopaviov,
TEPTOUEVT KATTPOLGL Kol MKEING EAGPOIoL

T 6€ 0° dpa vopgat, kodpat Atdg aiyidyoto, 105
aypovopot mailovot, yéynoe 6¢ 1€ ppéva AnTo:

Tacamv 8” VIEP 1| Y KapN Exel NOE HETOTA,

PElG T apryvartn méletal, koloi 8¢ te mhoal

OCH Y AuEUTOLOICL peTénpene TapOEvog AdUNGS.

... and whitearmed Nausicaa was leader in the song.

And even as Artemis, the archer, roves over the mountains,
along the ridges of lofty Taygetus or Erymanthus,

joying in the pursuit of boars and swift deer,

and the wood nymphs, daughters of Zeus who bears the aegis,
share her sport, and Leto is glad at heart—

high above them all Artemis holds her head and brows,

and easily may she be known, though all are beautiful—

so amid her handmaids shone the unwed maiden.*

Nausicaa’s similarity with Artemis is physical: she, like the goddess, is taller and more
noticeable—and therefore more beautiful—than her peers. This description of the maiden at
play clarifies the poet’s earlier description of Nausicaa as 40avétnot eunyv kai £idog Opoin
(6.16). She is like the goddesses, but like Artemis in particular because of their shared beauty,
age, and leisure activities. Odysseus, too, draws a comparison between Nausicaa and Artemis as
a way of gaining the girl’s trust:

youvodpai o€, vacca: 0e6g Vi Tic, 1| Ppotdg €661,

€l Hév 115 Bed¢ €001, TOl 0VPAVOV EVPVV EXOVGLY, 150

ApTéLdi og €YD Ye, A10G KOVPN HeYALO10,

100G Te néyeo e LIV T dyyioTa diokm:

I clasp your knees, my queen—are you a goddess, or are you mortal?

If you are a goddess, one of those who hold broad heaven,

to Artemis, the daughter of great Zeus,
I liken you most nearly in looks and in stature and in form.*

3> Trans. Murray.
3% Trans. Murray.
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Here, Odysseus explicitly relates her ¢un to her stature, filling out the picture of Nausicaa as a
double for Artemis. It is her physical substance that makes her so beautiful that she resembles a
goddess; as we see, pur] connotes the prodigious stature usually associated with goddesses.”’
This examination of the terms 0éuag and ¢un suggests that Chryseis is not only noble in

form (that is, tall and stately), but is endowed with divine beauty that is pleasing to the male eye.
Moreover, these terms imply a kind of beauty that is attractive in a way that can inspire wonder
(Badpa), particularly in male viewers. A similar effect is achieved by statues, whose size
provokes the viewer’s awe.*® Deborah Steiner writes,

The proportions of a statue provide an instant key to its nature and powers, and to

build a colossal figure, as Greek sculptors did from the end of the seventh or early

sixth century on, was both to set it outside the human realm and to express the
notion that its power could not be contained within normal bounds.*

Like the colossal images of deities, the “statuesque’”™*

women of Homeric poetry arouse awe in
those who behold them,; it is their height and physical substance that endows them with a divine
quality and thereby makes them attractive. Further, their “statuesque” beauty is rooted in their
receptiveness to the male gaze: that is, like statues, they passively receive the gaze without

returning one of their own. Steiner writes that statuesque women are empty vessels upon whom

the viewer projects his own desire:

37 See also the scenes of divine epiphany in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter and Hymn to
Aphrodite, in which the goddesses’ divinity is indicated in part by prodigious height: peAédOpov |
KOpe kapm, “her head reached the roof” (h.Cer. 188-9 and h.Ven. 173-4, trans. Foley). We might
also consider the story in Herodotus 1.60, where Peisistratus legitimizes his sovereignty by
marching into Athens accompanied by an extremely tall and beautiful woman named @01,
dressed in armor so as to resemble Athena. Phye’s height and beauty (and indeed, name) make
her seem divine like Athena, lending credence to Peisistratus’ claim to sovereignty. My thanks
to Olga Levaniouk for the suggestion.

3% See Steiner 2001: 99-100. Blondell also takes note of the “Greek propensity to liken beautiful
people to statues” (Blondell 2009: 14).

* Steiner 2001: 99.

**1 borrow this phrasing from Blondell (2009: 14).
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Within the realm of verbal and visual representations, depicting a body in a
manner that emphasizes its “to-be-looked-at-ness,” which codes its appearance for
strong visual and erotic impact, turns that body from autonomous subject into

spectacle and signals its position as the passive, “lithified” object of the viewer’s

gaze."!

Thus, by presenting female bodies as statuesque, the Homeric poet invites the audience to
imagine the viewer’s awe at and desire for that body. Agamemnon’s use of the formula 00 dépag
ovd¢ punv of Chryseis indicates that she has a “statuesque” physical appearance that makes her
so beautiful that she seems divine. The formula conveys Agamemnon’s desire for Chryseis
while implying that Clytemnestra’s physical charms have waned, suggesting that Chryseis’
statuesque, divine beauty elevates her over Clytemnestra.* His tone is heavily sexual: his
reduction of each woman’s appeal to the value of her constituent parts (6épag and @un) suggests
that Chryseis is just as capable as Clytemnestra of serving his sexual needs.

The next two terms in line 115, ppévag and €pya, refer to a woman’s function within the
household. According to Shirley Darcus Sullivan, ppévag as an accusative of respect can be
used to qualify a person or make a moral judgement about their character. As Sullivan argues,
“in several passages a person’s specific relationship to ppéveg becomes a cause of praise or

blame.”* For a woman, @péveg can refer to her “intelligence, or perhaps to her character or

*! Steiner 2001: 198. For more on this topic, see especially Sartre 1976, Berger 1972, and
Mulvey 1992. For ancient examples of male desire for statues, consider the myths of Pygmalion
and Galatea, the Cnidian Aphrodite as represented in Ps. Lucian’s Amores, and perhaps even
Pandora (although Steiner argues that her case is slightly different, as she is not actually a statue
and has her own mind). The related metaphor of a woman as an agal/ma or an eidolon appears
frequently in literary sources, including Euripides’ Alcestis and Helen and Aeschylus’
Agamemnon (of Iphigeneia). On the idea that a woman’s “lithified” body causes a reciprocal
rigidity in the male body, see Steiner 2001: 199.

%2 As further evidence of this, we might also consider the connection to Aphrodite implied by
Chryseis’ name. The conventional epithet of Aphrodite as “golden” (ypvcéa) is echoed in
Chryseis’ name, which emphasizes Agamemnon’s sexual desire for her.

* Sullivan 1988: 119,
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disposition” and takes on a moral connotation, as we see in the term sophrosyné, “prudent-
mindedness,” and its antonym aphrosyné “foolishness.”** Similarly, Penelope’s good character
is summarized by the epithet periphron, “circumspect.” Thus, a woman’s @péveg are an
indicator of her character, and can be used to confer praise or blame upon her.*> Additionally, in
the context of marriage, good @péveg indicate a woman’s emotional connection with and loyalty

to her husband in the form of homophrosyné, or like-mindedness.*® This term is most often

** Sullivan 1988: 119,
> As we see in Nestor’s account of the Mycenaean saga at Odyssey Book 3 line 265-6,
Clytemnestra’s @péveg initially kept her from betraying her husband:

18 1 T01 10 Tpiv Pev dvaiveto Epyov deuceg 265

dto KAvtauviotpn® epeot yap kéypnt ayadijor

Now at first she put from her the unseemly deed,
the noble Clytemnestra, for she had an understanding heart. (trans. Murray)

Here, we see that Nestor is sympathetic to Clytemnestra, calling her 6ia, “noble,” because she
has “good @pévec” (ppeoi yap kéxpnt’ ayabiior). With this moral judgement on Clytemnestra’s
opéveg, Nestor presents her as a good woman who is overwhelmed by her circumstances. The
phrase @peot yap kéxpnt’ dyadijol appears once more in a passage in Book 16, in a passage
discussing Penelope’s suitor Amphinomus:

106V &’ Ap@ivopoc dyopnoato Kol HETEEInE,

Nicov @aidipoc vidg, Apntiddao GvaKTog, 395

0¢ P’ ék AovAyiov TOALTHPOL TOIEVTOG

Nyelto pvnotipot, pdiiota ¢ Invelonein

fivéave pobototr epect yap kéxpnt’ dyadfjow:

Then Amphinomus addressed their assembly, and spoke among them,
the glorious son of prince Nisus, son of Aretias.

He led the suitors who came from Dulichium, rich in wheat and in grass,
and above all others he pleased Penelope

with his words, for he [?] had a good heart (trans. after Murray).

Murray interprets the phrase @peot yap kéypnt’ dyadfjotv as a reference to the suitor
Amphinomus. However, the same phrase is used to describe how Clytemnestra’s ¢ppéveg fail in
the face of Aegisthus’ beguiling words; here, the poet implies that Amphinomus’ pleasing words
threaten to overpower Penelope’s “good @pévec.” But, as it will turn out, Penelope’s “good
epéveg” are sufficient to protect her from her suitors.

* 1t is worth noting that all of these terms (saphrosyné, aphrosyné, periphron, and
homophrosyné) are cognate with @pévec.
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applied to the relationship of Odysseus and Penelope; in lines 180-185 of Odyssey Book 6,

Odysseus notes that homophrosyné is the foundation of a strong marriage.*’ When Agamemnon
says that his concubine is just as pleasing to him as his wife is in respect to her ppéveg, he
indicates that Chryseis has the potential for marital hiomophrosyné. Additionally, we, knowing
the full arc of Agamemnon’s story, might reasonably interpret this claim as a reference to a
disjunction of @péveg in his marriage with Clytemnestra, who will in fact lure him to his death by
using her superior wits against him.

The term &pya refers generally to a person’s deeds; in the context of 7/. 1.115, it
specifically means “women’s work.”*® Agamemnon’s comparison of Chryseis with
Clytemnestra in terms of their &€pya references their respective abilities to increase his
household’s wealth through their production of woven material. Agamemnon explicitly
discusses his desire for Chryseis in terms of her aptitude for women’s work in the opening of the

1liad:

7.0d. 6.180-5:
o0l 0¢ Beoi toca 0oiev o PPEGL GT|OL LEVOLVAC, 180
&vSpa te Ko oikov, Kai OPOPPOGHVNV dThcEIV
€60V 00 P&V yap oD Ye KPEIGGOV Kai GpeLlov,
| 60" OLOPPOVEOVTE VONLLOGTY OIKOV EYnTov
avnp NoE yovi" mOAL™ ddyea Suouevéeoat,
xopuota &’ edpevéTnotl, poota 8¢ T EKAvoV avTol. 185

And for yourself, may the gods grant you all your heart desires,

a husband and a home, and may they bestow on you as well oneness of heart

in all its excellence. For nothing is greater or better than this,

than when a man and a woman keep house together sharing one heart and mind,

a great grief to their foes

and a joy to their friends; while their own fame is unsurpassed (trans. Murray).
*8 Easterling argues that “Erga includes skills like weaving and the supervision of a household as
well as more erotic accomplishments” (Easterling 1991: 146). &pya used absolutely is not an
erotic term; rather, it is usually accompanied by a modifier like piiotota (Od. 11.246), yauoto
(11. 5.429), and A@poditng (h.Ven. 1, where it applies ambiguously to Aphrodite’s “deeds,”
which naturally include erotic pursuits) to indicate an erotic connotation.
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Vv & €ym 0oV ADo®® Tpiv v Kol yiipag Emeicty

NUETEP® €Vi oik® €V Apyel THAOOL ThTpNC 30

16TOV EmOYOUEVIV Kol ELOV AEXOG AVTIOmGOV:

But her I will not set free; before that, old age will come on her

in our house, in Argos, far from her country,

as she walks back and forth in front of the loom and shares my bed.*’
In line 31, Agamemnon frames his refusal to return Chryseis to her father in terms of her value
both as a weaver and as his sexual partner. He thus paints a picture of the ideal woman, who
serves him by producing woven material and satisfying his sexual needs. Agamemnon’s desires
are evident in the correspondence of the two halves of line 31 with the two halves of line 115,
where 6époc and gun are analogues for pov Aéyog avtidmoav, and epévec and Epya are parallel
to 1otoVv €moyopévny. dépoc and i have an overtly sexual connotation, while @péveg and Epya.
refer more generally to a woman’s role in the household, but strongly suggest a sexualized
fantasy of Chryseis as a slave in his house. Once again, the full arc of Agamemnon’s story lends
an eerie tone to this term, since we know that Clytemnestra will use her weaving to ensnare her
husband in the bath.

I will now focus on the alignments of 6épag and eun with Aéyog, and of ppévec and Epya
with iot0¢. dépag, eun, and Aéyog are clearly sexual; the combination of these terms evokes
Aphrodite, goddess of love, sex, and beauty. @péveg, &pya, and iot6¢, which refer to wisdom and
weaving, conjure Athena, the goddess of wisdom and handiwork. As the poem implies, ppéveg
and €pya are the domain of Athena, while dépoc and @ur belong to Aphrodite; this dichotomy is
confirmed by Achilles’ words at //. 9.388-390:

KovpNv & oV yauéwm Ayapéuvovog Atpeidao,

ovd’ &l ypvoein Appoditn kdAlog Epilot,
gpya 8" ABnvain yAovkomidt icogapilor 390

* Trans. Murray.
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And the daughter of Agamemnon, son of Atreus, I will not wed,
not even though she vied in beauty with golden Aphrodite
and in handiwork were the peer of flashing-eyed Athene.™
In this passage, Achilles refuses Agamemnon’s offer of marriage to his daughter, stating that he
will not marry her even if she is as beautiful as Aphrodite and as proficient in women’s work as
Athena. The alignment of 6épag, eur|, and kdAlog with Aphrodite and of ppéveg and Epya with
Athena is confirmed by a quotation of both Iliadic passages in Lucian’s Imagines section 22.
Lucian deploys this quotation in regard to Panthea, a mistress of the emperor Lucius Verus. In
this passage, 0épog and guin are characteristics aligned with Aphrodite, while ppéveg and Epya
belong to Athena:
yowvn TTEpL T &v TIC EDAOYMC TO Opnpikdv &xgivo eimot, Ypuoein pev avTnyv
Apodit £pilev T0 kaALog, Epya 8¢ avti) AOnvain icopapiley. yovaik®dv yop
OLVOLAMG O0VK (v TIg TapaPAndein avti] ‘ov dépag ovde puny,” enoiv ‘Ounpoc,
‘o0t ap epévag ovte TL Epyal.’
[Panthea is] a woman about whom one can quote with propriety the saying of
Homer, that she vies with golden Aphrodite in beauty and equals Athena herself
in accomplishments. Among mortal women there is none to compare with her,
“neither in stature nor mould” (as Homer says), “nor in mind nor in aught that she
doeth.”!
As is confirmed by this passage, 6épag and @un refer to sexual characteristics, while péveg and
gpya refer more generally to a woman’s role in the household. In the passage above, Lucian
assimilates Panthea to Chryseis and Verus to Agamemnon; Clytemnestra, then, is equivalent to

all of the mortal women who cannot compete with Panthea, including Verus’ wife Lucilla, the

daughter of Marcus Aurelius.”> Caroline Vout notes that Panthea, whose non-Roman status is

*% Trans. Murray.

°! Trans. Harmon. Again we can see the connection between Chryseis and Aphrodite implied in
Lucian’s use of the adjective ypvoein.

32 The date of Lucian’s Imagines is uncertain, though it is generally agreed to have been written
between 160 and 169. Harmon dates it to between 162 and 166, the dates of Verus’ “residence
in the East” (Harmon 1925: 255), but Anderson dates it to before 164, citing the year of Verus’
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highly eroticized, represents the territory conquered by Rome and the spoils won in war.” If we
follow this thread, Panthea, like Chryseis, represents the eroticized foreign woman who threatens
the status of high-born native wives like Clytemnestra through her mastery of the spheres of both
Aphrodite and Athena. In the //iad, then, we see that Agamemnon’s comparison elevates
Chryseis over Clytemnestra, both by disregarding Clytemnestra’s status as legitimate wife and
by implying Chryseis’ physical similarity with the goddesses.

1.2. THE FORMULA

I move now to analysis of the formula 00 déuag 00d€ @uiv, which appears once in the //iad and
twice in the Odyssey. Both instances of the phrase in the Odyssey (at 5.212 and 7.210) occur
within a comparison between a divine figure and a mortal figure. Charles Segal has shown that
in both scenes in which 00 dépag 0vdg eunv occurs, Odysseus rejects immortality and firmly
establishes himself as mortal.”* In both instances, Odysseus must deny that he is, or could

become, immortal so that he can make a full return to the mortal world of Ithaca.”> Moreover,

marriage to Lucilla as a logical terminus ante quem for the work (Anderson 1977: 275-76).
However, Lucilla was betrothed to Verus in 161 CE; it is likely that she was at least betrothed to,
if not married to, Verus at the time of the publication of the Imagines.

>3 Vout 2007: 215. Panthea seems to have been from Asia Minor (Lucian calls her “Smyrnacan”
in the Imagines), but Vout argues that her name and her non-Romanness allows her to be
assimilated to mythical and historical women of various origins (Vout 2007: 214-6). Moreover,
her name (“All Goddess”) reinforces Lucian’s connection of her with both Athena and
Aphrodite. Vout also notes a potential pun on Panthea’s name with wavOeia, “a plaster used in
medical treatments... Perhaps Lucian had this malleable material in mind as a further pun on his
mistress’ name” (Vout 2007: 230). Moreover, Panthea’s “statuesque” qualities are enumerated in
Lucian’s Imagines 6-9, where she is likened to several particularly well-known statues, including
Praxiteles’ Cnidian Aphrodite (Harmon 1925 and Vout 2007: 216-8). She, like Chryseis, invites
the male gaze with her statuesque body, offering visual pleasure to any man who would look
upon her.

% Segal 1962: 26-7.

>> Are the Phaeacians immortal? Segal shows that they are “quasi-divine,” citing as evidence the
term dyyifeot, “close to the gods” in 5.35 and the meeting of Odysseus and “the godlike (8.457)
Nausicaa...” to whom he promises to pray “‘as a god’ (467) when he returns to Ithaca” (Segal
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both instances of o0 dépac 006€ vy in the Odyssey occur in the context of an implied marriage
proposal. In the first, in Book 5 of the Odyssey, Calypso attempts to persuade Odysseus not to
return to Ithaca, promising him marriage to her if he should stay:

&l ye pdv ideing ofiot ppeciv 660 ot aica

KNoe’ avamiijoat, Tpiv Totpida yoiov ikécOat,

gv0ade k* o pévav GOV Epol T0dE SDA PLAAGGOIS
aBdvatog T eing, ipepouevoc mep idéaban

onVv GAoyov, TG T aiev EEAdEL HUOTO TAVTOL. 210
o0 pév Onv keivng ye yepeimv edyopon etvau,

0D JEUaG 0VOE PLNV, ETEL OV TG 0VOE E01KEV

Ovntag adavdatnot dépag Kai £100¢ &pilety.

If, however, in your heart you knew all the measure of woe it is your fate
to fulfill before you come to your native land,

you would remain here and keep this house with me,

and would be immortal, for all your desire to see

your wife for whom you long day in and day out.

Surely not inferior to her do I declare myself to be,

either in form or in stature, since in no way is it reasonable

that mortal women should vie with immortals in form or looks.*®

Calypso litotically asserts her superiority to Penelope, since she is “no worse in form or in
stature,” in essence reminding Odysseus of their robust sex life. But Calypso’s attempts at
persuasion are futile: Odysseus’ contentment with their affair has waned, as the poet has already
made apparent at 5.151-5:

OV & &p’ én’ dktiic eDpe kaduevoV: 008E ToT BooE
daKpLOPLY TEPCOVTO, KATEIPETO dE YAVKLG aimV

VOGTOV OOVPOUEV®, EEL OVKETL HVOOVE VOLLON.

GAL" 1 Tot viKTag pév iodeckev kol dvéryin

&v oméoot YAaLPoict map oK £0EAmV €é0ghovon’ 155

Him she found sitting on the shore, and his eyes were never

dry of tears, and his sweet life was ebbing away,

as he grieved for his return, for the nymph no longer pleased him.
By night indeed he would sleep by her side perforce

1962: 26). Nicholas P. Gross likewise emphasizes Odysseus’ reaction to meeting Nausicaa in
6.149-69 as indicative of her near-divine status (Gross 1976: 312—13).
*% Trans. Murray.
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in the hollow caves, unwilling beside the willing nymph...”’
Here, we see that Odysseus no longer enjoys sharing a bed with Calypso: the nymph no longer
pleases him (ovkétt fjvéave vopen, 5.153), and he sleeps by her side perforce (iaveokev kol
avaykm, 5.154), not wanting to even though she desires it (o0k £€0éAmv €0ghovon, 5.155). The
phrase oOkétt fjvdave vouen in line 153 suggests that, at one point, Calypso was pleasing to
Odysseus, but no longer; it is to this former pleasure that Calypso appeals with the phrase o0
8épac 008¢ eury in line 212.°% In his reply to her, Odysseus rather diplomatically acknowledges
Calypso’s physical superiority to Penelope, since she is immortal and Penelope is not (5.215-8):

motva Oed, P pot T68e Yheo 01da Ko odTOg 215

mavto paA’, obveka oglo mepippwv Inveddnela

£1d0¢ dxidvotépn péyedog v eicdvra id4c0ar

M uev yap Bpotdc €ott, 60 6 AOAVATOC Kol AyNp®G.

Mighty goddess, do not be angry with me for this. I know

very well myself that wise Penelope

is less impressive to look upon than you in looks and stature,

for she is a mortal, while you are immortal and ageless.”
Odysseus rephrases Calypso’s original Sépagc...@uiv as 160¢. .. uéyeddc T° in line 217, conceding
that Calypso is indeed “better” than Penelope because she is immortal. Calypso’s reaction to this
is never given, though the next scene sees Calypso and Odysseus returning to the cave to sleep
together once more (5.225-7). As in the Iliad passage, the phrase o0 6épog ovde eunv has an
explicitly sexual connotation in Odyssey 5.

The phrase 0¥ dépag ovde eunv occurs again at Odyssey 7.208-10. In this passage, the

Phaeacian king Alcinous asks Odysseus if he is immortal, presumably as a way of testing

> Trans. Murray.

¥ In line 153, I note a potential play on the meaning of vouen as both “nymph” and “bride.”
Straightforwardly, this could mean “the nymph was no longer pleasing to him;” an alternative
translation could indicate that Calypso “was no longer pleasing to him as a (potential) bride.”
> Trans. Murray.
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whether he has come as a suitor for Nausicaa. In this passage, Odysseus rejects Alcinous’
implication that he might be a god:

AAKivo’, GALO Ti TOL LEAET® QPPESTV' OV Yap EYD YE

aBavdroloty Eotka, Tol OVPAVOV EDPVV EYOVOLY,

0V d€pag 0VdE PLNYV, AALAL BvnToict Bpotoicty. 210

Alcinous, far from you be that thought; for I am not

like the immortals, who hold broad heaven,

either in stature or in form, but like mortal men.®
Here, Odysseus responds to Alcinous’ question about whether he is a god in disguise or a mortal.

Alcinous has indirectly asked about Odysseus’ identity in Od. 7.199-200:

€l 6¢ T1g aBavatwv ye kat ovpavod eidnlovbey,
GALo TL M 100" Emerta B0l TEPIUNYOVODVTOL. 200

But if he is one of the immortals come down from heaven,
then this is some new thing which the gods are planning.®’

Alcinous’ comparison of Odysseus with a god serves two purposes. First, by inquiring whether
Odysseus is a god, Alcinous probes at his true identity without technically violating xenia.
Second, with this comparison, Alcinous is likely trying to ascertain whether this stranger could
be a viable suitor for Nausicaa, who in Book 6 shows signs of being ready to marry. By framing
his question about Odysseus’ identity in this way, Alcinous activates a trope common in nuptial
poetry, in which the bridegroom is likened to a god.*> According to J.C.B. Petropoulos, “the

superhuman comparison [in wedding songs], whether direct or not, offers extravagant erotic or

% Trans. Murray.

*! Trans. Murray.

62 See, for example, Sappho fr. 123D, in which the bridegroom is compared to Ares, and fr. 44,
in which Hector and Andromache are described as “godlike” (Bgoewcéro[1c). Some scholars have
also interpreted the context of Sappho 31 as nuptial, in which case the bridegroom is described as
“like the gods™ (icog Béowov). For this argument, see Simelidis 2006: “the man is treated as God
[sic] because he is so fortunate to be near or sleep with the woman” (Simelidis 2006: 90).
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other praise.”® Further, Petropoulos notes that “the patent object of a generic eikon which sets
up a parallel between a divine or heroic figure and a mortal is to praise the latter with respect to
(a) external appearance, stature and bearing, (b) conduct and moral qualities in general and (c)
good fortune and material happiness (o/bos).”** By asking whether Odysseus is a god, Alcinous
compliments his potential son-in-law in a manner that evokes nuptial poetry. The Homeric poet
has already hinted at the possibility of a marriage between Odysseus and Nausicaa using the
language of the wedding-song: Odysseus greets Nausicaa at Od. 6.149-69 by likening her to
Artemis. By greeting Nausicaa in “epithalamian” language, Odysseus hints that he may have
come as a suitor for her, thereby ensuring his safety at her hands. Alcinous’ language likewise
hints at a potential marriage between Odysseus and Nausicaa through the implicit comparison of
Odysseus to a god.

Odysseus’ denial of divinity with the phrase 00 déuag ovd€ @unv implies that he could be
a potential suitor for Nausicaa, specifically because he is not actually divine. I suggest that
Odysseus deliberately presents himself in an ambiguous light as a means of self-preservation
among the Phaeacians. After so many failed interactions with hosts during his travels, Odysseus
naturally acts with caution in the court of the Phaeacians. Moreover, Gilbert P. Rose has noticed
a pattern of missteps in the Phaeacians’ enactment of xenia that suggest potential danger for
Odysseus.®” Rose notes that the Phaeacians are descended from Poseidon and the Giants, a
lineage which strongly evokes the Cyclops.®® Rose concludes that the Phaeacians ultimately

mean well, but that the poet intends to suggest that Odysseus’ troubles are not at an end when he

63 Petropoulos 2003: 39.
%4 Petropoulos 2003: 39.
% See Rose 1969.

% Rose 1969: 392-3.
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arrives at their court. By suggesting that he has come as a suitor for Nausicaa, and therefore has
the potential to become a member of the Phaeacian community by marriage, Odysseus makes
provisions to ensure his safety as a guest.

Odysseus’ use of the phrase 0¥ dépag ovde punv to describe himself at Od. 7.210 is
unusual for a number of reasons, not least of which is that it is the only time in Homeric poetry
that the phrase is applied to a man. When Odysseus uses ov dépoc o0de unv of himself, he
sexualizes himself in a feminizing manner. This is not the lone instance in which Odysseus is
feminized, for which scholars have offered a variety of reasons. W.B. Stanford argues that
qualities like “his civilized gentleness, his intuitive intelligence, and his firm self-possession”
align Odysseus with Homeric women, and that this feminine ethos creates in his male peers a
sense of uneasiness about him.*’ According to Stanford, Odysseus’ feminizing qualities grant
him a certain popularity with the female characters he encounters and he ultimately secures his
safe return to Ithaca through his alliances with women, not men. Similarly, Helene Foley shows
that Odysseus’ own experiences have made him uniquely appreciative of the female experience;

this is articulated in the Odyssey through the use of “reverse similes” to describe Odysseus.*®

7 Stanford 1963: 65.
% Foley 1978. The first of these “reverse similes” occurs at Od. 8.521-31:
TaDT Gp’ 6o1d0¢ delde meptkAvtog avtap Odveceng
TAKETO, OAKPL & Edgvev VIO PAEEAPOIGL TAPELAS.
¢ 6¢ yovn Khainot eilov mocty aueitecoioa,
0¢ 1€ £fic TpOchev TOAOG AadV TE TESN OV,
80Tl Kol TeKéEay AUOveY Vedc ap” 525
N uév tov Bvfiokovrta kol domaipovta idodca
ape’ avT® youévn AMya Kokvelr ol 8¢ T dmiche
KOTTOVTEC S0VPECTL PETAPPEVOV NOE Kol DLLOVG
gipepov gicavayovot, movov T  ExEpev Kol OOV
TG 0™ éAegvotdte Gyel pOvubovot Tapstair 530
¢ ‘Odvoedg Eheetvov DI’ dppvct Sdcpvov ElPev.

This song the famous minstrel sang. But the heart of Odysseus
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suggest both a sense of identity between people in different social and

29 ¢¢

These “reverse similes
sexual roles and a loss of stability, an inversion of the normal.”® Dianna Rhyan Kardulias
argues that when Odysseus dons Leucothea’s veil (kpndepvov) at Od. 5.372-5, he reenacts the
gender-bending initiatory rites of Leucothea’s cult.”’ Kardulias shows that this act of
“transvestism [is] a ritual behavior” that reinitiates him into the mortal world.”' Ironically, says
Kardulias, it is through his transvestism that Odysseus “symbolically regains not only life, but
fully adult masculinity.””* I suggest that Odysseus’ use of the phrase o d&pac o0& UiV

operates on two levels within this motif of feminization. First, by denying his divinity, Odysseus

was melted and tears wet his cheeks beneath his eyelids.

And as a woman wails and throws herself upon her dear husband,

who has fallen in front of his city and his people,

seeking to ward off from his city and his children the pitiless day;

and as she beholds him dying and gasping for breath,

she clings to him and shrieks aloud, while the foe behind her

beat her back and shoulders with their spears,

and lead her away to captivity to bear toil and woe,

while with the most pitiful grief her cheeks are wasted—

so did Odysseus let fall pitiful tears from beneath his brows (trans. Murray).

The second “reverse simile” used of Odysseus occurs at Od. 10.410-5:
@ 6’ 6T v dypaviotl mopleg Tepl fode dyelaiog, 410
EMD0VGOGC £C KOTPOV, £V PoTAVNG KOpEGMVTAL,
nacot Guo okaipovoty Evavtior ovd” Tt onkol
ioyovs’, AL aAd1vov pokdpeval apeldéovot
untépac g &R’ Exelvol €mel idov 0pOaApoiot,
SUKPLOEVTEC EYLVTO. .. 415

And as when calves in a farmstead sport about the droves of cows
returning to the yard, when they have had their fill of grazing—
all together they frisk before them, and the pens no longer
hold them, but with constant lowing they run about
their mothers—so those men, when their eyes beheld me,
thronged about me weeping... (trans. Murray)

% Foley 1978: 8.

" Kardulias 2001: 26.

"' Kardulias 2001: 26.

72 Kardulias 2001: 46.
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hints that he could be a potential suitor for Nausicaa, thereby ensuring his safety among the
Phaeacians. Second, by feminizing himself, he both presents himself as nonthreatening and
makes himself particularly sympathetic to Arete, whom Odysseus was instructed to approach for
protection.”” By feminizing himself, Odysseus implies a certain similarity between himself and
Arete, a tactic which increases the likelihood that she will promise him sanctuary. The
feminization of Odysseus is a motif that has thus been understood and interpreted in a number of
interlocking and compelling ways.

From my examination of oV dépog ovde eunv, I arrive at two related conclusions. First,
the phrase is used in contexts of marriage and often has a sexual undertone; and second, it is used
in a comparison between a divine and a mortal figure. Agamemnon’s use of the phrase at //iad
Book 1 line 115 finds its closest parallel in Calypso’s use of the phrase in the Odyssey by virtue
of the fact that both instances compare a mistress to a wife. Moreover, the phrase seems to imply
a kind of sexual satisfaction provided by a mistress that a wife cannot deliver. When Calypso
uses oV dEpaG oVdE PuNv, it is a reminder to Odysseus both that she has been sexually pleasing to
him and that she, a nymph, is of higher status than Penelope, a mortal. Agamemnon’s use of the
phrase to compare Chryseis with Clytemnestra accomplishes a similar objective: he indicates that
Chryseis has at least the potential to satisfy him sexually, in a way that rivals Clytemnestra’s
ability to please him. Moreover, by comparing Chryseis, a captive, with Clytemnestra, his
wedded wife, Agamemnon elevates Chryseis to the status of wife, implying that returning her to
her father would be analogous to the loss of a wife. As Donna F. Wilson shows, describing
Chryseis as a wife is a deliberate technique through which Agamemnon “legitimately scripts

himself out of the role of abductor [and] perpetrator of harm and into the position of injured

3 0d. 6.310-2.
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party in relation to Chryseis.”’*. Wilson argues that Agamemnon purposefully exploits both the

emotional and financial implications of a wife’s status as a means of eliciting pathos in his
listeners.”” Further, with this formulation, Agamemnon elevates Chryseis into the “divine”
position and implicitly places Clytemnestra in the “mortal” slot. Clytemnestra thus suffers a
twofold demotion of status, in which Chryseis is figured as superior to her as both wife and

divinity.

Comparison of a wedded wife with a concubine disregards the former’s status while elevating
the latter’s; for Agamemnon, Clytemnestra and Chryseis are interchangeable because they have
equal potential to serve the same functions. By using the formula ov 6épag ovde iy,
Agamemnon diminishes Clytemnestra while elevating Chryseis; however, by reducing each
woman to her constituent qualities, he indicates that even Chryseis is replaceable. He is just as
content with Chryseis as with Clytemnestra, and when he is forced to return Chryseis to her
father, he finds an acceptable substitute in Briseis. Though Clytemnestra’s appearance in the
Iliad is brief, Agamemnon’s comparison of her with Chryseis reveals the interchangeability of

women in the /liad.

4 Wilson 2002: 51.
> Wilson 2002: 49-50.
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CHAPTER 2. THE ODYSSEY

The question of Clytemnestra’s function in the Odyssey is persistent. Two distinct but related
issues arise in analyzing her appearances in the Odyssey: that of her role in the murder of
Agamemnon, and that of her function in relation to the principal action of the poem. Many
scholars believe that her part in Agamemnon’s murder is portrayed as relatively small in
comparison with Aegisthus’. However, as I will show, several key (but often overlooked)
instances detailing the Oresteia myth include wordplay on Clytemnestra’s name, suggesting that
she was viewed as a major actor in plotting and carrying out the murder of Agamemnon. This
strengthens the argument that her role within the poem is as a foil to Penelope. It is generally
accepted that she acts as a warning to Odysseus and Telemachus about Penelope’s destructive
potential. When we consider the wordplay on her name within the context of the passages
detailing the Oresteia myth, Clytemnestra’s function as a warning to the male characters of the
poem becomes evident.

Because there has been debate about the etymology of Clytemnestra’s name, I will
examine the contexts in which her story is told for etymological evidence related to her name;
this evidence manifests as one of three types of wordplay on one or both parts of her name
(either KAvtar-unotpa or KAvtar-uviotpa). As we will see, both versions of her name evoke
Penelope’s situation on Ithaca, and both are deployed as warnings about female cunning and
autonomy. Moreover, we hear in Book 24 that Penelope has won kA£og through her loyalty,
while Clytemnestra’s yaAent| @fipic persists because of her utter betrayal of Agamemnon. [ will
show that, while Clytemnestra cannot win kA£og for her evil deeds, her reputation is inextricable
from Penelope’s; thus, Penelope’s kAéoc always carries with it the shadow of Clytemnestra’s

yohemn efjig. As context for this, I begin by discussing two major issues associated with
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heroes: KA¢og and the name of the hero, both of which are factors in the consideration of

Penelope’s and Clytemnestra’s reputations.

2.1. Eric GLORY

KA€og, “glory,” is central to the epic hero’s identity. According to Gregory Nagy, the term kKA€og
“designates not only ‘glory’ but also, more specifically, the glory of the hero as conferred by
epic.”’® Nagy has also shown that the pursuit of kAéog is strongly associated with the short life
of the hero: because he will die prematurely, the hero desires to gain kAéoc as a means of
“immortalizing” himself.”” The hero may choose the kAéog resulting from his participation in the
epic over a long life, as in the case of Achilles, who rejects Agamemnon’s peace offering, citing

his desire to attain K éoc 8pBirov.”® Nagy argues that in epic, the verb puéuvnuar, “remember,

76 Nagy 2006: §109. This linkage of kAéoc with epic poetry is evident in the etymology of kK\éoc,
which is related to kAéw, “to make famous, celebrate in song” (Liddell and Scott 1996: s.v.
KAéw). A hero who has achieved kA€og is called kKAvtdc, “renowned.”
7"Nagy 2013: 31. As both Nagy and Schein have shown, the Greek term fipac is etymologically
related to the word ®pa, “season, seasonality, the right time, the perfect time” (Nagy 2013: 32;
Schein 1984: 69). This etymological link lends itself to two related interpretations of the Greek
hero’s function. First, as Nagy shows, the hero is “unseasonal” (Nagy 2013: 32) throughout his
life, often operating outside of societal norms or timelines, only to become “seasonal” at the time
of his death. This “unseasonality” (Nagy 2013: 44) enables the hero to achieve feats outside the
normal realm of human ability. Additionally, the hero is often metatextually aware of his own
etymology, and draws attention to how little time he has to achieve kAéoc before his death; the
hero’s unseasonality is resolved at the time of his death. Second, as Schein argues, the hero is
“‘seasonal’ in that he comes into his prime, like flowers in the spring, only to be cut down once
and for all” (Schein 1984: 69). The hero, being metatextually aware of his etymology, may also
be aware that his life will be short. The hero may die before he has achieved the usual
milestones of his gender and age.
8 11.9.412-6:

&l pév K a0t pévav Tphov TOAMY AUEULO®LLOL,

MdAeTO PV ot vOGTOC, ATap KAEOG Gpbitov EoTan

€l 0¢ kev oikad” Tkop eiAny &g motpida yoiav,

MAAETO ot kKAEOG E6OLOV, €l dnpov 6€ pot aimv 415

gooetol, 000¢ Ké 1 MKk TEA0g BavaToto Kiyein.

If I remain here and fight about the city of the Trojans,
then lost is my return home, but my renown will be imperishable;
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make mention of,” refers specifically to the preservation of “memory by way of song;”
remembering the hero in song is the primary vehicle for advancing and preserving his kAéoc.”
The hero’s enduring memory and kA€o¢ are secured via his presence in epic.

An additional element in the acquisition of KA€og is the manner in which the hero dies;
the preservation of the hero’s name and story in epic constitutes his victory over death. The
KA€og of the Iliad consists in victory in battle, while that of the Odyssey is primarily related to a
successful vooroc.®” However, as Anthony T. Edwards notes, heroes who fought valiantly at
Troy but were not victorious could also gain “a kA€og associated with death,” which refers
specifically to death in battle at Troy. This kind of kA€og is achieved through the preservation of
the hero’s name in the medium of epic and through the erection of a tomb by his comrades.*’

Conversely, a shameful death can ruin a hero’s chance at kAéoc;** the shade of Achilles implies

but if I return home to my dear native land,

lost then is my glorious renown, yet will my life long endure,

and the doom of death will not come soon on me. (trans. Murray)
7 Nagy 2013: 48. Nagy argues that an epic poet’s use of terms containing the root pvn- are
important indicators of when the kAéoc-agenda is being advanced. One example of this is the
narrator’s invocation of the Muses, whose title is etymologically related to terms containing the
root pvn- (Nagy 2013:53 n. 5). As Nagy notes, the Muses are the “goddesses of memory,”
which is evidenced through their parentage and through the etymology of their name (Nagy
2013: 52). Nagy writes that a narrator’s invocation of the Muses could be considered
programmatic of his or her function in preserving kA€oc, as in //. 2.484-6.
80 Of course, a successful vootoc is only possible in the case of a victorious departure from Troy,
and even then is not guaranteed.
81 Edwards 1985: 73. The acquisition of kAéog through a glorious death on the battlefield is a
central issue of the //iad. When faced with the choice between an early death but everlasting
KA€og and a long life without kAéoc, Achilles chooses the former, as we see in //. 9.412-6 (above,
note 77).
82 Near the beginning of the Odyssey (1.236-40), Telemachus laments that Odysseus should have
died at Troy so that he could win K\A€og, since his presumed death at sea is dishonorable: £rel 0¥
ke Qavovti mep O™ dcoryoipmy, | €l petd oic tdpoiot daun Tphwv évi SHuw, | g pikov &v
yepotv, énel molepov Toldmevsey | 16 kév ol TopuPov pév énoincav Movoyoiol, | 7104 ke kai
ondl péya kAéog fipat’ omicom (“For I should not so grieve for his death, if he had been slain
among his comrades in the land of the Trojans, or had died in the arms of his friends, when he
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that Agamemnon’s death at the hands of his wife has destroyed any kA£og he may have won

during the Trojan War.®® The shade of Agamemnon likewise acknowledges that it would have

better for him to have died at Troy, since his death was dishonorable.® Moreover, as Christos

Tsagalis argues, the poet of the Odyssey establishes the Odysseus as the supreme hero by tying

his attainment of kKA£og dpOitov to his successful vootoc:
Agamemnon has neither won kA£og dbitov by dying in the battlefield nor has he
fulfilled his vootog since when he arrived in Mycenae he was murdered by his
wife, Clytaemestra. Achilles won kAéo¢ apbitov by dying at Troy but did not
fulfill his véotog. Odysseus, the poem’s hero, both won kAéoc apBitov because
he was responsible for the sack of Troy and fulfilled his vootog since he returned
home, found his wife Penelope waiting for him and was reestablished as a king in
Ithaca.®

According to Tsagalis, the poet creates a hierarchy of heroes by linking kA¢o¢ with valor in battle

and a successful vootog. This hierarchy ranks Odysseus first, Achilles second, and Agamemnon

last; thus, the supremacy of the Odyssey relies upon Odysseus’ attainment of KA€og through his

deeds in the /liad and his successful vooroc.*

had wound up the skein of war. Then would the whole host of the Achaeans have made him a
tomb, and for his son, too, he would have won great glory in days to come,” trans. Murray).
.0d. 24.30-4: ¢ Bpeheg Tfic dmovipevoc, G mep dvaocoeg, | Siuw &vi Tpowv Bdvotov kai
TOTUOV EMOTEY” | TG KéV ToL TOUPOV pev €moinoav [avayoiol, | No€ ke Kol 0@ Toudl puéya KAE0G
fipa’ 0mico®* | viv 8™ dpa 6° oiktiot Bovato sipapto ardvar (“How much better if, in the
enjoyment of that honor of which you were master, you had met death and fate in the land of the
Trojans! Then would the whole host of the Achaeans have made you a tomb, and for your son
too would you have won great glory in days to come; but now we see that it was your fate to be
cut off by a most piteous death,” trans. Murray).

¥.0d. 24.93-7: ®c o0 pév 008¢ Bovav Svop” dreoac, dALA Tot aiel | mévtag &’ dvOpdmovg
KAéoc Eooeton £60MGV, AxAred, | adtdp £poi i 108’ Ndog, Enel TOAEHOV TOAMTEVGA; | £V VOGT®
Yap Hot Zevg uncato Avypov 6Aedpov | AlyicBov vmo yepot kail ovAopévng aroyoto (“Thus not
even in death did you lose your name, but always shall you have fair fame among all men,
Achilles. But as for me, what pleasure have I now in this, that [ wound up the skein of war? For
on my return Zeus devised for me a bitter doom at the hands of Aegisthus and my accursed
wife,” trans. Murray).

% Tsagalis 2003: 55.

% Tsagalis 2003: 55.
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Odysseus’ supremacy as an epic hero is advanced through his juxtaposition with
Agamemnon and the concomitant juxtaposition of Penelope with Clytemnestra. Throughout the
Odyssey, the Oresteia myth is a lens through which Odysseus’ vdotog is considered;
Clytemnestra is used to warn Odysseus about Penelope’s destructive potential. At Od. 24.191-
202, the shade of Agamemnon discusses the role of Penelope in securing kA£og for her husband,
explicitly comparing her with Clytemnestra:

OAPie Aaéptao mai, molvpunyoav’ Odveced,

7N &po. GOV HeYGAN dpeTh 8KTNo® GicotTLy.

o¢ Gyadai ppéveg Noav auopovt Inveronein,

kovpn Trapiov: ¢ &) pépvnt’ ‘Odvotiog, 195
avopOc Kovp1diov: T@® ol kKAEog oV ToT  OAgiTal

NG Gpetiic, TevEovot & dnryboviooty dodnv

afdavarol yapieooav Exéppovi IInveronein,

ovy o¢ Tuvdapéov kKobpM KoK LRoaTo Epya,

KoVpidlov Ktelvaca TGV, oTuYEPT) 06 T  AO1oM) 200
g€o0eT’ €M AVOPAOTOVG, YOAETNV O€ TE PT|LLV OTAGGEL
OnAvtépnot yovauli, Kol §j K- e0epyog ENcv.

Happy son of Laertes, Odysseus of many devices,

truly full of all excellence was the wife you won.

How good of understanding was flawless Penelope,

daughter of Icarius! How well she kept before her the image of Odysseus,
her wedded husband! Therefore the fame of her excellence shall never perish,
but the immortals shall make among men on earth

a song full of delight in honor of constant Penelope.

Not in this manner did the daughter of Tyndareus devise evil deeds

and kill her wedded husband, and hateful shall the song regarding her

be among men, and evil repute does she bring

upon all womankind, even upon her who does rightly.*’

Both Edwards and Tsagalis take note of the parallel structure of the poet’s praise of Penelope and

blame of Clytemnestra, which are, as Tsagalis shows, “symmetrically developed.”*® He argues

*7 Trans. Murray.
% Tsagalis 2003: 50.
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that the structure of this passage compares Penelope with Clytemnestra in five specific phrases,

outlined in the chart below:*

Penelope Clytemnestra
1) kovpn Tkapiov 1) Tvvdapéov Kovpn
2) &0 pépvnt’ 2) KaKd pcaTo Epyo
3) avdpoc kovpidiov 3) kovpidov... TOGIV
4) ol kK é0g oV moT’ OAETTOL 4) yolennv 6¢ 1€ QY
5) yapiecoay 601NV 5) otuyepn) 66 T’ GO1OM

Tsagalis shows that the structure of this passage parallels Penelope’s kA€og to Clytemnestra’s
evil reputation; this emphasizes the supremacy of Odysseus relative to Agamemnon by painting
his wife as deserving of k\éog in her own right.”® He argues that Penelope’s acquisition of kAéoc
reinforces Odysseus’ and is a significant factor in establishing his supremacy as a Homeric hero:
her glory arises from her insistence upon remembering Odysseus, which enables his successful
vootoc and ensuing kKAéoc.”! Conversely, Clytemnestra’s liaison with Aegisthus constitutes a
refusal to remember her husband, and her interference with his vootog prevents him from
earning KA€o¢. Additionally, because Agamemnon’s death is shameful, he loses any kA€o¢ he
acquired during the Trojan War. It is clear, then, that both Clytemnestra and Penelope have a
significant effect on the glory of their husbands.

This raises the question of the relationship between gender and glory: namely, whether

female characters can acquire kKA£og themselves, or whether they only affect the KAéog of male

% Chart from Tsagalis 2003: 50.

% This conclusion is supported by the way that names function in the passage. The names of
Odysseus and Penelope are explicitly stated; they are, after all, the ones being celebrated in the
passage, and the ones who gain kAéoc. Lurking just behind the scenes, however, are
Agamemnon and Clytemnestra: we hear echoes of “Agamemnon” in dyofai, auopovy, and
pépvnt’, and “Clytemnestra” in both péuvnt’ and kobpn kaka ppoato kovpidiov kteivaca. This
suggests that the story of one couple cannot be fully appreciated without that of the other.

! Tsagalis 2003: 51-2.
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figures. Many scholars argue that the acquisition of kA€o¢ does not seem to be possible for
Homeric women; even Penelope’s kAéog is contested, despite multiple references to her
widespread fame in the Odyssey.”> Because Penelope’s glory is achieved through trickery and
paralleled with Clytemnestra’s own deception, it is not clear until the very end of the Odyssey
what kind of reputation she will get. Moreover, both women are famous for their craftiness
consisting in 86Aoc and pfjtic, which are exhibited through their weaving.”> For Penelope, this is
the shroud she weaves to delay the suitors; for Clytemnestra, it is the robe in which she entraps
Agamemnon to kill him.”* Whereas Penelope uses her 861o¢ and pfitic to uphold her husband’s
household, Clytemnestra uses hers to destroy it. Penelope’s 66 o¢ and pfjtic make her an
ambiguous figure: it is hard to predict whether she will use these qualities for good or for evil, as

Clytemnestra does.

%2 Deborah Lyons posits that this is due to an anachronistic application of the Thucydidean
theory of female KA€og to archaic poetry, arguing that “it is tempting to recall what Thucydides
tells us Perikles said about the kleos of women: it consists in their not being spoken of at all,” but
that such a reading cannot apply to Homeric poetry, in which women’s kA€o¢ is a frequent topic
(Lyons 2014: 57). The suitor Antinous, speaking to Telemachus in Book 2, angrily remarks that
Penelope’s trick of the shroud is winning kA€og for her but bringing ruin to Telemachus (uéya
uev kKAEog anTii | Tolelt’, avtap 6ol ye mobnv moiéog Protoro, Od. 2.125-6). Penelope herself
even implies that she has a measure of KA€og in two instances, each related to the tale of the
shroud. Speaking to the suitor Eurymachus at Od. 18.254-5, Penelope laments that her kAgog
would be greater if Odysseus were to return (gi Keivog y” EAOV TOV EUoV Bilov dpeiroievot, |
UEeIoV ke KAE0G €in Euov Kai kdAAov oVTtmg). Penelope repeats this sentiment at 19.127-8 when
she speaks with Odysseus, who is disguised as a beggar. It is worth noting that Odysseus’ first
words to Penelope include the phrase 1| y&p cev kK Eog oVpavov e0pOV idvel, “for your fame
goes up to the broad heaven” (Od. 19.108, trans. Murray). Finally, as Olga Levaniouk notes, the
trick of the shroud “is Penelope’s identifying story, her public face, and it is no surprise that it is
the first thing she tells the beggar about herself and that her telling is prompted by mention of
kleos... The very repetition of the weaving tale makes it seem like a set piece, a song in its own
right, so that in effect the tale is her kleos™ (Levaniouk 2011: 262-3).

> On weaving as feminine pfjtic, see, e.g., Lee 2004 and Bergren 2008.

% This admittedly may have been an Aeschylean innovation, since the robe in which
Clytemnestra entraps Agamemnon is not mentioned in any extant pre-Aeschylean literary
versions of the myth (Vermeule 1966: 4). On the depiction of Agamemnon ensnared in a robe in
pre-Aeschylean material sources, see Vermeule 1966 and Davies 1969.
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The passage at Od. 24.191-202 is perhaps the strongest confirmation of Penelope’s kAéoc,

although it is not without its share of scholarly dispute.”> Though this passage seems to bestow
epic glory upon Penelope, Nagy argues that this is not the case, since the phrasing of lines 196-7
is ambiguous.”® This so-called “ambiguity” arises from the fact that the pronoun ot (196) can be
either masculine or feminine, and many scholars take this to refer to Odysseus because of the
appearance of his name in line 195. This is clearly incorrect for three reasons. First, Penelope is
the subject of péuvnt’ in line 195, which implies that she is also the subject of line 196 (since
there is no change of subject indicated). Second, the kAéoc of line 196 is defined by fg dpetic in
line 197; this clearly refers to Penelope’s virtue, which is contrasted with Clytemnestra’s

wickedness in lines 199-202. It would be an awkward stretch to assign the apet in line 197 to

%31 leave aside the question of the “authenticity” of Book 24, in large part because I subscribe to
the notion of “Homer” as a title for a series of epic poets over time rather than a singular figure at
one moment in time.
% 0d. 24.196-7: 16 oi KAéoc ob mot” dhetton | fic apetiic (“Therefore the fame of her excellence
shall never perish”). Katz writes that scholars have long puzzled over whose kAéo¢ is discussed
in 24.196-7, and that she has “translated [the words] as they are ordinarily understood: ‘And so
the renown of her [Penelope’s] virtue will not die’” (Katz 1991: 21). However, male scholars
seem to reject the idea that a woman could possibly gain kAéoc¢ which is hers and hers alone,
instead insisting that the lines are ambiguous, as Katz shows:
Nagy, however, translates “the kleos of his areté [virtue]” in line 196, referring to
Odysseus, and explains with reference to line 193 that “it is his [Odysseus’] areté
‘merit’to have won a Penelope (rather than a Clytemnestra)”... A.T. Edwards adds that
“ovv phrases are always adverbial in Homer, and never adjectival”... and so cOv peydin
apethy (“with great virtue™) in line 193 must refer to the manner in which Odysseus
“acquired” (éktow) his wife, rather than to her personal characteristics... Edwards
attempts to preserve the ambiguity by arguing that the speech awards kleos to both
Penelope and Odysseus, and thus instantiates what he interprets as the interdependence of
the kleos of husband and wife throughout the poem. Similarly, Pucci, with reference to
this passage, says that “the text attributes kleos, ‘glory,” ‘reputation,’ to Penelope and
only through its ambivalent syntax also to Odysseus; but the grounds for his kleos
remains Penelope’s good and honest behavior”... Clay avoids the problem in these lines
by incorporating a interpretation into her translation of 24.196-98: “And the gods
themselves will make a pleasing song about them [Odysseus and Penelope] for mortals”
(Katz 1991: 21).
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Odysseus, especially since this would imply a contrast not between him and Agamemnon, but
between him and Clytemnestra. Finally, lines 197-8 tell us that because of apetr, the gods will
create an enduring song (dowdnyv... yapiecoav) for Penelope, and that this song is diametrically
opposed to Clytemnestra’s otoyepn... aowdn (200), a point to which I shall return. Since the
Homeric song is the medium by which kAéoc is preserved, lines 197-8 affirm that Penelope has
won KA£o¢ because of her virtue.
KA€og, then, is certainly attainable for Homeric women, as we see with Penelope in Od.

24. But can it be acquired by a “bad” woman like Clytemnestra? Deborah Lyons notes that in
archaic poetry, women, whether good or bad, are discussed constantly; bad women like
Clytemnestra, who “receives both mention [in the Odyssey] and perhaps even cult” are evidence
“for the complete amorality with which fame is generated.”’ Lyons argues that

a heroine who keeps quiet, not complaining when raped by a god, will never

become a subject of song for generations to come. Her name will be forgotten, or

even worse, multiplied to the point of meaninglessness. If she does something

really horrible—Xkills her children or husband, for example—no one will ever stop

speaking of her.”®
Thus, reading Od. 24.191-202 through Lyons’ interpretative lens would suggest that the poet
intends to memorialize Clytemnestra in the epic medium. However, according to Nagy,
Clytemnestra cannot gain kAéoc because her deeds are evil:

KAE0g Gpbitov is a designation given by the Singer to his own medium, when it

serves the function of glorifying the deeds of heroes. But you cannot get kA€og

aeOitov through the Singer’s medium if your deeds have been evil... What you

experienced may indeed be unforgettable (dAacta), so that singers will always

sing of it, but it is not KA&og dpOitov from your standpoint or from the standpoint
of your family and friends.”

7 Lyons 2014: 57. There is some evidence to suggest that Clytemnestra was worshipped at
Amyclae along with Agamemnon and Cassandra. See Pausanias Descriptions of Greece 3.19.6,
Larson 1995: 83-4, and Ch. 3 of this dissertation for further discussion.

%8 1 yons 2014: 57.

% Nagy 1974: 261.
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The juxtaposition of Penelope’s kAéog, propagated by the yapicooa dodn, with Clytemnestra’s
yolemn @ug, propagated by the otuyepr) do1dn, highlights the distinction between fame and
KAéo¢. Although Clytemnestra’s most famous deed is memorialized in the Odyssey, the poet
crucially does not sanction it: thus in the Odyssey, Clytemnestra can have @fjpic, but not KA€og,
which requires the poet’s acknowledgement that the deed is a) worth remembering in a beautiful
song, and b) worthy of eternal praise.'*

This raises the question of the distinction between the yapieooa dodr] and the otuyepn
aowdn as poetic forms. Is the dodn always epic, or can it be poetry of another genre? Nagy
argues that Penelope’s glory is reinforced through the epic medium, which would suggest that
her do1dn] is epic—specifically, it is the Odyssey. If Penelope’s do1o1] is the Odyssey, which the
poet qualifies as yopiesca, what, then, is Clytemnestra’s otoyepr do1dn? Nagy argues that there
is no question that Clytemnestra will remain a topic of song, but as we have seen in the poet’s
refusal to bestow kAéog upon her in his medium, this song is not the Odyssey.'”' Elsewhere,
Nagy implies that this passage refers to two disparate poetic forms, that is, encomium vs.
invective.'” However, Tsagalis argues that this need not be the case if we consider the poet’s
agenda as presented in Od. 191-202. As both Edwards and Tsagalis have shown, the poet’s

presentation of Odysseus as the supreme epic hero—and therefore of the Odyssey as the supreme

1% The apparent exception is Helen, whose negative reputation does not preclude her from
gaining epic kAfoc. For evidence of this, consider /. 6.357-8: oictv émi Zebg Ofjke Kokdv pHopov,
¢ kol omicow | avOpamoiot tedmped’ doidipol Eocopévorot (“Zeus has laid an evil destiny, so
that in the future too we may be a subject of song for people yet to come;” trans. Blondell).
Blondell notes that in several key instances in the //iad, Helen’s “account of herself is thus
inserted into the masculine narrative of the war, ensuring its survival as long as the epic itself
survives,” despite the fact that she is the cause of a war that is detrimental to a great number of
male heroes (Blondell 2013: 68). Helen’s kAéog arises from circumstances that threaten male
society and yet, her attainment of kAéoc is largely unquestioned.

% Nagy 1974: 261.

192 Nagy 1979: 222-42.
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epic—can be extended to the respective dowdai of Penelope and Clytemnestra. Following this
logic, if Penelope’s yapieoca doidn is the Odyssey, Clytemnestra’s gtuyepr| do1dn is a
competing epic like the Nostoi.'”® According to Tsagalis, both Penelope’s yapieooa dodn and
Clytemnestra’s otuyept) aoidn are key parts of the poem’s self-referential establishment of its
own supremacy within the epic tradition.'™ Thus, the poet reinforces the supremacy of the
Odyssey relative to other epics by contrasting the yapiecca dodr with the otuyepn dowdn.

As we have seen, Clytemnestra is barred from gaining kAéo¢ because of the nature of her
most famous deed. However, because the poet associates her so strongly with Penelope
throughout the poem, and because Agamemnon connects her reputation with Penelope’s epic
glory in Book 24, Clytemnestra’s evil reputation is inextricably linked with Penelope’s kAéoc.
The passage at 24.191-202 suggests that Penelope’s kAéog is augmented by Clytemnestra’s evil
reputation; this implies that her kAéoc cannot exist without Clytemenstra’s @fjuc.'” As we shall
see, then, the poet mobilizes Clytemnestra not only as a foil for Penelope but as a tool for

enhancing her kAéoc, thereby amplifying the supremacy both of the Odyssey and of its hero.

2.2. THE RELATION OF A NAME TO REPUTATION

Carolyn Higbie writes that names are “an important part of identity and status in the heroic world
and the recognition of that identity and status by others.”' In Homer, the most important
characters have unique names that are widely recognizable and associated with their social
status, personality, role in myth, or behavior. A name may be “paradigmatic” of a character’s

actions: for example, KalOyo is the goddess who conceals (kaAvmtetv) Odysseus on her

193 Tsagalis 2003: 53-5.

194 See Tsagalis 2003: 53-4 for this argument.

19 For the argument that Penelope’s and Clytemnestra’s narratives must be understood together,
cf. Katz 1991 passim.

1% Higbie 1995: 5.
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island.'”” More complicated are the names which refer to a character’s role in the mythic
tradition, beyond their immediate function in a single work. The names of Achilles and of
Odysseus have received the most attention because of their apparent collapsing of their
respective myths into a single word.'® The connection between a character’s name and their

role in the mythic tradition will be a major focus of this chapter.'®

197 peradotto 1990: 104. For Peradotto, “it is of absolutely no interest to this type of analysis to
speculate which came first, the name of Calypso or her story” (Murray 1999). Nagy believes
that her “terrifying” name is in fact “derived from the verb kaluptein” (Nagy 2013: 305), in
which case the story of Calypso would be older than her name.

1% Nagy gives the etymology of Achilles as “*4khi-lauos, the one who has grief [dkhos] for and
of the /aos [people]” (Nagy 1979: 5§26); this etymology is glossed in /1. 1.1-2, in which
Achilles’ pufjvig causes numberless pains for the Achaeans (1] popi’ Ayaioic dhye’ E0nie). Thus,
the name of Achilles recapitulates the entire plot of the /liad. Similarly, Peradotto suggests that
the name of Odysseus, “man of hate,” derived from *ddvccopa, “to hate,” collapses the plot of
the Odyssey into one word (Peradotto 1990: 119). Lyons notes that “Odysseus’ name is his fate,
and it is only by remembering that name, and remembering to act in a way that is appropriate to
it, that he is able to remember the day of his return” (Lyons 2014: 56).

1% A character with a unique name is more likely to gain KAéoc, since their name is both easily
recognizable and particular to them. Male heroes are likely to have names that belong to them
alone, while background characters often have generic names; the uniqueness of their names is
reflective of and crucial to their ability to gain kAéog. The apparent exception is the name Ajax,
though Lyons notes that the two Aiantes are distinguished from one another in very clear ways,
including through their epithets (“the greater” and “the lesser’’) and through patronymics (“son of
Telamon” and “son of Oileus™). Ajax the lesser is also referred to as “Locrian” (Lyons 2014:
53). Likewise, Deborah Lyons demonstrates that “most of the best-known heroines, like most
heroes, have names that are theirs alone,” and this is a major factor in their kA¢o¢ (Lyons 2014:
55). But heroines with unique names have often gained kAéoc because theirs are more likely to
be “stories of disaster;” their names cannot be divorced from the context of their calamities and
thus cannot be recycled (Lyons 2014: 55). Conversely, names like Creusa, Eurydice, or
Hippodameia are often recycled for noblewomen whose stories are not marked by some
particularly noteworthy calamity (Lyons 2014: 52-3). Lyons shows that female figures who have
generic names have no true kAéoc, because “having no name means having no story” (Lyons
2014: 56). Lyons notes that, whereas the names of male heroes are not usually reused, the names
of female heroes “are both variable and repeatable” (Lyons 2014: 51). This can create a great
deal of confusion, especially in the context of large catalogues of women, as in Homer and
Hesiod. Unique names always evoke the mythic history of their bearer, which in turn gives them
KAEOG.
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For Homeric figures, folk etymologies and scientific etymologies have equal importance
in enhancing the understanding of a character’s mythic trajectory. Folk etymologies are “derived
by the ancients from some perceived similarity between two words because of their shared
sounds,” while scientific etymologies are “based on linguistic principles developed during the
last century of our own era.”''® The name of Penelope (IInveAdneia) provides a good example
of both kinds of etymology. Scientific etymology suggests that her name is derived from
mvéloy, a kind of waterfowl; as support for this etymology, Higbie gives comparable examples
of Homeric women whose names are “derived from birds.”'"" Olga Levaniouk has shown that
the scientific etymology of Penelope’s name is appropriate to her role in the Odyssey.
“Penelope’s name connects her, through the pénelops, with the halcyon and the nightingale.
Penelope’s crying for Odysseus is comparable with the nightingale’s mournful song for her son
and the halcyon’s for her mate.”''? Thus, the scientific etymology of “Penelope” shows that her
name is both accurate for a Homeric woman and particular to her role in the Odyssey. The folk
etymology of “Penelope” is equally important for understanding the ancient associations evoked
by her name. According to the folk etymology of [InveAdmera, the woman famous for deceiving
her suitors by weaving a shroud for Laertes during the day and unweaving it at night is called

“the one who tears out” (OLOTT®) or “strips off” (Aénw) the weft (mfivn).!"> An alternative folk

"9 Higbie 1995: 4.

" Higbie 1995: 4. She cites the name Kipkn, “hawk.”

"> Levaniouk 1999: 134.

'3 Higbie 1995: 4. Higbie notes that some scholars have shied away from interpreting
Penelope’s name through folk etymology because of the lack of evidence in Homer: “... as
Stephanie West observes, none of these words [0AOTT®, Aémw, or mivn] appears in any of the
three Homeric tellings of this story... nor does Homer encourage us to make this connexion by
etymologizing Penelope’s name himself” (Higbie 1995: 4). I do note, however, one potential
play on Penelope’s name in Od. 23.85, when Telemachus scolds Penelope for her
uncharacteristic harshness toward Odysseus: pfjtep éun, dvountep, annvéo Bouov Eyovoa (“My
mother, un-mother, what a harsh [un-Penelope] heart you have!”).
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etymology suggests that her name is derived from “névecOai penesthai ‘to work® and Admog
lopos ‘onion-shell’, but metaphorically, Eustathius says, referring to Admiov Idpion ‘robe.””'"*
Thus, both kinds of etymology help us understand the associations evoked by a character’s name,
and, as Higbie writes, “by reading with both frames in place, we may approach the poems in a
way closer to that of earlier audiences and readers.”'"”

As I will show, the line between folk and scientific etymology is blurred in the case of
Clytemnestra, largely because of the question of the correct form of her name—is it
Clytemnestra or Clytemestra? There is ample evidence for both spellings; in Homeric poetry,
this evidence manifests as wordplay. Through my examination of this wordplay on

Clytemnestra’s name, | shall show that both versions of her name are important for

understanding her characterization in Homeric poetry.

2.3. CLYTEMNESTRA’S NAME

The question of the “correct” form of Clytemnestra’s name is of concern to both ancient and
modern critics. Among modern editors, the issue tends to be largely one of personal preference.
Some editors favor Clytemestra (from xhvtog + undopon, “renowned for her cunning”), while
others favor Clytemnestra (from xAvtog + pvnotedm, “renowned for her suitor/wooing”).
Clytemestra has been the prevailing form of the name since Eduard Fraenkel’s commentary on
the Agamemnon, where he argues that KAvtouuiotpa “is the only ancient form of the name; of
that there should be no further question.”''® Subsequent scholarship has followed Fraenkel in

defending this spelling.''” Certainly, as Patricia A. Marquardt notes, “Clytemestra—she who is

"* Levaniouk 1999: 95.

"5 Higbie 1995: 5.

"% Fraenkel 1950 ad 84.

"7 See Marquardt 1992: 243 for a summary of this scholarship.
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renowned for her pfjtig or cunning—is without doubt the more readily intelligible name for
Agamemnon’s wife.”'"® But Clytemnestra, whose seduction by Aegisthus results in
Agamemnon’s ill-fated vdotog, has resonances with the theme of the Odyssey, where Penelope’s
numerous suitors pose a major threat to Odysseus’ homecoming. Further, as both Fraenkel and
Marquardt acknowledge, there is epigraphical and manuscript evidence for Clytemnestra as well,
and, as Marquardt notes, this is the lectio difficilior."” In Homeric prosody, either form of the
name is metrically acceptable, so the question of the correct spelling of Clytemnestra’s name
bears further investigation. As I will show, both etymologies are active in the Homeric contexts
where she is mentioned.

Scholarly consensus has long held that the Odyssey presents Aegisthus as the principal
actor in Agamemnon’s murder. However, a close examination of the language used in the
Oresteia myth of the Odyssey shows that this is not the case; Clytemnestra is a crucial figure in
the story of Agamemnon’s death, as evidenced by the numerous instances of wordplay on her
name in mentions of the Mycenaean saga in the Odyssey.'*® 1use Bruce Louden’s definition of

Homeric wordplay: “a connection between two similar-sounding words which invests the

"8 Marquardt 1992: 243.

"% Fraenkel cites no fewer than ten separate MSS representing a variety of ancient authors that
preserve Clytemnestra (Fraenkel 1950 ad 84); Marquardt notes that “the Clytemnestra-spelling is
cited once in CIG IV.8419” and that Clytemnestra occurs with greater frequency in all of the
Odyssey manuscripts and “all but one of the /liad manuscripts” (Marquardt 1992: 243 and 250,
respectively).

1207 follow S. Douglas Olson in identifying these references to the Mycenaean saga at 1.35-43,
298-300; 3.193-8, 234-5, 255-312; 4.90-2, 512-37, 546-7; 11.387-9, 409-34, 452-3; 13.383-4;
24.19-22, 96-97, and 199-200 (Olson 1990: 57). Five of these fifteen instances contain
etymological wordplay on Clytemnestra’s name; in one instance of paronomasia, etymological
wordplay and the non-etymological figure of alliteration are used in conjunction. Six references
to the Mycenaean saga relate important facets of Clytemnestra’s characterization (as at 3.262-6
and 4.90-4), but do not contain significant evidence of wordplay on her name.
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relationship between them with additional meaning.”'*' Louden identifies three categories of

Homeric wordplay: figura etymologica, parechesis, and deformation. Figura etymologica refers
to the “play upon the etymological meaning of a name.”'** For example, the poet plays on the
derivation of Hector’s name from &y at //. 5.472-3 and the etymological relation of Odvcceic
to *0dvooopot at Od. 19.407-9.'% Parechesis “involves the non-etymological collocations of
words sharing several common sounds, usually a similar sounding root.”'** One particularly
famous example, from 7/.16.141-4, connects Achilles’ wielding (mdAAewv, wijloar) of his spear
with the locatival name of the material from which it is made, Pelian ash (ITnAada, [InAiov) to

125 Whether these words

evoke the unnamed giver of the spear, Achilles’ father Peleus (IInieng).
are etymologically related is irrelevant, since the poet achieves the poetic effect through
repetition of similar sounds. Deformation is the creation of “a compound that negates or worsens
the force of a name or noun.”'?® This occurs several times in Homer, as with the defomation of
Paris’ name as Avonopic at /1. 3.39 and 13.769 or of Ilion as KaxoiAov at Od. 19.260, 19.597,
and 23.19.'” I argue that significant instances of wordplay on Clytemnestra’s name, particularly

figura etymologica and parechesis, occur at Od. 1.35-9, 1.300, 3.194-8, 11.422-9, and 24.199-

200. Although Clytemnestra’s name itself is rarely used, the language of these passages suggests

"I Louden 1995: 27.

> Louden 1995: 28.

123 11, 5.472-3: “Extop, ©fj 81 Tot pévog ofyetar d mpiv Eyeokec; | ofic mov drep Aadv moM EEEpev
NS’ émkovpowv | olog. Od. 19.407-9: molhoicty yap &y® ve 0dVGGaEVOS 108 iKbvm, | dvdphoty
Nn6¢ yovauéiv ava y06va movAvpotepav: | Td 6’ ‘Odvceng dvou” éotm énmvouov. Cf. Louden
1995: 28-9. Louden argues that the Odvcceig-*odvocopot connection is also “implied at [Od.]
1.62, 5.340, [and] 19.275” (Louden 1995: 29).

"** Louden 1995: 29.

12570 pév o dvvar’ dAhog Axaudv | meAAew, GALG pwv olog émiotato ikt Ayiiieve, | IInado
peAinv, v matpl eile nope Xeipov | IInAiov &k kopvefc..., /1. 16.141-4. Cf. Louden 1995: 29-
31 for further discussion of parechesis.

1 Louden 1995: 31.

"7 See Louden 1995: 31-33.
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etymological wordplay on the two components of her name (kAvtor-punotpa and KAvtoi-
pvnotpa). These instances of wordplay show that Clytemnestra is equally, if not more, culpable

in the murder of Agamemnon.

2.3.1. Non-Etymological Descriptions of Clytemnestra

Descriptions of Clytemnestra in the Odyssey vary in the details they present about her. The
accounts of Menelaus in Book 4 and of Agamemnon’s shade in Book 11 depict her most fully,
while other accounts of the Oresteia myth present only the barest details about her. Significant
non-etymological descriptions of Clytemnestra occur at Od. 3.235, 3.266, 4.92, 11.384, 11.410,
11.424,11.432, 11.439, and 24.97. These can be divided into three categories, corresponding to
the three principal characteristics of Clytemnestra (destructiveness, brazenness, and mental

acuity):

Destructiveness Brazenness Mental Acuity
ovlouévn (4.92, 11.410, 24.97) KOVOTIG SO ®... ahdyoto (3.235,4.92)
(11.424) epeot...kéxpnT’ dyadijot (3.266)
KaKTc 10Tt yovoukog (11.384)
Avypa idvia (11.432)
KAvtawuvinotpn d0Aov fiptve (11.439)

What follows is an examination of each of these three characteristics.

Clytemnestra is called ovAouévn, “destructive,” once by Menelaus (4.92) and twice by
Agamemnon (11.410, 24.97). James Redfield argues that obAopévn is a “notably unspecific
negative adjective, covering a range from inadequate to unfortunate to harmful to outrageous... it
has a tone of subjectivity, and expresses a personal rejection of another person or personified
thing.”'*® However, Nagy argues that obAopévn is a term that specifically refers to the epic

medium. According to Nagy, the Odyssey is summarized by the term vootog Avypdc, “baneful

128 Redfield 1979: 100.
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homecoming,” as seen in Odyssey 1.326-7 and 3.132; similarly, the /liad is recapitulated by the

phrase pijvic obhopévn, “ruinous wrath,” which occurs at /liad 1.1-2. Nagy argues that Avypog is
the particular epithet of the vdotot, and is used in the Odyssey to describe the way in which the
vootot of the Greeks after the Trojan War are disastrous.'” For Agamemnon, his return home
fails because of his wife, who described as Avypa idvia (“plotting baneful things,” Od. 11.432),
specifically because she thwarts Agamemnon’s vootoc. Similarly, Nagy argues that the phrase
uijvic obAopévn is programmatic of the Iliad, and is parallel to the phrase vootoc Avypéc.'*® By
Nagy’s logic, the epithet obAopévn always evokes heroic anger and prompts the reader to recall
the plot of the /liad, in which Achilles’ destructive wrath (uijvig ovAopévn) causes countless
woes for the Greeks and Trojans alike. To call Clytemnestra ovlouévn has a similar
programmatic effect which associates her with heroic pfjvig. Indeed, Nicole Loraux writes that
Clytemnestra becomes pfjvic incarnate when she kills Agamemnon."*' The descriptions of
Clytemnestra as Avypa idvia and odlouévn give the reason for Agamemnon’s failure to attain
KA€o¢: the combination of her destructive wrath and her mind adept at trickery causes her

husband’s vootoc Avypog, which negates his kAéog. Thus, the description of Clytemnestra as

129 Nagy 2013: 261.

130 Nagy 2013: 286.

B! Loraux 1995: 190. Consider Agamemnon 154-5, in which the Chorus discusses the popep. ..
| oikovopog doiia pvaumv pivig tekvomowvog (“a fearsome, guileful keeper of the house, a Wrath
that remembers and will avenge a child,” trans. Sommerstein 2008) that awaits Agamemnon
inside the house. Sommerstein notes that “in Calchas’ oracular words—unintelligible to his
original hearers, and mostly also to the Elders now, but easily interpretable by the audience—the
coming sacrifice of Iphigeneia is half-identified with the wrath it will generate, which in turn is
half-identified with the person... in whom that wrath will reside” (Sommerstein 2008: 19).
Loraux believes that the Chorus is “unambiguously referring” to Clytemnestra in this passage
and that they make her the embodiment of “Wrath that remembers” (Loraux 1995: 190).
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ovAouévn is not simply a general pejorative term; rather, it evokes the heroic anger that is
characteristic of the Iliad, as well as explains Agamemnon’s failure to attain KA£oc.'*?
Agamemnon’s shade calls Clytemnestra kovdmig in 11.424. kovdmig (masc. Kovonng) is

a term which denotes brazenness, undue boldness, or insatiability; it is not exclusively a
gendered insult, as shown by Achilles’ application of the term to Agamemnon in /liad 1.159.
Rather, as Margaret Graver shows, K0wv and its related terms connote general greed, which can,
though does not always, manifest in women as sexual voraciousness.'>> Similarly, Cristiana
Franco shows that the term xvvdmig is often used in response to a perceived lack of aidwmg,
“shame”:

[xuvanng/kuvdmic] is a term of abuse that probably evoked the demeanor of a dog

daring to look a man in the eyes even when it has gotten in some trouble and

should lower its gaze in shame. In the brazen-faced dog, the temerity of a direct

gaze may be associated with an expression of feigned innocence that conceals in

shameless arrogance a consciousness of guilt.'**
A woman who is called kvvamig is thought to lack aiddc; this shamelessness in women is often
interpreted as sexual. Rather, Franco suggests that a woman to whom the term xvv®mig is
applied is perceived as unapologetic or arrogant. In the context of its usage in 11.424,
Clytemnestra is certainly not remorseful for her role in the murders of Agamemnon and
Cassandra. Agamemnon laments that he asked for pity, but Clytemnestra was unmoved:

... a0Tap Ey® TOTI yain yElpog dsipmv

Baidov amobvickmv TEPL PUCTYAVE™ 1) & KUVDTIG

voopicat’, o0d¢ pot ETAN i0vTL ep €ig Aldao 425

¥ePOL KAt OQOaAUOVE EAEELY UV TE GTOW Epeioal.
0VK 0ivOTEPOV KOl KOVTEPOV GAAO YUVIKOG,

132 While it is true that odhopévn is used of a variety of people and objects in Homeric poetry,
would note the irony in the fact that Clytemnestra is obAopévn to Agamemnon, who is
responsible for Achilles” ovlouévn anger in /liad 1. In effect, both Achilles and Clytemnestra
are “destructive” in relation to Agamemnon.

"> Graver 1995: 51.

"** Franco 2014: 86.
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And I, lying on the ground, trying to raise my arms,

tossed dying upon Aegisthus’ sword. But she, bitch that she was,

turned away, and did not deign, though I was going to the house of Hades,

either to draw down my eyelids with her fingers or to close my mouth.

So true is it that there is nothing more frightful or more shameless than a woman

who puts into her heart such deeds...'”
The phrase y&ipag deipav is a gesture of supplication which Clytemnestra rejects by turning her
back on her dying husband (vooopicat’, 11.425). Agamemnon emphasizes Clytemnestra’s
pitilessness once again in 11.427-8, saying that there is nothing “more doggish” (xbvtepov,
11.427) than a woman who unapologetically plots such evil deeds. Thus, in this passage, the
idea of Clytemnestra as “doggish” refers to her total faithlessness to and lack of pity for her
husband as well as her sexual transgression.

While destructiveness and brazenness are definitively negative characteristics,
Clytemnestra’s mental acuity is presented as ambiguous. She has a mind that is particularly apt
for trickery (00A0¢); this is presented as a negative characteristic in 3.235, 4.92, and 11.439.
Similarly, Clytemnestra’s propensity to use her wits for evil is shown in the phrases kokfig 10ttt
yovaukog (11.384) and Avypa idvia (11.432). With the phrase kaxiic i0tnTt yovaikog, Odysseus
implies that Clytemnestra’s wits and her “bad” nature are inextricable from one another: she uses
her wits for evil, which makes her evil by extension. Similarly, Agamemnon’s identification of
Clytemnestra as Avypa idvia both evokes the vootog Avypdg that is programmatic of the Odyssey
and calls to mind the phrase kedva idvia, a Homeric descriptor of a particularly trustworthy

woman. A good woman is knowledgeable about (idvia) how to be trustworthy; Agamemnon

shows that Clytemnestra only knows how to be baneful—her mind is apt for plotting ruin.

135 Trans. Murray.
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Moreover, the fact that Clytemnestra is Avypa idvia causes Agamemnon’s disastrous death,
which is described both as a Avypog vootog (Od. 1.326-7 and 3.132) and Avypog dAeBpog (3.87,
3.194, and 24.96); Agamemnon qualifies Clytemnestra’s wits as evil because of the effect they
have upon him.

Nestor, however, presents Clytemnestra’s wits as a positive attribute. He emphasizes her
ayaBai epéveg, noting that it was not until she was left alone with Aegisthus that she yielded to
his advances:

NUETG pev yap kelb mToréag tedéovteg aEOLoVG
Hued’s 6 & edknAog poyxd Apyeog immofotolo
TOAL" Ayapepvovény dloyov Bélyeok’ Eméecoty.
18 1 T01 10 Tpiv pev dvaiveto Epyov deuceg 265
dto KAvtouviotpn® epeoi yap kéypnt ayadijor
We on our part stayed there in Troy fulfilling our many toils;
but he, at ease in a nook of horse-pasturing Argos,
kept seeking to beguile with words the wife of Agamemnon.
Now at first she put from her the unseemly deed,
the noble Clytemnestra, for she had a good heart...'*
As Marylin Katz notes, both Clytemnestra and Penelope have dyafai gpévec but are left

unsupervised under difficult circumstances; thus, Nestor’s emphasis on Clytemnestra’s dyafai

ppévec constitutes a warning for Telemachus.”’ Clytemnestra, left alone with Aegisthus, was

136 Trans. after Murray.

37 Katz 1991: 45. On Penelope’s dyafoi ppévec, see Od. 24.194. The phrase gpeoi yap kéxpnt’
ayaOT ot also occurs at Od. 16.398 and is ambiguously applied to either the suitor Amphinomus
or to Penelope herself to describe why Amphinomus is Penelope’s preferred suitor. We can read
a heavy degree of irony in the passage at 16.398, since we know that Penelope’s suitors will
ultimately fail because of Penelope’s dyafai ppévec and despite Amphinomus’. Comparison of
16.398 with the description of Clytemnestra’s ayofai epéveg at 3.266 reveals that the same
danger is posed to the integrity of the marital household by both Aegisthus and Amphinomus;
the beguiling words of the suitors have a potentially disastrous effect on dyafai ppéveg, resulting
in a serious threat to the master’s véotog.
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corrupted by him, though she had previously been a good wife; Telemachus must swiftly return
to Ithaca to forestall a similar situation with Penelope.'*®

Clytemnestra is thus characterized as destructive, brazen, and sharp-witted in a way that
lends itself to trickery. Her mental faculties will be a particular focus in the next section, which
explores the evidence for the etymology of her name as Clytemestra, “renowned for her
cunning.”
2.3.2. Etymological Evidence for Clytemestra
There are numerous puns on the Clytemestra-spelling in the Odyssey. Definitive wordplay on
Clytemestra falls into one of three categories: 1) a form of KAog/kAvtdc combined with a form
of pfitic/umdopan, as in 1.300 and 3.194-8; 2) a form of pfjtic/undopon occurring near
Clytemnestra’s name and referring to her, as in 11.422-9; or 3) a form of ufjtig/undopon
surrounded by “non-etymological collocations of words sharing several common sounds, usually
a similar-sounding root,” as in 24.199-202."* All three categories occur within the Oresteia
myth of the Odyssey and thus constitute significant wordplay on Clytemestra, “renowned for her
cunning.”

The first two instances of wordplay on Clytemestra fall into the first category of pun, in

which a form of kAéoc/khvtdg is combined with a form of pfjtic/uidopar.*® At Odyssey 1.298-

3% On the irony of the term Ayapepvovény dhoyov (3.264) in the context of the Oresteia myth,
see Higbie 1995: 114.

"% Louden 1995: 29.

140 The most explicit puns on Clytemestra reverse the order of her name (e.g. in Od. 1.300, the
name appears as ooAduntwv...kAvtov). Reverse-order wordplay on names is not uncommon in
Homeric poetry: cf., e.g., Il. 5.668-70 of Tlepolemus (TAn-moéAepov &° £tépwbev EHKVILUOES
Ayonol | €EEpepov moAéporo® vonoe 8¢ diog Odvoceng | TAnpova Bopov Exmv, paiunoe 8¢ ot
pilov fiTop-); 10.157 of Nestor (tov mapotag dvéyepe Lep-fviog inmodto Néotwp); 14.471-3 of
Antenor (7 p° ovy ovtog dvip ITpoBonvopog dvti mepdcdo | EE0g; 00 pév pot kaxog ideton
000€ KOKAV &, | AL Kacswvntog AvVT-Nvopog immoddporo); 23.155-6 of Achilles (gi un Ayi-
Medg aly’ Ayapépuvovt elne Topactds | ATpeidn, ool yép te pdotd ye Aadg Ayoudv); Od. 19.
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300, Athena, disguised as Mentes, urges Telemachus to begin searching for his father, presenting

Orestes as an exemplum for him:
7| ovK diglg olov KAEog EMAafe dlog Opéotnc
navtog € avOpdTOG, £MEl EKTAVE TATPOPOVTA,
Atyio0ov doAounTLY, 6 Ol TATEPA KALTOV EKTA, 300
Or have you not heard what fame the noble Orestes won

among all mankind when he slew his father’s murderer,
the guileful Aegisthus, because he slew his glorious father

9141
A careful reading of line 300 reveals wordplay on Clytemestra in the adjectives dorduntiv (used
of Aegisthus) and kAvtov (used of Agamemnon); these terms occur in proximity to one another
three times in the Odyssey.'* S. Douglas Olson has argued that Athena’s version of the story
omits both Clytemnestra’s complicity in the murder of Agamemnon and Orestes’ retribution
against his mother; Olson attributes this to Athena’s recognition of the growing “tensions...
between Telemachus and Penelope.”'** A.F. Garvie, too, argues that Athena’s account of the
Mycenaean saga suppresses Clytemnestra’s role in the killing, since “to put [her] in the forefront
would suggest an altogether wrong and misleading parallel with Penelope, in whose case the idea
of matricide is totally irrelevant. Telemachus, who is to win glory like that of Orestes, could

hardly do so by the murder of his mother.”"** It is for this reason that Clytemnestra’s role in the

murder of Agamemnon is downplayed in versions of the Oresteia myth recounted to

571 of Odysseus (8¢ 1 Hag €iot Susmdvopog, i 1 Odvs-fiog); 21.380-2 of Eurycleia (8k 58
KOAECOAUEVOS TPOGEPT TPOPOV Evpv-KActav: | TnAéupayog kéhetal o€, mepippmv Evpo-kieia, |
KAnicot peydapoto BOpag mukivdg dpapuiag ). On this kind of parechesis related to proper names,
see Rank 1951, Louden 1995 (especially 32-39), and Nagy 2004.

! Trans. Murray.

142 All six instances of the term doAopntic in the Odyssey occur in the context of the Mycenaean
saga; as I will show, four of these instances refer, either directly or indirectly, to Clytemnestra.
> Olson 1990: 61. See Od. 1.249-51.

' Garvie 1986: xi.
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Telemachus: he should model himself upon Orestes by driving away the suitors, not by
committing matricide, which in Penelope’s case will turn out to be wholly unnecessary.

Nestor repeats Athena’s version of the Oresteia myth at 3.193-200, again transmitting the
pun on Clytemestra in line 198 with doAountiv... kAvtov. Further, Nestor says that Aegisthus
“contrived” (éuncaro, 3.194) the plan for Agamemnon’s death; this additional verbal resonance
strengthens the force of his earlier pun on Clytemestra. Nestor’s wordplay implies that he is
aware of the true sequence of events in Mycenae, but instead reports a version of the story that is
largely consistent with Athena’s in Book 1. Olson argues that Nestor’s version of the Oresteia
myth is less explicit than Athena’s about urging Telemachus to emulate Orestes by killing the
suitors; rather, his version of the story is intended as a “gentle encouragement of Telemachus.”'*
Olson concludes that Nestor’s version of the Mycenaean saga seems to have “only a very general
paradigmatic force: let Telemachus too be a good son, whatever that may mean.”'*® Once again,
Clytemnestra’s role in the murder of Agamemnon is suppressed: the puns on her name are meant
for the audience, not for Telemachus.

The passage Book 11 in which Agamemnon recounts his death contains the second type
of figura etymologica. In this passage, forms of pfitic/unoopon occur near Clytemnestra’s name

and refer specifically to her:

oiktpotdtnV & fKovsa dma [Tptapoto Buyarpdc,
Koooavdpne, Thv kteive Kvtoywviotpn'*’ Sodduntig

15 Olson 1990: 63. According to Olson, “the explicit comparison between the two young men in
3.199-200 is apparently a later intrusion into the text” (Olson 1990: 63).

1% Olson 1990: 63-64.

'47 The spelling of Clytemnestra’s name in this passage and its interruption of the soundplay in
dorountic and éunoarto introduces the issue of why the manuscripts nearly unanimously transmit
the name as Clytemnestra, despite the abundance of evidence for the form Clytemestra in the
Odyssey. Marquardt notes that of the approximately 200 Homer MSS, “only the 10" century
Venetus A differs with this spelling [Clytemestra] in the lliad inasmuch as a scribe seems to
correct KAvtopviotpng to KAvtoupumotpng by adding two suprascript dots over the nu and has
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ape’ époi, antap £y TOTL yoin yeipag deipov
Baidov amobvickmv TEPl PUOTYAVE™ 1) & KUVDTIS
voopicat’, o0d¢ pot ETAN i0vTL ep €ig Aldao 425
¥ePOL KaT 0QOaALOVE EAEELY GUV TE GTOW Epeioal.
MG OVK AivOTEPOV Kol KOVTEPOV BALO YUVAIKOG,
1] T1G O TolDTO HETA PPEGLV Epya BAAnTOL
olov &1 ko ketvr duncato Epyov deucéc,
KoLP1Oim TELENG TOGEL POVOV. 430

But the most piteous cry that I heard was that of the daughter of Priam,
Cassandra, whom guileful Clytemnestra slew

as she clung to me. And I, lying on the ground, trying to raise my arms,

tossed dying upon Aegisthus’ sword. But she, bitch that she was,

turned away, and did not deign, though I was going to the house of Hades,
either to draw down my eyelids with her fingers or to close my mouth.

So true is it that there is nothing more frightful or more shameless than a woman
who puts into her heart such deeds like the ugly thing she plotted,

contriving her wedded husband’s murder.'*®

In line 422, Agamemnon describes Clytemnestra as 6oAduntic, “guileful,” which echoes other
descriptions of Clytemnestra as adept at 66A0g (3.235, 4.92, 11.439) and evokes the wordplay

with doAountic...kivtov (1.300, 3.198, and 3.308). Both doAdountic and éuncoto suggest the

sound of Clytemestra. Indeed, dohduntic qualifies Clytemestra: she is “famous for her
cunning,” and that cunning manifests as d0Aoc, “trickery.”
The third category of wordplay occurs again at Odyssey 24.199-202. Here, consonance
combines with a form of pfjtig/umdopon to evoke Clytemestra:
ovy o¢ Tuvdapéov kKobpn KoK URoato Epya,

KoVpidlov Kteivaca oGy, oTuyEpT) 06 T  Ao1oM) 200
g€ooeT’ €M AVOPAOTOVG, YOAETNV O€ TE PT|LLLV OTAGGEL

written KAvtouuiotpng in the margin of the manuscript” (Marquardt 1992: 250-1). Contrary to
Fraenkel’s pronouncement that the form Clytemnestra is the result of “the etymologizing fancies
of a late period” (Fraenkel 1950 ad 84), Clytemnestra seems to be the typical Homeric spelling
of the name. Marquardt posits that both forms of the name were in use during antiquity, but that
the mnestra-spelling was the older of the two (hence its near universality in the manuscripts). In
this particular context, I suggest that the poet uses both the spelling Clytemnestra and puns on
uftig in the same passage as a way of encapsulating a// of the potential issues awaiting Odysseus
in Ithaca; the breaking of the echo effect is intentional.

'8 Trans. Murray.
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OnAvtépnot yovauli, Kol §j K- e0epyog ENcv.

Not in this manner did the daughter of Tyndareus devise evil deeds

and kill her wedded husband, and hateful shall the song regarding her

be among men, and evil repute does she bring

upon all womankind, even upon her who does rightly. (trans. Murray)
The repetition of similar sounds here, combined with the verb pncaro, evokes Clytemestra: the
hard ‘k’ sound that recurs throughout the passage, coupled with the suggestion of etymological

wordplay in pieoato of line 199, form a complex pun on Clytemnestra’s name: o0y ®¢

Tovdapéov kovpn Kakd uncato Epya, | Kovpidiov kTeivaoa mocty, otuyepn 6€ T dodn | Eooet’

¢n’ avBpdmoue, yohemiy 8¢ e @fipy dndooet | fnivtépnot yovacl, koi fj k edepyde Enow.'*
Of course, the poet does not actually suggest that the words containing this hard ‘k’ sound and
the root Khvtai- of Clytemnestra’s name are etymologically related, but the effect is to conjure
Clytemnestra.

The proposed etymology of Clytemestra as “famous for her cunning” is compelling given
her actions in her mythic tradition, but also has resonances with other characters in the Odyssey,
like Odysseus, Penelope, and Athena. The repeated puns on this spelling throughout the Odyssey
stress the importance of pfitic in the poem. Further, both Clytemnestra’s and Penelope’s pfitig is

manifested through 861og, but the results of each woman’s cunning are vastly different.'°

1% The consonance in lines 199 and 200 creates an effect of laughter or scoffing, which is
particularly fitting in a passage where the shade of Agamemnon gleefully denies Clytemnestra a
place in the epic song. The use of such consonance to evoke the sound of derisive laughter
occurs elsewhere in Homeric poetry, most notably in //iad Book 3 line 43, where Hector repeats
hard ‘k’ sounds to shame Paris into entering battle: 1 Tov KoyyaAO®Gt KépN KopdmvTES Ayatol
(“I think the long-haired Achaeans will laugh aloud,” trans. Murray). In this line, form and
content converge to evoke the sound of the Achaeans’ scornful laughter; I would argue that a
similar effect is observed in the Odyssey passage here. Agamemnon’s shade scoffs at
Clytemnestra, whose most memorable deed has, according to him, only resulted in a “hateful
song” rather than in true kA€oc.

130 For more on pijtic and 8610 in the Odyssey, especially as it relates to Penelope and
Clytemnestra, see Marquardt 1985 and Katz 1991.
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Whereas Penelope uses her cunning to uphold her husband’s household, Clytemnestra uses hers
to destroy it. Through her ufjtig, Penelope contrives the d0Ao¢ of the shroud, which keeps her
suitors at bay until Odysseus returns. Clytemnestra, however, acquiesces to Aegisthus and uses
her pfitic to trick Agamemnon. The repetition of both 66A0g and pfjtig in the numerous
retellings of Agamemnon’s disastrous return in the Odyssey are contrasted with the proof of
Penelope’s pijtic: the 86hoc of the shroud.”' Thus, the poet plays with the contrast between
good and bad pfjtig and good and bad 06Aog as a way of highlighting Penelope’s virtue by

contrast with Clytemnestra.

2.3.3. Etymological Evidence for Clytemnestra

The alternative spelling, Clytemnestra, means “renowned for suitors/wooing.” This etymology
evokes the theme of the Odyssey, where a primary source of conflict is the infestation of
Odysseus’ house with Penelope’s suitors. But how apt is this form of the name in the individual
case of Clytemnestra? After all, it is Penelope, not Clytemnestra, who is famous for her suitors;
moreover, she famously rebuffs them and retains her virtue. Neither of these is exactly true for
Clytemnestra: Aegisthus cannot be considered a proper suitor until after Agamemnon’s death,
and the question of when this change in his status (that is, from seducer to suitor) occurs is
persistent. Whereas Penelope remains chaste, Clytemnestra succumbs to Aegisthus’ advances.
This would suggest that Penelope, not Clytemnestra, is the one “renowned for her suitors.”
Nevertheless, there is strong evidence for wordplay on the —mnestra spelling of Clytemnestra’s

name, by means of which, argues Evanthia Tsitsibakou-Vasalos, “etymology and narrative

31 The story of the shroud is told by Antinous at Od. 2.85-128, where he calls it a 86 oc (2.93);
Penelope herself calls the trick of the shroud a 66Aog in 19.137, and refers to her plan to delay
the suitors as a ufjtig (19.158); the shade of Amphimedon calls Penelope’s weaving a 66Aog in
24.128 and 24.141.
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interlock, bridging the tales of Agamemnon and Odysseus, and integrating them into the wider,
enframing story of the Odyssey.”'>* Penelope, and the danger she could pose to Odysseus, is
evoked through this wordplay; as Tsitsibakou-Vasalos notes, this heightens the tension of
Odysseus’ situation and acts as a “mnemonic, literary and narratological tool” that frames the
poem’s action.'> Let us now consider the passage at Odyssey 1.32-43, in which this etymology
is activated.

Odyssey 1.32-43 is characterized by a lexical ring structure. The ring opens and closes
with antonyms (kdk’ in 1.33 and ayaba in 1.43) and is loosely centered on lines 37 and 38. The
annular structure presents as follows:

& momot, otov 81 vu Bgodg Bpotol aitidmvTal

€€ NUEV Yap poot Kak™ Eupevat, ol 68 Kol ovTol
opfiow dtacOorinow VIEP pLopov dAye  Exovaty,

¢ kol vOv Alyiofog vmep puoépov 35
yip GAoyov , TOV &’ £KTOVE VOGTHOOVTO,

€idmg aimov Orebpov, Enel pd ol gimopsy MUETC,

‘Eppeiav wépyavteg, £06KOTOV APYEIPOVINY,

AT a0TOV KTetvely unite dxottv:

gk yap Opéotao tiolc Eooetal , 40
onmoT Gv MPYomn Te kai g ipeipetat oing.

¢ £pab’ ‘Epueiag, aAL’ ov ppévag AlyicHolo

e’ Gyadi ppovémv: viv 8 40poa mavt” dmétioey.

It’s astonishing how ready mortals are to blame the gods.

It is from us, they say, that evils come, but they even by themselves,
through their own blind folly, have sorrows beyond that which is ordained.
Just as now Aegisthus, beyond that which was ordained,

took to himself the wedded wife of the son of Atreus, and slew him on his return,
though well he knew of sheer destruction, seeing that we told him before,
sending Hermes, the keen-sighted Argeiphontes,

that he should neither slay the man nor woo his wife;

or from Orestes shall come vengeance for the son of Atreus

when once he has come to manhood and longs for his own land.

So Hermes spoke, but he did not prevail upon the heart of Aegisthus;

152 Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2009: 180.
153 Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2009: 181.
134 Markup after Megan O’Donald (see O’Donald 2019).
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for all his good intent, and now he has paid the full price for it all.'*®

The repeated syllables contained in lines 37 and 38 (gida¢ aimvv dAeOpov, Emel Tpo ol eimopey
Nnueis, | Eppeiov mépyavteg, évokomov apyeipoviny) indicate the presence of a ring structure.
Particularly striking in this annular formation are lines 36 and 39, structured as A-B-C—C-B-A
(dAoyxov-pvnotv-Exktave—xkteivev-uvaocOot-dkottv). dAoyov and dxotty are both semantic
and etymological synonyms. Semantically, the two terms mean almost exactly the same thing: a
woman who “shares a bed with” a man, in this case, a wife.'”® Additionally, &hoyov and &xottwv
are etymological synonyms because they both have as their prefix the alpha copulative.'”’
Moreover, Tsitsibakou-Vasalos notes a tension around “courtship and steadfastness” introduced
in this passage that continues through the rest of the poem.'”® Tsitsibakou-Vasalos notes the
“linguistic kinship” of words like pviiom, puviokoe, péve, and pvaopot, arguing for the
connection between steadfastness (i.e., “remembering” one’s husband in the correct way) and
performing wifehood correctly.'” Penelope, who remembers Odysseus, remains steadfast, and

is therefore a proper pvnotn dloyoc—that is, she is kovpoin. Clytemnestra, who willfully

'35 Trans. after Murray.

136 Does dhoyoc always refer to a “legal” wife? Scholars have argued about who can be called an
dAoyog in Homeric poetry. The prevailing thought on the matter has, by and large, been that
droyog always refers to a legitimate wife; Leaf 1892: 181 is paradigmatic of this argument. W.P.
Clark argues that dhoyog refers simply to an emotional attachment between a man and a woman;
in some cases this occurs within a marriage, while in others it does not (Clark 1940). Helena
Guzman has refined Clark’s argument to show that dAoyog only refers to a “legal” wife when it
is accompanied by an adjective that defines it, such as kovp1din or pvnot; without this defining
adjective, dAoyog can be generically applied to any woman who shares a man’s bed (Guzméan
2009: 23-25).

137 The alpha copulative is derived from Proto-Indo-European *sem-, which is cognate with
English “same” (cf. Chantraine 2009: s.v. a-(d-): préfixe copulatif). Thus, an d-Aoyoc is one who
shares the “same A&yog [bed],” and an @-kottig is one who shares the “same koitn [bed].”

18 Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2009: 179.

139 Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2009: 179. She argues that a pervasive folk etymology connected péve
with pvnot, pipvinoko, and pvaopat (Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2009: 179 n. 7). However, scientific
etymology does not support this claim.
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forgets Agamemnon, is vulnerable to Aegisthus’ advances, and is therefore a bad pvnot

dhoyoc.'®

Moreover, Aegisthus’ disregard for the gods’ warning casts him as not only an
improper suitor who attempts to begin his suit before his intended is available, but also, as
Tsitsibakou-Vasalos notes, “ridden by dtacOalion, i.e. by gpevoPArdfeion, pmpiot, mapdavotal, or
apaption and ‘thrives in mental blindness’, thus emerging as a model suitor, hybristic, defiant of
the gods and sound peitho, in sum a reprehensible and criminal usurper.”'®' Thus, the structure

of the passage supports the central theme of anxieties surrounding wooing, a wedded wife, and

murder of a returning husband.'®

' M.I. Finley connects the term pvnoti &hoyoc, “wooed wife,” with the courtship practice of
presenting a woman with Zedna, or suitor-gifts. Finley notes that the type of gifts that the girl
receives is based upon the wealth of her father: if her father is wealthy (and thus provides a large
dowry), her suitors would have to compete for her hand by presenting her with gifts that reflect
her social status. It is usually understood that hedna are given with the intention of provoking a
counter-gift from the girl’s family. If the hedna are costly enough, the appropriate counter-gift is
the girl herself. It is worth noting that, though the girl is often “bribed” by her suitor, she is never
considered to have been “bought.” Finley suggests that a husband might affectionately call his
wife by the term pvnot GAoyoc as a way of reminding her of her value to him (Finley 1981:
233-45).

11 Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2009: 183. Is Aegisthus actually “blameless™ Scholars disagree about
the meaning of the word auouwv in Od. 1.29. Tsitsibakou-Vasalos writes that the ancient
scholia seem to “derive auopwv from d-privativum + puduog, and explain it in terms of beauty,
nobility of birth, and blameless or impeccable character; some others reject any characterological
interpretations” (Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2009: 183). Rather, she suggests that auopwv should
properly be derived from the alpha copulative and pdpoc, which would make this epithet mean
that Aegisthus is blameworthy (Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2009: 183-7). However, this view fails to
consider the usage of auduwv elsewhere, as well as in the context of the passage in question. In
other passages, apudpmv seems to suggest nobility of birth and a kind of excellence of mind and
body that is conferred by noble birth. This meaning fits with the context of Od. 1.32-43, where
Zeus shows that Aegisthus’ misfortunes are a result not of the gods’ punishment but of his own
actions and choices. Despite his nobility and the advance warning given by the gods, Aegisthus
brings about his own death; thus, the definition of auopwv as “noble” or “excellent” underscores
the idea presented in this passage that regardless of status or birth, mortals often create their own
misfortunes (my thanks to Olga Levaniouk for this suggestion). For more on the semantics of
apdpmv, see Combellack 1982 and Parry 1973.

192 Tsitsibakou-Vasalos notes that Zeus also uses terms that suggest the —mnestra spelling: he
“recalls and mentions (uvrcato, Emuvnodeic, 29, 31) the basic features of the tale...”
(Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2009: 182). In light of this argument, we might also consider how
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This nexus of anxieties is perhaps best observed in line 36, which contains wordplay on

another name: Agamemnon’s. The structure of the first half of the line (yfju" dloyov pvnotmv)
mirrors the sound of Agamemnon’s name (Ayap-¢é-uvov). This pun falls into what Louden
classifies as “a non-etymological collocation,” perhaps transmitting a folk etymology of
Agamemnon’s name which references his “disastrous” marriage to Clytemnestra.'® Further, in
this line, the figures of Agamemnon and Clytemnestra converge around pvnoti), which
summarizes the principal problem in their marriage: namely, that of steadfastness, remembering,
and courtship. Beekes argues that Agamemnon’s name seems to be derived from the
“intensifying prefix” dya-, “great” + pédopon, “to think, plan.”'®* Alternatively, a folk
etymology transmitted in Plato’s Cratylus 395a connects Agamemnon’s name with
steadfastness:

KIvduVEDEL Yap TO10DTOC TIG £ivat O “‘Ayopépvmv,” oloc & §6Egtev o)t

dramoveiohat Kol Kaptepelv TEAOC EmTifeic Toig 66Eaot ot fxparﬁv. onueiov d¢

avtod 1 &v Tpoig povr| Tod mdboug te Kol KaptePioc. GTL OVV AyasTOS KOTO TV
EMLOVT|V 0VTOG O Gvp Evenuaivel 0 dvopa O ‘Ayouéuvov.’

Yes, for Agamemnon (admirable for remaining)'® is one who would resolve to

toil to the end and to endure, putting the finish upon his resolution by virtue. And

wordplay on the —mnestra form casts Clytemnestra’s and Agamemnon’s incompatibility as an
issue of proper remembering (*mna-). Clytemnestra is a pvnotn dAoyog who ought to be treated
as such, but her husband, as we have seen in Chapter 1, forgets or overlooks her status as wedded
wife. Clytemnestra could thus be understood as the wife who remembers and avenges what her
husband forgets. My thanks to Olga Levaniouk for this suggestion.

'3 Louden 1995: 31. For another occurrence of this pun, cf. /liad 9.388: kovpnv & 0 yauéo
Ayauépvovog Atpeidao (“And I will not marry the daughter of Agamemnon, the son of Atreus™).
This folk etymology derives Agamemnon’s name from d-, “not” + yapéw, “marry.” For further
discussion of this “non-etymological collocation” on Agamemnon’s name, see Louden 1995: 31.
154 Beekes 2009: s.v. Ayapépvav. Beekes gives dya- and &yov as “from the same stem as péyo-"
and derives verbs like dyapot, “to admire, envy” and ayalw, “to have too much” from this root
(Beekes 2009: s.v. dya-). Beekes gives both proposed etymologies of —uéuvov (1. from *Aya-
péd-pwv, “with the root of pédopar” or 2. connected with uévog and pévewv), but prefers the
former (Beekes 2009: s.v. Ayapépvov).

1% This etymology seemingly derives “Agamemnon” from &yopot + péve. “Remaining” or
“steadfastness” indeed seems to be characteristic of the men of the House of Atreus: Plato



61

a proof of this is his long retention of the host at Troy and his endurance. So the
name Agamemnon denotes that this man is admirable for remaining.'®

Much like the dual forms of Clytemnestra’s name, both etymologies of “Agamemnon” are active
in the Odyssey; in the passage at 1.32-43, though, the Homeric poet seems to place particular
emphasis on marital steadfastness, centering the conflict between Agamemnon and Clytemnestra
on pvnotn in line 36. Agamemnon, who is “too steadfast” (dyov + pévew), is characterized by a
perhaps unreasonable expectation of unwavering marital faithfulness. Clytemnestra, meanwhile,
has taken a lover who will then become a suitor; this utter infidelity casts her as “famous for her
suitor” (kAvtdg + pvnotp). The term pvnot in 1.36 thus condenses all of the tension around
faithfulness, remembering, and waiting into a joint reference to the names of both Agamemnon
and Clytemnestra. This clarifies the essence of each character, suggesting a fundamental
incompatibility: Agamemnon expects excessive faithfulness, while Clytemnestra defies this
expectation and becomes famous for her tryst with Aegisthus.

The puns in this passage raise the question of whether Aegisthus can properly be
considered a pvnotp. The repetition of wooing terms in this passage certainly suggests that
Clytemnestra has become famous, kKAvtn, for improper wooing (puvnotv, 1.36, and pvaoacOou,
1.39). But Patricia A. Marquardt shows that Aegisthus cannot be considered a true suitor until
after Agamemnon’s death:

Clytemnestra, with a husband living, is not free to receive suitors in the way, for
example, that Penelope is, whose husband Odysseus is presumed to be dead...
Clytemnestra might take a lover, but he could not be a pvnotp strictly speaking,

since uvnotp and related words are used properly of a situation in which both
parties are free to marry.'®’

connects Atreus’ name with the adjective dtepég, “stubborn” (Cratylus 395¢). As further
evidence of pévm in this family, we might also think of the steadfastness demonstrated by
Menelaus awaiting Helen’s return. My thanks to Olga Levaniouk for this suggestion.

1% Trans. Fowler.

17 Marquardt 1992: 242.
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Indeed, the passage at 1.32-43 suggests that Aegisthus can be considered a proper suitor only
once Agamemnon is dead; that is, the murder must occur in order for Aegisthus to be considered
a true suitor. Overall, this passage suggests both Clytemnestra’s lack of steadfastness and
Aegisthus’ improper wooing (that is, his murder of Clytemnestra’s lawful husband and
subsequent suit) through puns on the —mnestra form.

The etymology of Clytemnestra as “renowned for her suitor/wooing” is crucial to the
poet’s framing of the narrative. The positioning of this wordplay at the opening of the Odyssey
foregrounds the issues of marital fidelity and the dangers posed to a husband by a disloyal wife.
Clytemnestra acts as an important lens through which to consider Penelope’s situation, since it is
Penelope who is truly “famous for her suitors,” and who thus seems likely to pose a considerable
threat to her own husband. Once again, Clytemnestra is used as a foil for Penelope: the —mnestra
spelling of her name contrasts her moral failings with Penelope’s virtue. Whereas Clytemnestra
succumbs to the seduction of a single figure who cannot truly be considered a suitor, Penelope
resists the advances of 108 suitors and retains her virtue.'® Once again, the poet uses
Clytemnestra as a point of contrast for Penelope, heightening the tension around Odysseus’

return to Ithaca through wordplay that hints at the situation he will find there.

In the Odyssey, neither etymology of Clytemnestra’s name is privileged over the other; rather,
both are vital for defining her role in the poem. The associations embedded in each form of her
name frame the narrative, creating tension by connecting her with Penelope. Clytemestra evokes

the ambiguous nature of Penelope’s pfitic, while Clytemnestra conjures Penelope’s situation

1% Telemachus gives the number of Penelope’s suitors as 108 in 16.247-51.
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with the suitors. Both etymologies are important for our understanding of the precarious nature
of Odysseus’ vootog as highlighted through comparison with Agamemnon’s disastrous one. As
Tsagalis notes, this comparison creates a hierarchy of Homeric heroes wherein Odysseus is
ranked first because of his successful return to Ithaca; this establishes the supremacy of the
Odyssey, and, by extension, of its poet.

The juxtaposition of Clytemnestra with Penelope and the repeated wordplay on her name
throughout the poem suggests that her reputation is inextricable from Penelope’s kA€oc, and that
her evil reputation will last as long as Penelope’s kAéog survives. I have shown that wordplay on
both forms of Clytemnestra’s name evokes Penelope’s situation, which thus increases Penelope’s
KA€og. Moreover, such wordplay acts as a framing device which foregrounds the central issues
of the Odyssey: feminine pfjtig and its risks, marital fidelity, and the unexpected dangers of a
vootog. | have suggested that the parallelism between Penelope and Clytemnestra throughout
the poem presents their reputations as intertwined: Penelope’s kA£og is inextricable from
Clytemnestra’s infamy. Through wordplay on both forms Clytemnestra’s name, the poet
preserves her most famous deed in the epic medium, thereby granting her a reputation that

mirrors Penelope’s kA€og.
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CHAPTER 3. LYRIC POETRY

Clytemnestra is a strong presence in lyric poetry, where her role in the murder of Agamemnon
continues to be a question. In this chapter, I will examine the evidence for Clytemnestra’s
characterization in lyric poetry, with an eye to correspondences between or divergences from her
portrayals in epic and drama. I begin with an examination of the fragments of Stesichorus,
looking at how he responds to Homer’s and Hesiod’s portrayals of Clytemnestra and how he
influences later authors, especially Pindar and Aeschylus. I then move into analysis of the
papyrus fragment P.Oxy. 2434, usually attributed to Simonides, which seems to detail the
ramifications of Iphigeneia’s sacrifice. Finally, I discuss Pindar’s eleventh Pythian ode,
considering how he presents Clytemnestra’s motivations and actions and the ways in which he
alludes to her other portrayals. I show that lyric presentations of Clytemnestra are largely
consistent with her portrayals in epic and in Aeschylus’ Oresteia, and that the lyric poets

consider her motivations in ways that engage earlier authors and influence later ones.
3.1. STESICHORUS

In antiquity, Stesichorus’ work was regarded as a crucial link between epic and choral lyric.'®

His influence seems to have been derived from his innovations on epic themes for the lyric

1 The Suda gives Stesichorus’ floruit as 632-556 BCE, though as M.L. West notes, the dates of
Stesichorus’ life correspond all too conveniently with innovations in the lyric form: “it has long
been realized that [these dates] are founded on nothing but the assumption that Stesichorus was
younger than Alcman and older than Simonides” (West 1971: 302). The Marmor Parium reports
that he first came to Greece in 480 BCE (Marm. Par. FGrHist 239A50). However, Ewen Bowie
argues that Athenians may have been familiar with his work as early as the 560s BCE, since by
that time Stesichorus seems to have had an international following (Bowie 2015: 120). Bowie
believes that Stesichorus’ verses, especially when accompanied by music, would have been
recognizable to “at least some people... right into the fourth century,” and hypothesizes that
passages from the Stesichorean corpus may have been sung at symposia, parodied or alluded to
in stage productions, and perhaps even learned in schools (Bowie 2015: 112-15). Bowie notes a
number of allusions to Stesichorus in comedy, including at Aristophanes’ Peace 775-80 and 796-
801; certainly, if Stesichorean verses were recognizable to some of the audience members when
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medium.'” His popularity in antiquity stems from his particular kind of poetry, which West
calls “lyric epic,” referring to the adaptation of epic or heroic themes for choral lyric; the
importance of this genre can be observed in later works, especially tragedy, where choral lyric is
blended with epic or mythological topics.'”" In this section, I will show that Stesichorus is both
in dialogue with earlier poets and influences later authors in their development both of the
Oresteia myth and of Clytemnestra as a character.

Ancient sources suggest that Hesiod in particular was a chief inspiration for Stesichorus,
and that he seems to follow Hesiod in his version of the Oresteia myth.'”> Evidence of this
appears in Philodemus’ Piety:

Ym[oiyopo]c &’ év Opeotei[at kot]akorovOnoag [Hoto]dmt v Ayaué[uvovog
Tpryéveray gifvar v ‘Exétny viv [ovopal]opévnv

Peace was produced in 421 BCE, the same could have been true for audiences of earlier
dramatic productions (Bowie 2015: 113-14). Because of its wide popularity during the 5th and
4th centuries, Stesichorus’ work is quoted, paraphrased, and parodied by other authors and seems
likely to have been recognizable to select audience members.

70 Longinus calls Stesichorus Opnpéraroc (On the Sublime 13.3), referring to his “close link
with the Homeric tradition” (Carruesco 2017: 178). As we shall see, he is also closely linked
with Hesiod. Several scholars (most notably Nagy 1990), following the Suda (X 1095), have
argued that Stesichorus’ name, much like those of Hesiod and Homer, is a title—that is, the
name Ztnoiyopog marks the poet as a choregos inspired by the Muse Stesichore (another name
for Terpsichore, as seen on the Frangois Vase; see Stewart 1983). More specifically, he is an
epic poet who “appropriate[s] chorality” (Carruesco 2017: 180). Stesichorus also seems to have
been influenced by earlier authors like Xenocritus of Locri and Xanthus, who “are sometimes
cited as predecessors to Stesichorus’ special brand of narrative choral poetry” (Carruesco 2017:
181). For Xanthus’ influence on Stesichorus, see Athenaeus The Learned Banqueters 12.5121-
513a (Olson 2007) and Aelian Historical Miscellanies 4.26 (Wilson 1997). On Xenocritus
(sometimes called Xenocrates), see ps. Plutarch Moralia, “On Music” 1134 e-f (Einarson and De
Lacy 1967). West believes that “the fact that Xenocritus and Stesichorus both came from the
same area may suggest that their genus of heroic narrative lyric was a regional phenomenon”
(West 2015: 76).

1 West 2015: 75.

172 On Hesiod as a special source of inspiration for Stesichorus and the ancient tradition of their
familial relation, see testimonia 10-12 (Campbell 1991).
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Stesichorus in his Oresteia follows Hesiod and identifies Agamemnon’s daughter
Iphigenia with the goddess called Hecate.'”

Philodemus refers here to a passage of the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women, fragment 23a M.-W.,

which discusses the marriage and family of Agamemnon and Clytemnestra.'”* Much of the

fragment is devoted to the story of Iphigeneia (here called Iphimede):'”

yiip[e 8 €0v b kKAAAOG dvas avdp]dV Ayauéuvaov

koV[pnv Tvvdapéoro Kivtauno]tpny kvovdm[v:

1 T[éxev Teuédnv KaAlicev]pov v peyapo[iov 15
"HMéktpny 0” 1 €180c épnpiot’ &[Oové]tnioty.

Towéony pev oea&av dvkvi[pn]ideg Ayatoi

Boud[t én’ Aptéuidog ypvoniak]at[ov] keEradEVC,

fuot[t Td1 6te viueiv avémh]eov "Thov g[icw

mown[v telodpevol kaAla |evpov Apyeid[vn]c, 20
gidw[lov: avtv & EhagnPd]rog ioyxéatpa

pelo ua A’ é€eca|wae, kol auppoc]iny [Eplate[vny

ota&e kota kpii[Oev, tva ot y]pwg [E]une[d]o[c] €[in,

Ofikev & aBdvarto[v kal aynpJoov fua[to TavTo.

Vv o vV kadéo[voty €mt y]0ovi pOA” av[Opdrwv 25
Aptepy givodi[nv, Tpomorov kKAv]tod i[o]y[e]aip[nc.

Aoicbov & év peya|potot Kivt]auniotpn kvo[vamg

veivad’ vmodunO[eic” Ayauéuv]ov|i éijov Opé[otny,

0¢ po kai pnoog dng[teicato Tlatpoo[v]ia,

Kteive 8¢ untépa [fiv vmeprviopa’® viiAét [yakidt. 30

Because of her beauty] Agamemnon, [lord of men,] married
Tyndareus’] daughter, dark-eyed [Clytemestra;

'73 Trans. Campbell. Ingemar Diiring writes that there is no evidence that Stesichorus treated
either Iphigeneia’s actual sacrifice or its aftermath, and that this is proof that the revenge motive
was a later innovation (Diiring 1943: 107). Rather, he argues, Stesichorus’ assimilation of
Iphigeneia to Hecate is not sufficient evidence of a sacrifice.

7% On the construction, themes, and poetics of the Catalogue of Women, see Ormand 2014.

'75 Pausanias (1.43.1) notes that Hesiod’s Iphimede is equivalent to Iphigeneia: oida 8¢ ‘Hotodov
momoavta &v Katoddyo Duvakdy Teryéveiav odk dmodoveiv, yvoun 8¢ Aptéudog Exatny sivor
(“I know that Hesiod in his Catalogue of Women says that Iphigenia did not die, and by the will of
Artemis is Hecate,” trans. Jones). On Pausanias’ interpretation of this fragment, see Ormand 2017:
125-27. For a general analysis of the fragment, see Solmsen 1981. On the name(s) of Iphigeneia,
see Palaima 2006 and Nagy 2017; see also Ch. 5 of this dissertation.

176 March conjectures dieorjvopa here, though she derives this through comparison with its use
in Stesichorus’ Geryoneis (P.Oxy. 2617) (March 1987: 89). Neither 6Aeonivmp nor Vep VP is
applied to women in other extant literature; however, see note 263 on compound adjectives
ending in -Gvop and their applications to Helen and Clytemnestra.
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she [bore beautiful-ankled Iphimede] in the halls
and Electra who contended in beauty with the immortal goddesses.
The well-greaved Achaeans sacrificed Iphimede
on the altar of [golden-spindled] noisy [Artemis],
on the day [when they were sailing on boats to] Troy,
to wreak] vengeance for the [beautiful-]ankled Argive woman—
a phantom: [herself, the deer-shooting] Arrow-shooter
had very easily saved, and lovely [ambrosia
she dripped onto her head, [so that her] flesh would be
steadfast forever,
and she made her immortal [and ageless all her] days.
Now the tribes of human beings [on the] earth call her
Artemis by the Road, [temple servant of the glorious]
Arrow-shooter.
As the last one in the [halls, dark-eyed Clytemestra, ]
overpowered by'”’ [Agamemnon], bore godly Orestes,
who when he reached puberty [took vengeance] on his
father’s murderer,
and he killed his [own man-destroying] mother with the
pitiless [bronze].'™

Jennifer R. March argues that Hesiod’s version of the Oresteia myth shows that Clytemnestra
and Aegisthus were co-conspirators in Agamemnon’s death: she argues that the noun
natpooveLg (29) is unlikely to refer to Clytemnestra, since it is separated from pntnp by both a

179

line break and the adversative particle 6¢ (30)."” M.I. Davies concurs with this interpretation,

noting that the passage focuses on Orestes’ revenge on Clytemnestra, and therefore that “despite

"7 Hymodunoeioa, translated here as “overpowered by,” is a term often occurring in marriage
narratives to denote the “breaking” or “taming” of a maiden, through which she becomes
submissive to her husband. Ann Bergren writes that the verb “denotes the power of men to
‘break’ wild creatures into civilized form—beasts through domestication, children through
education, and virgins through marriage” (Bergren 1989: 4). For examples of the sexual or
marital use of dapdlw/dapdw/dduvnu, see 1. 3.301, 14. 198-9, 14.315-6, 14.353, and 18.432-34
and h.Ven. 3, 17, and 251.

'8 Trans. Most.

17 As support for this claim, she cites Od. 3.197-8 because of its similar wording: &nei kol keivog
gticato motpopoviia, | AlyisBov dohduntiv, 6 ol matépa KAvToV Ekta (“since that son [Orestes]
took vengeance on his father’s slayer, | the guileful Aegisthus, because he slew his glorious
father,” trans. Murray). See Ch. 2 of this dissertation for discussion of these lines of the
Odyssey.



68

the fact that Aigisthos alone is called a murderer, Klytaimestra... may be presumed to have been
either the protagonist or at the very least an equal partner in the murder of her husband.”"® 1t
seems, then, that Hesiod justifies Orestes’ matricide by emphasizing Clytemnestra’s role as
Aegisthus’ co-conspirator.

March also argues that the passage dismisses the idea that Iphigeneia’s sacrifice impelled
Clytemnestra to the murder. She writes that “no special guilt attaches to Agamemnon for the
death of Iphigeneia, here called Iphimede, for she is murdered by the Greeks... and again she is
saved by Artemis and immortalised... so it would not have been her death which gave
Klytaimestra a motive for helping to kill Agamemnon.”"®" There are several problems with this
interpretation. First, the possibilities of revenge and lust as motives are not mutually exclusive.
As we shall see, authors tend to play with Clytemnestra’s dual motives, alternately emphasizing
one over the other even in the same work. The lust motive and the revenge motive coexist in
multiple works; the focus on one does not negate the other. Rather, an author can choose to
emphasize, or make his characters emphasize, one over the other as a rhetorical device. Second,
the abrupt transition from the sacrifice of Iphimede to the revenge of Orestes suggests that the
sacrifice was a factor in Clytemnestra’s crime. The positioning of Iphimede at the center of the
annular structure in this passage suggests a focus on her sacrifice as a motive for the murder of
Agamemnon. Moreover, Artemis’ intervention in the sacrifice and Iphimede’s subsequent

transformation into “Artemis by the Road” (26) or Hecate, act as reminders of the importance of

' Davies 1969: 237.

'8 March 1987: 89. March also discusses fragment 191 PMG, preserved in Pausanias 2.22.6,
which gives Helen and Theseus as Iphigeneia’s parents; she argues that this shows that
Iphigeneia’s death would not have been considered as Clytemnestra’s motivation for killing
Agamemnon, since she would not have been avenging her own daughter with the murder (March
1987: 90).
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protecting young daughters; indeed, Davies writes that “though [Iphimede] is made immortal,
this event might well have driven her mother Klytaimestra to kill Agamemnon with the
motivation of revenge.”'® He notes that, although the fragment makes no such cause explicit,
the structure of the passage and later writers’ engagement with Clytemnestra’s dual motivations
suggest that Hesiod may have been experimenting with multiple possible motives.'™
A third problem with March’s argument is that her reading of fragment 23a M.-W. is
predicated on a side-by-side reading with another fragment, 176 M.-W., which gives
Clytemnestra’s affair with Aegisthus as the primary force behind the murder of Agamemnon.'®*
It is preserved in the scholia to Euripides’ Orestes as commentary on lines 249-50, and pairs a
fragment of Stesichorus with a fragment of Hesiod, both giving Clytemnestra’s motive as sexual
in nature:'*
Ymoiyopds pnotv mg Bvwv toic Bgoic Tuvdapemg Appoditne Enelabeto’ 510
opyodeioay Vv Bedv drydpovg Te Kol TPryapong Kot Aenyavopoug adtod TOG
Ouyatépagc mofjcat. Exetl 6& N xpTfiolc obTwe ovveka Tvvddpeog pELmV mOTE TAGL
0g0ig povvag Adbet’ Nrodmpov Kvmpidoc: keiva 8¢ {Tuvdapéov kopaig}
YOADGOUEVA OTYALOVE TE KOl TPLYALOVS TiONGL Kol Mmecdvopag... kai ‘Holodog
0¢
TNow 8¢ PUAOUUEDING APPOoditn
Ny&odn Tpocidodoa, Kakny o0& 6@’ EuPaie EiUNV.
Tavopn pev Enert’ "Exepov mpolmodo’ Pepnket,
iketo 6" €¢ DuAfa @ilov pakdpeoot Beoioy:

¢ 6¢ Khtoupnotpn <mpo>lmodc’ Ayouéuvovo diov
AlyicOm mapélekto kol eideto yeipov’ axoitnv:

"2 Davies 1969: 237.

'83 Davies notes that “such motivation [i.e., revenge] may have been developed by Simonides... It
was clearly part of the version of the legend known to Pindar... and other authors” (Davies 1969:
237 n.1).

184 Aegisthus is never mentioned by name in fragment 23a M.-W., and the reference to him in
line 29 is ambiguous at best; for discussion of this potential reference to Aegisthus as
maTpoPovelg (29), see above (p. 67-8 and note 179).

% The lines of Orestes 249-50 are as follows: &énionpov &texe Tovdapeac £C TOV WOYOV | yévoe
Ouyatépwv dvokieég T av’ ‘EALGda (“Marked for censure were the daughters Tyndareus bore,
ill-famed throughout Greece,” trans. Kovacs). See also Merkelbach and West 1967: 84-85.
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¢ 6’ ‘EAévn fioyvve Aéxog EavBod Meveldov.

Stesichorus says that when Tyndareus was sacrificing to the gods he forgot
Aphrodite: the goddess was angered and made his daughters twice-wed and
thrice-wed and husband-deserters. The passage runs as follows: “because
Tyndareus when sacrificing one day to all the gods forgot the Cyprian only,
kindly in her giving; and she in anger made the daughters of Tyndareus twice-wed
and thrice-wed and husband-deserters”'*... And Hesiod too:
Smile-loving Aphrodite
was angry with them when she saw them, and she
cast bad repute upon them.
Then Timandra left behind Echemus and ran away,
and came to Phyleus, who was dear to the blessed gods;
so too, Clytemestra, leaving behind godly Agamemnon,
lay beside Aegisthus and preferred a worse husband;
so too Helen shamed the marriage bed of blond Menelaus.'®’
March argues that Hesiod and Stesichorus considered Clytemnestra’s infidelity as the primary
motive for her crime. But her analysis of fragment 176 M.-W. both ignores the implications of
fragment 23a M.-W. (discussed above) and posits an unrealistic degree of narrative unity
between fragments 23a M.-W. and 176 M.-W. Moreover, later authors like Pindar, Aeschylus,
and Euripides explore the double motives for Clytemnestra’s crime, alternately emphasizing one
over the other even in the same work as a rhetorical device. After all, such motives are not
mutually exclusive. Indeed, a side-by-side reading of fragments 23a M.-W. and 176 M.-W.
shows that Hesiod may have been playing with Clytemnestra’s dual motives; a similar
phenomenon could have been active in Stesichorus.
We have seen that Stesichorus draws inspiration from earlier sources, adapting epic

themes for choral lyric; conversely, his influence can be observed in other genres, especially

drama. Laura Swift writes, “The influence of Stesichorus on Greek tragedy is generally

'8¢ Trans. Campbell. The Stesichorus fragment is numbered 223 PMG.
'87 Translation of Stesichorus Campbell’s; translation of Hesiod Most’s.
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accepted. Indeed, scholars have gone as far as to call the poems ‘tragedies in embryo’, or to
describe Stesichorean characterization as ‘a prototype of the tragic principal.””'®® However, due
to the fragmentary nature of his work, this influence is primarily observed through allusion to
general tropes rather than specific intertext. Swift notes that “much of our information comes
from testimonia about the content of Stesichorus’ poem rather than from his original lines,” and
therefore an argument about his language (rather than about plot or structure) is difficult.'®
Rather, she argues for a more nuanced interpretation of Stesichorus’ influence on the tragedians,
using his Oresteia and Thebais as case studies. In what follows, I will examine Stesichorus’
influence on the dramatic characterization(s) of Clytemnestra.
We know from fragment 217 PMG that Stesichorus made several important changes to
the Oresteia myth, and that the tragedians incorporated these into their own work. Fragment 217
PMG, a papyrus commentary, runs as follows:
6 te X ]oiyopoc Eypricat[o dm]ynuacty, TdV 1€ ALV TolNT®V ol TAEioVEG
[0 dpop]uaic taig Tovtov: pe[ta yap] Ounpov ka[i] Hoilodov [ovdevi] pailov
Ymotydpov [ovp]pwv[odotl] Aioydro[g uev yap] Opéot<e>[1a]v momoa[g
tpho]yiav [Alyapéuvov[a X]one[op]ovg Evuev[idag ....] Tov dvay[vopiopo]v s
100 Bootphyo[v: ZtInoydpmt yoap £6TV [......... ], E[0]puridng 6¢ 10 t[6&0V] TO
‘Opéotov 611 €otiv de[Sopé]vov avtdt Sdpov ma[pd t]od AmdAmvoc: map” O
[ugv y]ap Aéyetor 80¢ t6Ea ot k]epovikd, Sdpa Ao&iov, | [oig in’] AndAA®Y W’
g€apv[vac]Oa [0]edc (Eur. Or. 268s.)” mapa 6& Zmoy[opo ]
t6[Ea O TIV] ThOE dODGM
oAb pajiow Epoiot kekacpéva [...] ... [E]mkpatémg
BaArrewv:
[Evpumidng o6& kai v Tp[iyévelav é]moinoe yopovué[vny AyAAel] . . . cat[ |p
Stesichorus used narratives (of Homer? and Hesiod?), and most of the other poets
used his material; for after Homer and Hesiod they agree above all with

Stesichorus. Aeschylus, for example, in composing his trilogy the Oresteia—
Agamemnon, Choephori, Eumenides—managed the recognition by means of the

188 Swift 2015: 125.
189 Swift 2015: 127.
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lock of hair: this is in Stesichorus. Euripides says of Orestes’ bow that it had been
given to him as a gift by Apollo: his lines are, ‘Give me the horn-tipped bow, the
gift of Loxias, with which Apollo told me to ward off the goddesses’ (Orestes
268f.); and in Stesichorus we find

and I shall give you this bow fitted (?) to my hands... for shooting
mightily.

And Euripides made Iphigenia (come to Aulis) to marry Achilles."
Swift argues that this passage demonstrates more about Stesichorus’ influence than the “mere
plot outline.”™' First, she says that the connection of Stesichorus’ recognition scene with
Aeschylus’ in the Choephori suggests both that the offering of a lock of hair places the scene at
the tomb of Agamemnon, and that “it is most likely that the person who recognises Orestes is
Electra, in which case we can infer that the poem to some extent explored her changing
emotional state.”'*® She suggests that both of these innovations are crucial for establishing a
connection between Orestes’ return home and his act of matricide.'”® She also shows that the
last line of the testimonium, which refers to Euripides’ Iphigeneia at Aulis, means to connect
Euripides’ and Stesichorus’ respective versions of Iphigeneia’s death. She argues that this

“confirms [Stesichorus’] interest in Clytemnestra’s characterisation... Since Clytemnestra must

1% Trans. Campbell.

Pl Swift 2015: 127.

192 Swift 2015: 127. Swift notes that “the cutting of a lock indicates a grave offering, which
suggests that some of the action took place at Agamemnon’s tomb (at the least, Orestes must
have visited the tomb to leave the lock), and the recognition may also have taken place there”
(Swift 2015: 127). On the potential inclusion of Electra in this version of the story, she says that
this “would represent a change to the Homeric version of the myth; while we cannot judge the
exact role Stesichorus’ poem played in this development, all the tragic versions of the myth
adopt her as a significant figure” (Swift 2015: 128).

193 «[L]ocating the action at the tomb of Agamemnon has a symbolic function, since it connects
Orestes’ return to the act of vengeance, and foregrounds his motivations for the matricide.
Aeschylus makes similar use of this motif in Choephori, where the setting of the tomb allows the
siblings to commune with their dead father and imagine the significance of the coming killings
(315-509)” (Swift 2015: 128).
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have also been a victim of the pretence [of Iphigeneia’s marriage to Achilles], the story suggests
an interest in exploring the origins of her hatred of Agamemnon...”"** This passage tells us that
Stesichorus may have been playing with multiple ways of increasing the narrative tension
leading to Orestes’ revenge.

The role of Apollo as Orestes’ protector against the Erinyes also seems to have been a
Stesichorean innovation. Swift argues that “the presence of the bow in Stesichorus shows that
his Orestes too [like his Aeschylean and Euripidean counterparts] was tormented by the Erinyes,
and that this was a significant plot element... The poet brings Apollo in as a character; he acts as
Orestes’ personal guardian, offering him a similar support against his enemies.””> We see
variations on Apollo’s protection of Orestes, and indeed the bow, in both Aeschylus and
Euripides: whereas Aeschylus makes Apollo wield the bow, with which he threatens to shoot the
Erinyes, Euripides has Apollo give the bow to Orestes as a symbol of his patronage and a tool
with which to protect himself.'”® Swift notes that we can fruitfully analyze Stesichorus’

language (rather than simply his influence on plot or structure) in this fragment, and argues that

194 Swift 2015: 129. Swift notes that this ruse was apparently also a theme of the Cypria (Swift
2015: 127). On Stesichorus’ engagement with the Epic Cycle, see Carey 2015.

1% Swift 2015: 129-30.

19 Aeschylus’ Eumenides 64-6: 0btol mpodhom: S1it TEAOVC 8¢ cot GUAAE | &YydS TopESTOC Kai
TPoOow & amoctaT®dV | £X0poict Toig coic ov yevicopal ténmv (“I will not betray you: I will be
your guardian to the end, whether standing close to you or a long way off, and I will not be soft
towards your enemies,” trans. Sommerstein. Eumenides 179-84: E£m, keheD®, TOVOE dOUATOV
TAYOC | Yopelt’, AmaALAcoEcHE LOVTIKDY poYdV, | U kal Aafodoa Ttnvov apynotnyv e, |
YPLONAATOV D ULYYOG EEOpUMUEVOV, | AVIIC VT dAyoVuC HEAOV’ A’ avOpommv AepoV, | Epodoa
Opoupovc odg apeirkvoag povov (“Out, I tell you, get out of this house at once! Get away from
my inner prophetic sanctum, in case you find yourself on the receiving end of a winged flashing
snake speeding from my golden bowstring, and vomit out in agony black foam taken from
human bodies, bringing up the clots of blood that you have sucked,” trans. Sommerstein).
Similarly, Euripides’ Orestes 268-70: 80¢ t0Ea pot kKepovAKaE, ddpa Aokiov, | oig u eir’
AnoAM oV E€apdvacdor Bedg, | €1 1’ ékpofoiev poavidoty Avcoruacty (“Give me my bow of horn,
gift of Loxias! Apollo told me to keep off the goddesses with it if they should frighten me with
raving,” trans. Kovacs).
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“though the verbal details are different, the language of military protection acts as a link”
between Stesichorus and Aeschylus and Stesichorus and Euripides; moreover, each tragedian
adapts the motif of Apollo’s protection for his own purposes. Whereas Aeschylus’ Apollo
retains his bow, thus signaling “the replacement of individual violence with formal justice,”
Euripides’ Apollo is essentially absent from the action of the play, the Erinyes are portrayed as
figments of Orestes’ imagination, and Orestes’ claim about the bow’s divine origins is never
substantiated.'”’ Swift argues that Euripides’ version “presents [the] motif [of Apollo’s
patronage] in a way which fits with the play’s broader depiction of a dysfunctional heroic
world... This degradation of the bow, and of Apollo’s aid, fits with the broader presentation of
the matricide throughout the play as a futile and ignoble act rather than a terrible choice.”"”®
Overall, then, this shows that Stesichorus’ innovations were popular with the tragedians, who
adapted them for their own purposes.

Another fragment crucial for understanding Stesichorus’ influence on the tragedians is
one preserved in Plutarch’s De Sera Numinis Vindicta (554f-555a) which discusses

Clytemnestra’s dream:'"’

TOL 0€ dpaK®V £00KNGE HOAEV Kapa BePpoTmpévog drkpov,
€k O dpa 10D Pacirevg [TAeicOevidag Epdv.

And it seemed to her that a snake came, the top of its head bloodstained,
and out of it appeared a Pleisthenid king.”*

7 Swift 2015: 130.

"® Swift 2015: 130-1.

' Davies and Finglass give this fragment the number 180 (2014: 219). Plutarch contextualizes
the fragment of Stesichorus thus: dote TPOG T YIyvouUEVa KOl TPOG TNV dANOIy dmomidttecat
10 Th¢ KAvtaymotpag évomviov tov Zmneiyopov, ovtwci tog Aéyovrta (“so Stesichorus is
modelling the dream of Clytemnestra on life and reality when he speaks in this sort,” trans. De
Lacy and Einarson).

290 Trans. Campbell.
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Davies and Finglass interpret the bloodstained snake as Agamemnon and the Pleisthenid king as
Orestes. They make this identification for two reasons. First, they note that the snake’s
“bloodstained crest correspond[s] to Agamemnon’s head after its encounter with Clytemnestra’s
axe... Dead spirits were sometimes thought to retain the wounds which caused their deaths;”*'
second, “the dead were sometimes thought to come back as snakes... and heroes in particular
were frequently associated with them; dead bodies could be thought to generate snakes.”**
Davies and Finglass argue that Stesichorus likely used the dream as a plot device designed to
motivate a guilt-ridden Clytemnestra to send offerings to Agamemnon’s tomb, ultimately
facilitating the reunion of Orestes and Electra.””® Finglass also argues that the dream suggests
“an interest in Clytemnestra’s psychology and motivation,” since it is her inner turmoil that
motivates her offering at Agamemnon’s tomb.”** Although the passage does not specifically
indicate the motive behind the murder of Agamemnon, it does hint at Clytemnestra’s culpability.

Davies and Finglass write that Stesichorus’ version of the dream had a significant

influence on Aeschylus and Sophocles in particular, who each use a dream to motivate

2% Davies and Finglass 2014: 505. March concurs, writing that “the snake itself clearly stood for
the dead Agamemnon, and its headwound suggests that an axe was used to kill him” (March
1987: 90). But March argues that because the passage does not identify who caused the snake’s
head wound, “there is no reason here to see Klytaimestra as the principal criminal” (March 1987:
91). But March, like Davies and Finglass, associates the wound with an axe, which seems to be
a logical choice of weapon if one intends to split open the head of one’s adversary. If
Stesichorus is indeed describing an axe wound, it would almost certainly have been a blow
struck by Clytemnestra, since there is neither literary nor visual evidence suggesting that
Aegisthus ever wielded an axe. See Prag 1985 for a comprehensive study of the visual
depictions of the murder of Agamemnon. See especially M. Davies 1987, Prag 1985: 82-3, Prag
1991, Marshall 2001, and Davies and Finglass 2014 on the topic of the axe as a murder weapon.
The snake’s head wound thus hints at Clytemnestra’s role in the murder, especially in tandem
with Davies’ and Finglass’ argument that the dream reflects her guilt and fear.

22 Davies and Finglass 2014: 505.

29 Davies and Finglass 2014: 504-5.

294 Finglass 2018: 32.
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Clytemnestra to send offerings to Agamemnon’s tomb, thus facilitating a recognition scene
between Orestes and Electra.’””> Finglass argues that Aeschylus’ version is perhaps the most
similar to Stesichorus’ in its characterization of her guilt and fear.”’® In Choephori 535-9, we
learn that the dream, in which she gives birth to and suckles a serpent, causes her emotional
distress, which motivates her to send offerings to Agamemnon’s tomb.””” Here, we see that
Clytemnestra’s offering at Agamemnon’s tomb is a direct consequence of her dream; Finglass
hypothesizes that this is due to Stesichorus’ influence.®

An additional link between Aeschylus and Stesichorus is evident in the image of the
Pleisthenid king springing from the cloven head of the serpent. This suggests a parallel with the
myth of Athena’s birth, which Aeschylus uses in the Eumenides (658-66) to acquit Orestes of
matricide. As proof of his argument that the mother is not a parent, Apollo offers the example of
Athena, born from the head of Zeus. This evidence is used to show that Orestes did not commit

a crime against his family; rather, he protected his father’s line by killing Clytemnestra.

29 Davies and Finglass 2014: 504-5. Finglass notes elsewhere that Sophocles does not include
the dream’s usual snake imagery (Finglass 2018: 32). See Sophocles Electra 410-30 for the
dream, and for a compelling interpretation of Sophocles’ version of the dream see Ormand 1999:
70-72.
2% Finglass 2018: 32.
27 Choephori 535-9:

N & &€ Vmvov KEKLOYYEV EXTONUEVT. 535

ToALOL & avijBov, EKTLEA®OEVTEG OKOTW,

AOUTTTRPES €V OOUOLGL dEGTOIVIG APV

TEUmEL T Emerta ThodE KNOEIOVG Y0aG,

dxog Topaiov Elmicaca TNUATOV.

She cried out in terror in her sleep,
and many house-lights which had been extinguished into blind darkness
blazed up again for the sake of our mistress.
Then she sent these drink-offerings of mourning,
hoping for a decisive cure for her troubles. (trans. Sommerstein)
298 Finglass 2018: 35.
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Similarly, Stesichorus’ version of the dream, in which the Pleisthenid king springs from the head
of the snake, suggests a focus on Orestes’ paternal lineage in a way that downplays
Clytemnestra’s role. This image thus links Orestes more strongly with his father than with his
mother, suggesting that Orestes springs directly from his father’s bloodline and will avenge his
father’s death as his true heir. Aeschylus, however, twists the Stesichorean presentation of the
snakelike Agamemnon and his son, instead using snake imagery to associate Orestes with his
duplicitous mother.””” Swift argues that Aeschylus deliberately “inverts the Stesichorean version
by identifying Orestes with his mother instead of with his father,” and that this adds a layer of
“moral complexity” to Orestes’ ultimate act of vengeance.”'’ By foregrounding Orestes’
connection with his mother, Aeschylus “presents the killing as an act of betrayal rather than
simple vengeance.”'" Swift also argues that members of the audience who were familiar with
Stesichorus’ version of the dream would “appreciate how the changes to the dream highlight
Orestes’ dilemma.”*'* By inverting the imagery of the Stesichorean dream, Aeschylus at once
complicates Orestes’ motivations and connects him with his serpent-like mother.

In this section, we have seen that Stesichorus interacts with earlier poets and influences
later ones in his depictions of Clytemnestra. Although his Oresteia is heavily fragmented, we
can trace the interconnections among these fragments, as well as see his influence on the
development of the Oresteia myth in later authors. We see even in the fragments an exploration
of Clytemnestra’s character and motivations, which is picked up by later authors in their versions

of the myth.

29 See the following chapter for further discussion of this theme.
219 Swift 2015: 132.
21 Swift 2015: 132.
212 Swift 2015: 132.
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3.2. SIMONIDES

A commentary on a papyrus fragment attributed to Simonides has also been interpreted as an
account of Clytemnestra’s motivations for the murder of Agamemnon. Much like Stesichorus’
Oresteia, the evidence for a Simonidean Oresteia is fragmentary and thus highly speculative.
Using the same methodology as for Stesichorus, we can cautiously confirm Simonides’ treatment
of certain themes suggestive of the Oresteia myth, though it is difficult to make definitive
assertions to this effect. Much like in the fragments of Stesichorus’ Oresteia, the language used
and themes evoked in this fragment imply an interest in Clytemnestra’s psyche.

Although the fragment is not dated, Simonides was alive between 556-468 BCE and
active in Athens “for much of the time from the period of the tyrants onward.”*"> March argues
that Simonides’ poetry acts as a link between Stesichorus’ Oresteia and Pindar’s Pythian 11
(which she dates to 474), since he was popular at Athens in the late 6™ to early 5™ century BCE.
According to her, this chronology explains the popularity of the Oresteia myth in pre-Aeschylean

visual art.>!*

March argues that Simonides’ version of the Oresteia myth was influenced by
Stesichorus and in turn influenced both Pindar and Aeschylus.”"> Let us now examine the

evidence for Clytemnestra’s characterization in the fragment.

213 March 1987: 93. Simonides was apparently summoned to the court of Hipparchus, who ruled
from 527-514. In a testimonium from Aristotle’s Constitution of Athens (Campbell 1991:
testimonium 10), we hear that “Hipparchus was frivolous, amorous, and fond of the arts: it was
he who sent for Anacreon and Simonides and the other poets” (6 6¢ “Inmapyoc TadidING Kol
EpOTICOS KOl PIAOIOVGOG TV Kol TOVG Tepl Avakpéovio kol Tinmvidny kai todg GAAOVS Tom TG
ovto¢ v O petomepmdpevoc, Campbell 1991: 338-9).

214 March 1987: 92-3. She believes that the “sudden” surge in the popularity of the Oresteia
myth during the fifth century cannot be explained by Stesichorus’ influence, since his Oresteia
was apparently popular between 40 and 100 years before Pythian 11 was composed (March
1987: 92-3). So her chronology of the development of the Oresteia myth from Stesichorus
onward is as follows: Stesichorus—Simonides—Pindar—Aeschylus.

*!> March 1987: 93-8.
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The fragment, P.Oxy. 2434, seems to describe a mother’s grief following the sacrifice of

her daughter:

eNOL KOKLTOV [ ] TovTmL O X[ viong av

onuai]votl to mepi tod [ ] ov[ v 0AOY®G M map [

Jrov €Bpnvovv €mio [ ] €owkev dopove [ ]

éroipot oteva[Cle[wv y]ap TO Glov cuvnup[év— Gv]

yévorto piioig mepi To[ | v cpalopév[nv

]v

TOV AoV adel [ ] v 1t° émi 10 Evav[tio]v [......Jt

€AYl UNTPL 8 DT’ 0VOEVOG Av NTTNOEin 1 AOTN,
avalpovuévav 8¢ Tdv mai[dwv é]toiuov otevalew. pépetal [6€
Kai] GAAN ypaen: €uoi d¢ Tic aueartic (€0Tt)” TAVL GaENC AT
g mpoke[€Evng] éEnynoems. mapatnpelv dg[i tL NOKD g
némhactal 6 Adyoc o[ | yap év Mukdvaict 6” av[ Jtaceve
KOKLTOV NKO[ Jmewv: ol 8¢ ye kokbovieg [E]npaccov &L odyi
avaipe[o1g o JOAN AL €t Tt Tod datp[ovio]v: TodTo O aVTO
NOwdg anny[yel]ev T[] dvapovioet xpnod|pevog] af]to tic Gueartig Eotat
K[ ] € o1 Bapeia Aai[ Aoy

elopuyop[

Says ‘wailing’...: by this Simonides might (be indicating) the matter of...
reasonably... they mourned... it seemed good (to the deity?)...

‘(they) certain to groan’... for the sense (of) taken together would be a speech
about... the one being slain...

‘(she?) calls on the people’...by a change to the opposite. And no one could outdo
a mother in her grief, and when one’s children are being killed ‘groaning’ is
‘certain.” Another reading is found: ‘and for me what... is there?’ The reading is
quite comprehensible in the light of the present explanation. One must note that
the sentence has been given an expressive form...

‘for... in Mycenae... —ed wailing...”: the wailers were (so?) acting because it is not
a trivial killing but done to honour a deity. This too he has described expressively
by using the exclamation ‘and for me what... will there be?’

‘... grievous hurricane...’

‘spacious...”*'®

P.Oxy. 2434 evokes the death of Iphigeneia. The poem seems to have reflected on the grief and

lamentation caused by the sacrifice of a female victim, apparently demanded by a god or

goddess. Moreover, the poem’s reference to Mycenae and the focus on the mother’s grief-

21 Trans. Campbell.
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motivated actions seems to conjure Clytemnestra.”’’ The focus on and rationalization of
Clytemnestra’s grief suggests that Simonides was considering her characterization in a nuanced
way, perhaps hinting at revenge as a motive for the murder of Agamemnon.”'® Moreover, the
rhetorical questions appearing just after the discussion of the mother’s grief are similar to those
seen in tragedy when a character’s situation is so dire as to warrant a desperate action.”’” We
might cautiously interpret these questions in the same way, especially since they are
contextualized by the mother’s grief; they potentially foreshadow the murder of Agamemnon as
an act of retribution. Despite the fact that there is no outright discussion of vengeance in P.Oxy.
2434, the passage’s focus on maternal grief, lamentation, and helplessness suggests a concern for
the way in which the sacrifice of a child could influence her mother’s actions.

Although we can make very few definitive claims about Simonides’ Oresteia, P.Oxy.

2434 suggests a portrayal of a mother whose daughter has been sacrificed, and perhaps a

217 March is quick to note that Mycenae is not a universally agreed-upon setting for the Oresteia
myth (March 1987: 94). Indeed, the scholiast on Euripides’ Orestes 46 (Schwartz 1887) gives
the options proposed by various authors: @avepov 61t €v Apyetl 1} oknviy Tod SpApatog HITOKELTOL.
‘Ounpog 6¢ &v Muknvaug enot ta faciteia Ayapéuvovoc, Xtnoiyopog [frg. 39] 8¢ kai Zipnwviong
[frg. 207] év Aakedaipove (“It is clear that the setting of the play is in Argos. Homer says that
the palace of Agamemnon was in Mycenae, but Stesichorus and Simonides say that it was in
Lacedaimonia,” trans. my own). March believes that the mother in the poem is Clytemnestra and
that the mourners in Mycenae are her subjects; she argues that “perhaps it is she who calls out
upon the people (in protest?)” (March 1987: 94). If this is true, it would mean that Simonides’
Clytemnestra attempts to persuade the people to rise up to avenge Iphigeneia’s death. Prag
remarks that the scholiast’s note of the Laconian setting of his Oresteia myth contradicts the
poem’s &v Mukavaiot, which leads Prag to hypothesize that “unless the ancient commentator
made a mistake over the setting... Simonides wrote two Oresteias” (Prag 1985: 77).

218 See Vermeule 1966 and M. L. Davies 1969 on Simonides’ use of Iphigeneia’s death in the
development of the revenge motive. Vermeule writes that the sympathy expressed in this
fragment suggests that “perhaps Simonides, excellent psychologist, is exploring the way
Klytaimestra’s grief hardens to grimness while Agamemnon gathers glory abroad” (Vermeule
1966: 12).

2% On this kind of deliberation in Greek tragedy, see McWhorter 1910 (especially the table on
pg. 159 for a summary of the different forms of these questions).
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development of revenge as a motivating factor for Clytemnestra’s later actions. Simonides’
treatment of this theme, and the way in which he portrays the mother’s situation as hopeless,
suggests an interest in Clytemnestra’s psyche and the motivations behind the murder of

Agamemnon.

3.3. PINDAR

Perhaps the clearest and most concise exploration of Clytemnestra’s dual motives is in Pindar’s
Pythian 11. As we have seen with both Stesichorus and Simonides, Pindar displays a similar
interest in Clytemnestra’s psyche. In his version of the myth, both of her motives carry equal
weight: it is the reader’s prerogative to decide whether one is more likely than the other. By not
explicitly confirming one motive over the other, Pindar invites us to explore his Clytemnestra’s
psyche and the ways in which she engages earlier models for her characterization.

Pindar’s Pythian 11, composed in celebration of the victory of the Theban athlete
Thrasydaeus in either 474 or 454 BCE, is striking for a 20-line digression that Leslie Kurke
characterizes as a “mini-Oresteia.”**" Scholars have long puzzled over the function of this
“mini-Oresteia” within the ode and wondered whether we can look for resonances with
Aeschylus’ Oresteia as evidence for the date of the ode’s composition.”?' Although scholars

remain divided on these issues, they agree that Pindar’s ode is an important moment in the

220 Kurke 2013: 102. As Finglass points out, the characterization of Pythian 11 as “a ‘Little
Oresteia’ (Race), ‘Pindar’s Oresteia’ (Robbins (1986), or ‘Pindar’s miniature Oresteia’
(Hornblower (2004)” is elitist, since it regards the cosmopolitan Aeschylus as prior to and better
than the provincial Pindar (Finglass 2007: 15). Finglass adds that because of this inherently
elitist mindset, “the Oresteia could never be referred to as ‘Aeschylus’ Pythian Eleven’”
(Finglass 2007: 15).

221 On the argument for a composition date of 474, see Fraenkel 1950, Von der Miihll 1958,
Vermeule 1966, Young 1968, Prag 1985, and March 1987. On the argument for a composition
date of 454 based on comparison with Aeschylus’ Oresteia, see Bowra 1936, Diiring 1943,
Herington 1984, and Kurke 2013. Finglass (2007) seems to remain neutral.
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development of the Oresteia myth, largely for its consideration of Clytemnestra’s dual motives.

In this section, I will discuss the influence of Pythian 11 on the development of the Oresteia
myth, handling as necessary the issues of the poem’s chronology, narrative structure, and
intertextual relationships with earlier poetry and Aeschylus’ Oresteia.

Two scholia, likely drawing from “Pythian victor lists” give two different composition
dates for the ode: 474 and 454 BCE.”** The two scholia read as follows:

A. (Z Inscr. a. =11.254.1-2 Drachmann): yéypomtot 1] @1 @pacvdaim moidi
vikioavtt k' TTubiada [474] kai Ay’ [454] dlavdov §j oTad10V EVOpOG.

The ode was written for the boy Thrasydaeus when he defeated men in the 28"
Pythiad [474] and in the 33" [454] in the diaulos or the stadion.

B. (X Inscr. b =11.254.6-9 Drachmann): AAwg Opacvdain OnPain otadiel.

YEYPOTTOL UEV 1] GO TA TPOKEEV® ViKNoavTt TV Ay [Tudidda [454] Stadrw.

0VK €i¢ TNV ToD S10A0L & vikny ypaget, GAL’ €ig TV 10D oTadiov.

Otherwise: For Theban Thrasydaeus, winner of the stadion. The ode was written

for the aforementioned victor in the diaulos at the 33™ Pythiad [454]. He didn’t

write it for the victory in the diaulos, but for the victory in the stadion.**?
Finglass notes that “neither scholium has a secure text,” and that B in particular contradicts itself
several times; thus, it is difficult to determine the composition date from these scholia alone.”**
Because of this, scholars have turned to all manner of comparanda to date the ode, including
representations of the Oresteia myth in visual art, parallels in the language and motifs of other
versions of the myth, and the historical and performance context(s) which could have influenced

Pindar. Despite these numerous sources of comparanda, the date of the ode’s composition is still

uncertain. I summarize some of the principal arguments from each school below.

222 Kurke 2013: 102.

22 Finglass 2007: 5-6. Finglass gives the text of the two scholia without translation; translations
of these passages are my own.

224 Finglass 2007: 5-7.
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Writing of the Boston Oresteia krater, which depicts Clytemnestra actively involved in
the murder of Agamemnon, Emily Vermeule writes that the krater does not seem to have been
influenced by any versions of the Oresteia myth earlier than Aeschylus’.?*> The vase’s “shape
and ornament” are consistent with other vases produced between 475 and 450 BCE, but
Vermeule notes that the scenes depicted seem to have the closest correspondence with details

presented in Aeschylus’ version of the myth.*

Most notably, the vase depicts Clytemnestra,
axe in hand, actively engaged in the murder of Agamemnon, who is ensnared in a thin robe; on
the reverse, she brandishes her axe against Orestes, who attacks a lyre-playing Aegisthus.
Vermeule writes that Pindar’s ode does not provide evidence of such implements, which would
push the vase’s date to after 458.27 However, Vermeule does not adequately account for the
influence of Stesichorus (who may have presented Clytemnestra with an axe) on the myth, nor

the depiction of the axe in the Foce del Sele metopes.”?® Rather, she writes that the Boston

Oresteia krater must have been influenced by Aeschylus in its presentation of the death scenes of

22> March likewise considers red-figure pottery as evidence in her argument for the development
of the Oresteia myth in the 5™ century. She argues that “just before 500 BC, and lasting some
thirty or forty years, there seems to have been a spate of Attic vases depicting the death of
Aigisthos at Orestes’ hands which suggest a sudden interest in the Oresteia legend” (March
1987: 92). However, as I have shown thus far, this interest was anything but “sudden;” rather, as
I have shown, it was fairly well sustained during the Archaic and Classical periods.

26 Vermeule 1966: 10. Scholars generally agree that red-figure emerged after about 525 and 524
BCE. On the chronology of red-figure vase-painting, see especially Beazley 1963, Trendall and
Webster 1971, and Mannack 2001.

227 This is the date of the original production of the Oresteia. As I have shown in Chapter 11 of
Greek Drama V: Studies in the Theatre of the Fifth and Fourth Centuries BCE, edited by C. W.
Marshall and Hallie Marshall, 145-59. London: Bloomsbury Academic, an imprint of
Bloomsbury Publishing Plc., although red-figure depictions of the deaths of Agamemnon and
Cassandra could be dated to before Aeschylus’ original production of the Oresteia in 458 BCE,
scenes from Orestes’ flight to Athens are directly influenced by Aeschylus’ vision of the events
(Simas 2020).

228 On the Foce del Sele metopes, see especially Montuoro 1938, Pemberton 1966, and Van
Keuren 1989. Prag 1985 also discusses these in relation to vase painting.
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Agamemnon and Aegisthus, though this is “a pity... for the date of [Pindar’s eleventh Pythian]

ode, 474 B.C., would suit red-figure chronology handsomely.”**’ Because the krater’s
decoration is consistent with other vases painted in the so-called Mannerist style (painted
between 475 and 425 BCE),”" but not consistent with details presented in Pindar’s version of the
myth, Vermeule assumes that the vase must have relied on Aeschylus’ Oresteia. Thus, she
subscribes to the theory of a composition date of 474 for the ode.

Ingemar Diiring notes a great number of similarities between the ode and the Oresteia,
which he contends prove the priority of the Oresteia.>' He analyzes three categories of
similarities between Pindar’s and Aeschylus’ versions of the Oresteia myth: “the verbal echoes,
the similarity in the concentration of myth and apophthegms, and above all, the spirit prevailing
in both poems.”*** In addition, Diiring argues that Pindar makes explicit the question introduced
by Aeschylus: that of Clytemnestra’s motives. He notes that Pindar seems to tell the story in an
“unparalleled manner,” which he believes was made possible by Aeschylus.”*®> However, despite
Diiring’s claim that these similarities confirm the priority of the Oresteia, there is nothing
concrete in either work that supports this, and it is equally possible that Pythian 11, or indeed
any of the works examined in this chapter, influenced Aeschylus in his adoption of these themes.
In his discussion of Diiring’s argument, Finglass notes that the idea that Aeschylus came first is

elitist: “behind the arguments for Aeschylean priority lurks the feeling that the great tragedian’s

**? Vermeule 1966: 12.

20 On the Mannerists, see Mannack 2001.

! Diiring 1943: 109-14.

22 Diiring 1943: 114. Finglass summarizes the main similarities found by Diiring: “These
[shared motifs] include the praise of pecodtng (52-4/ Eum. 526-30), criticism of tyranny (53/ Ag.
1365), the complaints of the people against their leaders (28/ Ag. 449-57), and the link between
@B6vog and 6APog (29/ Ag. 471, 832-3)” (Finglass 2007: 11).

3 Diiring 1943: 116.
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greatest work must have influenced Pindar’s much smaller, less famous poem, and not vice
versa.””** As Finglass points out, when we consider the relationship between Aeschylus and
Pindar, “we start from a position which already regards Aeschylus as primary, Pindar as
secondary.”> This line of argument has been repeatedly reinforced in scholarship without much
engagement with or acknowledgement of its elitist underpinnings.

The argument that Pindar could not have influenced Aeschylus also fails to consider the
possibility of Hesiod’s, Stesichorus’, and Simonides’ influence on the myth. While it is true that
it is very difficult to make a concrete argument for Hesiod’s, Stesichorus’, or Simonides’ specific
influence because of the fragmentary nature of their work, the fragments I have examined above
show that they may have been instrumental in the development of elements of the myth that are
common to both Pindar’s and Aeschylus’ versions. As I have argued earlier, these may have
included the presentation of multiple overlapping motives for Clytemnestra’s act. As Finglass
notes, “the possibility [of earlier poets’ influence on the myth] remains open, and further
weakens the position of those who support a late date for Pindar’s poem on the grounds that
Aeschylus could not have imitated it.”**® It is entirely possible that both Pindar and Aeschylus
were working from the same source material.

Leslie Kurke provides perhaps the most convincing argument for Aeschylean priority in
her analysis of the cultural phenomena which could have influenced Pindar, though this
argument likewise does not fully account for the role of earlier authors like Homer, Hesiod,
Stesichorus, and Simonides in the development of the Oresteia myth. Kurke argues that the

numerous scholarly attempts to “motivate or explain the intertextual dialogue” between Pythian

24 Finglass 2007: 15.
233 Finglass 2007: 15.
3% Finglass 2007: 16.
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specific, local performative contexts—religious, social,

(13

11 and the Oresteia overlook the ode’s
political, and economic.””’ She writes that a composition date of 454 seems more plausible
when accounting for the historical context, since the “Spartan coloring” of the ode dedicated to a
Theban victor “makes little sense in 474 BCE, shortly after the end of the Persian Wars and
Sparta’s effort to oust Thebes from the Delphic Amphiktiony for medizing.”**® Similarly, she
argues, a date of 454 makes sense during the “First Peloponnesian War (461-446)... [when]
Theban elites might well look to Sparta for help in resisting Athenian domination.”**’
Additionally, she reads Pindar’s “politicking” in the ode—that is, his apparent linking of Thebes
(home of Thrasydaeus), Sparta (the setting of the Oresteia myth), and Delphi (the proposed
setting of the ode’s performance)—as an assertion of a cultic network in competition with that
advanced in Aeschylus’ Oresteia. She argues that Pindar’s triangulation of Thebes-Sparta-
Delphi is a direct reaction against Aeschylus’ presentation of a supreme Athens-Argos-Delphi
cultic network.”*® Moreover, Kurke posits that

by setting the murders of Agamemnon and Kassandra specifically at Amyklai

(rather than just at Sparta, or in Lakonia) [Pindar] seems to want to re-establish an

intimate linkage of place between the mythic violence and its compensating cult
worship that Aischylos’ version conspicuously ruptures.”*!

>7 Kurke 2013: 103.

3% Kurke 2013: 128-9.

9 Kurke 2013: 129.

240 Kurke 2013: 134-7. She argues that Pindar reacts against Aeschylus’ aetiology of “an
Athenian ritual practice” presented in Eum. 9-14, where the connection between Athens and
Delphi is deepened via references to Apollo’s arrival in mainland Greece (Kurke 2013: 135-6).
She suggests that Pindar is in fact asserting a competing cultic network that undercuts the
Athenian supremacy advanced in Eumenides. Moreover, Pindar emphasizes Apollo’s
importance to his work by framing Pythian 11 with geographical markers significant to the god.
This is particularly striking given the ode’s presumed performance context, either a ritual for
Apollo called the Daphnephoria or a “periodic staging of a hieros gamos in the Ismenion
between Apollo and the local nymph Melia” (Kurke 2013: 127).

! Kurke 2013: 143.
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Kurke interprets the details about the setting of the Oresteia myth (Adkwvog, 16; Apdkiaig, 32;

and £€dpaiot Oepanvog, 63) as Pindar’s reaffirmation of the legitimacy of epinikion as a poetic
medium and as resistance to the “Athenian/Argive strategies of appropriation” of the Oresteia
myth.>*

Reading Pythian 11 with an understanding of the sociopolitical elements at play in its
composition is indeed a more convincing, albeit still speculative, way of dating the ode. While
Kurke ultimately provides intriguing evidence for the date of Pythian 11, a large part of her
argument is predicated upon the idea that Pindar’s language and references are “tragic.” This is,
of course, subject to the criticisms about elitism and circularity that I discussed earlier; further
difficulties arise when we consider that a large part of Kurke’s argument about Pindar’s “tragic”
language relies upon assumptions about the popularity of the Oedipus myth in tragedy.** When
Pindar emerges from his digression about the Oresteia myth, he wonders how he strayed so far
from his intended topic:

M, ® eikot, kot' duevomdpovg TPLddoLg £5viONVY,

opOav kéhevBov v 10 Tpiv' 1 ué TIg dvepog EE® TAOOL

EPalev, ¢ 6T’ dxotov eivariay; 40
My friends, did I become confused at the place where three roads meet

despite travelling on a straight path beforehand? Or did some wind
throw me off course, as if I were a small boat at sea?**

242 Kurke 2013: 143-4. On Amyclae as a cult site with strong ties to the Oresteia myth, see
Pausanias, who reports a cult of Agamemnon and Alexandra (Cassandra) there. He also notes
that there was a statue of Clytemnestra next to the tomb of Agamemnon in the temple of
Alexandra (Descriptions of Greece 3.19.6). For further discussion of this strange shrine at
Amyclae, see Larson 1995: 83-4.

% Kurke notes that there were multiple sources for the Oedipus myth in circulation before the
advent of tragedy: “the well-known epic Oidipodeia, the first of the four epics of the Theban
Cycle, and from sixth-century lyric.” (Kurke 2013: 116 n. 45). Of course, these are subject to the
usual constraints of fragmentary or non-extant poetry. However, while Oedipus’ story was well-
known before tragedy, the scholarly fixation on Oedipus-as-tragedy seems an internalization of
Aristotle’s theory of tragedies wherein Oedipus is figured as the best kind of tragic hero.

2% Trans. Finglass.



88

Kurke focuses on Pindar’s use of the word tpiodog, which she argues acts as a shorthand for the
tragic genre. She suggests that by emerging from his digression with a question about a wrong
turn at the tpiodog, Pindar signals that he took a tragic detour in the middle of his lyric ode. Her
argument centers on the idea that tpiodog generally connotes the stage, where the three eisodoi
meet the orchestra.** She argues that tpiodog therefore functions as a shorthand for the tragic
genre, and that Pindar, by contrasting the tpiodog with the straight road, is in fact “map[ping] out
a generic topography, in which epinikion represents the ‘straight road’ of praise, while tragedy is
figured by the unstable and terrifying landscape of the ‘path-shifting crossroads.”*** More
specifically, Kurke believes that the tpiodoc refers to the tragic presentation of the Oedipus
myth, perhaps including Aeschylus’ lost Theban trilogy produced in 467, but also making
reference to a choral passage in the Agamemnon (72-82) which alludes to the riddle of the

Sphinx.**’ She argues that Pindar’s use of the word tpiodog signals a tragic detour in the middle

25 See also Taplin 1983 on tpiodoc used to designate the theater space. In the discussion
following Taplin’s argument, Steiner notes that the tpiodog structure of the theater space is
particularly important for tragedy, where the choices faced by characters onstage are
“structurally, topologically and existentially undecidable” (Steiner on Taplin 1983: 181). Thus,
Steiner argues that the physical theater space underscores the difficulty of choice faced by tragic
characters. On the early tragic connection of the term tpiodog with the Oedipus myth, Kurke
notes that the “only extant fragment of more than a single word likely to derive from one of the
lost tragedies of Aischylos’ Theban trilogy of 467 actually contains the word tpiodoc, in the
context of a description of the place where Oidipous and Laios met...” (Kurke 2013: 116-7).
Certainly, #ri- words, which often connote obscurity or difficulty of decision, are particularly
important in many versions of the Oedipus myth (Rojcewicz 2018: 125-6). However, tpiodog as
metatheater is, of course, a sense of the term that arose from the development of the theatrical
medium; absent the theatrical context, tpiodog and related terms act as shorthand for a difficult
or complicated decision. On tpiodog as an indicator of aporia in decision-making, see the
discussion following Taplin 1983 (175ff. but especially 181-3). In this context, Pindar must
decide whether he should continue the story of the House of Atreus, or turn to celebration of
Thrasydaeus’ victory; tpiodog could simply indicate the viability of either choice for poetic
treatment and thus the difficulty of deciding between the two.

246 Kurke 2013: 120.

247 Kurke 2013: 116-20. She suggests that Aeschylus’ allusion to the Oedipus myth in the
Agamemnon at lines 72-82 could have influenced Pindar’s digression:
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of the ode whereby he engages in, and ultimately wins, an artistic competition with Aeschylus.
While this is an intriguing interpretation of the ode, the inclusion of the tpiodog in Pythian 11
does not necessarily signal a reference to Oedipus, and even then does not necessarily confirm
the priority of tragedy. Despite Kurke’s compelling reading of the ode, the evidence she presents
in support of a composition date of 454 still relies on the presupposition of tragedy’s priority.
With these considerations as context, [ move into discussion of the ode’s presentation of

the Oresteia myth. Pythian 11 begins with an address to the daughters of Cadmus, fitting since it

NUElG & drtiton copki TaAond

NG TOT  ApWYNG VTOAEIPOEVTEG

pipvopey ioyvv

icOTOd0 VELOVTEG ML GKNTITPOLC” 75
0 T€ Yap VEAPOS LVEAOG GTEPVOV

€VTOG Avacomv

icompeafug, Apng & ovK Evi Yopa,

16 0° vmepyNp®V, LAAASOG T10M

KOTOKOPPOUEVNC, TPImodag pev 6600 80
oTelyeL, Tad0g &” 0vOEV ApeimV

ovap fuepdeavtov Alaivel.

But we, who because of our ancient flesh could not then
contribute

to the force in support, and were left behind,

remain here, guiding

our childlike strength upon staffs.

For the immature marrow

that rules in a child’s breast

is like that of an old man, and there is no Ares in that realm;
while extreme old age, its leaves already

withering, walks its way

on three feet, no stronger than a child,

a dream-vision wandering through the day. (trans. Sommerstein)

These lines clearly allude to the riddle of the Sphinx; on this, see Fraenkel’s (1950) note on 4Ag.
80. Kurke argues that the phrase tpinodag pev 660v¢ in line 80 “fleetingly conjures an image of
the crossroads,” and that this is a metatheatrical reference to the tragic genre (Kurke 2013: 119-
20). Ifthis is in fact metatheatrical, it creates a potentially humorous effect wherein the chorus
of Argive elders wonder aloud how old men like themselves physically made it into the theater.
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is dedicated to a Theban victor, Thrasydaeus.*** This is followed by a brief description of

Thrasydaeus’ victory, and then an abrupt transition into the Oresteia myth following a
description of the setting for Thrasydaeus’ victory in the Pythian Games.*** The passage runs as
follows:

TOV O1 POVEVOLEVOL TTaTPOS Apoivdo KAvtauviotpag
YEPDV DO KPATEPAV K SOLOL TPOPOG dvere dvomevOEog,
omote Aapdavida kdpav Ipiépov

Kooodvdpav moAd yoaAK®d cOv Ayapepvovig

Yoy TOPELS” AYEPOVTOC AKTAV TOP EVGKIOV

VNANG YOVA. TOTEPOV viv ap” Topryével én” Evping
ocopaybeioa thle mhtpog Ekvicev Papumdiapov dpoat xOAov;
1 £tépw Aéyetl dapalopévoy

Evvuyol mhporyov Koital; T 68 vEaLg AAOYO1C

ExO1oToV AUTAAKIOV KOADYOL T  Gpdyovov

aALoTpioiot YAOGGOIC

KaKOAGYOl O TOATOL.

ioyel te yap 6ABog ov peiova pOoVoV

0 6¢ yapnAda Tvéwv deavtov Bpéuet.

Odvev pev adtog pwc ATpeidog

kv ypdve KAutoic &v Apdkiaig,

uavtv T dhesce Kopav, Emel aue’ EAéva mupwbévimv
Tpowv Elvce 060V afpdtatog. 0 &° apa yépovta EEvov
21porov EEIKETO, VEN KEQOAQ,

[Mopvacod ndéda vaiovt'* GALA xpovim oLV Apst

népvev te potépa 0MKé T Aiyiesbov &v povaic.

As his father was being slaughtered by the mighty hands of Clytemnestra,

the nurse Arsinoa snatched him away from her baneful treachery,

when with the grey bronze Clytemnestra dispatched Dardanid Priam’s daughter,
the girl Cassandra,

to the shady shore of Acheron along with the soul of Agamemnon—

the pitiless woman. So was it that the sacrifice of Iphigenia at the Euripus,

far from her fatherland, provoked her to raise her heavy-handed anger?

Or were her nightly couplings leading her astray,

enthralled as she was to another man’s bed? That offence is most hateful in
young wives and impossible to conceal

8 Victory apparently ran in Thrasydaeus’ family: both he and his father Pythonicus (mentioned
in line 44) were apparently victors. Some scholars believe that his grandfather was also a
successful athlete. On this, see Finglass 2007: 1-5.

% Finglass gives this location as “the plain of Cirrha, to the south of Delphi,” where the exiled
Orestes was hosted by Strophius, Anaxibia, and Pylades (Finglass 2007: 86).
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because of other people’s tongues:

one’s fellow-townsmen are scandal-mongers.

For wealth incurs an envy no less than itself,

whereas the lowly man blusters unheard.

The very son of Atreus, the warrior, was killed

in famous Amyclae when at last he returned,

and he brought destruction on the prophetic maiden,

when he despoiled the houses of the Trojans of their luxury, set on fire because of
Helen.

But Orestes, the young lad, came to the old man Strophius, his family friend,
who dwelt at the foot of Parnassus. With Ares’ eventual help,

he slew his mother and laid Aegisthus in gore.”*’

Pindar follows this digression with several questions to his friends about how he arrived at the
subject of the Oresteia myth.””! These questions are picked up in scholarship on the ode, where
many scholars wonder about the relevance of the Oresteia myth to the poem’s overall theme.
Wilamowitz proposed that the ode constitutes Pindar’s disavowal of tyranny, an especially
important sentiment under the circumstances of his return to Thebes from Sicily in 462.** He
argues that the death of Clytemnestra represents the fall of tyrants; Bowra concurs.”>® However,
D.C. Young argues that this interpretation relies too heavily upon Pindar’s personal life,
preferring the explanation that the ode uses the Oresteia myth to advise a life of pecdtng to
Thrasydaeus and his family.”>* Indeed, the ode’s focus on 86voc, 5ABoc, and public reputation
seems to encourage proper behavior for one’s station, a message perhaps quite apt for a young
man experiencing his first taste of fame. Kurke posits that the myth represents a generic
competition between lyric and tragedy, wherein the ode’s tragic detour ultimately strengthens

255

Pindar’s claim of lyric supremacy.”” While all interesting theories, they rely heavily on

2 Trans. Finglass 2007.

21 On the “break-off” formula here, see Kurke 2013 and Waldo 2019: 29-32.
232 Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1922: 263.

3 Bowra 1936.

% Young 1968.

3 Kurke 2013. See also Waldo 2019: 25-32.
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evidence external to the ode and presuppose the date of the ode’s composition. Finglass offers
perhaps the most compelling interpretation of the function of the Oresteia myth in the ode,
especially since it requires nothing external to the ode. He argues that Pythian 11 is about the
victor Thrasydaeus as a manifestation of his father’s legacy: Orestes, who avenges Agamemnon
and causes him to be remembered, is “a remarkably effective mythological parallel” for
Thrasydaeus, who renews his own father’s glory by winning in the games.”*® Finglass argues
that Pindar paints Clytemnestra as a formidable adversary to her son in order to characterize
Orestes’ matricide as agonistic, thereby strengthening the parallel with Thrasydaeus. While
Pindar’s reason for his use of the Oresteia myth in Pythian 11 may remain unknown, the idea of
Orestes as a positive exemplum for Thrasydaeus seems to fit well with the overall message of the
ode.

The structure of Pindar’s digression has attracted much scholarly attention, not least
because of the compactness of the mythic narrative. Finglass writes that the “smallness of the
account is itself a source of pleasure: if Aeschylus’ trilogy is a Colossus cut from a rock, Pindar’s
myth is a finely carved head on a cherry-stone.”’ What Aeschylus treats in 3,796 lines Pindar
covers in a mere 22; moreover, he treats the myth with remarkable complexity given its brevity.
Finglass notes that Pindar covers most of the main events of the Oresteia myth, beginning in

medias res for dramatic effect.”>® He summarizes these main events as follows: >’

Usual sequence of the myth Pindar’s account of the myth
1. Helen commits adultery 6. Agamemnon is killed
2. Iphigenia is sacrificed 8. The Nurse rescues Orestes
3. Clytemnestra commits adultery 7. Cassandra is killed

¢ Finglass 2007: 44-5.

7 Finglass 2007: 35.

%8 Finglass 2007: 35-6. For more on Pindar’s “customary Ringkomposition” in this ode, see
Young 1968: 4-5.

% Finglass 2007: 35-6. Pindar repeats the murders of Agamemnon and Cassandra twice each.
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4. Troy is sacked

5. Agamemnon returns

6. Agamemnon is killed

7. Cassandra is killed

8. The Nurse rescues Orestes

9. Orestes arrives at Strophius in Phocis

10. Orestes kills Clytemnestra and Aegisthus

. Iphigenia is sacrificed

. Clytemnestra commits adultery

. Agamemnon is killed

. Agamemnon returns

. Cassandra is killed

. Troy is sacked

. Helen commits adultery

. Orestes arrives at Strophius in Phocis

0. Orestes kills Clytemnestra and Aegisthus

— O = B~ J W0 O\ WD

According to Finglass, by opening in medias res and repeatedly circling back to Clytemnestra’s
role, Pindar draws the audience’s attention to her motives and the consequences of her actions.*®
Moreover, by repeating certain events like the murders of Agamemnon and Cassandra, Pindar
emphasizes their importance to Clytemnestra’s development as a character. This repetition sets
the stage for Pindar’s examination of her dual motives.

Pindar gives Clytemnestra full responsibility for crafting the plot and carrying out the
murders of both Agamemnon and Cassandra. Finglass writes that both yeip®dv mo kpatepav and
d0Aov are meant to be taken with KAvtaiuviotpag, indicating that she is both the muscle and the
brains behind Agamemnon’s murder.”®' The detail that she “dispatched” (n6pev’) both
Agamemnon and Cassandra to the shores of the Acheron with “grey bronze” (moAM® yoAK®)
underscores her role in plotting and carrying out these murders. Moreover, Pindar’s use of the
phrase vnAng yova to characterize Clytemnestra places the blame for the murders squarely on
her, since it is her hard-heartedness that ultimately steels her to the deed.”*® He gives

Clytemnestra an active hand in carrying out the murders; rather than transferring any agency to

260 Finglass 2007: 36.

2% Finglass 2007: 88-90.

921 read in vAic yové a potential allusion to Hesiod’s account of Orestes’ vengeance, where he
kills Clytemnestra vnAét yaikdt (fr. 23a M.-W. line 30). Through his use of the adjective vnAng,
Pindar associates his Clytemnestra with the Hesiodic weapon that kills her, seemingly suggesting
Clytemnestra’s own bronze-like—or brazen—qualities: pitilessness, hardness, and sharpness.
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Aegisthus, Pindar emphasizes Clytemnestra’s culpability. This sets up his exploration of her
dual motives: revenge for the sacrifice of Iphigeneia and lust for Aegisthus.

Pindar explores the lust motive by associating the deaths of Agamemnon and Cassandra
with the destruction caused by Helen.”*® He recounts their deaths for the second time
immediately following six lines of gnomai on the dangers of adultery, then transitions into a brief
summary of Helen’s role in the Trojan War. Lines 33-4 contain a reference to Helen’s role as
casus belli: énel ape’ ‘EAéva mupwbéviav | Tpowv Elvce d6povg appdtatog (“when he
despoiled the houses of the Trojans of their luxury, set on fire because of Helen).*** While
these lines do not make Helen’s adultery explicit, they remind the reader that her affair with
Paris is the reason for the destruction of Troy. This creates a chain of causality wherein Helen’s
infidelity is figured as the catalyst for a series of events detrimental to patriarchal society; this
chain begins with a tryst that causes large-scale destruction and culminates in an affair that
causes the (small-scale, though nonetheless significant) destruction of the household. Aeschylus

makes a similar rhetorical move: although Helen never appears onstage in the Oresteia, her

2% The connection of Clytemnestra and Helen perhaps alludes to Hesiod’s and Stesichorus’
characterizations of the Tyndarid women as naturally unfaithful. In both accounts, Aphrodite
becomes angry with the daughters of Tyndareus, which results in their infidelity. For
Stesichorus, this is because Tyndareus omits Aphrodite from his sacrifices, which provokes her
to make his daughters “twice-wed and thrice-wed and husband-deserters” (dtyapovg 1€ kai
TPLYapovg Tinot kai Amesavopag, fr. 223 PMG, Sch. Eur. Or. 249-50). 1 note potential
allusions to this in the Agamemnon in compound adjectives ending in -dvop: in the first instance,
at Ag. 62, the Chorus calls Helen moAvavmp, “with many husbands,” referring to her role as the
casus belli. In the second, Clytemnestra is called o0 deiorvmp, “not [appropriately] man-
fearing,” referring to her destructive potential. In the third, at 410-1, the Chorus describes
Menelaus’ suffering in Helen’s absence: ‘i® i® d®ua ddpo kol tpdpot, | im Aéyoc kal otifot
eubvopeg (“Alas for the house, alas for the house and its chiefs! Alas for the bed and the traces
of a loving wife,” trans. Sommerstein). Sommerstein notes that “the picture likely to be conjured
up is that of a marital bed still bearing the impress of Helen’s body” (Sommerstein 2008: 48 n.
89); the phrase otifolr piAdvopec might also conjure the image of the footsteps left by the “man-
loving” Helen as she and Paris flee Menelaus’ house.

24 Trans. Finglass (2007).
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presence is felt throughout the Agamemnon in particular, where, as Ruby Blondell notes, the
unfaithful Helen is figured as both the casus belli and as the indirect cause of Agamemnon’s
death.”® Helen’s adultery causes the Trojan War and sets off a chain of events that cause
widespread destruction; Clytemnestra engages in an affair with Aegisthus, who “warms her
hearth” (4g. 1435-7), to the detriment of her husband’s household.”®® Aeschylus and Pindar both
present Helen’s and Clytemnestra’s respective affairs as intertwined aitia for the Oresteia myth;
Pindar’s consideration of Clytemnestra’s affair as a motive for the murder of Agamemnon thus
fits with the characterization of Tyndarid lust as a detriment to the fabric of patriarchal society.
Pindar’s inclusion of Iphigeneia’s sacrifice as a motive also resonates with other accounts
of Agamemnon’s murder. While the sacrifice of Iphigeneia is not mentioned in Homeric poetry,
Hesiod discusses it at length in fragment 23a M.-W., seeming to connect Iphimede’s sacrifice
with Orestes’ eventual vengeance on Clytemnestra.”®’ Aeschylus, too, uses Iphigeneia’s
sacrifice as Clytemnestra’s own reason for the murder. In the parodos of the Agamemnon (148-

55), the Chorus recounts the circumstances of Iphigeneia’s death, lingering on the disastrous

293 Blondell 2013: 127-32. Nowhere in the Agamemnon is this more evident than in a choral
passage at 1448-61, where the Chorus laments the destruction the sisters cause. Their lament for
Agamemnon’s death explicitly connects Clytemnestra’s actions with Helen’s adultery (lines
1448-61): moAhd TAGVTOG YOVOUKOG dtai” | Tpog yuvaikog & anépbicev Piov (“[he] who endured
so much because of a woman and now has lost his life at a woman’s hands!”, trans.
Sommerstein). This is followed by a sentiment that if Helen had never run off, Clytemnestra
would never have dared such a deed (1455-61). Though seemingly a non sequitur, the
connection of the sisters is clear: they are naturally unfaithful in all respects.

26 4o, 1435-7: ¢ v aibn whp &9 £otiog &ufic | Afyiofoc, dc 1o npdodev €0 ppovdv £poi |
001G Yap NIV domic ov oukpd Opdoovc (“so long as the fire upon my hearth is kindled by
Aegisthus and he remains loyal to me as hitherto; for he is an ample shield of confidence for
me,” trans. Sommerstein).

27 Although March argues that Hesiod “obviously” means to convey that Clytemnestra’s sexual
passion was the motive for the murders, the passage as a whole suggests that [phimede’s
sacrifice was a major factor in Clytemnestra’s action (March 1987: 89). Hesiod devotes 12 lines
to describing the sacrifice and its effects; he does not develop the sexual motive in fragment 23a
M.-W. The sexual motive is developed in fr. 176 M.-W.
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ramifications it will have for Agamemnon. Because of the sacrifice of Iphigeneia, Clytemnestra
will become wrath incarnate (uijvig, 155), which is specifically texvomowoc (155), “child-
avenging.” As pfjvig incarnate, she requires a sacrifice in requital for Iphigeneia; this must be
Agamemnon. Clytemnestra herself cites revenge as her primary motive after the murder of
Agamemnon several times in her conversation with the Chorus;*®® whether we believe her or
view this as an attempt to sway the Chorus to pity her, we see in the Agamemnon that the lust
motive and the revenge motive are not mutually exclusive. While Clytemnestra herself tends to
endorse the revenge motive, this is coupled with plenty of support throughout the play for the
adultery motive.”®” By playing with dual motives, Aeschylus blurs the line between vengeance
and adultery as motives, thus exploring the ambiguities of Clytemnestra’s character and showing
that these motives are not mutually exclusive.

Pindar’s exploration of both motives demonstrates his interest in Clytemnestra’s
psyche.”’® Indeed, Finglass notes that the questions expressed here are innovative, and that there
is no particular need to look to Aeschylus to explain this phenomenon.””" As I have discussed,
the possibility that Hesiod and Stesichorus also explored dual motives for Clytemnestra’s actions
suggests an interest in the ambiguity of her character. Crucially, in Pindar’s version, both

possibilities (vengeance and adultery) grant Clytemnestra complete agency in the murders. His

28 Especially lines 1414-18, 1432-3, and 1525-30.

29 See above for discussion of Aeschylus’ use of the adultery motive; see espe01ally Ag. 1435-7:
B v aifn ndp &9’ Eotiac dufic | AtyioBog, dg O TPOGHeY €D PpovdV £poi | oDTOC Yo NIV
aoTic oV okpa Opdoovg (“so long as the fire upon my hearth is kindled by Aegisthus and he
remains loyal to me as hitherto; for he is an ample shield of confidence for me,” trans.
Sommerstein). Other references to Clytemnestra’s adultery as a potential motive include Ag. 36-
9, 606-14 (heavily ironic), 1223-5, 1258-60, 1625-7, and Cho. 132-4.

270 Finglass 2007: 94. Swift also argues that Stesichorus showed a similar interest (Swift 2015:
129).

" Finglass 2007: 94-5.
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presentation of both motives gives Clytemnestra full autonomy in her decision to murder
Agamemnon and Cassandra.

We have seen, then, that Pindar’s account of the Oresteia myth is consistent with that of
other poets; however, scholarly fixation on the dating of Pythian 11 has largely overshadowed
this fact. As I have shown in this section, whether or not Aeschylus predated Pindar, we can see
in Pythian 11 a great deal of engagement with and influence on the tradition surrounding

Clytemnestra’s actions and characterization.

As I have shown in this chapter, the lyric poets adopt themes and language used in epic
(especially Hesiodic) accounts of Clytemnestra to play with her characterization. The lyric poets
and Aeschylus take up the question of Clytemnestra’s dual motives, alternately emphasizing
revenge and adultery as a way of exploring complicated issues surrounding her role in and
culpability for the murders of Agamemnon and Cassandra. We have seen in our consideration of
lyric presentations of Clytemnestra a profound engagement with her earlier iterations and a
complication of her motivations; this sets the stage, as it were, for later exploration of her

character.
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CHAPTER 4. AESCHYLUS’ ORESTEIA

Clytemnestra takes her most fully realized form in Aeschylus’ Oresteia, where Aeschylus uses
monstrous language and imagery to describe her.”’* By describing Clytemnestra as monstrous,
Aeschylus connects Clytemnestra with the Erinyes and positions her as a sort of “chorus-leader”
for them,; this is literally realized in the Eumenides when the Erinyes comprise the chorus and
Clytemnestra’s eidolon appears onstage to goad them to action.

I have organized this chapter in the following way: first, I look at how female choruses
are structured in order to make the argument that Clytemnestra is positioned as chorus-leader for
the Erinyes. Second, I situate my argument within the existing scholarship on female monsters.
Third, I explore the role of female monsters in pre-Aeschylean literature, focusing primarily on
Gorgons and Harpies, as these are the monsters to which Clytemnestra and the Erinyes are most
often likened in the Oresteia. Finally, I examine the instances of monstrous imagery used to
describe Clytemnestra and the Erinyes in the Oresteia; as | argue, the majority of this imagery
can be classified as either Gorgon imagery or Harpy imagery. This section draws upon
depictions of the Erinyes in fifth-century Attic vase-painting, since it is well established that
Aeschylus’ original production of the Oresteia in 458 BCE had a significant influence upon the
visual artists of that period. I show that Aeschylus uses monstrous language of Clytemnestra to
show that she poses a sexualized threat to patriarchal society, and that he describes her and the

Erinyes in similar terms as a way of emphasizing her monstrousness.

4.1. THE STRUCTURE OF FEMALE CHORUSES

272 parts of this chapter were originally published in Chapter 11 of Greek Drama V: Studies in
the Theatre of the Fifth and Fourth Centuries BCE, edited by C. W. Marshall and Hallie
Marshall, 145-59. London: Bloomsbury Academic, an imprint of Bloomsbury Publishing Plc.
(Permission for use granted June 9, 2020 by Claire Weatherhead.)
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As Claude Calame shows in Choruses of Young Women in Ancient Greece, a recurring feature of
female choruses in archaic lyric is the young woman who is counted among, and yet
distinguished from, her peers:
In the choruses of young women I am considering, we find it is usually one
adolescent alone who distinguishes herself from her companions. She is given the
attribute of ‘beauty,” and is put in the place of honor in the middle of the others.
In the Odyssey, Nausicaa stands out from the girls around her by her beauty, like
Artemis among her chorus of Nymphs. In the same way as the divine Huntress, a
head taller than her companions, is easily recognizable (dpryvot), so Nausicaa
shines among her followers (¢ 1} Y’ dueuwoOL01G1 peETENPETE TAPOEVOS ASUNG).
Artemis herself stands out because of her stature and the brilliance of her
appearance when she sings in the chorus of the Graces, the Seasons, and
Aphrodite dancing on Olympus under the direction of Apollo.?”?
Calame goes on to argue that the young woman who is preeminent among the chorus of her
peers acts as a sort of chorus-leader, directing the motions of the rest. As he notes, in female
lyric choruses, the chorus-leader is usually marked by a special beauty.”’* Similarly, in a chorus
of monsters, the chorus-leader must be distinguished from the ranks she commands in some way

such that she is preeminent among the chorus of monsters.””” As I will show, Clytemnestra and

the Erinyes fit the pattern of choruses proposed by Calame.

4.2. THE FEMALE MONSTER
Female monsters, usually anthropomorph-zoomorph hybrids (Mischwesen), are distinct from
male monsters because they present a sexualized threat to male society.”’® Often, they are

characterized by their uncontrolled sexuality, a wildness which is reflected in their physical

*7> Calame 1997: 42.

2™ Calame 1997: 43.

2> For more on this, see Topper 2007: 81.

276 See Winkler-Horagek 2015, where he discusses the idea that Mischwesen embody the struggle
of male society to control the natural world (Winkler-Horacek 2015: 111-112).
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appearance.”’’ They embody male fears about the unpredictability of all women: woman’s
familiarity is represented by the monster’s anthropomorphic part and her unpredictability by her

278 Whereas women trick men by concealing their destructive nature, female

zoomorphic part.
monsters represent the male fantasy of the female whose open hostility to men is reflected in
their bodies: the fact that they are dangerous to men is clearly displayed, and their monstrousness
requires that they be defeated in order to preserve the patriarchy.””” Whereas in real society

women must be endured in the interest of propagating of the male line, in myth the female

monster can be confronted and overpowered on a man’s terms. Jenny Strauss Clay notes that an

277 For example, one component of what makes the Sirens of the Odyssey so terrifying is that
they use their sexuality to lure sailors to their deaths; Gregory Nagy has argued that the Sirens
are meant to represent a challenge both to Odysseus on his journey home and to the credibility of
the poem’s narrator (Nagy 2007: 70). Vermeule connects the Sirens’ sexuality to the theme of
lethe that runs through the Odyssey, since female characters who use their sexuality to entice
male characters into /ethe freeze the male narrative in the poem (Vermeule 1979: 131).

278 For more on this subject, see Blundell, who notes that female monsters are most often
conceptualized as “part-woman and part-animal” (Blundell 1995: 17). Examples of hybrid
female monsters include Scylla (woman/dog hybrid), Medusa (woman/horse hybrid; see
Hopman 2012: 96), the Sphinx (woman/lion hybrid), the Harpies (woman/bird hybrids), and the
Sirens (woman/bird or woman/fish hybrids).

27 Blundell writes of the “ambiguity of the male response to the female,” which is exemplified
by the male attitude towards the female reproductive system (Blundell 1995: 17). The uterus,
positioned in the darkness of the female body, is unpredictable and mysterious. Male anxiety
about the mystery of the uterus is reflected in the birth stories of monsters (see especially Hesiod,
Theogony 270-336. For a detailed analysis of this catalogue of monsters, see Clay 1993).
Because the womb is hidden from view, its activity is unobservable, and therefore its product is
unknown until it emerges from the vagina. The Pandora myth epitomizes this anxiety. The
problematic combination of Pandora’s desirability and her tricky nature coalesces in the myth of
her jar, from which she releases evil into the world. Froma Zeitlin has argued that this pithos
represents the female uterus, concluding that “it is... difficult to resist the idea, even though it is
nowhere directly stated, that what escapes from the jar equally escapes from the vagina in the
most negative encoding of female sexuality, and that the child (or Hope), uncertainly placed
between evil and good, is the single best, if still unsatisfactory, result” (Zeitlin 1996: 65—-66).
Women are a necessary evil: they make life unpleasant for men (cf. Theogony 590-612), but it is
only through reproduction that men can beget heirs. Because of the evils that their sexuality
release into the world, and because the uterus (and what it contains) is unobservable under
normal circumstances, it is necessary to keep women under close supervision.



101
important feature of the Medusa myth is that Medusa lives at the end of the earth; though she

poses no direct threat to society, Perseus nonetheless journeys to defeat her.”* Other female
Mischwesen are “situated within the world of men” and must be defeated by a male hero (himself
a “mixed creature” in the sense that he is typically half-mortal and half-immortal) in order to
preserve male society; the defeat of these Mischwesen represents the triumph of male civilization
over the chaotic world of the female.**'

Marianne Govers Hopman argues that female monsters are typically portrayed as either
“aggressive” or as “parthenic,” a distinction which is ultimately sexual.”® In her aggressive
iteration, the female monster incapacitates any man who attempts to confront her. For example,
the Gorgon petrifies any man who meets her gaze, while the Sirens use their sexuality to lure
men to their deaths. The aggressive female monster’s “rapacity, doggishness, [and] voracity”
connote sexual excess; male anxiety about this is often expressed through hunting metaphors
wherein the monster pursues a male quarry like a hunting dog pursuing its prey.”** Hopman
notes that the “carnivorous” hunting done by a female monster is eroticized because she reverses

traditional gender roles.”® The rapacious female monster is terrifying because her pursuit of

male quarries can be read as sexual aggressiveness.

280 Clay 1993: 110.

81 Clay 1993: 112. Clay gives as an example the Sphinx, a woman/lion hybrid who, in
traditional mythology, is situated in Thebes and threatens the order of the city until her demise
(Clay 1993: 111-12).

82 Hopman 2012: 113.

8 Hopman 2012: 123. Pandora’s sexual voracity is implied with the phrase k0ovedv 1€ voov,
“doglike mind” (Works and Days 67).

8 This eroticization “is facilitated by the fact that she reverses the traditional distribution of
roles... Within the analogy that underlies the metaphor of the heterosexual erotic hunt
(human/animal: male/female), [the female monster] plays both the animal and the female roles
and subverts them equally... The sexual significance metaphorically attached to hunting in
Greek culture thus provides a seamless transition between rapacity and sexual aggressiveness”
(Hopman 2012: 127-28).
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In her “parthenic” iteration, the female monster is characterized as an “untamed maiden”

who has not been properly integrated into male society; this means that she needs to be “tamed”
by the male civilizer. The parthenic monster is no less terrifying than the aggressive monster.”™
Rather, whereas the aggressive female monster must be killed in order to preserve male society,
the parthenic monster can be “tamed” and appropriated as a protective force. It is therefore
crucial that the parthenic monster retain her fearsomeness, since only thus can she offer some
protection against harm to the one who correctly tames her. Hopman goes on to argue that the
parthenic monster’s virginity is often a metaphor for “civic protection;” thus, when the parthenic
monster becomes protector of a city, her virginity becomes a metaphor for “the integrity of the
polis.”2%

Aeschylus emphasizes both the aggressive and their parthenic aspects of the Erinyes at
strategic points in the Oresteia. It is crucial that the Erinyes are always terrifying in some
capacity, since this ensures their protective power.”*’ Their parthenic nature is highlighted in the

Eumenides in order to set the stage for their transformation into protectors of Athens at the end

of the play. As Sommerstein notes, the Fumenides ends with the establishment of the cult of the

285 As Hopman argues in the case of Scylla, the separation that scholars often create between the
“peaceful” and the “frightening” iterations of the female monster is artificial, and the female
monster’s parthenos status in certain instances does not erase her fearsomeness (Hopman 2012:
143).

8 Hopman 2012: 150.

87 They are “entwined with close-packed snakes” (Choephori 1049-1050), drip blood from their
eyes (Choephori 1058 and Eumenides 54), are clad in black (Choephori 1049 and Eumenides
52), are “foul” (Choephori 1048) and “completely disgusting to behold” (Eumenides 52), and
overtly threaten Orestes (cf. Choephori 1050 and 1062). But they are also clearly female (they
are called yvvaikeg, “women” at Choephori 1048) and their status as parthenoi is highlighted at
several critical moments. For example, when Apollo appears onstage at the beginning of the
Eumenides, he calls them “abominable aged maidens, ancient children, with whom no god nor
human nor beast ever mingles [0o0 peiyvoton]” (Eumenides 68-70). Sommerstein notes that
petyvotan of line 69 is ambiguous, but could certainly have a sexual connotation (Sommerstein
1989: 95).
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Semnai Theai.”®® He argues that Aeschylus’ identification of the Semnai Theai with the Erinyes
was a “startling innovation” which likely had a profound effect on the audience’s understanding
of both the Semnai Theai and the Erinyes. Thus, in the Oresteia we see the appropriation of the
parthenic monster’s power as a way of preserving the patriarchal status quo.

In vase-painting, we see a blending of the aggressive and the parthenic iterations of the
Erinyes. Erinyes on both Athenian and South Italian vases are far from the horrifying creatures
that Orestes and the Pythia describe in the Choephori and the Eumenides. Scholars have argued
that vase-painters pick up on Aeschylus’ conflation of the Erinyes with the Semnai Theai, and
that is the reason why the Erinyes are often depicted as “beautiful” in vase-painting. According
to R.R. Dyer, the vase-painters choose to portray the Erinyes in the iconographic type of the
Eumenides in order to “throw our minds forward to Athena’s role in the later stages of the
play.”** Oliver Taplin has a slightly different take:

After the initial shock of Aeschylus’ horrible vision, it might soon have become
more acceptable for the Erinyes, who became equated with the Semnai and other
more conventional female divinities, to be assimilated to the ideal beauty that

generally characterizes the portrayal of the divine in Greek art. It might also, like
the title Eumenides (Kind Goddesses), have been a way to placate them.**°

88 Sommerstein believes that Aeschylus was the “first to identify the Semnai with the Erinyes,
but probably was not the first to associate them with the Areopagus council,” largely because of
the topographical evidence given by authors like Pausanias (Sommerstein 1989: 11). Pausanias
reports that the Semnai Theai were worshipped at a cave near the Areopagus (1.28.6);
Sommerstein believes that the “links between the Semnai and the council are no doubt due to
their topographical proximity” (Sommerstein 1989: 11). Both Sophocles in the Oedipus
Coloneus and Pausanias reference the fact that the Erinyes-Eumenides had different titles in
different places—Ilike Xeuvai at Athens and I16tvion at Thebes (Jebb on OC line 43)—and, as
Jebb notes, Aeschylus himself probably referred to the Erinyes-Eumenides as Zepvai, since he
never calls the newly-pacified Erinyes “Eumenides” (Jebb on OC line 42).

% Dyer 1969: 53.

20 Taplin 2007: 59.
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However, as Susan B. Matheson points out, although the Erinyes on these vases have none of the
repulsive features that Aeschylus gives them in the Oresteia, Orestes is still clearly terrified of

them.?”!

While Dyer and Taplin argue for the conflation of these Erinyes with the Semnai Theai,
Matheson interprets the Erinyes of Attic vase-painting as monstrous within the conventions of
fifth century vase-painting. She notes that the “pointed faces and hooked noses [of the Erinyes
on these vases] are far from the Greek ideal, and they are surely intended to convey the ugliness
universally ascribed to these maleficent goddesses. Only rarely does such ugliness occur in
vase-painting of the fifth and fourth centuries. As has often been noted, red-figure vase-painters
increasingly beautified and un-demonized their female monsters.”*” Moreover, in many of these
vase-paintings, the Erinyes are wearing short chitons which, as Hopman notes, mark the female
monster as “an unusual female and specifically as an Artemisian huntress.””> As such, they are
parthenic like Artemis, but also aggressively pursuing a terrified Orestes. Thus, the Erinyes of
these vase-paintings embody Hopman’s idea that the parthenic monster retains her ability to
terrify. These ideas about the aggressive and the parthenic female monster will be important for

our consideration of Homeric and Hesiodic Gorgons and Harpies as prototypes for the

Aeschylean Erinyes.
4.3. THE FEMALE MONSTER IN PRE-AESCHYLEAN LITERARY SOURCES
I move now to discussion of female monsters in pre-Aeschylean sources, with a particular focus

on Gorgons and Harpies in Homer and Hesiod, since Aeschylus seems to adopt these as

templates for his Erinyes. As I will show, the male anxiety around female sexuality is

21 Matheson 1997: 23.
292 Matheson 1997: 22.
93 Hopman 2012: 145.
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exemplified by these treatments of Gorgons and Harpies, female Mischwesen that are

represented in both their aggressive and parthenic forms.

4.3.1. Gorgons

The Gorgons are described in the Theogony in the catalogue of monsters; though we hear very
little about them in this version of the story, Hesiod gives some details about the most famous
Gorgon, Medusa. Medusa’s story is full of erotic imagery:

1 pé&v &nv Bvnn, oi 6” abdvarot kol aynpw,

al 600’ T} 0¢ i) maperé&ato Kvavoyaitng

&V Lok Asludvt Kol avOeotv glapvoicty.

g 0™ Ote O [lepoec KePAATV AMESEPOTOUNGEY, 280
&xBope Xpvoawp te péyog kol Inyacog inmoc.

She [Medusa] was mortal, but the others are immortal and ageless,
the two of them; with her alone the dark-haired one lay down

in a soft meadow among spring flowers.

When Perseus cut her head off from her neck,
great Chrysaor and the horse Pegasus sprang fort

1294
Medusa’s sexuality is emphasized, while the rest of her traditional mythology is elided. In fact,
we only know that Medusa is a monster at all because of the context in which she appears. Was
she a monster before her dalliance with Poseidon, or, as later writers like Ovid report, did her

9% Because Medusa’s death

monstrousness result from this transgressive sexual act
immediately follows the story of her dalliance with Poseidon, we can infer that there is a link

between Medusa’s eroticism and her death.**° Moreover, when Perseus kills Medusa, she is

2% Theogony 277-81; trans. Most.

9% In Ovid’s Metamorphoses, Medusa was originally a beautiful maiden who was raped by
Neptune in Minerva’s temple; because of this transgression, Minerva transformed Medusa into a
monster (Metamorphoses 4.793-803).

2% This takes place in a “soft meadow among spring flowers” (év palok® Aeiudvt kol GvOeotv
glapwvoioty, 279), a setting with “definite erotic implications” (Bremer 1975: 268). For
comparable early Greek literary evidence for erotic scenes which take place in meadows, cf.,
e.g., Homeric Hymn to Demeter 1-18 and lliad 14.346-351. Motte 1973 gives an exhaustive list
of erotic scenes between gods and mortals that are set in meadows and gardens, and argues that
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pregnant by Poseidon, for from her corpse leap Chrysaor and Pegasus. Clearly, part of the

problem with Medusa is that she follows the Pandora pattern: concealed within her body are
hybrid monsters. Just as Pandora’s jar contains a host of evils which are released when the jar is
opened, Medusa’s womb, once breached, is no longer able to conceal monsters within it.
Hesiod’s version of the myth hints that Medusa’s death is, at least in part, connected with her
sexuality, in a way that suggests an anxiety about the uterus and its contents.*’’

Once Medusa is decapitated by Perseus, her head is appropriated as a weapon: Athena
mounts it on her aegis, which she dons prior to entering battle. This seems to be the aetiology of
the Gorgoneion, a Gorgon’s head that often appears on armor to protect the wearer from death in
battle. The Gorgon’s fierce gaze is highlighted as central to the effectiveness of the Gorgoneion
in protecting the wearer. We see the Gorgon represented on shields in both Homer and Hesiod.
In the Hesiodic Shield of Heracles, on the shield is depicted Perseus fleeing the Gorgons with the
head of Medusa in a satchel upon his back, an iconography that becomes standard in visual

representations of Perseus and the Gorgons. The Gorgons pursue Perseus, apparently

brandishing in their hands the serpents that later become part of their facial features.

the meadow acts as an ecphrasis for sexual union (Motte 1973: 208-212). In Homeric and post-
Homeric poetry, flowering meadows and flower catalogues connote potential erotic activity
(Curtius 1948: 192—-193). For a modern comparandum, consider the term “deflowering” as a
euphemism for the loss of virginity. Medusa’s liaison with Poseidon is verbally mirrored by the
setting in which the act takes place. For more on the erotic connotations of the meadow, see
Rosenmeyer 2004 and Levaniouk 2012.

27 pindar’s twelfth Pythian ode also explores Medusa’s terrifying eroticism. In Pythian 12,
Medusa is at once both monstrous and beautiful (Pindar, Pythian 12.9-17). Pindar reports that
Medusa has snaky hair (dmAdtolg 09iov kepaAais, 9), but she is also a maiden (mapBevioig, 9)
with beautiful cheeks (edmapdov, 16). She is the embodiment both of that which is most
horrifying to men and of that which is most desirable to them; in other words, her duality
represents male anxieties about female sexuality. This duality—the possibility that women can
be both attractive and deadly to men—is central to the representation of the female monster in
Greek art and literature.
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Additionally, they are “glaring savagely,” dypia doepxopéve in line 236, a description which
evokes the Gorgons’ own terrible gaze. Importantly, Perseus is fleeing the Gorgons, who pursue
him because of his killing of Medusa; this is an image that Aeschylus utilizes, as I will show
later.”®
Agamemnon’s shield in Book 11 of the /liad likewise has Gorgons embossed upon it:
M 6 émi pev Fopyd PLocvpdTIg E6TEPAVOTO
devov depropévn, mepi 08 Aeindg te POPog te.
T & &€ dpyOpeog TeElap®dY Nv° odTap T ADTOD
KLavEOCS EAEMKTO SpaKkmv, kepatal 8¢ oi oo
TPEIG AUPIOTPEPEES, EVOG ODYEVOG EKTEPLVIAL. 40
And on it [the shield] was set as a crown the Gorgon, grim of aspect,
glaring terribly, and about her were Terror and Fear.
From the shield was hung a baldric of silver, and on it

writhed a serpent of cyan, that had three heads
turned in different directions, growing out from one nec

1 299
What is particularly striking about this passage is the emphasis on the deadly gaze of the Gorgon,
who is described as “grim of aspect” (PAocvpdmig) and “glaring terribly” (detvov depropévn).
The Gorgoneion on the shield is clearly meant to protect Agamemnon as he enters battle by

frightening his enemies with its gaze. Further, the Gorgon’s head is devov depkopévn, “glaring

terribly”. The verb 6épkecBau, “to see,” is etymologically related to the noun dpdkwv,

28 The pursuit of Perseus by the Gorgons has definite erotic implications, as Kathryn Topper has
argued of vase-paintings (especially a red-figure kantharos at the Institut d’archéologie classique
in Strasbourg, no. 1574). She has argued that the body positions of Perseus and the Gorgon who
pursues him suggest that this pursuit has an erotic element. As she notes, “The poses of both
Perseus and the Gorgon align them with the protagonists in more traditional scenes of abduction,
as does the profile view of the Gorgon, a creature for whom frontality is the norm. Particularly
telling in these scenes is the hero’s backward glance at his pursuer: given the nature of the
creature he is looking at, the gesture makes little sense except in the context of an erotic pursuit,
where it is a standard element” (Topper 2007: 84). As in Hesiod’s version of the Medusa myth,
the Gorgon who pursues Perseus has a definite eroticism that is expressed through the gaze of
each figure.

29 Trans. after Murray 1999.
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“serpent.”*’ Thus, dewodv depropévn suggests the fierce gaze not only of the Gorgoneion, but
also of the serpents that are traditionally associated with Gorgon imagery.*®' The phrase thus
emphasizes the snaky associations of Gorgons and the arresting power of the Gorgon’s serpent-
like gaze.

Part of what makes her so terrifying is that by meeting the male gaze directly, the Gorgon
does something that no woman should do: overpowers the male gaze. This display of power
reflects the social values of sophrosyné (“moderation;” neg. aphrosyné) and aidos (“shame, self-
respect;” neg. anaideia). For women, sophrosyné is connected to sexual modesty (aidos): a
woman is characterized by sophrosyné if she remains inside the house in an effort to preserve her

modesty and avoid the leering gaze of men who are not her husband.’”* As Gloria Ferrari

390 This etymological link is most evident in the verb’s aorist infinitive dpakeiv. Gregory Nagy
discusses the power of the serpent’s gaze in the Laocoon episode of Aeneid Book 2:

The epiphany of this serpent is relevant to the look of the serpent, by which I mean the
power of a serpent to entrance its victims simply by looking at them. The notion of such a
power is evident in the etymology of the word that is used for ‘serpent’ here in Iliad II:
that word is drakon (308). Etymologically, drakon ‘serpent’ is ‘the one who looks’ (from
derkesthai ‘look’) (Nagy 2008: 1§84).

Nagy argues that Vergil deliberately evokes the “epiphany” of the serpent through his use of the
word ecce, “behold” (Nagy 2008: 1§84). According to Nagy, ecce is a crucial word that signals
that Vergil is Homericizing in this passage; this exclamation indicates that the reader should be
shocked by the sudden apparition of the serpent, just as a viewer would be by the serpent’s gaze.
391 Additionally, this passage alludes to the snaky nature of the Gorgon: on the baldric is a
serpent, which Thalia Feldman argues is meant to evoke the snaky hair characteristic of
Gorgoneia (Feldman 1965: 488).

392 Douglas L. Cairns notes that the aidds of women is different than that of men: when used to
refer to a woman, aidos has a sexual connotation, “whether in relationships between the sexes...
or with reference to an individual’s own sexuality or sexuality in general; in the former category
aidos 1s concerned with the social role of men and women, while in the latter it relates to a
coyness regarding sex, sexual organs, and bodily functions” (Cairns 1993: 120). Helen F. North
likewise explores the question of when and how sophrosyné, originally a masculine-heroic
characteristic, became applicable to women as well (North 1977: 35-36). North shows that there
is a direct connection between sophrosyné and oikonomia, the proper management of the
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argues, aidos is represented in textual sources by covering the body and casting one’s eyes
downward, for, as she shows, aidos rests in the eyes.m3 In this way, aidos “is made visible.3%
By extension, the eyelids are analogous to cloaks: both cover in an outward display of a person’s
aidos. Thus, imagery of covering and cloaking is particularly associated with aidos, which in
turn can indicate sophrosyneé.

The Gorgon, however, does not keep her eyes cloaked; rather, she meets and overpowers
the gaze of every male figure who encounters her. This is problematic for many reasons, not
least because aidos has definite erotic connotations: a woman who meets the gaze of a man lacks
aidés in a way that suggests loose morals.”® Part of what makes the Gorgon’s gaze so terrifying
is the fact that it is loaded with erotic aggression. There is thus evidence in both Hesiod and

Homer that the Gorgon (and the derived Gorgoneion) embodies both the aggressive and the

parthenic aspects of the hybrid female monster.

4.3.2. Harpies

Few extant literary sources prior to Apollonius of Rhodes give any physical detail about the

306

Harpies.”™ We hear in Eumenides line 51 that the Harpies are winged, since the Pythia says that

household; a woman who shows the requisite devotion to her husband manages his household
efficiently, and this is part of what contributes to her sophrosyné (North 1977: 45-46).

3% For the notion that aidéc rests in the eyes, cf., e.g., Aristotle, ‘Art’ of Rhetoric 1384a;
Homeric Hymn to Demeter 214-215; and Xenophon, Memorabilia 2.1.22.

** Ferrari 1990: 190.

395 As Ferrari notes when she discusses Xenophon’s story of Virtue and Vice, “[Vice’s] eyes are
wide open, anapeptamena, her dress lets as much as possible of her body show through; she
keeps looking around to see if she has been noticed” (Ferrari 1990: 189). Here, we can see the
connection between the direct female gaze and erotic immodesty.

39 Aeschylus himself treated the Harpies in his Phineus, produced in 472 with Persians, but the
surviving fragments contain very little information about the Harpies. For later (often more
detailed) treatments of the Harpies, cf., eg., Apollonius of Rhodes, Argonautica 2.178ff; Vergil,
Aeneid 3.2091f.; and Valerius Flaccus, Argonautica 4.428ff. In each of these sources, the
Harpies are conceptualized as woman/bird hybrid monsters.
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the Erinyes cannot be Harpies because they are dmtepot, “wingless.”*” To contextualize the

Harpies as they appear in Eumenides 50-51, I turn again to Homer and Hesiod; like the Gorgons,
the Harpies in Hesiod and Homer are fearsome in part because of their sexual aggression.

Part of what makes the Harpies so terrifying is conveyed by their name Apmoion
(Harpuiai), which indicates their ability to apralew (harpazein), “snatch up,” a term which can
have sexual connotations. apmdlew and the noun derived from it, aprayn (harpagé), can be
used in connection with the marriage ritual, as Ruby Blondell discusses: “In myth and ritual,
marriage itself is often presented as equivalent to abduction. The standard term for this is
harpagé, an abstract noun formed from the verb harpazein (‘seize’).”*”® Blondell notes that
harpagé does not necessarily rule out the possibility that an “abducted” woman could consent to
or even be happy about this turn of events.’® Of course, this normalization of the terms harpagé
and harpazein is only possible within the normative marriage ritual in which a man is the active
participant and the woman is passive; in the marital context, harpage/harpazein represents the
power that a husband has over his new wife. The reversal of this paradigm is at the root of the
terrifying nature of the Harpies.

In Hesiod and Homer, the Harpies are associated with storm winds which snatch people
away, never to be seen again; this can be seen in Hesiod’s naming of one of the Harpies as
AeMd in Theogony 267, which is derived from delho, “gust of (storm) wind.”*'® As Nagy

shows, winds called dehhon and winds called BveAlon can be considered dpmoiat, since both

397 Aeschylus fragment 258 reports that the Harpies steal food directly from Phineus’ mouth,
which perhaps suggests that they can fly.

*% Blondell 2013: 12.

> Blondell 2013: 13.

319 Nagy 1979: 10§25. Homer calls winds which can abduct or kill humans &pmoto, but the
apmotan can also be personified to refer to the Harpies, as we see in Iliad 16.149-151 (Nagy
1979: 10§25).
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kinds of wind can abduct humans; this is shown in both the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite and the
Odyssey, where the abduction has a decidedly erotic undertone. In the Homeric Hymn to
Aphrodite, Aphrodite tells Anchises the story of Zeus’ abduction of Ganymede. In this version,
he is not abducted by Zeus’ eagle, but by a wind:

...0man ol eikov VIOV aviprace BEomig delda. ..
... to whatever place the marvelous whirlwind had caught up his dear son..."'

1
As we can see from the connection of the deAla to the verb aviprace in this line, the deAla that
abducts Ganymede in the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite is conceptually related to the dpmoion as
winds that snatch people away. As we saw earlier, the terms harpagé and harpazein have a
sexual meaning; contextual information also implies a sexual element in each of the passages
above. Aphrodite’s account of the story of Ganymede in the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite is
decidedly sexual, both because of the context in which the story is told (i.e. in a post-coital
moment between Aphrodite and Anchises) and because of the content of the story itself (i.e.,
Ganymede is stolen by a gust of wind because Zeus desires him). Aphrodite’s language in line
208 of the Hymn (dvhprace... della) evokes the harpagé (evident in the verb dviprace) that is
sexual in nature.

Similarly, in Odyssey 1.241, Telemachus worries about the state of his father’s kA£og,
since it seems to him that Odysseus has disappeared without a trace. He expresses the anxiety
that Odysseus has been snatched up by the dpmoion:

VOV 8¢ [V AKAEIDC Gpmutat avnpeiyovto:
oiyet” flotog GmuoToc, uoi & ddvvag TE YOOGS TE
KAAMTEVY...

But as it is, the Harpies have swept him away and left no tidings:

3! Trans. after Evelyn-White.



112

he is gone out of sight, out of hearing, and for me he has left anguish and
weeping...” "2

The verb used in this passage, avnpeiyavro, is used specifically for winds that snatch people
away. Nagy notes that “in every other Homeric attestation of anéreipsanto besides 20.234, the
notion of ‘gusts of wind’ serves as the subject of the verb,” including Odyssey 4.727, when
Penelope worries that Telemachus has been abducted by OveAlat, and Odyssey 10.48, when
Odysseus recounts the story of how his men were swept away after letting the winds out of
Acolus’ bag (here the phrase is apra&aca. .. Overra).’

Whether or not we read épmotat as winds or as anthropomorphic female monsters,
Telemachus’ anxiety about Odysseus has sexual implications. As it turns out, this anxiety is not
completely misplaced: Odysseus is, in fact, detained on the island of Calypso, who, driven by
sexual desire for him, holds him captive. We hear in Book 5 of the Odyssey that Odysseus
remains unwillingly with Calypso:

GAL" 1 Tot viKTag v iodeckev kod dvéryin

&v oméoot YAaLPoict map oK £0EAmV €é0ghovon’ 155
fuota & dp Tétpnot Kol Novesot kabilmv

ddkpuaot kol otovayfiot Kai diyeot Bopov Epéyxbav

ToVTOV €T ATPHYETOV OEPKEGKETO dAKPLO AEiPmV.

By night indeed he would sleep by her side perforce

in the hollow caves, unwilling beside the willing nymph,
but by day he would sit on the rocks and the sands,

racking his heart with tears and groans and griefs,

and he would look over the unresting sea, shedding tears.*'*

Calypso’s sexual desire is the reason for Odysseus’ ongoing absence; thus, Telemachus is quite

correct in speculating that Odysseus’ disappearance is because of dpmoion in its meaning of

312 Trans. Murray.
313 Nagy 1979: 10§24.
314 Trans. Murray.
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female creatures who take on active roles in pursuing male sexual partners. Although the
language of harpagé is never used of Calypso, context associates their situation with such
gender-reversed abduction. Odyssey Book 5 opens with the story of Eos and Tithonus, the most
famous case of female-driven erotic sarpagé in all of Greek myth. These lines are programmatic
in their introduction of a motif that recurs in the Odyssey: the sexually voracious divine female
who abducts an (unwilling) mortal male.

Calypso herself is aware of the precedents for her treatment of Odysseus. When Hermes
arrives to secure Odysseus’ release, Calypso responds to Zeus’ orders with a lament in which she
recounts stories from myth in which goddesses desire mortal men (Odyssey 5.118-129):

oyxéthol éote, Ogoi, InAnuoveg EEoyov GAL®V,

o te Ogaic dydacOe map’ avopactv evvalesOot

apeadiny, v tig Te eilov Tomocet” akoitny. 120
O¢ nev 6t Qpiwv’ Eleto pododaktvrog Hog,

TO6Qpa oi NydacOe Ogol pela (dovreg,

nog &v Optuyin xpvoddpovog Aptepc ayvi

o1¢ Gryavoic PeAEEGTIY EMOLYOUEVT KATETEPVEV.

®¢ 6" oot Taciwvi EvmAokapog Anuntnp, 125
® Ooud eiaca, piyn GIAOTNTL Kod EVVH

VEIR EVL TPUOA®® 00SE STV Nev GmvoeToc

Z&0¢, 6G pv KoTéme@ve Palmv apyTTL KEPAVVE.

g & av vdv pot dyache, 0o, Ppotodv &vdpa mapsivar.

Cruel are you, you gods, and quick to envy above all others,

seeing that you begrudge goddesses that they should mate with men

openly, if any takes a mortal as her own bedfellow.

Thus, when rosy-fingered Dawn took to herself Orion,

you gods that live at ease begrudged her,

till in Ortygia chaste Artemis of the golden throne assailed him with her gentle
shafts and slew him.

Thus too, when fair-tressed Demeter, lay in love with lasion,

yielding to her passion,

in the thrice-plowed fallow land, Zeus was not long without knowledge of it,
but smote him with his bright thunderbolt and slew him.

And in this way again do you now begrudge me, you gods, that a mortal man
should be my companion.'

315 Trans. Murray.
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By connecting her detainment of Odysseus to precedents for female self-assertion, Calypso
makes it clear that she is aware that she is operating within the same realm. Specifically,
Calypso seems to know about Eos’ desire for beautiful mortals.*'® Additionally, later in Book 5

when Calypso tells Odysseus of her decision to free him, she suggests that, if he should choose

2

to stay with her, she could make him immortal (Odyssey 5.206-210). This is reminiscent of Eos
immortalization of Tithonus, and of a variant which we hear in Odyssey Book 15 in which Eos
immortalizes Cleitus after abducting him.*"

We can also see the connection between the épmuion as winds and the dpmoion as Harpies
in Odyssey 20.61-78, when Penelope begs Artemis for death:

Aptep, ToTVO B2, Buyatep A16g, aibe pot iom

iov évi ombeoct Parodo €k Bupov Eloto

avtiko vOv, §| Ernetta 1 avaprdéaco BveAla

oiyo1To TPoPEPOVGO KT NePOEVTA KEAELOQ,

&v mpoyofig 0& Pdrot ayoppdov ‘Qkeavoio. 65
¢ 6" Ote [Tavdapéov kovpag dvérovto BveAlot

TOQPO OE TAG KOLPOG Gpmutat Avnpeiyavto
Kai p” €docav oTLYEPTIOV EPVICY AUOITOAEVELY”

Artemis, mighty goddess, daughter of Zeus,

would that now you would fix your arrow in my breast and take away my life
in this very hour; or else that a storm wind might catch me up

and bear me from here over the murky ways,

and cast me away at the mouth of the backward-flowing Oceanus,

as once storm winds bore away the daughters of Pandareus.

meanwhile the spirits of the storm snatched away the maidens

31 The myth of Tithonus’ unhappy immortality is not explicitly discussed in the Iliad or the
Odyssey; in the Odyssey he is a young, vigorous hero, as we see in the use of the adjective
ayavog (Od. 5.1). ayovdc implies that the reason underlying Eos’ harpagé of Tithonus is sexual
desire. For treatment of the myth in which Tithonus is immortalized but still ages, see the
Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite 218-238.

3170d. 250-1: & 1 tot Kheitov ypuodbpovoc fipracey "Hag | kdheog siveka olo, v’
abavdroiot petein: (“Now Cleitus golden-throned Dawn snatched away because of his beauty,
that he might dwell with the immortals,” trans. Murray).
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and gave them to the hateful Furies to be their servants.*'®

At the beginning of this passage, Penelope wishes for death, then revises this to wish that she be
abducted by a storm wind (dvaprd&aca 60eAra, 63). Within her wish, she tells the story of the
Pandareids, who, just as they became ripe for marriage, were stolen away by storm winds
(avélovto Buedlat, 66); she later notes that it was the dpmotan (77) who snatched them up
(vnpeiyavto, 77), and gave them to the Erinyes (78), which implies their death.*'® The passage
thus links the Gpmuion, winds that carry people off, and female monsters who abduct people.

In the passages I have just examined, the Harpies are conflated with winds that snatch up
mortals, often to their detriment. So where does the idea that the Harpies are monsters come
from? There are instances in Homer as well as in Hesiod in which the Harpies are loosely
conceptualized as monsters. Hesiod gives a short physical description of the Harpies in the
Theogony: they are beautiful-haired (qukdpovg, 267), female, and have wings (dkeing
ntepiyeoot, 269).°2° In Hesiod’s description, the Harpies seem to be winged anthropomorphs; in
other words, they are Mischwesen. It is not clear whether they have the bodies of birds here as
they do in later sources. Whether the Harpies are anthropomorphic or zoomorphic, the idea that

they can reproduce is crucial to their characterization. At lliad 16.149-151 and 19.400-403,

318 Trans. Murray.

319 Nagy argues that “In the imagery of passages featuring the forms
anéreipsanto/aneireipsameéné, you experience death when the abducting winds plunge you into
the earth-encircling river Okeanos... Since plunging into the Okeanos overtly conveys death
(Odyssey xx 63-65), it follows that the notion of emerging from it conveys regeneration... In this
light, it becomes significant that the Okeanos is also a traditional landmark both for the Isles of
the Blessed (Works and Days 171) and for Elysium itself (Odyssey iv 567-568)” (Nagy 1979:
10§27-28). Nagy connects the idea of the reanimation of mortals who emerge from the Okeanos
to the “death” of the sun as it plunges into the Okeanos and its “rebirth” at dawn.

320 Hesiod gives their individual names as AgAld, “Storm-swift” and ‘Qivrét, “Swift-flying;”
they keep up with winds and birds with their swift wings, mkeing ntepvyeoot, and they dart along
as swift as time, petoypdvion ioArov.
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Homer reports that Achilles’ horses, Xanthus and Balius, are sons of the west wind Zephyrus and
the Harpy Podarge. Of course, Podarge is still heavily associated with wind here, which is
indicated by the facts that 1) she has mated with Zephyrus to create the horses Xanthus and
Balius, and 2) her name means “Swift-footed” and expresses a similar idea as the names Ag\A,
“Storm-swift” and Qivmémn, “Swift-flying” in Hesiod. Sarah Iles Johnston argues that, whatever
the form of the Harpies, they are “wind demons who snatch people away.”**! Though there are
few extant physical descriptions of them, part of the reason for their fearsomeness is apparent in
their connection with Eos, Calypso, and female creatures who snatch men. The Harpies invert
the formulation that normalizes harpage: they are female figures characterized by their ability to
harpazein, “snatch up,” men. Like the Gorgons, then, they are fearsome because of their

uncontrolled sexual aggressiveness.

4.4. MONSTROUS LANGUAGE IN THE ORESTEIA

In the Oresteia, Clytemnestra is both assimilated to, and preeminent among, the Erinyes; this is
clearest in the Eumenides, when her eidolon goads the literal chorus of Erinyes to action. Like
the Erinyes, Clytemnestra is described like a Gorgon, a Harpy, Scylla, and like an Erinys herself,
connections which emphasize her treachery, sexual aggression, and hunger for power. In the
remainder of this chapter, [ will examine the monstrous language used of Clytemnestra in the
Oresteia and look at how this language characterizes her and how it positions her as a “chief

Erinys.”

321 Johnston 1992: 89. Although scholars like Bernard Dietrich believe that the Harpies always
had a defined corporeal form, Johnston convincingly shows that Dietrich’s argument is based on
“post-Homeric iconographical traits” (Johnston 1992: 89).
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There is no conclusive evidence that suggests that the Erinyes were ever depicted in
visual art prior to Aeschylus’ original production of the Oresteia in 458 BCE.*** In the
following subsections, I will argue that Aeschylus mobilizes Gorgon and Harpy imagery to
prepare the audience for the apparition of the Erinyes onstage in the Eumenides. 1 will also show
that Aeschylus uses the same imagery to describe Clytemnestra as he does for the Erinyes, thus

positioning Clytemnestra as a chorus-leader for the band of Erinyes.**’

4.4.1. Gorgon Imagery used of Clytemnestra and the Erinyes

Aeschylus frequently uses Gorgon imagery to describe both Clytemnestra and the Erinyes in the
Oresteia, the connotations of which are fairly clear: the instances in which Clytemnestra is
described as Gorgon-like characterize her as sexually voracious and, in the latter two plays of the
trilogy, deadly to the young male who must defeat her. The descriptions of the Erinyes as

Gorgon-like characterize them as loyal to the Gorgon-like Clytemnestra and serve the pragmatic

322 Some scholars, however, like A.J.N.W. Prag, argue that the the Erinyes were originally
anguiform, and so their anthropomorphic depiction in post-Aeschylean art reflects an evolution,
rather than an innovation, in their iconography. Prag argues that scenes in which the Erinyes
appear follow the visual conventions of “hero versus serpent” stock scenes (Prag 1985: 45-47).
He goes on to argue that Aeschylus opened up the possibility to the vase-painters of depicting the
Erinyes as anthropomorphic and that the post-Aeschylean depictions of the Erinyes as winged
females represent a shift in the conventional iconography of the Erinyes from anguiform to
anthropomorphic. However, what Prag argues are anguiform depictions of the Erinyes have
dubious identifications among scholars. For example, Prag argues that a lekythos by the Cactus
Painter (Prag 1985: plate 29) from the late sixth or early fifth century depicts Orestes in flight
from an Erinys, taking as a comparandum for the Cactus Painter lekythos this metope from the
Temple of Hera at Foce del Sele. However, both pieces that Prag uses to make this argument are
difficult to identify conclusively. As Haiganuch Sarian points out in her entry on Erinyes in
Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae Classicae, every extant literary source that discusses the
Erinyes describes them as “goddesses” or “women” and never in any language that suggests that
they are anguiform (Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae Classicae 1981: s.v. Erinys).

323 1 am considering serpent imagery under the category of “Gorgon imagery” and hunting/dog
imagery under the category of “Harpy imagery,” for reasons that will become clear in the course
of my argument.
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purpose of preparing the audience for their apparition onstage in Eumenides.*** Moreover, by
using the same imagery to describe Clytemnestra as the Erinyes, Aeschylus paints her as a
monster preeminent among her peers, whose demise will ensure the survival of patriarchal
society.

The most overt instances of Gorgon imagery connect the gaze with Clytemnestra’s lack
of aidos. Aeschylus often uses the image of the bleeding eye—usually in the appearance of the
Erinyes, but in several instances, of Clytemnestra—to evoke the Gorgon.*** I will not be moving
through each of these instances in chronological order, since the more detailed instances of
Gorgon imagery occur later in the trilogy and can help us fully understand such imagery as used
of Clytemnestra in the Agamemnon and first half of the Choephori.

Orestes’ first encounter with the Erinyes is the first clear-cut instance of Gorgon imagery in
the trilogy. When Orestes first glimpses them (Cho. 1048-50), he is unsure of what kind of
creatures they are:

a &

Spowai®*® yovoikee aide Copyovav Siknv

QooyitwVve Kol TEMAEKTAVILEVOL

TLUKVOIG OPAKOVOIY' OVKET™ GV petvoup’ Eym. 1050

ava& Arollov, aide minbvovot o, 1057

324 Because Aeschylus was likely the first tragedian to portray the Erinyes in any visual medium,
he used familiar imagery to construct the Erinyes. See especially Frontisi-Ducroux 2007: 166.
323 Stephen R. Wilk suggests that the Gorgoneion gets its apotropaic power from its
appropriation of characteristics associated with death. Wilk argues that the typical Gorgoneion is
characterized by bulging eyes, a protruding tongue, and a “bloated” face, all of which are
symptomatic of the decay of an unembalmed corpse (Wilk 2000: 186). A corpse’s
decomposition includes steps such as bloating (due to the production of noxious gases generated
by the body’s decay), the swelling and protrusion of the tongue from the mouth and the eyes
from their sockets, and, perhaps most interestingly, the leakage of a “bloody fluid... from the
mucous membranes around the eyes” (Wilk 2000: 186).

326 On the significance of this word, and the textual variants here, see Bakola 2018. Bakola
argues that dpowai refers to the idea that the Erinyes belong specifically to the interior of
Agamemnon’s house.
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K&E dpUATOV 6TAlovoty aipo SUGPIALG.

Ah! Ah!

Look—foul women like Gorgons,

dark-robed and entwined

with close-packed serpents! I can no longer remain.

Lord Apollo, they multiply even as I look at them!
And they drip hateful blood from their eyes.**’

Orestes’ description of the Erinyes conveys several ways in which they resemble Gorgons. Their
gender, dark robes, snaky accessories, and bleeding eyes lead Orestes to conclude that they are
“like Gorgons.” In addition to evoking the Gorgon, the language of line 1058 invites us to make

connections among scenes from across the trilogy which use the motif of dripping liquid,

especially blood, as a way of showcasing the family’s cross-generational blood-guilt.**®

The Pythia uses this language of dripping blood to describe the Erinyes in the opening
scene of Eumenides, where she also suggests that their appearance makes them Gorgon-like:

pocbev 08 TAVOPOC ToDOE B UAGTOG AOYOG

gbdEL YOVOUK®V &v Opovolsty fuevoc.

ovTol yuvaikag, aAla [opyovag Aéyw:

008> avte Fopyeiotow gikdom THmoIC.

€106V moT’ §jOon Pvémg yeypoppévog 50
deImvoV pepovcag Amntepol ye pnyv idelv

avtat, péravor 8, &¢ o Ty BdeldkTpomor,

PEYKoVot 8’ 00 TANTOTOL PLGLALOGCLY,

327 Trans. after Garvie.

328 For further evidence of the familial tendency to drip liquid, consider the description of
Iphigeneia’s sacrifice at Ag. 205-47, which returns again and again to the image of flowing or
dripping blood: mapBevoceayoiowy | peibpoig (209-10); mapbeviov... aipatog (215); mémroiot
nepureti] (233); kpokov Papac 6’ £¢ mEdov yéovoa (239). Iphigeneia’s flowing blood is
foreshadowed by her saffron-colored robes flowing to the ground as she is lifted up for sacrifice.
Consider also Electra in Cho. 185-6: €€ duudtov 8¢ diylot mintovsi pot | otaydveg dppaktol
dvoyipov mAinuuopidoc. The otaydveg which drip €€ duudrtov verbally echo the Erinyes’
dripping eyes (ka& dppdtov otdlovoty, Cho. 1058). See also the Chorus’ words to Electra at
Cho. 399-401: AL vOpOG pév poviog otaydvag | yopévac 8¢ médov GALO TPOGAUTELV | oipa,
which connects blood and bloody drops with the idea of pouring libations (yvpévag, 400).
Fowler 1991 is also useful on this topic.
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€k &’ dppdtov Aeifovst duoeiii] AMPa

And in front of this man sleeps a wondrous band

of women sitting on chairs.

But no—they aren’t women, but I call them Gorgons.
Then again, I cannot liken them to the forms of Gorgons.
I once saw some female creatures like these in a painting,
carrying off the feast of Phineus—but these are wingless,
and black-robed, completely disgusting to behold,

and they snore with unapproachable blasts,

and from their eyes they drip hateful drops.*”

The Pythia describes the Erinyes in a way that is consistent with their description by Orestes in
the Choephori. Here too, their eyes are dripping with “hateful drops” (éx &’ dppdtov Aeifovot
dvo@Af AiPa, line 54), a description consistent with the detail in Choephori 1058 in which the
Erinyes drip “hateful blood,” oipa dus@iléc, from their eyes. The verbal mirroring of dus@iAf

(Eum. 54) with dvoeréc (Cho. 1058) suggests that the drops, AiPa, which the Erinyes drip from

329 Trans. after Sommerstein. This passage uses the language of visual art: when the Pythia
struggles to identify the Erinyes (Eum. 49), she says that she “cannot liken them to the forms
[tOomoic] of Gorgons.” TOmog is a word that can be used to describe the reliefs on temple
pediments; as Mary Stieber notes, Gorgons were popular decorations for temple exteriors,
especially in the archaic period (Stieber 1994: 96. See also Liddell and Scott 1996: s.v. TOm0G).
Since the beginning of the Eumenides is set in the Temple of Apollo at Delphi, the audience
might reasonably wonder whether the temple decorations had come to life and fallen asleep
inside the temple. However, Stieber argues that in this passage, Aeschylus is careful not to have
the Pythia liken the Erinyes to a Gorgon that they might see on a temple pediment; this directs
the audience not to envision the Erinyes like the “gape-mouthed and lolling-tongued” carved
Gorgons that appear on, for example, the Temple of Artemis at Corfu (Stieber 1994: 96). The
Pythia instead likens these creatures to ones that she has seen “in a painting,” (yeypaupévag, 50),
a term commonly used to refer to vase-painting. It was common for vase-painters to sign their
work with their name followed by &ypayev, “painted this” (Stieber 1994: 96). Cf., e.g.,
‘Exoekiag &ypagoe kandeoe £ué and ‘Exoekiag Eypapoe kamoies’ ué, cited by Andrej Petrovic
(Petrovic 2013: 887). Petrovic notes that “painters’ signatures typically consist of some form of
the verb ypaow and an object in the accusative” (Petrovic 2013: 886); in this formulation, the
inscription is “spoken” by the vase itself and names its own painter. On the question of how
literate the vase-painters were, see Immerwahr 2008.
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their eyes, are actually blood.*® Identifying the Aipa that drip from the eyes of the Erinyes as

blood opens up the possibility of integrating further instances of bleeding eye imagery into our
consideration of Gorgon imagery. The noun Aifog, a “drop” or “teardrop,” appears several times
throughout the trilogy, most notably when the Chorus reacts in horror to Clytemnestra’s murder
of her husband (4g. 1426-30):

LEYOAOUNTIC £,

nepippova 8 Elokec Homep ovV

(QOVOMPET TOYQ PP1V EmaiveTal,

MBog €’ dppdTov aipotog EUnpEnet.

dvtitov 11 o€ Yp1 oTEPOUEVAY PIA®V

TOUO TOUULOTL TETOOL. 1430

You are of outrageous, proud, ambitious plots,

and you speak haughtily! Just as

your mind is maddened by the circumstance involving dripping blood,

the drop of blood is conspicuous upon your eyes.

You, bereft of friends, must still

repay blow with blow in requital.**!
In both instances, the noun Aifog appears in direct connection with blood. In line 1427, the
“circumstance involving dripping blood,” @ovoAiBel toyq, refers to the murder of Agamemnon,
in which blood flows from his corpse; the repetition of the word Aifog in line 1428 suggests that

a literal drop of blood has splashed onto Clytemnestra’s face during the murder.**> When

compared with the language of line 1427, and especially when compared with the descriptions of

339 Although Garvie argues that the eyes of the Erinyes drip with “an unspecified ‘discharge’ or
‘pus,’” there is no reason that we shouldn’t interpret aipa literally, and there is no reason that not
to assume that the Aifa of Eumenides 54 are the same liquid.

331 Trans. after Raeburn and Thomas.

332 Raeburn and Thomas interpret line 1428 as a reference to Clytemnestra’s “madness,” arguing
that the Aipog aipatoc refers to the bloodshot eyes resulting from her frenzied state (Raeburn and
Thomas 2011 ad 14). Denniston and Page take a similar view (Denniston and Page 1957: 201).
This interpretation seems to have been popularized by Fraenkel, who believes that
Clytemnestra’s bloodshot eyes indicate her madness. He rejects the crude image conveyed by
the interpretation of line 1428 “blood-spattered,” since in his view Aeschylus had no need to
visually remind the audience of the horror of Clytemnestra’s act (Fraenkel 1950 ad 1428).
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the Erinyes discussed earlier, the language of line 1428 suggests that we should understand the
drop of blood, Aifog aipatog, upon Clytemnestra’s eye to be a literal drop of blood. She thus
anticipates the bloody eyes of the Erinyes in the latter half of the trilogy.

In the Choephori, Clytemnestra is explicitly likened to a Gorgon. In a choral ode
delivered just prior to the murders, the Chorus urges Orestes to become like Perseus, implying
that Clytemnestra is the Gorgon he must kill:

[Tepoéwg 8’ €v ppeciv

Kapdiay <> oyebav

T01¢ 0’ V1O ¥BovOC Pilolg

10i¢ T Bvwlev TPOTPAGS” AV YAPIC,

Topyodg Aypdg <toic> &vdobev 835
eoviov drav TiBeic, TOV aitiov

&’ eEamdAAL’ glcopdv.

Having the courage of Perseus in your spirit,

do for your friends below the earth

and for those above those things which please them,
bringing bloody ruin of the

baneful Gorgon <for those> within the house,

and as you gaze upon the guilty

one, carry out your destruction.**>

The metaphor is clear here: Orestes must become Perseus in order to kill Clytemnestra, who is
the Gorgon lurking within the house. Crucially, Orestes must look directly at his Gorgon mother
in order to defeat her (6£0moAA’ gicop@v, 837).>** He must not only meet her gaze, but

overpower it, despite her efforts to frighten or cajole him.

333 Trans. after Garvie.

33% Garvie notes the textual variant tporpéocwv eapoc, that is, “shielding yourself with your
cloak in front,” for mpémpacs’ @v yapig in line 834. This would potentially constitute an
allusion to the steps Perseus must take to prevent the Gorgon from turning him to stone, since he
cannot look upon her if he is to succeed in his mission to kill her. In the context of the passage,
however, this cannot be the case, since Orestes must meet Clytemnestra’s gaze in order to defeat
her (é€amdAAL’ gicopdyv, 837).
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The most brazen of Clytemnestra’s attempts to persuade Orestes to spare her occurs when
she bares her breast to her son (Cho. 896-9).*° Faced with the sight of his mother’s breast, the

sign of her supposed maternal love, Orestes is momentarily immobilized and asks Pylades for

help:**

KA. énioyeg, @ mai, t6vde 8 oideoat, Tékvov,
HaGTOV, TPOG ® oL oA 81y Ppilmv Gua
obAotov EENUELENG EDTPOPES YOAOL.

Op. [ToAGdN, Ti dpaow; uNTép’ 0idecbm KTavElv;

Cl. Forbear, my son! and have aidos before this breast, child,

at which you, growing drowsy, often

sucked nourishing milk with your gums.

Or. Pylades, what should I do? Should I feel aidds to kill my mother?**’
The language and action of this passage are redolent of aidos: Clytemnestra commands that

Orestes should aideoan, that is, “have aidos before” her breast. Of course, the gesture of baring

her breast, coupled with her command to a servant a mere 7 lines earlier to “fetch [her] man-

335 Commentators generally agree that Aeschylus had Homer in mind when he was crafting this
scene, since, as Garvie notes, in Iliad 22.79 and following, “Hecuba in similar language vainly
bares her breast in an appeal to her son” (Garvie 1986: 292). This connection suggests that
Clytemnestra’s attempt to persuade Orestes will likewise be in vain. However, commentators
disagree on whether Clytemnestra actually bares her breast onstage at this point, or makes a
gesture as a visual shorthand to signify the actual baring of the breast. Garvie notes, “only here
in extant tragedy is such a scene actually presented on the stage. With women’s parts played by
male actors it may have been considered difficult to produce effectively... and it is possible that
a gesture had to suffice” (Garvie 1986: 293). Taplin argues that the baring of the breast would
have been impossible because of 1) considerations of decorum and 2) the actor playing
Clytemnestra was male (Taplin 1978: 61). However, Sommerstein pushes back against Taplin
and argues that “neither reason is convincing. On the second point, male actors impersonated
nude women in comedy. On the first, if the point of decorum did not worry Hekabe in extremis
({liad 22.80), it will not have worried Klytaimestra, nor Aeschylus who was endeavouring to
stimulate recollection of the scene in the /liad” (Sommerstein 1980: 74).

338 Despite Clytemnestra’s rhetoric here, as a high-status woman she would have employed a
wet-nurse to suckle her children. The Tpo@dc indicates as much at 749-50: ¢ilov 6° Opéotv,
TG EUC yuymg TpIPNy, | Ov €EE0peya untpobev dedeyuévn (“But dear Orestes, who wore away
my life with toil, whom I reared after receiving him straight from his mother’s womb!”, trans.
Sommerstein).

337 Trans. after Garvie.
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slaying axe” (80in T1g avopoxpijta TéAekLy MG TY0s, 889), displays her anaideia in a move that
undermines her words.**® While the baring of her breast may be read as an appeal to Orestes’
filial piety, the fact that Clytemnestra has just threatened to kill her son suggests that she intends
to distract him so she can strike first, rather than to convince him not to kill her. Her appeal to
aidos thus falls flat. Nevertheless, Orestes does worry that he is not displaying proper aidos: he
asks Pylades if he should feel shame to kill his mother (untép’ aidecbw kraveiv, Choephori
899).>* Further, Mary DeForest has shown that the breast is iconographically similar to an

eye.”*" In this scene, Clytemnestra opens the metaphorical eyelid of her breast, shedding her

338 15 baring one’s breast necessarily a display of anaideia? 1 would argue that the context of the
gesture determines how we interpret it. What emerges from Helene A. Coccagna’s discussion of
breast-baring scenes in Greek literature is the distinction between the breast as “non-eroticized
[and] biologically functional” (Coccagna 2014: 402-3) vs. eroticized and therefore potentially
dangerous. For example, we see Hecuba baring her (non-eroticized) breast to Hector in Iliad 22,
appealing to his sense of filial piety (which is, as Coccagna notes, his duty to repay his mother’s
paidotrophia with géroboskia) in order to dissuade him from fighting Achilles. We read
Hecuba’s gesture as dignified both because of the pathos of the scene and because of her genuine
maternal connection to Hector. An eroticized, and therefore dangerous, baring of the breast
occurs in Euripides’ Andromache, where we hear that Helen bares her breasts to distract
Menelaus from killing her (627-31). There, Helen displays anaideia because the gesture is
meant to be erotic—and therefore, distracting—rather than maternal (Coccagna 2014: 403-4).
Clytemnestra’s gesture likewise seems principally intended to distract rather than as a genuine
appeal to Orestes’ filial piety.

339 Cairns notes that Aeschylus uses aidds to create dramatic tension and juxtapose personal
morality with “the values of society” (Cairns 1993: 201-2). Cairns writes that scholars have
variously interpreted Orestes invocation of aidos: some, like Arrowsmith, see it as a sign of his
wisdom (Arrowsmith 1959: 49), while others, including Cairns, view this as a delay intended to
heighten dramatic tension. According to Cairns, Orestes’ concern for aidos shows that he values
it in principle, but because he quickly overcomes his hesitation “demonstrates the moral
ambivalence of his revenge” (Cairns 1993: 201).

349 DeForest 1993: 131. This is perhaps best evidenced by the iconography of Baubo, the old
woman who jests with Demeter in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter. In Baubo’s traditional
iconography, a face is “imposed upon a woman’s torso, with eyes where the breasts would be”
(DeForest 1993: 131). We might also consider vases of the mastoi shape, that is, “conical... with
an articulated nipple” (Coccagna 2014: 399). Helene A. Coccagna notes that the cup’s shape did
not allow for it to be set down when filled with wine, so the symposiast had to hold the cup until
it was drained (Coccagna 2014: 408). Coccagna argues that this replicates nursing in an amusing
way: the symposiast is nourished by wine rather than by milk, but he must be careful not to drink
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aidos and meeting Orestes’ gaze with that of her breast. When she looks Orestes in the eye with
the gaze of her breast, Orestes is metaphorically “turned to stone” and calls upon Pylades to
dissolve his aporia. Pylades, who reminds Orestes of Apollo’s directive to commit matricide,
acts as the mouthpiece for the Olympians: Andrea Doyle notes that “it is as if only this...
Olympian power can successfully counter the chthonic force of Clytemnestra... the oracular
power prevents Orestes from being drawn in by his mother’s fictions of maternal love and
nurturing.”*' Just as Perseus cannot meet the Gorgon’s gaze without being turned to stone,
Orestes cannot look at Clytemnestra’s breast and still succeed in his mission to kill her.

The scene in which Clytemnestra bares her breast to Orestes thus associates
Clytemnestra’s breast with the Gorgon’s eye. I turn now to Clytemnestra’s dream as reported by
the Chorus (Cho. 527-34), as further evidence of this association:

Xo. tekelv Opakovt’, £60&ev, MG o AEYEL

Op. xoi 7ol terevtd Kol KapoavodTat Adyog;

Xo0. &V omopyavolst Toadoc Oppicot dikny.

Op. tivog Popdc xpnlovra, veoyeveg 6GKO0C; 530
X0. 00T TPOGEGYE LOGTOV £V TOVEIPATL.

Op. koi Td¢ dTpmtov ovdap NV VIO GTHYOVC;

Xo. ®ot’ év yéhaktt Opdupov aipatog oracat.

Op. ovtot pdtatov av 108° dyavov mELot.

Ch. She dreamt that she gave birth to a serpent, as she tells it herself.
Or. Where does her story end and have its conclusion?

Ch. She laid it to sleep in swaddling-clothes like a child.

Or. What food did this newborn serpent want?

Ch. She herself gave it her breast in the dream.

Or. And how was her nipple not wounded by the abominable beast?
Ch. It was! It drew a clot of blood with the milk.

Or. Surely this vision cannot be in vain!***

too greedily lest he behave in an unbecoming manner (2014: 405-7). In addition, when raised to
the face, the mastos cup transforms the drinker’s face into a breast (an effect similar to that of
eye-cups). Thus, we can see that the breast’s iconographical similarity to an eye is well attested
in material culture. Many thanks to Kathryn Topper for this suggestion.

31 Doyle 2010: 154.

3%2 Trans. after Garvie.
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In Clytemnestra’s dream, she gives birth to a serpent; when she gives her breast to nurse the
serpent, it draws both blood and milk from her nipple. The fact that her nipple drips with blood
is significant, since, as I have shown, the breast is iconographically similar to an eye. I posit that
the image of Clytemnestra’s bleeding nipple, taken in conjunction with the serpent imagery of
the passage in which it appears, evokes the eye of the Gorgon which drips with blood, but also
her own eye which has a speck of blood upon it after the murder of Agamemnon in Agamemnon
1428. Further, this bleeding eye imagery strengthens the association of Clytemnestra with the
Erinyes, whose bleeding eyes in turn associate them with the Gorgon, as I have shown above.
The snaky imagery of Choephori 523-534 is also important here. When the Chorus
speaks of Clytemnestra’s ominous dream, we understand that Orestes is the serpent which she
has birthed.** This serpent presumably has traits inherited from both of its parents; it is as much
a product of its father as of its mother.>** In Choephori 523-534, Clytemnestra’s snaky, Gorgon-
like nature is reflected in the language used to describe the serpent she nurses in her dream. In
the passage at Choephori 523-534, the serpent is called dpdxwv (527), veoyeveg ddkog (530), and
otOyog (532); each of these descriptors has particular resonances with Clytemnestra. As I have
already shown, the noun dpaxwv is etymologically and conceptually related to the verb
dépreaban, “to see.” The description of the dream-serpent as a dpdkwv therefore emphasizes the

importance of the gaze and who wields it. Thus, the dpdxwv conjures the semantic range of

3% For support of this interpretation of Choephori 523-534, cf. Zeitlin 1965 and Whallon 1958.
3% Clytemnestra’s dream and its symbolism may be a reference to Stesichorus, in which
Clytemnestra dreams about a serpent (dpdxmv) springing from the cloven head of a Pleisthenid
king; the serpent is generally agreed to be Orestes. The purpose of the dream was apparently to
impel Clytemnestra to send offerings to Agamemnon’s tomb, thus facilitating the reunion of
Orestes and Electra. See Davies and Finglass 2014, Swift 2015, Finglass 2018, and Ch. 3 of this
dissertation for more on Stesichorus’ version of the dream.
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meanings associated with dpdaxmv/dépkesOar: dpdxwmv alludes to the power of the gaze wielded
by Clytemnestra-as-Gorgon, which Orestes-as-Perseus must face. Orestes-as-Perseus is petrified
by the gaze of Clytemnestra’s Gorgon-like breast, but Orestes-as-0pakwv has more power to
defeat Clytemnestra, since, as dpdxmv, he is uniquely able to meet and overpower the gaze of
Clytemnestra-as-Gorgon.**> As the inheritor of Clytemnestra’s snaky aspects, he will be able to
defeat her by using her own characteristics against her.

The dream-serpent is also described as a veoyeveg ddxoc, “newborn serpent” (Cho.
530).* daxoc is also used of Clytemnestra at Agamemnon 1232: in the scene in which
Cassandra predicts Agamemnon’s murder, she calls Clytemnestra both a dvc@irég ddKkog and an
appicPava (Ag. 1232-33). Both daxog and aueicBawva can refer to serpents: ddiog is related to
the verb ddkvewv, “to bite,” and connotes a viper’s deadly bite. An aueicPoawva is “a legendary
snake with a head at both ends;**” Marianne Govers Hopman notes that “the physical ambiguity
of the amphisbaina—which, depending on our sources, either moves in opposite directions (with
a sound play on the name, interpreted as duot and Baivew) or has two heads—matches

Clytemnestra’s treachery and adultery.”** Whether the amphisbaina properly has two heads or

**> See DeForest 1993: 136.

34 Garvie comments that 8Gioc is a “favourite word of Aeschylus, who uses it seven times in the
extant plays (including PV) and fragments, three times in the trilogy... always with the meaning
‘a dangerous, biting animal’” (Garvie 1986: 189). In Choephori 532, the serpent is called a
otvyog, “abominable beast” (literally “object of hatred). Garvie notes that otbyoc is “another
favourite Aeschylean word (not found in Sophocles or Euripides), who uses it 10 times in the
trilogy” (Garvie 1986: 189). He goes on to connect its usage at Cho. 532 to an earlier instance of
the same word used of Clytemnestra, described as a 0¢wv otvyog at Cho. 1028 (Garvie 1986:
189). According to Garvie, this “recurrence of the word, in slightly different senses, emphasizes
the similarity between [her] deed and that which Orestes is about to do” (Garvie 1986: 189).

347 Raeburn and Thomas 2011: 200.

3 Hopman 2012: 117.
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moves in opposite directions, Cassandra’s words in the Agamemnon highlight Clytemnestra’s
snaky nature.

In Cassandra’s description of Clytemnestra at Agamemnon 1232, the adjective dOvGQIAEG
connects the daxog of Agamemnon 1232 to the Erinyes of Choephori 1058 and Eumenides 54,
where duo@uiéc is used to describe the blood which drips from their Gorgon-like eyes.”* The
use of OuoPAég to describe the ddikog of Agamemnon 1232 is of course contextualized by
Clytemnestra’s treacherous, and extremely bloody, murder of Agamemnon; because of this, I
suggest that dGuc@Aég here connotes blood, just as it does when used to describe the fluid that
drips from the eyes of the Erinyes at Choephori 1058 and Eumenides 54. Further, Barbara
Hughes Fowler discusses the connection between blood and venom; this connection is made
explicit at Eumenides 478-479 and again at 782-783.%° In the context of Agamemnon 1232,
dvoerég can thus be understood to describe both blood (which Clytemnestra causes to pour
forth from Agamemnon’s body when she kills him) and venom (which is characteristic of a
dakog, a venomous snake). dvo@irég works to cast Clytemnestra as dangerous, especially
towards her ¢ilot. The phrase veoyeveg ddikog (Cho. 530) echoes her words at at Agamemnon
1232, duopiréc daxoc.>! As the ddiog of Clytemnestra’s dream, Orestes has inherited his

mother’s ability to ddkvetv, “to bite.” Again, Orestes has traits inherited from Clytemnestra, uses

349 Commentators on the Agamemnon have relatively little to say about the adjective
dvoeuc/ovopirés, though Eduard Fraenkel notes that Aeschylus is particularly fond of —piing
compounds. See Fraenkel 1950: 22 and Garvie 1986: 215. This adjective is very rare and only
occurs seven times in all of Greek literature; six of these seven occurrences are in the Oresteia
(Fraenkel 1950: 22).

0 Fowler 1991: 99.

331 Not only is the adjective + ddxoc formulation in the exact same metrical sedes at both
Agamemnon 1232 and Choephori 530, but veoyevég, used to describe Orestes, verbally echoes
the adjective duo@iAég as used to describe Clytemnestra.



them in service of his father. Because he is the veoyeveg ddkog to her duopiieg ddkog, he is

primed to understand and overpower her, Gorgon-like though she may be.

The similarity of Clytemnestra and Orestes is further emphasized by Orestes’

interpretation of the dream:

GAL” ebyopon yi| THoE Kol TATPOG TAP®D 540

TOUVELPOV EIVaL TODT 0L TEAEGQOPOV.
Kpive O 1ol Viv doTE GLYKOAAWG EYEV
€l yOp TOV 0OTOV YDPOV EKMTAV EpOi
obQ1¢ Temdoa omapyovnmAeileToT

Kol LOGTOV AUQEYaoK” EUOV OpenThplov 545

OpouPo T Eueigev aipatog eilov yaAa,
N auol tapPel TS Enmpméev mabet,
del Tol viv, &g E0peyev Exmaylov Tépac,
Oavelv Praing ékdpakovimbeic 8™ £yom

KTEIV®D VIV, O TODVELPOV EVVETEL TOOE. 550

Well, I pray to this earth and to the grave of my father
that the dream be fulfilled in me.

I interpret it in such a way that it all fits:

For if, having come out of the same place as I did,
the snake was coiled in my swaddling-clothes

and gaped around the breast that nourished me,
and mixed her milk with a clot of blood,

and she laments over this misfortune in fear,

then she, who reared a terrible monster, must

die violently; and I, become serpent,

will kill her, as the dream says.*>>

129

Garvie asserts that Orestes must take on his mother’s characteristics and “will act as she did.”*>?

In order to defeat the viper living in the house, Orestes must “become serpent” (§kdpaxovimbeic,

Cho. 549). He must use what he has inherited from his mother in order to kill her.

This point is supported by the fact that Clytemnestra herself is described as a viper in the

Choephori. At Choephori 248-249, Orestes prays to Zeus to help the “noble offspring of the

352 Trans. after Garvie.

333 Garvie 1986: 193. George Devereux likewise argues that it is crucial here for Orestes to

understand some kinship with the dream-serpent (Devereux 1976: 190-91).
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eagle father, who died in the coils of the terrible viper” (yévvav edviv aietod motpdg, | Bovovtoc
&v mhektaiol Koi onelpdpacty | dewig €xidvng). This is a clear reference to Agamemnon’s death
at Clytemnestra’s hands, since, as Garvie notes, “the female [viper] was thought, while mating,
to bite through the neck of the male, and to be, in vengeance, killed by her offspring as they bit
their way out of the womb.”*>* Garvie argues that the reference to the echidna conveys
Clytemnestra’s sexual voracity. Agamemnon’s identification as an eagle here is reminiscent of
his identification with the eagle in the Chorus’ Hymn to Zeus in the Agamemnon, and the
language of the eagle’s death (Bavovtog &v mhektaiot, 248) calls to mind the circumstances of
Agamemnon’s own death. Orestes again calls Clytemnestra a viper after he has killed her and
Aegisthus; he says that her lawless mind would have caused anyone who touched her to rot as if
she had been a moray eel or a viper (Lopova y™ €it” Exov’ €pv, 994). When Orestes repeats the
word echidna here, it evokes all of the descriptions of Clytemnestra as serpent-like and Orestes
as the one who must become serpent-like in order to defeat her.

It is not difficult to see why serpent imagery and Gorgon imagery are connected. Both
serpents and Gorgons represent the worst aspects of female nature: treachery, viciousness, and a
tendency towards secrecy and duplicity. Both serpents and Gorgons derive their power from
their ability to wield the gaze in a way that makes their victims unable to act against them. For
serpents, this is implicit in the etymological link between opakwv and 6épkecBar; for Gorgons,
the power of their gaze is coded as a lack of feminine aidos that implies the transgression of
sexual mores.

Clytemnestra is certainly duplicitous, treacherous, and sexually voracious. Simon

Pulleyn has shown that Clytemnestra displays her eroticism through language associated with

3% Garvie 1986: 107.
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food, and that Clytemnestra derives a similar sort of sexual pleasure from killing her husband as
one might from eating food.>> Similarly, Laura McClure argues that Clytemnestra’s duplicitous
speech at Agamemnon 958-974 is reminiscent of the language of “erotic incantations” usually
used to ask the gods to inspire love in the object of the speaker’s affection. McClure points out
that her language is mirrored in the binding song of the Erinyes in the Eumenides; the language
of both songs is imbued with the “perverted, destructive form of peitho which exerts a irresistible
coercive influence over others.”*>® This perverted peitho reflects the destructive form of female
sexuality, one which would cause a wife to use her woman’s work to entrap and murder her
husband. Clytemnestra’s language is dripping with eroticism, which hints at her dangerous,
unbridled nature even before she actually kills Agamemnon. Her dangerousness to her male
philoi is reflected in the descriptions of her as a female-monster hybrid which threatens the very

fabric of patriarchal society.

4.4.2. Harpy Imagery used of Clytemnestra and the Erinyes

I move now to instances in which Clytemnestra and the Erinyes are likened to Harpies. I connect
Harpy imagery with hunting imagery because, as Christiana Franco has argued, female monsters
like the Harpies are described as the “dogs of Zeus” because they are “disposed to blindly
execute their master’s orders.”’ In the case of the Harpies, the orders they follow are to pursue

and snatch mortals. In this section, I will explore the theme of the Erinyes as snatchers, and

353 Pylleyn 1997: 566.

3% McClure 1996: 139-40.

337 Franco 2014: 94. Apollonius of Rhodes is the first Greek author to refer to the Harpies
explicitly as “dog-like” (Argonautica 2.289). This is likely in response to earlier source material,
including visual art, that casts the Harpies as doglike; as Franco argues, this description of the
Harpies as the “dogs of Zeus” works because they are unquestioningly loyal to their master in
terrorizing Phineus. But I would argue that this is because they specifically pursue their quarries,
as if they are hunting dogs tracking their prey.
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show that the language Aeschylus uses of both the Erinyes and Clytemnestra when he refers to
them as snatchers positions Clytemnestra as a chorus-leader for the chorus of Erinyes.
Aeschylus uses the association of the Harpies and the Erinyes in the Oresteia to prepare
the audience for the appearance of the Erinyes onstage. The most overt instance of this
connection occurs at Fumenides 50-51, when the Pythia attempts to identify the sleeping Erinyes
Erinyes as Gorgons, then revises her statement to reflect the fact that they look similar to the
Harpies, which she once saw “in a painting, carrying off the feast of Phineus” (£166v mot’ §on
Ddwémg yeypapupévag | oeimvov pepovcag, Eumenides 50-51). But the Erinyes are wingless,
dmrepot, as the Pythia notes in line 51, and so they cannot actually be Harpies.”® Nevertheless,
there is something about the Erinyes that make them seem, at first glance, similar to Harpies.
Part of this is presumably because the Erinyes, like Harpies, are hybrid female monsters who
terrorize their victims. But more importantly, the Erinyes, like Harpies, pursue their victims with
the intent to snatch them away. As I have already suggested, there is an erotic element to this
harpagé; the Erinyes are both sexualized and asexual at the same time. In Eumenides 46-48,
Aeschylus hints at this by describing the Erinyes as women-not-women (np6c6ev 6& Tavopog

T0D0€ BavpaoTtog AoY0g | eBdel yovaik®dv v Opdvoloty fjuevog. | ovtot yvvaikoc, Eumenides 46-

338 Scholars disagree on the true meaning of &tepoc: some argue that it means “wingless,” while
others believe that it means “featherless.” P.G. Maxwell-Stuart argues that the Erinyes must be
winged, since they cannot pursue Orestes over the sea if they are wingless (Maxwell-Stuart

1973: 83). Rather, argues Maxwell-Stuart, dntepog refers to the featherless wings of the Erinyes,
which are “membraned” like the wings of bats (Maxwell-Stuart 1973: 83—4). He maintains that
the Erinyes are, in fact, human-sized bats belonging to the family Vespertilionidae (Maxwell-
Stuart 1973: 84). However, he does not account for Athena, who also flies without wings and is
decidedly anthropomorphic. In her speech at Eumenides 397-414, Athena tells us that she has
arrived from Troy by means of wingless flight: £&v0ev Sibkovs’ RA0ov dtpvtov mdda., | mTeEp@V
dtep popdodoa kOAmov aiyidog (“From there I have come on rapid and unwearied foot, not
flying on wings but flapping the folds of my aegis,” trans. Sommerstein). Athena’s wingless
flight suggests the possibility that the Erinyes are likewise wingless. For a full summary and
analysis of the various arguments about dntepog, see Fraenkel 1950 on Agamemnon 276.
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48). Apollo describes them in a similar paradox as “aged maidens, ancient children” (Eum. 68-
70). Thus, the Erinyes are at once aggressive and parthenic.

The Erinyes are conceptually linked with the Harpies as female monsters who pursue and
terrorize male quarries. For the Erinyes, this pursuit characterizes them as hunters or, more
often, as hunting-dogs commanded by a kunagos (Clytemnestra), with Orestes as their prey.
Aeschylus uses the language of pursuit to indicate that Orestes is trapped within his own onstage
version of the pursuit scene. Beginning in the Choephori, when the Erinyes are visible to
Orestes alone, Aeschylus gives indications that Orestes will be pursued from his homeland by
this band of female monsters. Aeschylus first hints at this when Clytemnestra threatens that the
Erinyes will terrorize Orestes if he kills her:

KA. 6pa, puAa&atl untpog £yKOTOVS KOVOC.
‘Op. t0g 10D TATPOC 6€ TOG PVY®, TOPEIS TAOE; 925

Cl.: Take care; beware the grudge-bearing hounds of your mother.
Or.: How shall I escape the hounds of my father, if I disregard this?**

When Clytemnestra calls the Erinyes her “grudge-bearing hounds” (924), she foregrounds the
idea that the Erinyes will pursue Orestes from Argos like hunting dogs tracking a fawn. Several
important characteristics of the Erinyes are brought to light in this line. The first is that they are
doglike; as Cristiana Franco has shown, the doggishness of the Erinyes reflects both their loyalty
to their master and their penchant for hunting human prey in the form of those guilty of kin-

murder.*®°

39 Trans. after Garvie.

360 Says Franco, “The Erinyes are... dogs in many senses. They are dogs that defend the dead
who claim vendettas, as well as watchdogs of Justice (Dikg), of the sanctity of oaths, and of all
sacred, inviolable boundaries. In this last function, they display above all the aggressiveness of a
canine phylax (guardian) that attacks someone who crosses a property boundary or trespasses
some off-limits barrier. But they are also hideous hunting dogs set loose against human prey.

As such, to the hunted they are monstrous images of reversal: furious dogs unleashing aggression
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The second characteristic of the Erinyes that is highlighted in Choephori 924 is that they

belong to Clytemnestra, as indicated by the possessive genitive untpoc. This suggests that
Clytemnestra is in command of them as their kunagos, or hunt-leader, who commands them to
track their prey. We see this played out onstage at Eumenides 94-139, when Clytemnestra’s
eidolon attempts to rouse the Erinyes from their slumber. Further, the description of the Erinyes
as the hounds of the mother (unTpoc...KOvoc) recalls a phrase in the Agamemnon in which the
eagles of Zeus which kill Artemis’ favorite hare are described as the ttoavoioctv Kvei TaTpoOg,
“winged hounds of her father” (4g. 135); the Erinyes are the hounds of the mother, just as the
eagles are the hounds of the father.

When Orestes first sees the Erinyes, he also describes them as doglike:

‘Op. 00K €iol 50t TOVOE TUATOV ElLOT,
cop®OC Yop aide unTpog EyKoTol KOVEC.

Or.: These are not visions of troubles for me,
for they are clearly the grudge-bearing hounds of my mother.>'

Orestes’ use of the same phrase to describe the Erinyes as Clytemnestra did earlier in the
Choephori connects the creatures Orestes sees at the end of the play to the creatures
Clytemnestra threatens to send after her son, extending the metaphor of the Erinyes as hunting-
dogs into this scene.

This scene contains another important verbal repetition that indicates the function of the
Erinyes as pursuers. In line 1050, Orestes realizes that the apparition of these creatures before
him means that he cannot remain in his homeland; this is indicated by the phrase ovxét’ v

uetvoup’ €ym (“I can no longer remain”). In fact, this realization brackets the exchange between

against a human instead of their usual animal prey. Representing the Erinyes as she-dogs thus
allows Aeschylus to exploit the awful ambiguity of canine courage” (Franco 96).
381 Trans. after Garvie.
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Orestes and the Chorus: in his final line of this play, Orestes repeats the claim that he can no
longer remain, with the important added detail that he is “driven out” (éAadvopoun 6€ KOOKET v
petvoup” €ym, 1062). This phrase indicates that the Erinyes will, in fact, pursue Orestes like the
female monsters of vase-painting and like the hunting-dogs to which they have repeatedly been
compared. They will physically prevent him from remaining in Argos by running after him like
hounds tracking the scent of their prey. It is crucial that in this scene at the end of the
Choephori, the Erinyes are likened not only to hunting-dogs but also to Gorgons; the
combination of these descriptions serves to evoke the pursuit scenes of vase-painting in which
the Gorgons chase Perseus.

In the Eumenides, the Erinyes are again likened to dogs in several striking instances
(most notably 111-113, 129-132, 147-148, 231, and 246). Like a kunagos, Clytemnestra’s
eidolon commands the Erinyes to track Orestes.”®® The commands she gives are reminiscent of
those that a kunagos might give to her hounds: dxovoaf’ (“listen,” 114), ppovicat’ (“take
heed,” 115), &mov (“follow,” 139).*®* Further, the Erinyes themselves take on the role of dogs in
their vocalizations: the stage direction indicated by pvyudc in lines 117 and following can be
used to describe the whimpering of dogs.’** Additionally, their cry of AaBé Lope Aape Lopé:
epalov (“Get him, get him, get him, get him! See there!”) represents, as Sommerstein argues,
“probably not the calls of huntsmen, but the vocalizations of hounds on the trail, made articulate
and meaningful. The rapid, repeated Lapé suggests the panting of the hounds as they pursue

their quarry... then suddenly the leader gives a loud double bark, interpreted linguistically as

362 The language of pursuit is also used of the Erinyes at Eumenides 334-340,354-359, 372-376,
421-424, and 604-605.

363 For the language of hunting commands, see especially Xenophon On Hunting (Marchant and
Bowersock 1968).

364 1 iddell and Scott 1996: s.v. poypoc.
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©paLov.”** The Erinyes follow Clytemnestra’s commands like the hunting-dogs that she casts

them as.

Later in the play, the Erinyes once again describe themselves as doglike, saying that they

have pursued Orestes to Athens by following his tracks:

glev 108° 8671 TAVEPOG EKaveg TEKUOp®

Emov d& UNvuTipog ApBEYKTOV PPadaic 245
TETPOVUATICUEVOV VAP G KOOV VERPOV

TpOC alpol Kol GTOAAYIOV EKUOTEDOLEY.

TOALOTG 8¢ HoYB01G AvOPOKUTGL PLGLY

oA Qyyvov: ¥Bovog yap O TETOILOVTOL TOTOG,

VTEP TE TOVTOV ATTEPOIC TOTHLOGLY 250
AoV S1dKovs” 00EV VOTEPO VEDG.

Kol VOV 00 €vOAd’ €0t mOV KOTOTTAK®MV.

ooun Ppoteiwv alpudtwv pe TPOGYEL].

Aha! This is the clear track of the man!

Follow the guidance of the voiceless informant!

Like a hound on the trail of a wounded fawn,

we are tracking him down by the drip of blood.

My lungs are puffing with my long toil, which would have exhausted a mortal:
our flock has ranged over every place on earth,

and I have passed over the sea, in wingless flight, no less swiftly than a ship.
And now that man is here somewhere, cowering down:

the scent of human blood is greeting me!**

In the simile they describe themselves as dogs pursuing a wounded fawn who leaves drops of

blood in his wake. This imagery is, of course, particularly apt to Orestes’ situation, since the

Erinyes are pursuing him because of the blood he has shed. They know he is nearby and that

their chase is at an end because they can smell blood (dour Bpoteiov aipdtov e TPOoYEA],

Eumenides 254).

Clytemnestra likewise describes Orestes as a fawn (Eum. 111-113):

0 6 €€arv&oc olyetal vePfpod dikny,
Kol TadTo KOVQ®G €K LEGMY APKVOTATOV

365 Sommerstein 1989: 106.
3% Trans. Sommerstein.
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Apovoev VUV EYKATIMADWAG LEYAL.
And he, having escaped, is gone just like a fawn,
and has rushed away easily from the middle of the snares,
mocking you.*®’
She calls the snare a “net” (dpkvotdtmv), a term evocative of the means by which she murders

her husband in the Agamemnon.*®®

While Clytemnestra’s weapon is traditionally the axe, the
peplos in which she traps Agamemnon is equally important.’®® She catches Agamemnon in a
snare as if she is a hunter entrapping her prey: the language she uses when she reemerges onto
the stage after the murder of Agamemnon and Cassandra reflects this image.’” Likewise in the
Eumenides, she is the kunagos who has set the snare, and the Erinyes are the hunting-dogs who
pursue her quarry—Orestes. The use of the net to describe the snare which the fawn has escaped
is particularly apt here, since Clytemnestra herself used a net of sorts to entrap her most famous

prey. Her method of entrapment has not changed, but she now employs a host of pursuers to aid

her in catching her quarry.

367 Trans. after Sommerstein.

368 For a comprehensive analysis of net imagery in the Oresteia, see Lebeck 1971: 63—68.
Lebeck argues that the image of the hunting net recurs throughout the trilogy to link
Agamemnon’s death with the sack of Troy. Lebeck notes that “this imagery develops slowly in
the course of the drama; its significance does not become apparent until the audience are shown
the real ‘net”” (Lebeck 1971: 63). The net is introduced in Agamemnon 355-361, in which Night
casts a oteyovov diktvov, “all-covering net,” over Troy; this image is concretized when
Clytemnestra calls the robe in which she has caught Agamemnon a “net” (4g. 1382-1383)—
specifically, this is a “casting net for fish, first thrown and then drawn up from beneath the
water” (Lebeck 1971: 66). Lebeck goes on to connect the net with other instances of hunting
imagery, including the image of Clytemnestra as “the dog who drives her game into the net”
(Lebeck 1971: 66), and later argues that the net is one of several instruments used in the trilogy
to bind a victim. These binding instruments evoke the larger theme of “destiny and destruction
as something that entangles man” (Lebeck 1971: 67). This system of imagery is brought to its
telos in the binding song of the Erinyes at Eumenides 307-396.

369 Scholars disagree on whether Clytemnestra’s weapon was Aegisthus’ sword or the axe. See
especially Warr 1898, M. Davies 1987, Prag 1985: 82-3, Prag 1991, Marshall 2001, and Davies
and Finglass 2014 (and Ch. 3 of this dissertation) for discussion of the relevant arguments.

370 See Agamemnon 1372-1387.
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Orestes is likened to a wounded fawn twice in the Eumenides (111-113, 246-247) and to

an unspecified wild beast—still the prey in a hunting scene—once (Eum. 146). The image of the
young male as the prey of a pack of dogs evokes another story from Greek myth—the myth of
Actacon, who, after seeing Artemis bathing, is torn apart by his own hunting-dogs.””" As
Cristiana Franco notes, the Actacon myth is emblematic of the “grave suspicions” that the
Greeks felt towards hunting-dogs: that the dog, in the heat of the moment during a hunt, might
forget his domestication and “turn into a fierce wolf and unleash indiscriminate aggression
against the wrong prey.”’> Franco describes the propensity of the hunting-dog for misdirection
of violence as an effect of a sudden onset of Iyssa, “madness.””” Of course, the Erinyes are not
Orestes’ own hunting-dogs; rather, they belong to his mother. However, because it is his mother
who sends her “dogs” against Orestes, the effect is still transgressive. As a mother, Clytemnestra

is supposed to keep her children safe; she fails to do so through the aggressive act of sending the

371«The story made famous by Ovid... that Artemis was angry with Actacon because he had seen
her bathing is not attested before Callimachus... in Euripides he had boasted that he was a better
hunter than the goddess” (Sommerstein 2008: 247). Frontisi-Ducroux reports that four versions
of the Actaeon myth are attested. In the first, Actaeon is punished for his excessive sexual desire
for Semele, though Frontisi-Ducroux argues that his punishment occurs less because of his
incestuous lust than because he tries to position himself as a rival of Zeus for Semele’s hand; this
version is reported by Stesichorus and Acusilaus. In the second version, Actaeon boasts that he
is a better hunter than Artemis; this is reported by Euripides in the Bacchae. In the third version,
Actaeon accidentally spies Artemis bathing; this is a later variant of the myth, which Frontisi-
Ducroux argues is an innovation of the Hellenistic poets. In the fourth version, Actacon
“poursuit Artémis de ses assiduités, cherchant a 1’épouser, alors méme qu’il lui consacre ses
dépouilles de chasse en son temple” (Frontisi-Ducroux 1997: 436-38). In this version, reported
by Diodorus, Actacon’s transgression constitutes attempted sexual violence against the goddess.
In all versions, he is punished by being torn apart by his hunting-dogs, though his transformation
into a deer is not always explicit. Aeschylus himself treated the Actaeon myth in his now-
fragmentary Toxotides, probably produced between 499 and 456 BCE (Sommerstein 2008: 244-
247).

*72 Franco 2014: 30.

%7 Franco 2014: 30-31.
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Erinyes after Orestes.’’* Further, Clytemnestra is sometimes described as a “dog” herself;*”” in

this way, she is both equated with and distinguished among the Erinyes. When he is pursued by
the Erinyes, Orestes is attacked by “dogs” that do not recognize him as a member of the
household.

The image of Orestes as a fawn evokes the version of the Actacon myth in which
Actaeon is transformed into a deer. This version was certainly in circulation during Aeschylus’

own time.”’® Pausanias also reports that, while the traditional Actacon myth features Actacon’s

37 Franco distinguishes between the dog as “bloodthirsty psychopath” that hunts human prey
(2014: 97) and the dog as “furious mother” that attacks in order to protect her children, even to
the point of harming the very children she means to protect (2014: 108). Clytemnestra seems to
be a blend of the two categories: as a “furious mother” type, she only attacks after the sacrifice of
Iphigeneia, but as a “bloodthirsty psychopath” type, she commands the Erinyes to hunt Orestes.
Neither category is meant to be taken as exempla of proper motherhood: Franco notes that even
the “furious mother” type exhibits behavior that is guided by excessive wrath (2014: 110).
Canine /yssa thus seems to apply to Clytemnestra whether she be of the “bloodthirsty
psychopath” type or of the “furious mother” type.

37> She calls herself the “watchdog of the house” (Sopdtov Kova | é60Mv) at Ag. 607-608;
Cassandra calls her a “hateful dog” (piontiig Kvvog) who “fawns over” (Aei§aca), then “bites”
(dbkver) her master (Ag. 1228-1229). The verb Adokw, which can connote a dog’s bark, is used
of Clytemnestra’s speaking style at Ag. 275, 596, 614, 1426. At Choephori 420, Electra notes
that Clytemnestra may try to “fawn over” (ndpeott caivewv) her children in order to derail them
from their mission. coaive or caivopot can be used of dogs wagging their tails as they greet their
masters (Liddell and Scott 1996: s.v. caivo).

378 In his book Greek Mythology and Poetics, Gregory Nagy argues that the version of the myth
in which Actaeon is transformed into a stag is referenced in a passage of Pausanias which
preserves a fragment of Stesichorus (PMG 236). As Pausanias reports,

Ymoiyopog o0& 0 Tuepaiog Eypayev ELdpov TeptPareilv dépua AkTaimve TV Ogdv,
TapaoKeVALOVGAV 01 TOV K TMV KLVAV Bdvatov, tva o1 ur yovaike ZepéAnv Adfot. £yw
d¢ dvev Beod meibopon vocov Avccay tod AKTaimvog ETAAPETV TOVG KOVAG HAVEVTEG OE
Kol 00 S0y 1yVOOKOVTEG SLOpOPNGELY EPLEAAOV TTAVTA TIVO, HTW TEPITVLYOLEV.

Stesichorus of Himera says that the goddess cast a deer-skin round Actaeon to make sure
that his hounds would kill him, so as to prevent his taking Semele to wife. My own view
is that without divine interference the hounds of Actacon were smitten with madness, and
so they were sure to tear to pieces without distinction everybody they chanced to meet.
(Pausanias 9.2.3; trans. Jones)
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transformation into a deer, it is more likely that Actaecon remained human and that his dogs were
stricken by a sudden bout of madness. Pausanias’ opinion is worth considering. Writes Franco,
“lyssa signified not only a typical canine malady—the disease of ‘rabies’—but also the dog’s
more general tendency toward mental disturbance, a lurking madness due to a congenital
weakness in the species, ever perilously imbalanced toward the wolf’s indiscriminate ferocity...
This furious characteristic (/yssodes), composed of dogged vehemence, failed recognition, and
boldness in resisting man, produces disturbing images of crazed dogs that mistakenly exchange
prey for man.”"’

The idea that dogs are vulnerable to sudden attacks of lyssa which bring out their wild
nature recurs in both visual art and literary sources. Frontisi-Ducroux writes that in visual
depictions of the Actacon myth from the fifth century, the ambiguous nature of hunting-dogs is
often represented by the presence of the figure Lyssa as the personification of madness.*”®
Consider, as an example of this, a bell krater in the Boston Museum of Fine Arts depicting the

transformation and death of Actacon.’” Actaeon is mid-transformation, with deer’s horns

sprouting from his head. He kneels with one leg extended, a position that indicates his

Nagy believes that “the expression éLapov mepifolrelv dépua Axtaiovt ‘flung the hide of a stag
around Actaeon’ reflects the actual words of Stesichorus” (Nagy 1992: 263). Further, Nagy
argues that the verb mepipdAim can be used of physical transformation, as in Agamemnon 1147,
when Cassandra describes the transformation of Philomela into a nightingale (rep£Baiov yap ot
TTEPOPOPOV dENOG | Beoi..., “the gods have clothed her with a feathered form™). If we accept that
Pausanias is in fact preserving a fragment of Stesichorus here, we can see that the version of the
myth in which Actaeon is transformed into a stag is in circulation among pre-Aeschylean
authors.

*"7 Franco 2014: 97.

>’ Frontisi-Ducroux 1997: 444.

37 Museum of Fine Arts, Boston: 00.346. See also Simas 2020: 154-5 for discussion of this vase
and the Oresteia myth (Chapter 11 of Greek Drama V: Studies in the Theatre of the Fifth and
Fourth Centuries BCE, edited by C. W. Marshall and Hallie Marshall, 145-59. London:
Bloomsbury Academic, an imprint of Bloomsbury Publishing Plc.).
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powerlessness.”® Lyssa, identified by the label AYZA above her head, is dressed in the garb of

a hunter, and seems to be urging the dogs toward sparagmos of their master. In this scene, Lyssa
is clearly acting in the capacity of kunagos, urging her dogs to attack a human quarry by
inflicting madness upon them.

The role of Orestes as the object of the hunt and Clytemnestra as the kunagos who sends
her dogs after him positions Clytemnestra as a Lyssa figure who inspires frenzy in her dogs such
that they do not recognize that their prey is in fact human. Clytemnestra, then, embodies the
kind of madness that causes hunting-dogs to attack humans; this is evident at the end of the
Agamemnon, when the Chorus, incredulous at Clytemnestra’s murder of her husband, asks her
what could have caused her to commit such a crime.*®' Aeschylus uses the language of hunting
to describe the Erinyes, who pursue Orestes; Clytemnestra is both the kunagos who commands
them and the lead dog among their ranks. This language of hunting can be, as I have argued,
linked with Harpy imagery, since the Harpies are doglike in their pursuit of humans to snatch.
Aeschylus uses the imagery of hunting and Harpies to describe the Erinyes in order to
characterize them before they appear onstage, but this characterization is important in the
Eumenides as well, since this is when the parthenic monster’s power is appropriated for the

protection of Athens.

3% We see Orestes kneeling in the same position in vases depicting his supplication at Delphi
(London, British Museum 10-16.1; Berlin, Antikensammlung F2380; Paris, Musée du Louvre
K343; Syracuse, Museo Regionale Paolo Orsi Siracusa 41621). See Simas 2020 on these vases
(Chapter 11 of Greek Drama V: Studies in the Theatre of the Fifth and Fourth Centuries BCE,
edited by C. W. Marshall and Hallie Marshall, 145-59. London: Bloomsbury Academic, an
imprint of Bloomsbury Publishing Plc.).

381 See especially Agamemnon 1399-1400, 1407-1411, 1426-1430, 1455-1474.
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I have argued in this chapter that the Erinyes are described in very specific language in the
Oresteia which serves to prepare the audience for the unprecedented materialization of the
Erinyes onstage. Clytemnestra, too, is described in these terms, which positions her as a chorus-
leader for this band of monstrous females. But Clytemnestra is not, in fact, a monster. She is a
human woman who has killed her husband and threatens the patriarchal structure of her society;
she has transgressed her gender role and thus must be killed to restore order to the male world.
However, the Erinyes she commands are actually monsters, and their power can therefore be
appropriated for the protection of the city; therefore, we see the erasure of Clytemnestra but the

transformation of the Erinyes into Eumenides, who uphold rather than challenge the patriarchy.
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CHAPTER 5. THE ELECTRA PLAYS

Clytemnestra’s relationship with Electra in the Electra plays of Euripides and Sophocles
provides insight into Greek views on the proper role of women in the household and in society.
We see the boundaries of appropriate behavior for women loosely outlined by the characters of
Electra and Clytemnestra: it is clearly unusual for a woman of marriageable age to remain a
parthenos, just as it is unseemly for a wife to challenge her husband’s authority, and Euripides
and Sophocles invite us to consider the impropriety of both extremes. Mother and daughter both
embody male fears about women in Euripides’ play, where Clytemnestra’s marriage to
Aegisthus is framed as an unholy union (E. EI. 600, 645, 683, 926, 1170) and the revelation that
Electra’s marriage to the farmer is unconsummated is met with surprise (E. El. 245-63).
Likewise, in Sophocles’ Electra, the titular character repeatedly bemoans the fact that she still
remains unmarried (164-6; 187-92), while Clytemnestra’s indecorous marriage to Aegisthus
casts her as dAextpoc and dvopgog (S. EL. 489-94), adjectives that invite comparison of
Clytemnestra with Electra. Thus, in both plays, mother and daughter exemplify and transgress
the expectations of a proper marriage.

Much of the tension in Electra’s relationship with her mother arises from their disparate
conceptions of a woman'’s role in the oikos. Both mother and daughter subvert what is usually
expected, but in opposite ways: Clytemnestra destroys the oikos by killing her husband and
remarrying of her own accord; Electra refuses to procreate while her father remains

unavenged.’® However, there is a real danger that by refusing to obey sexual mores, the defiant

382 According to Clytemnestra, a mother’s role is to defend her children at any cost; thus, the
murder of Agamemnon was necessary in order to avenge the sacrifice of Iphigeneia (E. EI. 1018-
45; S. El. 530-51). For Electra, however, the father’s lineage must be protected, even if it
requires that she remain a parthenos for longer than is usually proper.
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Electra is in fact behaving in a manner similar to Clytemnestra. In several instances in both
plays, Electra speaks in a manner that evokes Clytemnestra, and threatens actions reminiscent of
her mother’s. The similarities and differences between mother and daughter can be summarized
through wordplay on Electra’s name with d-, “not, without” and Aéktpov, “bed, marriage.” Both
Clytemnestra and Electra are dAektpog at various points of the plays—the latter is unmarried in
Sophocles and “unbedded” in Euripides. The former, however, is dAektpog because of her
entrance into an unconventional union with Aegisthus. In this chapter, I will explore the ways in
which Clytemnestra and Electra are similar to and different from each other, and the ways in

which they jointly outline the proper role of women in the oikos.

5.1. THE DATES OF THE PLAYS

Neither Electra play is conclusively dated. It was long thought that Sophocles influenced
Euripides, but current consensus is now that Euripides’ Electra was prior to Sophocles’.
Euripides’ Electra was produced between 422 and 413 BCE, but some scholars have argued for a
date no later than 415.** Cropp argues that statistically, the years 422-417 are the most likely,
largely due to evidence gathered from metrical analyses of Euripides’ plays; so-called allusions
to other works or to political events in Athens are, he says, unlikely to suggest a definitive

384

production date.”™ Most scholars now date Euripides’ Electra to between 422 and 417, and

3% Cropp 2013: 31. As Cropp notes, 413 was once strongly preferred, though this is no longer
the case. Zuntz 1955 argues strongly against this date based on metrical and stylistic analysis of
this play alongside Euripides’ other works. Subsequent scholarship largely follows Zuntz in this
conclusion, but see also Vigler 1967 for an exhaustive study of both plays whose conclusion is
Sophocles’ priority.

3% Cropp 2013: 32-3. See also Zuntz 1955: 64-71 and Kamerbeek 1974: 5-8. Zuntz cautions
against trying to date the play based on Athenian political events (1955: 70). The principal point
of evidence used in such analyses are the lines va) &° éntl mOvTOV Z1ikeAOV 6TOVIT| | GHOOVTE VEDV
npmpogc Evarovg (1347-8), which have been taken to refer to the Sicilian Expedition (415-413
BCE). However, Zuntz notes that these two lines are not sufficient evidence to override that
provided by the play’s many similarities to earlier works of Euripides (1955: 67).
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Sophocles’ Electra to 418-410.**° Scholars have independently questioned whether Euripides’

3% While this question cannot be conclusively

Electra influenced Sophocles’, or vice versa.
answered since the plays’ production dates are not definite, the arguments about respective
influence are interesting to consider. Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff argues that Euripides
undermined the Aeschylean tradition and Sophocles was restoring it, while Steiger argues that
Euripides was reacting to Sophocles’ “simplistic and morally repellent treatment of the story.”*’
But as Cropp notes, who influenced whom is an impossible question to answer without

3% Moreover, as Patrick Finglass notes, the question of the priority

conclusive production dates.
of Euripides vis-a-vis Sophocles ignores the issue of the influence of the preexisting mythical
tradition on the development of the two plays, which each demonstrate concern for continuity as
well as innovation on the myth. Finglass argues that the “differences between the Electra plays
are often better understood as the result of different responses to Aeschylus than as the later
Electra reacting to the earlier.”*’ In any case, attempting to trace specific instances of

intertextuality between the Electra plays is unconvincing; rather, both Euripides and Sophocles

were innovating on earlier source material and operating under many of the same constraints.

3% See Storey and Allan 2005, and Rogers 2020 n.15.

3% This question is similar to that asked in Ch. 3 of Pindar and Aeschylus. One gets the sense
that Sophocles’ priority was long assumed because of his “elite” status relative to Euripides, and
that Euripides’ Electra was considered a cheap imitation of Sophocles’. On the “eliteness” of
Euripides, see especially the rather florid Gellie 1981.

3¥7 Cropp 2013: 27. See also Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1883 and Steiger 1897.

388 Cropp 2013: 26.

3% Finglass 2007: 3. 1 would add that, because the tradition of the House of Atreus is so prolific,
Euripides and Sophocles could also have been responding to pre-Aeschylean versions of the
myth. See also Rogers 2020, who traces potential allusions to Electra’s characterization in
Choephori in Ar. Clouds which could have influenced both Euripides and Sophocles.
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5.2. ELECTRA’S NAME
Electra’s name as wordplay on her parthenic status predates both Euripides and Sophocles. The
earliest evidence of this wordplay comes from a testimonium of Xanthus preserved in Aelian’s
Historical Miscellanies (fragment 700 PMG), which implies that subsequent authors followed
Xanthus in equating Laodice with Electra:**°
Zév0oc 6 mom g TV peA@V (éyéveto 8¢ ovtog mpecPitepoc TTnoiydpov Tod
Tuepaiov) Aéyel v HAéktpav ToD Ayapéuvovog od TodTo EYELy TOOVOU TPDTOV
aAA0 Acodikny. émel 6 Ayauéuvov avnpédn, v 6& Klvtouviotpav 6 Alyicog
gymue koi Pacilevcey, GlekTpov odoay kol kataympdcay mapdivov Apysiot
HAéxTpav €KaAesav 10 TO AUOPETV AvOPOC Kal un Temelpdodot AEKTPo.
Xanthus, the lyric poet, who was earlier than Stesichorus of Himera, says that
Electra, daughter of Agamemnon, was originally called Laodice; but after
Agamemnon had been murdered and Aegisthus had married Clytemnestra and
become king, Laodice, unwed and growing old in her virginity, was called Electra
by the Argives since she had had no intercourse with any man and had no
experience of the marriage-bed.*”!
Aclian reports that Xanthus applied the epithet “Electra” to Laodice because of her long
maidenhood. He implies that later authors, beginning with Stesichorus, were aware of the
tradition in which Electra’s name is connected with her parthenic status.®*> According to A.F.

Garvie, this testimonium highlights ancient authors’ attempts to reconcile Homer’s account of

Agamemnon’s daughters with post-Iliadic myth in which “Electra already played a part.”** But

3% For more on Xanthus and his influence, especially upon Stesichorus, see Chapter 3 of this
dissertation (“Lyric Poetry™).

%1 Trans. Wilson.

392 Garvie 1986: xvii. Aeschylus makes Electra unmarried (Cho. 487), but as Garvie notes,
“there is no way of knowing whether... Aeschylus was conscious of the etymology (&Aektpog)
found in Xanthus,” since he does not seem to employ wordplay on Aéktpov (Garvie 1986 ad 486-
8). See also Whallon 1980: 37, though he takes for granted that Aeschylus knew of this
etymology.

3%° Garvie 1986: xvii. It is important to note that the names of Agamemnon’s daughters are
reported differently in various sources. The Hesiodic fragment 23a M.-W. lists two daughters,
Iphimede and Electra (Merkelbach and West 1967); Stesichorus includes both Iphigeneia and
Electra in his Oresteia, though their names may or may not be given (Swift 2015). Pindar names
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as I will show, the renaming of “Laodice” to “Electra” represents a fundamental shift in
Agamemnon’s power.

Let us consider first lliad 9.144-5, where Agamemnon offers Achilles any of his
daughters as a potential bride:

TPpeic 8¢ pot eiot OOyaTpeg Evi pHeydpm ELTNKTO
Xpvoobeuig kai Aaodikn kai Tedvacca 145

Three daughters have I in my well-built hall,
Chrysothemis, and Laodice, and Iphianassa.*”*

Encoded in the offer to Achilles is a reminder of Agamemnon’s kingly power, which is reflected
in his daughters’ names.*”> Thomas G. Palaima shows that these three names convey

information about Agamemnon’s role in society: it is his duty as king of Mycenae to act as

only Iphigeneia (Pyth. 11.22), while Aeschylus names both Iphigeneia (4g. 1526, 1555) and
Electra (Cho. 16, 252). Euripides refers to several daughters (Iphigeneia, Electra, and
Chrysothemis, Or. 23; Iphigeneia has more than one unnamed sister in /4: 638-40 [?], 656,
1448-50), and Sophocles calls them “Electra, Chrysothemis, and Iphianassa” (S. El. 154-63).
Most scholars maintain that the names “Iphianassa,” “Iphimede,” and “Iphigeneia” refer to the
same daughter, largely because of their “synonymity” (Palaima 2006: 59).

39% Trans. Murray.

39 Commenting on this passage, Eustathius of Thessalonica writes that the names of these
daughters convey crucial aspects of kingship, a message that is important in the context of the
passage:

"Ett iotéov kal 6Tt Tpio cLVEXEL TV ApyTV, VOIS 0pBOC, Kpioig 1 TpOg TOV dTjpov, Kol
ioyvg dpyovvtt Tpémovoa” 60gv Kol Ayapépvmv Tposu®dg Xpuadbeuy Kot Aaodiknv
kol Tpidvaccav itopel tag Eantod Buyatépac. Kai Eotv 1) pev Xpvoodepig tod 0pbod
vopov Kol kabfapod Tapmdvouog ot Ty 0, 1 6& Acodikn Thg kpicemg 10D
Sikaopévou Aaod, 1} 82 Tpiavacca tiig Pactiikic ioyvog ftot Tod Pt dvacoety.

It still ought to be known also that the three [daughters] encapsulate rule, that is, “right of
law, judgement of the people, and strength fitting for a ruler;” because of this,
Agamemnon fittingly asked [Achilles] about his [own] daughters, “Golden justice,”
“Judgement of the people,” and “Strength of rule.” And Chrysothemis is the proper name
of right and proper law because of justice, and Laodice [the proper name] of the
judgement of a people giving judgement, and Iphianassa of kingly strength or of ruling
by strength. (translation my own)



148

“guarantor of the general prosperity of his community.”**® For Palaima, this means both
managing the people (as we see represented in the names Chrysothemis and Laodice), and
ensuring the continuation of the community through procreation (represented in the name
Iphianassa/Iphigeneia).*®’ As we see, then, a crucial part of Agamemnon’s role as king is his
ability to be a generative force in both his family and in his community, and in his Iliadic
iteration, he still has procreative potential. The later substitution of Laodice with a daughter
called “Electra”—whose name is often connected with the adjective dlektpog, “unbedded” or

“unwed”—suggests a diminution of this generative power.”® Thus, Electra’s status as 8AekTpog

¢ Palaima 2006: 56.

397 On the latter point, Palaima argues that “Iphigeneia is in fact a ‘gloss’-substitute for
Iphianassa, i.e., a later name in which the underlying meaning of the [Mycenaean Greek] —anassa
component of the name is translated into Greek... So I think that —geneia ‘translates’ —wanassa”
(Palaima 2006: 62). See Palaima 2006 for an in-depth examination of the variants of the names
of Agamemnon’s daughters, as well as Nagy 2017 for a discussion of the values conveyed by the
names “Iphigeneia” and “Iphianassa.”

3% The etymology of “Electra” is debated, as we see in Eustathius’ commentary on Iliad 9.144-5:

‘Opo. 8¢ &t 1) ' HAéktpo évradbo od keitar, GALL paci Tveg THY Acodikny tavtnyv etva,
HAéxtpav émukAndeicoy 1) kot TpodTOV Stwvopiog 1 o1 10 KT’ dyiv NAEKTPDOES Kol
YPLGOEEC T KATA AOYOV TIVA GKMOUUATOS 010 TO TTOADV YpOVOV SAEKTPOV HETVOL YOA®
Khltoapviotpog, 0 o1 éugaivetat koi map’ Evpurion év 1@, ‘mapbéve poakpov on pijkog
‘HAéxtpa ypdvov.’

And notice that Electra is not there, but some say that she is Laodice, but called Electra
either in the manner of a double name or because of her silver-and-gold appearance or, in
the manner of a pun, because she remained unwed for a long time because of the wrath of
Clytemnestra; this in fact appears also in Euripides, where he says “[o] Electra,
unmarried now for so long.”

Translation of Eustathius my own; translation of Orestes 72 Kovacs. Eustathius here quotes
Euripides Orestes 72, in which Helen greets Electra thus: map0éve paxpov on pijkoc HAEktpa
xpovov (“[o] Electra, unmarried now for so long,” trans. Kovacs). Additionally, the scholiast on
Euripides’ Orestes 22, which names Agamemnon and Clytemnestra’s daughters as
Chrysothemis, Iphigeneia, and Electra, notes:

o mapOévor pdv tpeic ‘Ounpog [I 145]° ‘Xpuoodepig koi Acodikn koi Tpidvacsa’. 00Tog
Toryéverav v Teiavacscov kKaiel, HAéktpav 6& v Aaodikny 61d 10 ToAvypoviov icmg



149

is emblematic of the decline of her father’s house. Agamemnon’s murder at the hearth
represents the end of the generative ability of his household; Electra’s prolonged maidenhood is
symptomatic of the untimely end of the patriarchal line.

In both Electra plays, the titular character’s status as dAektpog is mirrored by
Clytemnestra, who defies convention with her improper marriage to Aegisthus; thus, both Electra
and Clytemnestra flout traditional gender roles, one by remaining a parthenos past her prime and
the other by cohabitating with her lover-turned-husband. We will see that, in both Electra plays,
Electra’s maidenhood represents the issues that plague her family: she is dAextpog because of
both her father’s emasculation and the usurpation of his throne; her mother is likewise dAextpog
because of her “un-marriage” to Aegisthus. Both Euripides and Sophocles engage in wordplay
on Electra’s name in order to show how issues of marriage and marital legitimacy plague the
household. Both authors also engage in wordplay on the semantic web Aéktpov-Aéyog-Adyog, as
well as dAektpog, to discuss the reasons for Electra’s prolonged maidenhood and Clytemnestra’s
“un-marriage.” This kind of wordplay is not an uncommon way for authors to treat issues of
marital legitimacy. As Victor Adrian Guzzo has argued of Euripides’ Medea, the web of terms
related to Aéxtpov, Aéyoc, and Adyog are crucial for understanding the root of the conflict
between Jason and Medea. Whereas Jason considers his Aéktpov-Aéyoc-Aoyog with Medea a
venue for bygone sexual pleasure, Medea conceives of the Aéktpov-Aéyoc-Adyoc as a pact whose

terms are agreed upon and then broken—that is, Guzzo argues that Jason ends what he considers

Thc mapOeviac olov GAekTpdg TIC 0VGa (G 0TOG Pnotv [72] ‘[d] mapOéve paxpdv o
unkog HAéktpa ypovov’

He had three daughters: Homer [says]: ‘Chrysothemis and Laodice and Iphianassa.” He
[Euripides] calls Iphianassa ‘Iphigeneia’ and Laodice ‘Electra’; perhaps because of the
long duration of her virginity as if she were “unmarried” he says ‘[o] Electra, unmarried
now for so long’... (Schwartz 1887 ad Or. 22).
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a dalliance because of sexual incompatibility, while Medea understands this to be the dissolution
of a legal marriage.*” Because of this, argues Guzzo, when Medea realizes that her status as
dhoyoc is threatened, she reacts by laying a Aoyoc, that is, a trap, for Jason.**’ Euripides
mobilizes the semantic web Aéktpov-Aéyoc-Adyoc in a similar way in Electra: mother and
daughter are divided by their opposing stances on the status and duties of an dAoyog, and Electra
contrives a Adyo¢ (“ambush”) consisting of her false revelation that she has given birth (A&yoc,
Adyevpa, Aexd, Aoylo, Aoxedm). Likewise, we see Sophocles engaging in wordplay on Electra’s
name, utilizing the semantic web Aéktpov-Aéyoc-Adyo¢ as means of outlining the proper role of
women in the household.

Let us now consider the evidence for both playwrights’ use of the Aéktpov-A&yog-Adyog

terms in their respective Electra plays.

5.3. THE CHARACTERIZATIONS OF ELECTRA AND CLYTEMNESTRA IN EURIPIDES
Euripides’ Electra teems with wordplay on the titular character’s name. As we will see,
Euripides invites consideration of the semantic connections between 'HAéxtpa the unbedded, the
lustful Clytemnestra who is &Aoyog to a man who ought not be her lawful husband, and the trick
(Aoyoc) of Electra’s false childbirth (A&yog, Aoyevpa, Aeym, Adyia, Aoyevw) by which the siblings
entrap their mother. Euripides shows that the family’s problems can be traced to improper
enactment of gender and marital roles, as shown in the dysfunctional beds of its women: Electra

remains a parthenos despite her marital status, while Clytemnestra’s sexual excesses are cited as

399 Guzzo 2015: 85-6. See also Blondell 1999 n. 9 (p. 416), where they note that “part of the
conflict between Jason and Medea is that he tends to view her concern for ‘the bed” more in
sexual terms, and she more in terms of contractual loyalty.”

% Guzzo 2015: 86-87.
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directly responsible for the family’s predicament.*”' Euripides’ repeated references to the bed
(Aéyog, 481, 786, 920, 936, 1089, 1099, 1156; Aéxtpov 211, 1021, 1033, 1037) as the cause of
the problems of the oikos and of Electra’s éAextpog status are picked up in Electra’s entrapment
of her mother: he primes the audience to think about ambushes with the word Adyoc (217), and
uses cognate words for the trick of the child-bed (Aey® 652, 654, 1108; Adyia 656; Adyevpa

1124; and Aoyedw 1129). Electra’s (unnatural) parthenic status is thus tied with 1) her ambush of
Clytemnestra through the trick of childbirth and 2) Clytemnestra’s (excessive) lust for Aegisthus.

Euripides turns the expected characterizations of Electra, Orestes, and Clytemnestra on
their heads. While we might expect a sympathetic Electra, a heroic Orestes, and an evil
Clytemnestra, in Euripides’ play Electra is bitter and vain; Orestes, vacillating and morally
corrupt; Clytemnestra, regretful and even tender. By completely subverting each character’s
traditional characterization, Euripides invites us to question the morality of vengeance.**

From the beginning of the play, Euripides invites us to question Electra’s motives. Her
hatred of Clytemnestra and Aegisthus is as much a motivating factor as her desire to avenge her
father. We hear in lines 60-3 that her anger stems not so much from the murder of her father, but
from losing her rightful inheritance and status:

N yap mavoing Tovdapic, pnmpe €un, 60

1 Especially E. EL. 12-13 and 479-81. However, as W. Geoffrey Arnott has pointed out,
Euripides seems to cast Electra as an unreliable narrator, which in turn casts doubt upon her
description of Clytemnestra’s faults (Arnott 1981: 183-5). We might thus question whether the
portrayal of Clytemnestra as excessively lustful is “accurate” or merely a rhetorical strategy of
Electra’s designed to garner support from other characters as well as the audience. M.A. Harder
argues that while Electra’s judgement of Clytemnestra and Aegisthus ““is not proven to be
entirely wrong,” she verges on vindictiveness throughout the play (Harder 1995: 23). This
suggests that Euripides meant to complicate the black-and-white portrayal of Electra vs.
Clytemnestra in earlier sources, and to invite questions of the morality of vengeance if such
actions are undertaken in a vindictive spirit.

2 David Konstan refers to Euripides’ suggestion of the fallibility of the gods and the negative
aspects of justice as “moral pessimism” (Konstan 1985: 178).
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EEEPaE 1 oikwv, yaprta TiBepuéVN TOHGEL

Tekovo0, 6 dAAoVG Taidag AlyicBom mhpa

napepy’ Opéotnv KAUE TolETTOl SOUMV.

For the baneful daughter of Tyndareus, my mother,

has thrown me out of our home to please her husband,

and bearing other children with Aegisthus

she robs Orestes and me of our place in the house.*"?
Electra is presented as self-absorbed—while she will ascribe her motive to the vengeance
required by the gods, it often seems as though her primary motivation is self-interest. Much of
her dialogue is devoted to bemoaning her fortune, including mourning the loss of her status as a
princess. She is deeply concerned with being perceived as poor, since, as Eva M. Thury notes,
Electra views wealth as an indicator of nobility: thus, poverty is unsuitable for a child of
Agamemnon.*® Moreover, Thury notes that Electra’s hatred of Aegisthus and Clytemnestra is
presented in material terms, which suggests that her primary motivation is to regain her noble
status; avenging her father is a secondary concern.*”® Her bitterness, self-absorption, and
preoccupation with her status do not paint Electra in a sympathetic light, and we are left to
question the morality of vengeance when it is undertaken in a spirit of self-interest.

Clytemnestra, on the other hand, is rather sympathetic. While Electra’s description of her

(314-22), coupled with the pomp of her arrival onstage (998), suggests a Clytemnestra who
flaunts her wealth and has little concern for her children, her interactions with Electra suggest
otherwise. In the first lines of their agon, Clytemnestra urges her daughter not to exert herself

for her sake, likely because she is recently post-partum (1007); later, she shows concern that

Electra lives in such poverty, especially after the birth of her child (1107-8), and promises to

493 Trans. Cropp.
% Thury 1985: 10.
9 Thury 1985: 11.
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offer sacrifices in thanksgiving for Electra’s safe delivery (1132-3). She also expresses regret for

her earlier actions at 1105-10:

oLYYVOGOUOT GO Kol Yap ovy oUTm¢ dyay 1105
xoipm T, TEKVOV, TOIG edpaUEVOLS EUOL. 1106
oipot Tdhavo T®V EPdV POVAELUATOV! 1109
¢ LaAAov T xpfiv oo’ gic 0pynv TOoEL. 1110

I’11 be patient with you; for in fact, my child,

I’m not so very glad at what I’ve done.

Alas, how foolish I was in my planning,

how excessive the anger I nursed against my husband!*°

Clytemnestra’s regret, coupled with her concern for Electra’s wellbeing, overall paints a
sympathetic picture; Electra is portrayed as unyieldingly harsh and self-absorbed, which invites
us to question her motives. By complicating the traditional portrayal of Clytemnestra as evil and
Electra as justified in her rage, Euripides invites us to question the morality of vengeance.

In the prooimion of the play, the farmer expresses the conflict between Clytemnestra and
Electra in marital terms. Whereas the farmer traces Clytemnestra’s betrayal of her husband’s
oikos to her infidelity, he frames Electra’s sustained virginity as a matter of familial loyalty. The
similarities and pointed divergences in the language used of each woman invites their
comparison. Let us consider the instances of such language in the prooimion:

... &v 8¢ ddpooy

Bvnokel yovoukog pog KAvtopmotpog oAm

Kol Tod Ovéotov Tadog Atyicbov yepi. 10
YO pEV molod okfmrpa Tavtdiov Mmav

OhwAev, Alyioboc 6¢ Pacihevel yBovog,

aloyov éxeivov Tvvdapida kKOpNV Exwv.

... but in his home

he was killed by his wife, Clytemnestra, with her guile

and the violence of Thyestes’ son, Aegisthus.

And so, relinquishing Tantalus’ ancient sceptre,
he is gone, and now Aegisthus rules the land

4% Trans. and emendations Cropp.
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and possesses his wife, the daughter of Tyndareus.*"’
The farmer seems to be aware of the dubious timeline of Clytemnestra’s new marriage, as we see
in line 14 (GAoyov ékeivov Tuvdapida kdpnv Exwv, “and possesses his wife, the daughter of
Tyndareus™).*”® This scene, crucial for contextualizing the action of the play, also foregrounds
marital legitimacy (including consummation) as the root of the play’s principal conflict.
Aegisthus has taken another man’s wife, dAoyog (14): the violation of Agamemnon’s marriage-
bed is what set the events of the Oresteia-myth in motion. The fact that the farmer calls
Clytemnestra Agamemnon’s dA0yog, even after she has killed her husband, hints that the play
will focus on the broken marriage pact as a principal aition of the family’s current predicament.
Moreover, the phrase dAoyov... &xov is evoked in the farmer’s description of his marriage to
Electra, where he explains that Aegisthus gave Electra to him (E. E/. 34-6):

... UiV 8¢ O didwaotv ‘'HAékTpav Exewv

dauapta, Tatépov pEV Muknvaiov dro 35

YEYOOLV...

And Electra he gave to me to take

as my wife—me, who am sprung from Mycenaean
stock...*"’

% ¢¢

The farmer’s &yewv... ddpapta (34-5) echoes his words about Aegisthus’ “taking” of
Clytemnestra (dAoyov... £xwv, 13); however, the parallelism of these phrases highlights the

difference between Clytemnestra’s and Electra’s respective marriages. Whereas Aegisthus

7 Trans. Cropp.

%8 The phrase Tvvdapida kopnv calls to mind Od. 24.299, where Clytemnestra is called
Tovoapéov kovpm, the Hesiodic fragment 23a M.-W., in which she is called xo0[pnv Tvvdapéoto
(14) and Stesichorus fragment 223 PMG, in which Tyndareus omits Aphrodite from his
sacrifices and she curses his daughters, called Tvvdapéov koparg. For a parallel to the language
of line 13 (éAoyov éxeivov Tvvdapida kopnv &xmv), consider Od. 1.35-6: mdg kai viv Atyiebog
VIEP popov Atpeidao | Yy droyxov pvnomyv (“[Aegisthus] took to himself the wedded wife of
the son of Atreus,” trans. Murray 1995, which I discuss in detail in Ch. 2.

9 Trans. Cropp.
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possesses another man’s wife, the farmer got his wife legitimately, since she was given in
marriage by her presumed kyrios. Moreover, the farmer emphasizes his respect for Electra’s
status by swearing that she remains a virgin (E. El. 43-53):

fiv 00100’ avnp 66 — cvuvoldé pot Kompig —

fioyvvev OV TapBévog &” €T €oti o).

aioydvopat yop OAPiwv avdpdv Tékva 45
Aapav vBpiletv, oV KaTAEL0G YEYDG.

oTEVED O TOV AOYOLo1 KNOELOVT €Ol

ablov Opéoty, el mot’ €ig Apyog oAV

YAUOLE ASEAPTG dVGTLYEIC E00OYETAL.

dotic 8¢ 1 eival pnot udpov, &i hapov 50
véav &g oikovg mapOévov un Oryydvo,

YVOUNG TTOVIPOIG KOVOGLY AVOUETPOVUEVOC

10 6APPOV 16T® KODTOC o TO10DTOG BV.

Now I have never, as Cypris is my witness,

shamed Electra in bed; she is in fact still a virgin.

For I am ashamed to take and abuse the children of wealthy men,
when I am not their equal,

and I mourn for my so-called kinsman,

wretched Orestes, if he ever comes to Argos

and gets a sight of his sister’s luckless marriage.

And if anyone calls me a fool if I take

a young maiden into my home and do not touch her,

he should realize he’s using poor measures of judgment
to size up decent behaviour, and is a fool himself.*'

Cropp notes of this passage that “Electra’s virginity was traditional, her loyalty being focused
exclusively on her birth family.”*'" The farmer, too, is loyal to Electra’s birth family, refusing to
consummate the marriage because of their status differential (E. El. 45-6). Interestingly, though,
the farmer never makes explicit wordplay on Electra as dAextpoc, though he does call her a
napOevoc.*'? Instead, Euripides invites the audience to make this connection themselves, both by

repeatedly emphasizing Electra’s status as a parthenos, and by painting her as diametrically

10 Trans. Cropp.
11 Cropp 2013 ad 44.
Y2E El 44;51.
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opposed to Clytemnestra, who is both Aegisthus’ and Agamemnon’s dAoyog (14) at the same
time.*"> Thus, Euripides uses wordplay on Electra’s name to set up the conflict between mother
and daughter in the farmer’s speech.

Mother and daughter are again differentiated by their sexual habits in the dialogue of
Electra and Orestes (E. El. 215-99). When Orestes asks about the nature of Electra’s marriage,
she responds that her husband is “respectful”:

"HA. mévng avnp yevvaioc ¢ 1" €U evoePnc.

Op. M 8" evoéPela Tic TpOGESTL GO TOOEL,

"HA. o000t €0ViiC TG EUTic ETAN Oryelv. 255
Op. dyvevp’ &xmv t1 Olov §} 6~ ama&idv;

"HA. yovéag vBpilev Tovg £povc ovk NH&iov.

‘Op. kal wdg yapov toodTov ovy 1obn Aapav;
"HA. 00 x0prov Tov d6vta i nysita, EEve.

Op. &uvijk’ - Opéotn un mot™ €kteion diknv. 260
HA. 100T" o010 TapPddv, Tpog 08 Kol cOEPOV QL.
Op. @b

yevvaiov 8vdp” EheEac, €V te SpacTéov.

"HA. €1 61 60’ fiet y £€¢ dOHOVG O VIV Amv.

Op. upmp 0€ 67 1) TeEKODGO TODT NVEGYETO;

"HL. yovaikeg avdpdv, @ Egv’, 00 Taidomv eikar. 265

El.: He’s a poor but noble man, and respectful to me.

Or.: What sort of respect does your husband show to you?

El.: He has never yet presumed to touch my bed.

Or.: Keeping some religious abstinence, or disdaining you?

El.: He did not think it right to insult my family.

Or.: And how was he not pleased to get such a marriage?

El.: He considers the man who gave me had no right to, stranger.
Or.: I see—in case Orestes should punish him one day.

El.: He does indeed fear that, but he’s right-minded too.

Or.: Ah, you’ve described a noble man; we should treat him well.
El: Yes, if my absent brother ever comes home.

Or.: And the mother who bore you, did she put up with this?

El.: Women are friends to their husbands, stranger, not their children.*!*

13 See also 71. 1.113-14 and Od. 1.36 for Clytemnestra as &loyoc (especially the latter for an
instance of ambiguity in re whose wife she is). See also Guzman 2009 on the term &Aoyog in
Homer, as well as Chs. 1 and 2 of this dissertation.

14 Trans. Cropp.
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Electra invites comparison of her marriage with her mother’s. Whereas Electra’s marriage is
grounded in respect for her natal family, Clytemnestra’s is represented by the utter rejection of
her children in favor of her new husband. Electra interprets her mother’s rejection in sexual
terms: she tells Orestes that their mother has not protected her from Aegisthus’ cruelty because,
as Cropp argues, “sexual attachment outweighs motherly love.”*"” Line 265 summarizes
Electra’s view of her mother: she is primarily motivated by lust for Aegisthus, not by love for her
children.*'® On the surface, this seems to apply to Clytemnestra’s inaction in the face of
Aegisthus’ cruelty; however, if we consider the implications of this statement, we understand
that Electra is also referring to her mother’s dual motives for killing Agamemnon. Whereas
Clytemnestra will argue that she murdered Agamemnon to avenge Iphigeneia (E. El. 1018-45),
Electra will brush this motive aside in favor of the view that her mother was motivated by lust
for Aegisthus (E. EI. 1060-90). Here, Electra foregrounds her debate with Clytemnestra,
painting herself as the polar opposite of her mother. According to Electra, Clytemnestra
betrayed Agamemnon because of her uncontrolled sexuality; Electra mobilizes her virginity to
show her exceeding loyalty to her father’s line.

Electra also weaponizes her virginity in a surprising way when crafting the trap for
Clytemnestra. The audience has been repeatedly reminded that Electra, although married, is still
a parthenos; that she plans to lure her mother into her house by informing her of the birth of a
son comes as a shock:

"HL. [A&y, ® yepoué, 1ade Khvtonuiotpg pokdv:]
Aey® W amdyyeAl’ ovoav Apoevoc TOK.
[Ip. métepa TAAOL TEKODOOV T} VEOOTL ON;

"HL. 8¢y iAiovg, &v olotv dryvedet Aeyd.
IIp. xai o ti TodTo PUNTPl TPOSPAALEL POVOV; 655

15 Cropp 2013 ad 265.
16 For more on these dual motivations, see Ch. 3 of this dissertation.
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"HA. fi€et kKAvovca Ady1d Lov voouata.

El.: [Go to Clytemnestra, old man, and tell her this:]
Report that I’'m confined with the birth of a son.

O.M.: Having borne him some time ago, or just recently
El.: Ten days ago—those of isolation after a birth.
O.M.: And how does that bring murder upon your mother?
El: She’ll come when she hears I’m ailing in child-bed.*'®

?417

In this passage, Electra repeats Aéyoc-Adyoc¢ terms three times, emphasizing that she intends to
entrap Clytemnestra with a trick consisting of her bed and showing us that she is ever-ready to
fend off an ambush (A6y0c), perhaps because she herself is often anticipating one. The audience
has already been primed to expect the siblings to engage in preparing an ambush for their mother
and Aegisthus. When Electra first sees Orestes and Pylades, she believes them to be lying in
wait for her:

oipor yuvaikeg, £EEBNV Opnvnudtov. 215

Eévor Tvec map’ oikov o1d’ dpecTtiong

evvag Exovteg e&avioTavtatl AdYov.

O dear me, my laments are ended, women.

Some strangers here have been lurking at the altar by the house,

and are rising up from their ambush.*"”
Consequently, when Electra discusses her plan for killing Clytemnestra, we are already primed

to connect the trick of the child-bed (Aey®, 652 and 654; Loy, 656) with an ambush (Loxoc).**

417 «0.M.”= “Old Man” (Cropp’s designation).

18 Trans. Cropp.

1% Trans. Cropp.

420 Crucially, Electra never explicitly asks the Old Man to bid Clytemnestra to visit; rather, she
crafts her trick as a way of testing Clytemnestra’s intentions. Of particular importance, as
Masaaki Kubo notes, is the detail that the child is a boy, since “the play has shown earlier how
Electra’s possible child, especially her male child, had caused many fears and precautions among
her persecutors” (Kubo 1967: 17). Electra’s inclusion of the detail that the child is male ensures
that Clytemnestra will come to catch a glimpse of her newborn adversary; as a result, if
Clytemnestra does come, it shows that she is not doing so out of concern for her daughter but
because she must protect herself from the retribution of Agamemnon’s heirs. See E. El. 22-4,
40-2, and 267 for the idea that Electra’s ability to bear a son is a source of fear.
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Electra’s repetition of Aey® and Ady1a, and indeed the crafting of the trick itself, is heavily ironic
given the folk etymology of her name and the fact that she remains a parthenos: the very idea
that she may no longer be a parthenos directly contradicts her nature. Moreover, both
Clytemnestra and Aegisthus seem to fear that Electra will turn out like her mother, weaponizing
her sexuality in order to avenge her father. In fact, Electra does emulate Clytemnestra, but her
element of surprise is that she uses her sexuality in an unexpected way.*! Clytemnestra will
believe that her daughter’s loss of virginity and subsequent birth of a son—who would be
Agamemnon’s rightful heir—is the threat, when in fact Electra’s sustained virginity is used as a
means of displaying her loyalty to her father. Thus, the A0yog that she crafts plays upon her
mother’s fears about Electra’s untamed sexuality.

The agon logon between mother and daughter introduces overt comparison of
Clytemnestra and Electra’s respective sexual mores. In the introduction to her speech,
Clytemnestra addresses her problematic reputation, asking Electra to reserve judgement on her
until she has heard the full story.*** Clytemnestra’s argument revolves around the ways in which
her and her daughters’ beds have been violated, and she frames the injustices she suffered at
Agamemnon’s hands with repetition of the word Aéktpov. She begins with Agamemnon’s
promise of marriage for Iphigeneia:

KEIVOC & ToAda TNV EUnV AYIAAEmg 1020

AEKTPOLOL TTEIGOG DYET €K OOU®V AywV
Tpovuvodyov AvAv, EvO’ vmepteivag Tupac

21 For the idea that Electra emulates Clytemnestra, see especially line 279, where Electra
threatens to kill her mother with the same axe used to murder Agamemnon (TaOT® ye TEAEKEL TQ
TATNP OTOAETO).

122 koitot 86E” Grav MaPn ok | yovoiko, YAOoo mikpdTng EveoTi Tic, | G pév mop’ fuiv, 0d
KOAGG,” TO Tpayua 68 | pabovtac, v pev a&iog oslv &xm, | otoyeiv dikaiov: €l 6& pn, ti O&l
otvyelv; (“Mind you, when bad repute takes hold of a woman, people tend to find her speaking
offensive. But that in my opinion is not as it should be. They should learn the facts and then, if
hate is called for, it’s fair to hate her; but if not, what need is there to hate?” trans. Cropp)
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Aegvkny dmunc’ Tetrydvne mapnido.

Yet that man lured my child

with a promise of marriage with Achilles, and took her off from our home
to the moorings at Aulis; and there he held her stretched above the altar
and slashed through Iphigeneia’s pale white throat.*?’

Clytemnestra uses Aéxtpov (1021) to describe Iphigeneia’s promised marriage with Achilles,
hinting that Agamemnon was the true cause of Electra’s “un-marriage”: by using a false
betrothal as a premise for luring Iphigeneia to Aulis, Agamemnon ushers in a cycle of sexual
dysfunction in the women of his household that reaches its zelos in Electra.***

Clytemnestra further frames Agamemnon’s treachery with the word Aéktpov when she
describes his return with Cassandra. She insists that the sacrifice of Iphigeneia was not enough
to make her turn vengeful; rather, Agamemnon’s insult to her status was too much to bear:

€Ml T0100€ TOIVLV Kaimep NOKNUEVN 1030
0VK NYPLOUNY 003~ (v EKTAVOV TOGLV*

AL A0 Exyov pot pavad’ EvOsov kdpnv

MEKTPOIG T  EMEIGEQPNKE, KOl VO 500

€V TOIGIV OOTOIG OMUOCY KOTELYOUEV.

UAPOV UEV 0DV YOVOIKES, OVK SAL®DG AEym: 1035
Otav 8, VTOVTOG TODS , APAPTAVY] TOCIC

TaVOOV TOPp®OSOG AEKTPa, pipeicBot B e

yovi) TOV Gvopa xdtepov ktdcHot eidov.

Kamerr &v NuUiv 6 yoOyoc AapumpOveTal,

016’ aitol TdvS' 00 KADOLG  AvIpEC KAKMG. 1040

Well, in response, although I had been wronged,

I did not turn savage nor would I have killed my husband.
But he came back with a raving god-possessed girl,
imported her to our bed, and tried to keep two brides
together in the same house!

Now women are a foolish lot, I don’t deny it;

but when, that being the case, a husband errs

42 Trans. Cropp.

424 Although Clytemnestra does not use Aéktpov to describe Helen’s adultery (which she
discusses at 1027-29), she does call Helen pdpyoc (1027) and Menelaus’ drhoyog (1028); together
these imply a predisposition evident in the family’s women to excessive lust and to improper
enactment of their roles as dhoyoc.
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and rejects his wedded wife, the woman is apt to follow his pattern

and take another partner.

And then the censure of it makes us notorious,

while the men responsible for it don’t get a bad name!**
Clytemnestra uses Aéktpov twice in this passage to describe how Agamemnon insulted her
status. First, he brought Cassandra home with him and behaved as if she was a wife, not a
concubine; she uses Aéktpov of the marriage which Cassandra invaded in 1033.*° According to
Clytemnestra, it was Agamemnon’s rejection of her (for which she again uses Aéktpov, 1037)
that pushed her to seek out a liaison with Aegisthus.*?” Thus, in this passage, Clytemnestra
frames the curse upon their household as a series of violated Aéktpa, which, as she implies,
culminates in the person of Electra.

Electra, for her part, rejects Agamemnon’s culpability, at least in terms of the Aéktpov.

While she does not echo Clytemnestra’s language in her rebuttal, she does counter the argument
that Agamemnon deserved his death because of his disregard of the Aéktpov. She argues that her
mother’s immorality is congenital, and implies that her betrayal of Agamemnon could have been
predicted by considering her similarities with Helen:**®

7O P&V yap 160G oivov dEov pépety

‘EAévng 1€ Kol oo, 600 8° EQute GLYYOVD,

auoo potaio Kaotopdc v ovk déim.

7 p&v yap apracbseic’ ékodo’ anmAETo, 1065
oV & Gvop’ dprotov ‘EALGd0G duwAecag,

425 Trans. Cropp.

426 Cropp is unconvinced by Clytemnestra’s use of Cassandra as additional motivation for her
actions: as he implies, Clytemnestra’s mind was made up before she knew of Cassandra, who
poses no threat to “the first wife’s children and their inheritance” (Cropp 2013 ad 1032-4).

*27 The chronology of Clytemnestra’s liaison does not support this line of reasoning: in all
sources which treat her, she had already taken up with Aegisthus by the time Agamemnon
returned home with Cassandra in tow. As Cropp notes, “she cannot afford to concede that
jealousy over a concubine caused her to murder the king of Argos, so she only argues that
Cassandra precipitated and justified her adultery” (Cropp 2013 ad 1011-50). See Cropp 2013 ad
1011-50 for further discussion of the timeline of Clytemnestra’s adultery.

28 See also Clytemnestra’s discussion of Helen at 1027-9.
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oKWYV TPOTEIVOVG , MG VITEP TEKVOL TOGLY

gktevac od yap 6” &g Eywy’ icootv £v.

AT, BuyaTpog Tpiv keEKLPDOGOHAL GPAYAC,

VEOV T Am’ oKV Avopog EEmpunuévov, 1070
EavOOV KaTOTTP® TAOKAIOV EENOKELG KOUNG.

yovn 8, AmovTog Avopodg Tt €K dOUMV

8¢ kBALOG GoKel, Sidypap’ MG oVGaV KUKNV.

00OV Yap avTnv Ol Bupacty eOTPETES

eaivew Tpdsmomov, v Tt un {NTh} KaKov. 1075

Your looks are worthy of procuring praise,

both Helen’s and yours; but in nature you are two of a kind,
both of you reckless and unworthy of Castor.

Helen was snatched and ruined willingly,

and you destroyed the noblest man of Greece.

Your pretext was that you killed your husband for your child,
for people do not know you as well as [ do—

you, who before your daughter’s sacrifice was sanctioned,
when your husband had just lately set out from home,

were dressing your hair’s auburn locks in front of a mirror.
Now if any woman cultivates her beauty while her husband is away from home,
strike her off as no good.

She has no need to display a pretty face in public

unless she is looking for some mischief.**’

According to Electra, Clytemnestra is congenitally disposed to infidelity. Clytemnestra’s
concern for her appearance signals a lack of concern for her husband and the maintenance of his
household.”® As further evidence of this disregard for the maintenance of the household, Electra
cites her mother’s use of Agamemnon’s property as a dowry in her marriage to Aegisthus:

TAOC 00 TOGIV KTEIVAG TATPHOVS SOUOVG
NUIv Tpociyoc, GAL" EMMVEYK® AEXEL

2 Trans. Cropp.

0 Cropp notes that this is a common moralizing theme in Greek culture, where female k6opoc
was considered “unnatural, or as typical of &etairai or other loose [sic] women™ (Cropp 2013 ad
1072-4). Fears about the deceptive power of female kdc0¢ can be observed in numerous
instances in Greek literature. For the use of female kdopo¢ in the wrong social circumstances,
consider especially Lysias 1.14, in which the speaker’s wife powders her face while her husband
is asleep (which the speaker uses as evidence of her infidelity). As a counterpoint, consider
Athena’s beautification of Penelope at Od. 18.177-205. Penelope’s sophrosyné is demonstrated
by her lack of care about her appearance during her husband’s absence; the goddess beautifies
her without her knowledge as she sleeps.
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TAALOTPLA, HGO0D TOVG YAUOVG VOLUEVT; 1090

How is it that when you had killed your husband you did not attach our ancestral

home to us, but dowered your bed

with property not your own and bought your marriage for a price?*"
Electra’s focus here is on the marital bed as a representation of the marriage pact: in her view,
Clytemnestra not only sought out a new liaison while still married, but also used Agamemnon’s
wealth to attract Aegisthus.*? Clytemnestra’s excessive primping and her failure to protect her
husband’s wealth both lead to her sexual excesses: she attracts Aegisthus with her decorative
beauty and easy access to Agamemnon’s wealth.

Once the agon logon has concluded, Electra begins the process of luring Clytemnestra
into the house. Euripides uses a great deal of Aéktpov-A&yoc-Aoxog wordplay in this scene,
especially when Electra and Clytemnestra discuss the supposed birth of Electra’s son:

"HA. fikovoag, olpot, ThV dUdV AoYELUATOV"

ToVTOV V1ep pot OGOV — o Yip 01d” Eyd — 1125
dekatn oeAMvn Toudoc mg vopiletar

Tpifov yap ovk gin’, drokog 0dG” &v Td mapoC.

KA. 6AANG 100" €pyov, 1] 6° EAvGEV €K TOKMV.
"HA. a1 "Aoyevov kdtekov uévn Bpéeoc.

KA. obtoc dyeitwv otkog idputar gilmv; 1130
"HA. mévntog ovdeig fodietan kTdobot @idovg.

KA. 60 & @8 dlovtog xai dvceipatog ypda 1107
AEY® VEOYVDV €K TOK®V TEMUVUEVT; 1108
GAN” i, Tondoc ApOUOV MC TELEGPOPOV 1132

0vow Beoior 6ol 6" dtav TpdEm xdptv

VS, el én” dypdv o mdoIc Bunmoled

VOpQooy. GAAX TOVGS™ OxovG, OTAOVEC, 1135
Qatvaig dyoviec Tpdched - Nvik’ av 6é pe

doxktite Bvoiag Thod” dmnAAidyOar Oeoic,

1 Trans. Cropp.

2 Cropp suggests that the word Aéyet in 1089 invites us to picture a bed loaded with rich objects
as a means of enticing Aegisthus; the idea of the bed as a site of trickery is interesting in light of
the trick Electra uses to lure Clytemnestra into her house. We might also consider Penelope as a
point of comparison here: though she protects her husband’s wealth from the suitors, especially
by accepting suitor-gifts from them to replenish Odysseus’ wealth (Od. 18.281-3), she also
employs the “trick of the bed” against him (Od. 23.173-80).
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ThpeoTe” O YOp Kol TOGEL doDVAL YAPLY.

El: You’ve heard, I think, that I have given birth?

Please make the tenth-night sacrifice for this, according to custom;

I don’t know how to myself.

I’m inexperienced, being childless till now.

Cl.: That’s someone else’s job—the woman’s who delivered you.

El.: I was my own midwife and bore the baby alone.

Cl.: Is your house so isolated from friendly neighbors?

El.: No one wants to get poor people as friends.

Cl.: And you, so unwashed, with such poor clothes to your body,
when you’re confined and recovering from a recent birth?

I’11 go, then, and make the sacrifice to the gods for the child’s completed term.
And when I’ve done you this favour,

I’1l go to the meadow where my husband is sacrificing

to the Nymphs. Come, servants, take the mules

and put them to the feed-stalls.

Come back when you think I’m finished with this sacrifice to the gods.
For I must give satisfaction to my husband as well.**?

Euripides repeats Aéktpov-Aéxoc-Adyog three times in this passage, once again cuing us to make
the connection between Electra’s trick, a Adyoc, her child-bed, and her name. As Cropp notes,
the passage is full of dramatic irony: Clytemnestra speaks of sacrifices but does not realize that
she will be the sacrifice. Further, when Electra tells her mother that she does not know how to
make the requisite sacrifice to the gods because she was formerly inexperienced with having
children (&toxog oG v 1 mdpoc, 1127), Clytemnestra does not realize that her daughter still
remains inexperienced. Thus, the tone of the passage imbues the discussion of Electra’s child-
bed with irony: the audience understands that she remains “unbedded” and that the discussion of
her child-bed is not in earnest, but Clytemnestra, preoccupied with the revenge made possible by
Agamemnon’s new male heir, fully believes the ruse.

From this point, the play quickly reaches its dénouement. Electra frames her mother’s

death both as a sacrifice and as a perversion of the “marriage to death” trope:

3 Trans. Cropp.
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YDOPEL TEVNTAG £G SOLOVG” PPOVPEL OE Lot

Ui 6° aifaA®on ToAVKATVOV GTEYOG TEMAOVG,. 1140
Ovoeic yop ola xpn o€ Saipocty OON.

Kavodv 8 EvijpkTor Kol Tednyuévn ceayis,

fnep kabeile Tadpov, 0O mEAAC TEGT]

TAnNyeica” voueebon o0& kv Atdov dOUO1G

onep Euvnddeg &v pdet. TooNVS ™ &y 1145
dDG® YApv 6oL, oL O diknv Euoi TaTpdc.

Go on into this poor house—and pray take care

that the soot that smothers the building doesn’t soil your clothes.
That way you’ll make the sacrifice you should to the gods.

The basket is prepared, the knife is sharpened,

the one that killed the bull whom you’ll lie beside

when you’re struck down. You’ll be wedded in Hades too

with the man you slept with in this world. That much I’ll

give you as a favour—and you will give me justice for my father.***

Electra frames her mother’s death as a sacrifice, echoing both Aegisthus’ death while sacrificing
and Clytemnestra’s discussion of the sacrifices that must be performed after the birth of a son.**”
Further, the image of the sacrificed bull calls to mind one from the Agamemnon, in which

Cassandra envisions Agamemnon’s death as if he is a bull being gored by his mate (1125-9).*¢

4 Trans. Cropp.
33 Relatedly, consider the phrase Pod¢ £mi edrvy, sometimes used in descriptions of
Agamemnon’s murder, and whose language is echoed in the scene between Clytemnestra and
Electra (E. El. 1130-46, especially 1132-9). See especially Od. 4.535 and 11.411 for this
phrase’s occurrence in descriptions of Agamemnon’s murder.
B0 49.1125-9:

a &, idod 1500 dmexe tiig Poog 1125

TOV TODpOV" &V TEMAOIOL

HEAAYKEP® AaoDoa Py oviILaTL

TOmTEL TiTVEL & &V £VOOP® TEVYEL.

doAo@OVOL AEPNTOG TOYOV GOl AEYW®.

Oh, oh! See, see! Keep the bull

away from the cow! She traps him

in the robe, the black-horned contrivance,

and strikes—and he falls into the tub full of water.

I am telling you of the device that worked treacherous murder in a bath. (trans.
Sommerstein)
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Here, then, Electra aligns herself with the Aeschylean Clytemnestra: she will kill her mother in
the same manner as Clytemnestra did her father. In addition, with the phrase vopgedon 6¢ kav
Adov d6poig | dnep Evvnddeg év pdet (1144-5), Electra implies a perversion of the “marriage to
Hades” that is often used of maidens who die before their weddings.”*’ But Clytemnestra, whose
marriage to Aegisthus has resulted in so much violence, and whose licentiousness firmly
excludes her from the category of parthenos, will make no marriage to Hades; rather, she will
remain wedded to Aegisthus in death, a fitting eternity for someone who has defied marital
convention in life.*® Electra frames this as a “favour” to her mother in exchange for the
sacrifices promised by Clytemnestra; her tricky rhetoric has concealed from Clytemnestra that
she will be the sacrifice. Thus, Electra is reminiscent of her Aeschylean mother; this similarity
to Clytemnestra invites us to consider the morality of the siblings’ vengeance.

Unlike Choephori, where Orestes is driven from his homeland by the Erinyes, Euripides’
Electra does not end in ruin for its characters; rather, Electra is promised to Pylades, who will
become her lawful husband and to whom she will bear legitimate children. There is no wordplay
on Aéktpov-A€yog-Adyog in Castor’s prediction of Electra’s future—she has transitioned from
“unbedded” to bride with the killing of her mother. In fact, it is through the trick of the child-bed
that Electra is able to become a bride. She emulates her mother not in licentiousness but in
treachery, however, and this is ultimately how she loses her status as dAektpog. She breaks the
cycle of marital dysfunction characteristic of the women in her family, and thus differentiates

herself from her mother. Overall, though, the play leaves us to question the morality of

7 See especially Rehm 1994 for discussion of this trope.
8 Consider also Orestes’ taunts at Cho. 894-5, 905-6, 975-9 and see Cropp 2013 ad 1144-6.
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vengeance: by presenting Electra as vindictive and Clytemnestra as regretful, Euripides invites

us to consider whether vengeance is ever ethical.

5.4. THE CHARACTERIZATIONS OF ELECTRA AND CLYTEMNESTRA IN SOPHOCLES
In Sophocles’ Electra, the use of Aeschylean language and line formulations and the modeling of
Electra upon the Aeschylean Clytemnestra likewise invites the association of mother and
daughter. Further, Electra weaponizes her sexuality in a way that is reminiscent of the way that
Clytemnestra uses hers to entrap Agamemnon. As we shall see, this weaponization of sexuality
is focalized by the adjective dhextpoc, which is used of both Electra and Clytemnestra. By using
this term of both mother and daughter, Sophocles hints at the possibility that they are equally
dangerous because of the ways in which they each weaponize their respective marital statuses.**’
Sophocles’ Clytemnestra is quite similar to her Aeschylean iteration: she claims to have
acted justly by murdering Agamemnon, and her disregard for her children is reminiscent of the
Clytemnestra of Choephori. Although it is unclear whether Sophocles’ Electra came before
Euripides’ or after, as Blundell has noted, the Aeschylean “overtones” of this play are
unmistakable.**® Just as in Choephori, Sophocles’ Electra is a reliable narrator; we pity her
misfortunes and trust her judgements, and thus we are likely to trust her judgement of
Clytemnestra as harsh and unfeeling. Sophocles paints Clytemnestra as antagonistic and even
violent toward Electra; her lack of maternal care leads Electra to characterize her as a ufmp

apnitop (1154), “unmotherly mother.” Indeed, she seems to care little for her children: the brief

9 See Ormand 1999: 62 on the idea that “Electra and Clytemnestra... map out the proprieties of
marriage and its function within the oikos. Between their extremes lies the position of normalcy
defined, implicitly, as marriage.”

0 Blundell 1991: 179. If Sophocles’ play came before Euripides’, this would indicate an
adherence to the Aeschylean portrayal of characters; if it came after, this would constitute a
“restoration” of these characters after the relatively shocking Euripidean version.
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maternal pang she feels at news of Orestes’ death (766-72) quickly changes to relief that this will

be a benefit to her (773-87). Despite her invocation of Iphigeneia’s death as a motivator for the
murder of Agamemnon (530-51), her lack of care for her surviving children, coupled with her
staunch defense of her relationship with Aegisthus in the agon logon with Electra, suggests that
she is not so maternal as she would have us believe.*"!

While Sophocles presents Electra as a reliable narrator, and thus encourages us to accept
her view of matricide as just, there are points in the play at which he constructs Electra as a
mirror image of her mother. Their similarities are especially evident in the agon logon, where
their arguments rapidly descend into invective. Blundell notes that in this scene, Electra, “like
her mother,... uses a veneer of dubiously rational argument to justify behaviour prompted by
passionate feeling.”*** Indeed, both Electra and Clytemnestra accuse each other of behavior that
they themselves each display: “excessive passion and an inability to listen... injustice... hubris...
boldness... and disgraceful behaviour.”** Moreover, their respective refusal to adhere to gender
norms, while achieved through disparate strategies, suggests their similarity. By emphasizing
Electra’s similarities to her mother, Sophocles invites us to consider the morality of vengeance,
especially if this vengeance requires matricide; however, unlike Euripides’ version of this
question, where Electra and Orestes are presented as morally repulsive, Sophocles quickly
diverts our attention from matricide to the murder of Aegisthus. By reversing the traditional
order of the deaths of Clytemnestra and Aegisthus, Sophocles reworks the usual climax of the
play. Clytemnestra’s death thus becomes of secondary importance to Aegisthus’; the corrupt

king must die, and there is no question that this vengeance is morally correct. Thus, the play

*! This is perhaps Sophocles engaging with the traditional “dual motives” of Clytemnestra.
*2 Blundell 1991: 172.
* Blundell 1991: 172.
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ends on an action that is presented as ultimately ethical; the matricide is of little consequence in
comparison with the divinely-sanctioned murder of Aegisthus.

From the moment Electra enters the stage, she frames the ills of the household in sexual
terms. She contrasts her solitary sleeplessness with Clytemnestra’s slumber beside Aegisthus:
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And my hateful bed in the miserable house
knows of the sorrows of my sleepless nights,
how often I lament for my unhappy father,
whom the bloody war-god did

not make his guest in a barbarian land,

but my mother and her bedfellow,

Aegisthus, split his head with a murderous axe,
as wood-men split an oak.

And from none but me does your due

of lamentation come, father,

though your death was so dreadful and so pitiful!***

Here, Electra contrasts her “hateful bed” (otuyepai... edvai, 92-3) with Clytemnestra’s bed,

shared with Aegisthus (kowokeyfic, 97).**° She frames the conflict with her mother as marital in

4 Trans. Lloyd-Jones.
3 Electra later frames Clytemnestra’s betrayal of Agamemnon through the image of the polluted
marriage-bed (S. El. 267-76):
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nature: whereas she is a virgin of marriageable age, her mother’s affair with Aegisthus has
destroyed the household, and with it, any hopes Electra might have had of marrying.**® She
correlates this with the fact that she alone mourns her father, while her mother, unconcerned with
Agamemnon’s memory, takes pleasure in her life with Aegisthus. Electra thus frames the filial
duty of mourning in sexual terms: she remains a virgin because she must adequately mourn her
father, while her mother’s sexual excesses indicate her refusal to mourn Agamemnon.**’

Electra further expresses this sexualized view of familial loyalty in her conversation with
the Chorus at 121-253. Consider the following excerpt, where Electra discusses her prolonged
virginity:
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And then what kind of days do you think I pass

when I see Aegisthus sitting on my father’s throne,

and when I see him wearing

the same clothes he wore, and pouring libations by the same hearth

at which he murdered him;

and when I see their final outrage,

the murderer in my father’s bed with my miserable mother,

if she can be called mother when she sleeps with him?

But she is so abandoned that she lives with the polluter,

having no fear of any Erinys... (trans. Lloyd-Jones)
¢ Electra calls upon the Erinyes to avenge her father, since Clytemnestra has broken the
marriage pact by taking a lover. She conceives of them as the gods who witness the injustice to
Agamemnon’s marriage bed (112-14). She later expresses surprise that Clytemnestra does not
seem to fear the Erinyes.
7 Although we see evidence of Clytemnestra leaving offerings at Agamemnon’s tomb, this is
spurred not by a desire to honor her late husband, but out of fear resulting from her dream (S. EL.
406-30). See Ch. 3 for discussion of the other forms of Clytemnestra’s dream in various authors.
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Yes, he whom I unwearyingly await, lost,

without child or bridegroom,

drenched in tears, with my never-ending

fate of sorrows! But he forgets

what he has suffered and what he has learned.**® Why, which of his messages

does not end in disappointment?

Always he feels the longing,

but for all his longing he does not think fit to appear!**’
She connects her maidenhood with her remembrance of her father, while Orestes’ “longing”
(mobei, 171, mobdv, 172) is equated with forgetting. In Electra’s estimation, Orestes’ m68oc—a
term often used of yearning for that which one lacks—could be easily remedied by returning
home.* She disapproves of his w60oc since it is not reflected in action; rather, this longing for
his homeland is paired with a forgetfulness (AaBetan, 167) that manifests as a failure to return
home (ovk a&ot pavijvai, 172). His inaction, in Electra’s view, indicates a forgetfulness of all
that their family has learned through suffering.

Electra, on the other hand, proves her loyalty to and remembrance of Agamemnon
through her prolonged virginity. She regards betrayal and lustfulness as concomitant, while she
proves her loyalty through her chastity, an idea upon which she expounds later in the scene:
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8 Compare Ag. 176-8: tdOv @povelv Ppotode 686- | cavta, Tov mabet paboc | Bévra kuping Exetv
(“Zeus who set mortals on the road to understanding, who made ‘learning by suffering’ into an
effective law,” trans. Sommerstein).

* Trans. Lloyd-Jones.

0 For m60oc as a term related to “desire for something absent” (Calame 1992: 30), see Calame
1992: 30—-40. This is often used of sexual desire in the sense of “unrequited love.”
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El.: But much of my life has already abandoned me
without hope, and my strength is failing!

Yes, I melt away without offspring,

I who have no husband to protect me,

but like a lowborn slave serve in the chambers of my father,
in such mean attire as this,

and stand at empty tables!

Ch.: Piteous was the cry at his return

piteous as your father lay there,

when the blow of the brazen axe

came straight upon him!

Cunning was the teacher, passion was the killer;
horribly they brought into being a

shape horrible, whether it was a god or a mortal
who was the doer.*"

Electra and the Chorus paint a picture of the effects of uncontrolled lust upon the household.
Once again, we hear that Electra shows her loyalty to Agamemnon by remaining a virgin, even
though it has cost her her dignity (190-2). Clytemnestra, on the other hand, has fully succumbed
to Aegisthus’ advances: we understand that through her cunning, she crafted the murder plot,

while her lust for Aegisthus impelled her to commit the act (197).** The Chorus describes her

1 Trans. Lloyd-Jones.

2 The interrelatedness of Clytemnestra’s lust for Aegisthus and the crafting of the murder plot
appears in Homer, Pindar, Aeschylus, and Euripides. Blundell notes that Clytemnestra’s d0A0¢
will be repaid by Orestes’, a manifestation of the talio: “Dolos will be paid for dolos, blood for
blood” (Blundell 1989: 150). See also MacLeod 2017 on this theme.
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betrayal of Agamemnon as a metaphorical sexual act, which has resulted in a terrible offspring
(devav detvidg TpoputevoavTeS | popedy, 198-9). In a perversion of a normal marriage, their
union is cemented by the birth of their “child,” namely, the plot against Agamemnon. Electra’s
childlessness is thus contrasted with the birth of Clytemnestra’s metaphorical child with
Aegisthus.

We again see Electra juxtaposed with Clytemnestra in the first stasimon. The Chorus
equates Electra to an Erinys, playing upon the collocation Aéktpov-A€yog-Adyog to paint Electra
as both Clytemnestra’s true heir and her opposite:
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She shall come, with many feet and many hands,
she who lurks in dire ambush,

the brazen-clawed Erinys!

For the drive to a polluting marriage,

that brought an accursed bed, an accursed bridal,
came upon those for whom it was forbidden.
Therefore I have confidence

that the portent will never come

in a manner welcome to the doers and partners in the deed.
Indeed there is no prophecy for mortals

in fearsome dreams or oracles,

if this apparition in the night is not to find due fulfillment.*>*

33 Trans. Lloyd-Jones.
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The connection of Aéktpov, Aéyog, and Adyog in this passage focalizes the principal issues
between Clytemnestra and her daughter.** Electra is the Erinys who will lay a trap for her
mother (& dewvoic | kpumTopéva Aoyo1g | yahkomovg Epwvig, 489-91); we hear an echo of her
name in Aoyotc (490).* In addition, this image conjures one presented in the Agamemnon, in
which Clytemnestra, like an eagle bereft of its chicks, is equated with an Erinys coming to
avenge the death of her child:
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This is the tenth year since against Priam

his great prosecutor,

King Menelaus, together with Agamemnon,

the Atreidae, a pair firmly yoked

in the honour of their twin thrones and twin scepters
given by Zeus,

4% See the discussion above on the semantic web A£kTpov-Aéxoc-Adyoc.

3 See Winnington-Ingram 1980: 219-23 on the rather unexpected references to the Erinyes in
the Electra. Ormand also makes note of “Sophocles’ unusual treatment of the Furies... the idea
that the Furies would avenge Clytemnestra’s killing of Agamemnon [is remarkable]” (1999: 70).
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launched the thousand-ship expedition of the Argives
from this land

as military backers for their suit,

uttering from their hearts a great cry for war,

like birds of prey who, crazed

by grief for their children, wheel around

high above their eyries,

rowing with wings for oars,

having seen the toil of watching

over their nestlings’ beds go for nothing;

and some Apollo on high, or Pan,

or Zeus, hearing the loud shrill wailing cries

of the birds, exacts belated revenge

on behalf of these denizens of his realm

by sending a Fury against the transgressors.**®
In the Agamemnon, it is understood that Clytemnestra will be the Erinys who has waited ten
years to bring vengeance upon her husband.*’ In the passage at S. E/. 489-501, Electra is
likewise imagined as an Erinys who has lurked in the house preparing an ambush. By using this
metaphor of Electra, Sophocles invites us to compare her with the Aeschylean Clytemnestra and
thus to question the morality of her actions. But in the same breath, the Chorus reassures us that
Electra’s motivation is sound: she, the Erinys, is avenging “an accursed bed, an accursed bridal,”
dlextp’ dvopea (492). Moreover, the “accursed bed” is dAextp’—that is, such a perversion of
marriage that it is an “un-bed.” While we might expect dhextp’ to refer to Electra, Sophocles
applies it to Clytemnestra’s liaison with Aegisthus.**® The metaphor of the Erinys is transferred
from the Aeschylean Clytemnestra to her daughter, while the adjective dAektpog is transferred

from Electra to her mother. Thus, mother and daughter are commingled but also juxtaposed in a

surprising way in this passage.

¢ Trans. Sommerstein.
*7 For Clytemnestra as an Erinys, see Ch. 4 of this dissertation.
% See Ormand 1999: 68-72.
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Both Electra and Clytemnestra frame their quarrel with each other in marital terms. Kirk
Ormand shows that Clytemnestra places a high value on the “cultural bonds of marriage;” she
argues in the agon logon that extreme loyalty to one’s biological family, coupled with
Agamemnon’s “failure to recognize her maternity” as evidenced by the killing of Iphigeneia, is
what destroyed him:**’
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Why, that father of yours, whom you are always lamenting,

alone among the Greeks brought himself

to sacrifice your sister to the gods, though he felt less pain

when he begot her than I did when I bore her.

So, explain this! For whose sake did he sacrifice her?

Will you say for that of the Argives?

But they had no right to kill her, who was mine.

But if he killed her who was mine for his brother Menelaus,

was he not to pay the penalty to me?

Had not Menelaus two children,

who ought to have died in preference to her,

since it was for the sake of their father and mother that the voyage took place?
Had Hades a desire to feast on my children

rather than on hers?

Or did your accursed father feel sorrow for the children of Menelaus,
but none for mine?

49 Ormand 1999: 65.
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Is that not like a father who was foolish and lacked judgment?*®
Clytemnestra focuses on two separate but related issues: 1) Agamemnon’s lack of regard for her
as his wife and the mother of his children, and 2) Agamemnon’s devotion to his brother over his
wife and children. Her motive for the murder thus stems from her appreciation of what Ormand
calls the “cultural bonds of marriage.”*®' In Clytemnestra’s opinion, a husband ought to value
his wife and children over his natal family, since it is only by forming this new oikos that he can
propagate his bloodline. Clytemnestra’s liaison with Aegisthus can thus be interpreted as the
expected consequence of a husband’s failure to recognize the importance of a wife and mother to
the oikos.

Electra takes the opposite stance: her extreme loyalty to Agamemnon manifests in her
extended partheneia. Moreover, as Ormand shows, the language she uses to describe her
protection of Agamemnon’s family line is often sexual.*®* Ormand argues that Electra defends
Agamemnon’s bloodline through “her virginal marriage, virginal motherhood, and absolute
devotion to the oikos as embodied in her father.”*®® Her partheneia is thus both a personal and a
political statement: rule, like marriage, should be kept within Agamemnon’s family.
Clytemnestra’s power as ruler, like her marriage to Aegisthus, is improper, since these were
gotten through depriving Agamemnon of his power as king and as husband. Blundell likewise
notes the political implications of Electra’s rejection of Aegisthus’ “usurpation” of Agamemnon

as both father and ruler: Aegisthus, figured as a tyrant, “is emphasised not only as the adulterous

40 Trans. Lloyd-Jones.

*! Ormand 1999: 65.

%2 Ormand cites Electra’s connection with Artemis (563-5), her tropheia of Orestes (1143-5),
and her tending of Agamemnon’s burial-chamber (8&Aapoc, 190) as instances in which her
partheneia is figured as a kind of marriage (1999: 65-7). For 8dhapog as a sexual term (i.e.,
“bridal chamber”), see Ormand 1999: 63-7. On Electra as “mother,” see Blundell 1989: 152-3.
3 Ormand 1999: 67. On Electra as an epikléros, see Ormand 1999: 72-8.
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lover but as the usurping ruler. This political dimension is enhanced by the use of free citizens
for the chorus, rather than the slave women of Aeschylus’ Choephori.””*®* Electra presents
Clytemnestra’s new marriage and her tyranny as related dangers.

The interrelation of these dangers becomes clear in the agon, when Electra expresses
disgust at the idea that Clytemnestra and Aegisthus could have children of their own:
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For come, pray explain why

you are doing the most shameful thing of all,

you who are sleeping with the guilty one, with whom

in time past you killed my father,

and getting children by him, while you have cast out your earlier children
who are god-fearing and born of a god-fearing father!

How could I approve of this? Or will you say

that this too is taken in payment for your daughter?

If you do say it, it will be a shameful thing to say; for it is not honourable
to mate with enemies for your daughter’s sake!**

Electra expresses her disapproval of Clytemnestra in sexual terms: her disloyalty to Agamemnon
is literalized by her liaison with Aegisthus, and has the potential to be reified in any offspring
produced by this new union. Electra maintains that if Clytemnestra were truly upset about

Iphigeneia, she should have expressed this in a way that upheld her oikos, not through

“** Blundell 1989: 155.
493 Trans. Lloyd-Jones.
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extramarital sex. By doing so, Electra upholds the value of the natal family over that created by
marriage.*®®

When Electra learns of Orestes’ supposed death, she realizes that the protection of her
father’s line rests with her. In her second conversation with Chrysothemis, Electra goads her
sister to action by uniting the idea of familial loyalty with the promise of marriage:
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Why, how long will you wait, doing nothing? To what hope
that still stands upright will you look? You can lament

at being cheated of the possession of your father’s wealth,
and you can grieve at growing older to this point in time
without a wedding and without a marriage.

And think no longer that you will ever get these things;
Aegisthus is not so stupid a man

as to allow your children or mine

to come into being, bringing obvious trouble for himself.
But if you fall in with my counsels,

first you will earn credit for piety from our dead father below,

46 As a point of comparison, consider Apollo’s argument in Eumenides about the mother’s lack
of blood-relation to her children (657-65). Apollo maintains that the mother is not a parent, but
merely a vessel for the father’s seed. Sophocles’ Electra seems to be aware of this view of
parenthood: when she juxtaposes Aegisthus’ potential offspring with Agamemnon’s (e0ce®dv,
590) children who are gvoeeic (589), she implies that this moral uprightness is a characteristic
inherited from the true parent. Therefore, Aegisthus’ children will be worse by nature than
Agamemnon’s since they are born of a worse father. In addition, Electra implies that by
marrying Aegisthus, Clytemnestra willingly introduces an enemy into the household.
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and also from our brother;

and further, for the future you will be called free,

that which you are by nature, and you will obtain a worthy marriage;

for what is excellent draws the eyes of all.*®’
Here, Electra urges Chrysothemis to join her in reclaiming their inheritance: Agamemnon’s
wealth and the right to their own families are their birthright. Strikingly, she uses the adjective
diextpog to describe her sister’s plight; with this adjective, she connects Chrysothemis’ situation
with her own, suggesting that her sister will in time be as disrespected by their kyrioi as she is.
This pointed adjective is rhetorically effective: it is pointless to yield to Clytemnestra and
Aegisthus as Chrysothemis has because, though they may treat her well in the short term, they
will eventually deny her her birthright, as they have already done with Electra. Thus, all of the
women in the family are dAektpog: Clytemnestra because of her un-marriage, and Electra and
Chrysothemis because of the danger their offspring would pose to their kyrioi. It seems, then,
that their house is characterized by the inversion of traditional sexual mores, wherein a married
woman becomes “unmarried” because of her licentiousness, while her daughters remain
parthenoi longer than is appropriate.

At the end of her speech (605-9), Electra addresses the issue of her similarity to her
mother, reframing Clytemnestra’s quarrel with her in terms of inherited traits:
TODOE v ovveka 605

KNPLoGE W gic Gmavtag, gite ypfg Kaknv

gite otOpOpYOV €IT” Avaudeiog TAEAV.

€l yOop mEQuKa T®VOE TOV EPyV 1OpIG,

oxedOV TL TNV 61V 00 KATAGYOV® UCLV.

So far as that goes,
proclaim me to all, whether you like to call me bad

or loud-mouthed or full of shamelessness;
for if I am expert in such behaviour,

47 Trans. Lloyd-Jones.
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I think I am no unworthy child of yours!*®®

The idea that one’s character, especially an aggressive temperament, can be inherited from one’s
parents occurs in both Aeschylus and Sophocles.*® At Choephori 418-22, Electra notes that her
“harsh” (opudéepwv, 421) temperament was inherited from Clytemnestra; therefore, it should be
no surprise that Electra reacts to injustice in a manner reminiscent of her mother.*”* In
Sophocles’ Electra, the titular character expands upon the assertion of her Aeschylean iteration:
she learned her stubborness and refusal to capitulate to her kyrioi from her mother. Thus, we
might expect Electra to have learned her lack of respect for sexual mores from the likewise
diextpog Clytemnestra.

The threat that Electra will turn out like Clytemnestra is realized in the murder scene, an
eerie reenactment of Agamemnon’s death scene. As Electra and Orestes enter the palace, the
Chorus connects them with the Aeschylean Erinyes:

16e0’ 6ot mpovépeTal

10 SvoépioToV aipo PuedY Apng. 1385
Bepaoty aptt dopdtov HdeTEYOL

HETAOPOLOL KOKDYV TAVOLPYNUAT®V EPUKTOL KOVEG,

Aot 00 poKpav ET7 AUUEVET

TOVUOV PPEVAV GVEIPOV CLOPOVUEVOV. 1390
See where Ares advances,

breathing blood born of strife!

Already they have gone beneath the house’s roof,
the hounds, not to be fled from, that pursue evil crimes,

48 Trans. Lloyd-Jones.

9 Finglass 2007 ad 609. See also the Chorus at Antigone 471-2: 8ijhov' 10 yévwnu’ GROV &€
®OpoD TaTpoC [T TouddC” gikev & ovk Emiotatol Kakoig (“It is clear! The nature of the girl is
savage, like her father’s, | and she does not know how to bend before her troubles,” trans. Lloyd-
Jones).

Y70 Cho. 418-22: 1 8’ Gv pGvteg TOYOWEY T TG Tep | mGBOpEV Byen TPOG YE TAV TEKOUEVAV; |
napeott caivewy, Ta & ovTL OEAhyeTOL. | AOKOC YOp DOT OUOPP®V | AoavTog €K HoTpOg 6TL OO
(“What can we say that will hit the mark? Should it be | the pains we have suffered, and from a
parent, too? | She may fawn on us, but they cannot be soothed; | for like a savage-hearted wollf, |
we have a rage, caused by our mother, that is past fawning,” trans. Sommerstein).
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so that the vision of my mind
shall not long wait in suspense!*”’

The language of this passage is reminiscent of the death scene of Clytemnestra in the Choephori,
where she attempts to dissuade Orestes from the murder by threatening pursuit by the Erinyes.
In response, Orestes cites his fear of Agamemnon’s Erinyes:

KA. 6pa, puAa&at untpog £yKOTOVS KOVOG.
‘Op. t0Gg 10D TATPOC 6€ TOG PVY®, TOPEIS TAOE; 925

Cl.: Take care! Beware your mother’s wrathful hounds!
Or.: But how am I to escape my father’s, if I fail to do this?*"*

Sophocles seems to be reminding the reader of the scene’s Aeschylean predecessor, especially by
referring to the Erinyes as “hounds.””* Interestingly, while the Aeschylean Orestes conceives of
his father’s Erinyes as external to himself, he himself is presented as the embodiment of
Agamemnon’s Erinyes in Sophocles’ play.

The image of Orestes and Electra as Erinyes echoes an earlier image used by the Chorus
to discuss Clytemnestra and Aegisthus:

OTL oV 7)ON TO peV €K dOUMV VOGETTaL, 1070
T 0€ TPOG TEKV®V OITAT QV-

Aomig oOKET™ €Elc0DTON

QULOTOGI® daiTa.

TPHO0TOG O POV GAAEDEL

@ molc, oitov Gel TaTpPOg 1075
detlaia oteEVaYOVG OTMG

0 TAvOVPTOG ANd®V,

obte TL 10D Bavelv Tpoundng

16 ¢ Un| PAEnew £toiua,

ddvuay €Erods’ Epviv. 1080
tic v ebmatpic Ode PAdoToL;

Tell them that their house suffers from a plague,

"1 Trans. Lloyd-Jones.

2 Trans. Sommerstein.

73 Compare S. El. Gouktot koveg (1388) with A. Cho. &ykdtovg kovac (924). See also Ch. 4 of
this dissertation.
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and that the strife between their children

is no longer levelled out

in loving life together!

But the daughter is betrayed

and alone tosses on the sea,

ever lamenting her father’s fate

in sorrow,

like the ever-grieving nightingale,

reckless of death

and ready to renounce the light,

if she can bring down the twin Erinyes.

Who could be so loyal to her father?*’*
Here, the Chorus conceives of Electra’s isolation as in direct opposition to the unitedness of
Clytemnestra and Aegisthus, who operate as if twins (5130pav... Epwvov, 1080). In the passage at
1384-90 (above), however, the image of the Erinyes is transferred to Orestes and Electra, who,
because of their reunion, have become more powerful than their mother. It is significant that the
siblings have waited to act until Clytemnestra and Aegisthus are physically apart from each
other: it is by separating the “twin Erinyes” that Electra and Orestes can become Erinyes in their
own right. But this, in fact, also suggests that Electra will turn out like her mother: as an Erinys,
it is in her nature to act in retribution, just as Clytemnestra asserts when she uses Iphigeneia’s
death as a pretext for the murder of Agamemnon (536-47). The siblings replace their mother and
stepfather as “twin Erinyes;” the phrase duktol kOveg (1387) is suggestive of the Erinyes and
also implies the traits they have inherited from their mother.

In Clytemnestra’s death scene, Sophocles uses lines from Agamemnon’s death scene in

Aeschylus’ Agamemnon to emphasize Electra’s similarity to her mother. In a surprising

47 Trans. Lloyd-Jones.
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engagement with Agamemnon’s death scene, Sophocles invites us to connect Clytemnestra with

Agamemnon and Electra with Clytemnestra:*">

KA. dpot méminypon. 1415
"HA. moicov, €i o0évelg, SimAny.
KA. dpot péd” ovdic.

Cl.: Ah, I am struck!
El.: Strike twice as hard, if you have the strength!
Cl.: Ah, again!*’®

The language of this scene is taken directly from Agamemnon’s death scene in the Agamemnon:

Ay. dpot, TETAN Yo Kopioy TANYnY E0m.
Xo. 6iyo Tig mAnynv dutel Kaping ovTocuévoc;
Ay. dpot péd’ avdig, SevTépay TETANYHEVOG. 1345

Ag.: Ah me, I am struck down, a deep and deadly blow!
Ch.: Hush! Who’s that screaming about being struck and mortally wounded?
Ag.: Ah me again, struck a second time! (trans. Sommerstein)

Moreover, Electra’s words at 1416 are reminiscent of Clytemnestra’s speech after the death of
Agamemnon, where she details the blows she dealt to her husband:

maim 0€ viv 8ig” KAV dLOTV OlH®YUATOY

pedfKey aTOd KOAN' KOl TEMTOKAOTL 1385

TpitnVv €mevdidout, Tod Kot x0ovog

A10G VeEKpOV GOTTPOG EVKTALOY YAPLV.

Then I struck him twice, and on the spot, in the space of two cries,

his limbs gave way; and when he had fallen

I added a third stroke, in thanksgiving to the Zeus

of the underworld, the saviour of the dead, for the fulfilment of my prayers.*’’

Electra urges Orestes to strike a second time in order to ensure that Clytemnestra is unable to

fight back. Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra, on the other hand, needs no prompting to strike twice: she

473 Jebb also notes that the Chorus hears Clytemnestra’s cry from within the house, just as the
Chorus of the Agamemnon hears his cry (Jebb 1962 ad 1413).

47 Trans. Lloyd-Jones.

" Trans. Sommerstein.
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is determined to finish the deed, with or without help. Importantly, in lines 1415-7, Electra

emulates Aeschylus’ iteration of her mother, while Clytemnestra unwittingly plays the role of the
Aeschylean Agamemnon. Sophocles’ use of Aeschylean language invites interpretation of
Orestes and Electra as a second Aegisthus and Clytemnestra, and underlines the question of the
morality of the siblings’ vengeance.

Unlike in Euripides’ version, the titular character of this Electra play remains on
uncertain footing at the end. Ormand notes that Orestes’ return does not solve Electra’s
problems: though no longer oppressed by her kyrioi, Electra’s new kyrios (Orestes) promises no
hope of a settled future for her. Electra is not promised in marriage, and we hear nothing further
from her after Orestes has determined to kill Aegisthus. As Ormand notes, “her potential—for
marriage, for childbirth, for action—remains unresolved, and furthermore, Orestes has taken no
clear charge of her as her new guardian.”*’® In fact, if Orestes must travel to Delphi and to
Athens (as the mythic tradition requires), Electra is perhaps in a worse position than she was at
the start of the play: Agamemnon’s heir has returned, and his killers are slain, rendering Electra’s
defiant allegiance to her father unnecessary. At the same time, Orestes lays out no plan for
marrying her off, and so she ends the play in much the same predicament: unwed and alone,
awaiting her brother’s return.*’”’ She remains é\extpoc, resigned to this future (and this name)
for an indeterminate amount of time.

Sophocles repeatedly invites comparison of Electra with her mother. Although Electra
and Clytemnestra represent opposite views on marriage, they are both diektpog: Clytemnestra

through her indecorous marriage, and Electra as a means of preserving her father’s memory.

*7¥ Ormand 1999: 78.
7 On the rather abrupt end of this play, see Finglass 2007 ad 1442-1504.
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Electra is given no particularly happy ending in this play; rather, as Ormand notes, “the paradox
of the woman’s role in the (re)generation of [the] oikos becomes Electra’s tragedy, just as it was

her mother’s nightmare.”***

We have seen that Sophocles and Euripides each portray Clytemnestra in different ways in order
to draw out the nuances of her character. While Euripides generally paints her in a sympathetic
light by having her express regret for her actions and for her estrangement from Electra,
Sophocles portrays her as harsh and indifferent to Electra’s plight. Additionally, Sophocles’
Clytemnestra is closely modeled on Aeschylus’, while Euripides’ Clytemnestra represents a
marked departure from the Aeschylean source material; the differences between Sophocles’ and
Euripides’ versions of Clytemnestra shows an interest in the nuances of her character. Both
playwrights experiment with Clytemnestra’s characterization as a way of exploring the
circumstances that might drive a wife to murder; while one version arouses sympathy, the other
provokes condemnation.

As we have seen in both Electra plays, the household’s problems are represented by the
sexual dysfunction of its women: both Clytemnestra and Electra defy the expectations of their
gender and status. Electra’s status as dAektpog, coupled with Clytemnestra’s marriage to
Aegisthus, are emblematic of the ruination of Agamemnon’s house. We have seen that both
Sophocles and Euripides explore the morality of vengeance by associating Electra with her
mother and by raising questions of Clytemnestra’s motivation for the murder of Agamemnon.
Euripides introduces the possibility that Orestes and Electra are as morally corrupt as Aegisthus

and Clytemnestra, leading us to wonder whether retribution is ever ethical. Sophocles likewise

0 Ormand 1999: 78.
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invites the association of Electra with Clytemnestra by using the adjective diektpog of both of
them: thus, we might question whether Electra’s lack of regard for sexual mores is not in fact
harmful to her father’s legacy. By repeatedly inviting comparison of Electra with Clytemnestra,
Euripides and Sophocles show that both are dangerous to patriarchal society, but in opposite
ways. Both represent the danger that women pose when not properly controlled by their kyrioi;
thus, both show that the extremes of female sexuality (lust and prolonged maidenhood) are

detrimental to the oikos and to society.
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CHAPTER 6. EURIPIDES’ IPHIGENEIA AT AULIS

In this chapter, I will show that through allusion and intertext, Iphigeneia at Aulis (IA)
characterizes Clytemnestra as a divine avenger of her husband’s transgressions. By mapping the
events of /4 onto the myth of the rape of Persephone, Euripides invites the audience to imagine
Clytemnestra as Demeter Erinys, whose eventual rage is an expected consequence of the
premature loss of her daughter. Euripides’ Clytemnestra is assimilated to Demeter Erinys,
whose rage has enormous consequences for humanity; by associating these two figures,
Euripides invites us to understand Clytemnestra’s rage as similarly detrimental to society.

I will begin by discussing the evidence for Eleusinian-Orphic allusion and intertext and
the interpretative issues posed by /4, including textual difficulties and questions of authenticity.
I shall then move to discussion of the Athenian understanding of the Demeter and Persephone
myth, especially as regards Demeter’s wrathful iteration, Erinys or Melaina. Finally, I will
examine /4 in conjunction with the Homeric Hymn to Demeter (h.Cer.) in order to show that
Euripides makes pointed references to the Hymn as a way of connecting Clytemnestra with
Demeter (in particular, with Demeter’s wrathful iteration as Demeter Erinys). I will show that
the connection of Clytemnestra with Demeter Erinys reframes Clytemnestra’s crime as an act of

vengeance that is a natural consequence of the loss of her daughter.

6.1. CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE DISCUSSION OF ELEUSINIAN-ORPHIC ALLUSIONS AND
INTERTEXTS

Andreas Markantonatos has shown that Euripides’ version of the events leading up to the
sacrifice of Iphigeneia contains references to the rape of Persephone and the Eleusinian

Mysteries, and that these are an examination of the way that the moral framework proposed by
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the Mysteries provides relief from the horrors of war.*®' Markantonatos argues that Euripides’
references to the Eleusinian Mysteries are informed by his immediate political context, and that
Euripides maps the practice of the Mysteries during the Peloponnesian War onto the myth of
Iphigeneia as a way of problematizing contemporary Athenian issues onstage. This mapping of
the Mysteries onto the Iphigeneia myth frames Iphigeneia as Persephone, Clytemnestra as
Demeter, Agamemnon as Zeus, and the chorus as the nymphs that accompany Persephone in the
meadow.

While Markantonatos deftly handles Euripides’ treatment of the practical aspects of the
Mysteries as a response to contemporary Athenian politics, he does not deal with Euripides’
reception of earlier literary material as an influence on his agenda. Jonah Radding, however,
explores the numerous verbal resonances between /4 and earlier works like the Cypria,
Semonides poem 7, Aeschylus’ Oresteia, and the Homeric Hymn to Demeter (h.Cer.).*™
Radding argues that Euripides’ alignment of Clytemnestra with Demeter is a revision of her
negative portrayal in earlier sources. In his estimation, Euripides rehabilitates Clytemnestra by
connecting her with “more commendable women in the Greek literary canon,” including

Demeter and Semonides’ Bee Wife.*® Radding takes as his premise Clytemnestra’s claim that

she is has been a “blameless wife” to Agamemnon;*** he argues that Euripides rehabilitates

! Markantonatos 2016.

482 Radding 2015.

83 Radding 2015: 833. A similar rehabilitation of Clytemnestra is presented in the USA
miniseries Helen of Troy (2003), in which Clytemnestra is characterized as a dutiful housewife
who ignores Agamemnon’s many offenses against her, ultimately deviating from her “obedient
housewife” persona and murdering him when overlooking his misdeeds is no longer possible for
her (Harrison 2003). Similarly, Euripides goes to great lengths to portray Clytemnestra as a
good wife in /4, implying that her post-Aulis actions are all the result of her frustrations at the
accumulat10n of Agamemnon s transgressions against her.

¥ svppapropriceg d¢ duepmtoc i yoviy (“you will admit that... I was a flawless wife,” 14
1158).
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Clytemnestra by assimilating her to positive female exempla. However, though he does
acknowledge that “by recalling the story of Demeter, Euripides... provides a divine model for
Clytemnestra’s eventual vengeance,” Radding does not pursue the implications of using the
wrathful Demeter, called Erinys or Melaina, as models for Clytemnestra.**

In this chapter, I extend the implications of both Markantonatos’ and Radding’s
arguments. Markantonatos sees the mapping of the play’s characters onto the rape of
Persephone as ancillary to Euripides’ political motivations. I will develop his discussion of the
specific implications of aligning the characters of /4 with characters in 4.Cer. 1 will extend
Radding’s argument in a similar way. He argues that Euripides’ use of Demeter as a model for
Clytemnestra proves her status as a good wife and thus exculpates her. However, I will show
that Euripides specifically alludes to Demeter in her wrathful incarnation (Erinys/Melaina) as a
way of predicting the events of the Oresteia. While Radding argues that the cycle of
Clytemnestra’s grief is completed in /4 when she is likened to the bereaved Demeter, I will show
that Euripides only hints at the full magnitude of Clytemnestra’s eventual rage with this
assimilation to Demeter; by hinting that she could become like Demeter Erinys or Melaina,
Euripides suggests that Clytemnestra’s wrath is an expected consequence of the loss of her
daughter. This does not exculpate her, since her behavior is inappropriate for a mortal; rather,
her assimilation to Demeter Erinys or Melaina both explains her grief in /4 and predicts her rage
in the Oresteia.

We might reasonably expect an Athenian of the fifth century to be broadly familiar with

rituals celebrating Demeter and Persephone, which may have included reenactments or retellings

83 Radding 2015: 861. Demeter’s identities as Erinys and Melaina are often conflated since they
represent the same period in her search for her lost daughter.
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of the rape of Persephone and Demeter’s search for her lost daughter, the blight put upon crops,
the reunion of mother and daughter, and the founding of the Eleusinian Mysteries.**® A smaller
subset of Athenians may have been familiar with specific allusions to the primary literary source
for the myth of Demeter and Persephone, the Homeric Hymn to Demeter. Euripides
demonstrates familiarity with the Hymn to Demeter in Helen 1301-68.**" Angeliki Tzanetou
writes that Athenian audiences could easily pick up on theatrical references to religious ritual,
since “the traits that religious and theatrical practice share enabled the audience to recognize
potential connections between religious rituals and their dramatic representation.”™® It is likely
that Euripides’ audience was able to understand broad references to the Demeter and Persephone
myth and related rituals, and some audience members may have picked up on more specific

allusions to literary sources for the myth.**’

8¢ Tzanetou 2002: 331-35. She is careful to note that we do not know exactly how the
Thesmophoria was conducted, though scholars have reconstructed broad outlines of the ritual
from literary sources like Thesmophoriazusae (Tzanetou 2002: 333).

7 Friedman 2007: 204. For other discussion of the link between 4.Cer. and Helen, see
especially Golann 1945, Foley 1992, and Stavrinou 2015.

48 Tzanetou 2002: 338. On the connection between theater and ritual, see also Wiles 2000: 29-
30. Tzanetou is writing about the representation of the Thesmophoria in Aristophanes, but her
discussion of onstage allusions to ritual can easily be extended to tragedy.

8 Markantonatos likewise believes that ancient theatrical audiences could recognize both verbal
and thematic allusions to Eleusinian Orphism, arguing that some language that was strongly
associated with mystery religions was ubiquitous enough to be openly used in tragic
performances. For example, the makarismos formula that is a hallmark of mystery religion is
used in ancient popular culture to evoke “the Eleusinian-Orphic promise of future happiness in
the world below” (Markantonatos 2016: 235). Markantonatos also maintains that more general
Eleusinian-Orphic themes are present in tragedy, including “post mortem bliss and heroic
transcendence... [and] fundamental moral arguments and ethical postulations” (Markantonatos
2016: 227). For more on this, as well as on the interweaving of Eleusinian, Orphic, and Bacchic
cult in the Athenian cultural imaginary, see Markantonatos 2016: 229-30. I have chosen to adopt
the term “Eleusinian Orphism™ in this context because of the way in which we see a connection
between the Eleusinian Mysteries, which memorialize the rape of Persephone, and Orphism,
which promises the initiand life after death; this connection is most apparent in the figure of
Iphigeneia, who is cast as a double for Persephone and who also survives death because of her
adherence to a moral code with Orphic overtones (see /4 1211fY).
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Pre-classical literary sources for the rape of Persephone include Hesiod’s Theogony and
the Homeric Hymn to Demeter. Hesiod briefly mentions the rape of Persephone in his
enumeration of Zeus’ partners and children (Theogony 912-14); even in this brief reference, the
theme of Persephone’s abduction and subsequent separation from her mother is evident.*”® This
is explicated more fully in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, which was likely composed around
650 BCE.*' According to Robert Parker, “The Hymn to Demeter tells of the rape and recovery
of Persephone, and of how Demeter came to earth during her daughter’s absence and founded the
Mysteries at Eleusis.”**> More generally, the Hymn treats the relationship between mother and
daughter, and how that relationship changes as the daughter nears marriageable age. The anxiety
of “losing” a daughter when she leaves the natal household is played out in a literal way in the
rape of Persephone. It is very likely that these literary versions of the myth would have been
familiar to Euripides, and possibly to members of his audience.

Radding argues that Euripides’ audience would likely have been familiar enough with the
Hymn to Demeter to recognize allusions to it in /4.**® Radding also points out correspondences

between /4 and Semonides poem 7, concluding that Euripides’ allusions to 4.Cer. and

0 otap 6 AjunTpog ToAEOPPNS £¢ Aéyoc ABev: | 1 Téke [lepoe@dvny Aevkdrevov, fiv
ABovedg | ipracev Ng mopd untpds, Edmke 8¢ untieta Zedg (“Then bounteous Demeter came to
his bed; | she bore white-armed Persephone, whom Aidoneus | snatched away from her mother—
but the counsellor Zeus | gave her to him,” trans. Most).

1 Some scholars believe the Hymn to Demeter is originally of Attic provenance (cf. Parker 1991
for a summary of the scholarship).

2 Parker 1991: 4.

493 Radding points to a similar use of the Demeter and Persephone myth, including direct
allusions to the Hymn to Demeter, in Euripides’ Helen as proof that a 5"-century Athenian
audience would have recognized Euripides’ references (Radding 2015: 833-7). For evidence of
Euripides’ use of the Demeter and Persephone myth in the Helen (originally produced in 412
BCE), see especially Friedman 2007. Friedman convincingly argues that Euripides uses the
myth as a thematic template for Helen, thereby associating Helen with Persephone and Menelaus
with Demeter.
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Semonides 7 connect Clytemnestra with literary “good wives,” which constitutes a revision of
Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra in particular.*** He also argues that the audience would have
recognized allusions to the Oresteia, since “much of Euripides’ audience had the opportunity to
become acquainted with Aeschylus at one of two venues: the city Dionysia, where revivals of the
Oresteia may have occurred in the late fifth century; and the various rural Dionysia, where the
reproduction of older tragedies was almost certainly the norm.”*** Additionally, he notes that
allusions to the Oresteia were quite common among playwrights of Euripides’ period, which
“strongly suggests that the dramatic poets expected their audiences to be familiar with the
trilogy.”*® This is certainly true of Euripides: scholars generally agree that his Electra makes
pointed reference to the Oresteia in the recognition scene between Electra and Orestes. It is
probable that Euripides’ audience would have been familiar with Aeschylus’ Oresteia in some
form; thus Radding’s argument that Euripides’ Clytemnestra is a reaction against her Aeschylean

iteration is sound.

6.2. THE TEXT OF /4

The authenticity of /4 has been a persistent question in scholarship on the play, which poses a

number of interpretative difficulties for readers. First, it was produced posthumously by

494 Aspasia Skouroumouni Stavrinou argues that Euripides’ audience would have understood
allusions both to other plays and to other genres, since “the institutional nature of ancient drama
(generic identity prescribed by festival context) facilitated experimentation with generic
convention. Cross-generic responsiveness reached its peak in the latter part of the fifth century.
Cross-boundary play on the level of performance—performative intertextuality—is a key feature
of inter-generic osmosis in this period” (Stavrinou 2015: 108).

4% Radding 2015: 836.

4% Radding 2015: 835. He notes that “the most famous of these [Oresteia reception passages]
are: Ar. Ach. 9-11, Ran. 866-870, and Euripides’ lampooning of the Choephoroi in Electra 518-
544” (Radding 2015: 835).
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Euripides’ son or nephew, Euripides Minor, in 405 BCE.**’ This has led some scholars to
question the authenticity of the text, since it may have been revised or even finished after
Euripides’ death, and some scholars, like M.L. West, argue that Euripides Minor is responsible
for most of the play.*”® Second, /4 is rife with textual difficulties which have sparked substantial
editorial revisions, both ancient and modern. Mary-Kay Gamel writes that editors have revised
significant portions of /4 because of the play’s numerous “problems in meter, citations of this
play by other authors which do not appear in existing manuscripts, and apparent illogicalities and
inconsistencies.””” These problems have led many editors to bracket, remove, or rearrange
chunks of the play, and have resulted in translations which omit large portions of the text.””
Because of this, Sean Gurd counts no fewer than 34 distinct editions of /4, and argues for the
importance of considering all 34 versions in order to properly understand the play, and that “in
dealing with Euripides’ last play we should speak not of a single, unique text, but of a

differential set, a multiplicity or plurality of texts.”*”' While Gurd’s position allows for a wider

and perhaps more “objective” understanding of the play,”® for the purposes of the present

7 Pietruczuk 2012: 565. She cites the scholiast on Aristophanes’ Frogs 67 as the source of this
anecdote.

¥ West 1981: 73.

" Gamel 1999: 327.

390 Colin Teevan notes that “this textual uncertainty has been considered by previous translators,
some of whom have tackled the subject squarely, arguing that the job of the theatrical translator
is to translate an effective piece of theatre, which the standard text is (if extraordinarily
melodramatic as Greek tragedy goes)” (Teevan 1996: 99).

%1 Gurd 2005: 9. Gurd’s count of 34 separate editions of /4 excludes “several manuscripts, a
few papyrus fragments, and a host of essays, dissertations, commentaries, and articles touching
on questions of text” (Gurd 2005: 9). He notes that “the significant MSS are Laurentianus pl. 32,
2 (L); Palatinus gr. 287 (P)” and that “several papyrus witnesses are now known: P Leiden inv.
510, P KoIn IT 67; POxy 3719” (Gurd 2005: 9 n.8).

392 With “objective,” I refer to the idea advanced by feminist scholars that true objectivity comes
not from elimination of “distortion, bias, error, self-interest, and caprice” from research (a
problematic, nearly impossible claim), but from the inclusion of multiple sources of evidence in
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chapter I have not consulted all 34 editions of /4, instead relying on Gurd as my guide to the
questions raised by the differences among these editions.

James Diggle’s 1994 critical edition of /4 has been the primary text that I have used,
largely because of Diggle’s innovative editorial process, which draws upon a methodology
developed by Denys Page. This methodology, which Gurd calls “probabilism,” allows editors to
include with the extant text their conjectures about the authenticity of certain passages.”” Gurd
argues that this allows for increased editorial rigor because it allows textual critics some
flexibility in handling wildly divergent versions of a text (Gurd 2005: 155-6). He notes that
Page’s methodology for textual criticism constitutes a radical acknowledgement of an editor’s
active, often politically loaded, role in shaping the text. Diggle, following Page’s methodology,
transmits the play in its entirety but divides the text into four categories, including sigla in the
margins to indicate the likelihood of a given passage’s authenticity. He assigns the sigla as

follows: 1) fortasse Euripidei (perhaps Euripides’, designated by the symbol ), 2) fortasse non

Euripidei (perhaps not Euripides’, designated by the symbol &), 3) vix Euripidei (hardly

Euripides’, designated by the symbol &), and 4) non Euripidei (not Euripides’, designated by the

symbol .).5 % His allowance for editorial uncertainty is important because it preserves the text

in its entirety, not excising anything but simply making notes of editorial conjectures in the

margins. Similarly, Gamel gives the literary scholar permission to treat (or not treat) /4 as a

order to approach the truth (Hawkesworth 2006: 9). For a summary of how feminist scholars
have redefined “objectivity,” see Hawkesworth 2006.

3% Gurd 2005: 155. Page suggests dividing a text into four categories: 1) “certainly interpolated,
probably by actors,” 2) “more or less probably interpolated,” 3) “where the case for interpolation
is not yet strong enough,” and 4) “where interpolation is more or less certain, but not histrionic”
(Page 1934: 24-9).

% Diggle 1994: 358.
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unified text, and to interpret the text as we have it, treating all parts as valuable for study.’®

Because of this, I have relied on Diggle’s critical edition and Gamel’s translation of /4, since |
view their goals as complementary.
I have largely confined my analysis of /4 to those sections which Diggle labels as

“fortasse Euripidei” (perhaps Euripides’, designated by the symbol Q) and “fortasse non

Euripidei” (perhaps not Euripides’, designated by the symbol &). This is because, as Jonah
Radding notes, these are “the two categories that Diggle believes most likely to be authentic...
While by no means perfect, this system should provide the best chance of understanding
Euripides’ methodology in his reconstruction of Clytemnestra.”>*® Examination of intertexts
between /4 and h.Cer. requires reasonable belief in a passage’s authenticity, though in this
chapter I try to mitigate this problem by examining not only specific intertexts, as characterized
by marked verbal references to 4. Cer. about which I am reasonably certain, but also broader
thematic resonances with the myth of Persephone and Demeter that do not necessarily require

Euripides to have borrowed specific language from 4.Cer. to evoke the myth.
6.3. EVIDENCE FOR DEMETER ERINYS
The loss of Persephone provokes Demeter’s transition from benevolent to vengeful, that is, from

simply Demeter to Demeter Erinys or Demeter Melaina. Although h.Cer. certainly alludes to

this vengeful Demeter, all of the extant literary sources which explicitly name “Demeter Erinys”

395 Gamel 1999: 327.
2% Radding 2015: 832.
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or “Demeter Melaina” are post-classical.”®’ In the Hellenistic poem Alexandra, Lycophron tells
the story of Demeter’s accidental ingestion of Pelops’ shoulder, listing the epithet Epivig
alongside four of her other epithets (Evvaia, "Epkovva, ®@ovpia, and ZEipneopoc); all five of
these epithets convey some aspect of Demeter’s rage at Persephone’s rape.””® Simon
Hornblower notes that “Demeter was Erinys at Arkadian Thelpousa [also called Tilphousa,
Telphousa, and Thilpousa]... [she] appears on the city’s coins,” and seems to agree with

Pausanias’ aetiology of the wrath of Demeter Erinys, discussed below.”” Apollodorus reports

7 Two Linear B tablets from Knossos suggest early worship of Demeter Erinys. Alan H.
Sommerstein writes,

The earliest known references to a deity named Erinys are on two Linear B tablets from
Knossos, where the name appears in the dative singular (in the forms e-ri-nu and e-ri-nu-
we) in lists of recipients of offerings; but the singular form of the name, the company it
keeps [it is listed alongside “Enyalius, Paiawon (the later Apollo Paecan) and Poseidon™],
and the very fact of offerings being made to an Erinys, strongly suggest that we have here
an ancestor, not of the Erinyes of Homer, Hesiod and Aeschylus, but of the goddess later
worshipped in Arcadia as Demeter Erinys, consort of Poseidon and mother of the
marvelous horse Arion (Sommerstein 1989: 6).

Sommerstein’s assertion that the Erinys mentioned on the tablet is Demeter is convincing,
especially since the tablets suggest that she was worshipped alongside her consort, here either
Poseidon or Ares (Enyalius). The scholiast on Sophocles, Antigone 125-6 [ratayog Apeog,
avturdAov | duoysipopo dpakovtog] posits a conjugal connection between Ares (=Enyalius) and
Erinys: dpdaxwv yeydvel €€ Apewg kol Tihpmoong Epwviog (quoted in Pfeiffer 1949: 434).
Similarly, Walter Burkert argues that “Erinys, in the singular, brings to mind the Demeter Erinys
in Arcadia, the mother of the horse Areion, rather than the band of avenging furies” (Burkert
2013: 44).

% Hornblower notes that Ennaia “is the ethnic of Enna in central Sicily [which Zeus gave “to
Persephone as a wedding-present], and alludes to the abduction of Demeter’s daughter
Persephone by Hades” (Hornblower 2015 ad 152-3). Herkynna is perhaps the name of one of
Persephone’s companions at the time of her abduction, while Thouria refers to “Demeter’s
frenzied (Bobpog) grief for her daughter” (Hornblower 2015 ad 152—3). Hornblower believes
that Xiphephoros connotes a martial or wrathful Demeter, perhaps referring to “the way the god
was depicted in the relevant Boiotian sanctuary, wherever exactly this was” (Hornblower 2015
ad 152-3).

% Hornblower 2015 ad 152-3. The scholiast on Lycophron directs the reader to Callimachus fr.
652 [tV pev 6 v* éomépunvev ‘Epwvit Tihpwoain] for the connection of Erinys with Thelpousa
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that Demeter Erinys was the mother of the horse Arion by Poseidon, who was conceived when

Poseidon raped Demeter in the form of an Erinys, but gives no explanation for Demeter’s form
or her wrath in this myth.’'° Pausanias gives the fullest explanations of Demeter Erinys and of
Demeter Melaina in two distinct myths. In the first, Demeter is called Erinys because of her rage
at her violation by Poseidon; in the second, she is not called Erinys, but her rage results in her
donning black clothing. Both versions give crucial information about the wrathful Demeter’s
iconography: she carries a torch or torches, and wears black. In what follows, I will explore how
Pausanias’ accounts correspond with the wrath of Demeter in 4. Cer.
In h.Cer., the beginning of Demeter’s mourning period following the loss of Persephone

is marked by the donning of dark robes (42-4):

KLOAVEOV & KAADUUO KOT GUPOTEP®V BALET” BU®V,

00010 8° MOT 0lVAC, £ TPOPEPTV TE Kol VYpPNV

potopEVN®

She cast a dark cloak on her shoulders

And sped like a bird over dry land and sea,

searching.’"!
There is no question that Demeter’s dark cloak indicates her mournful state. It also marks her
transition from benevolent goddess to wrathful avenger of her daughter’s rape: that is, her

transition from Demeter to Demeter Melaina.’'? In Pausanias’ account of the cult of Demeter

Melaina, he explicitly connects Demeter’s wrath and her black robes:

(Hornblower 2015 ad 152-3). For commentary on Callimachus fr. 652, including information on
the deity “Thelpousan Erinys,” see Pfeiffer 1949.

319 Apollodorus, Bibliotheca 3.6.8: Adpaotov 8 pévov fnmoc Siéowoev Apeiov: To0ToV £k
[Moceddvog éyyévnoe Anunmp sikacOeica £pvit kata TV cuvovsiav (“Adrastus alone was
saved by his horse Arion. That horse Poseidon begot on Demeter, when in the likeness of a Fury
she consorted with him,” trans. Frazer 1921).

' Trans. Foley.

312 Both Foley and Richardson note in this passage a potential allusion to the cult of Demeter
Melaina in Arcadia (Richardson 1974: 163 and Foley 1994: 37).
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10 8¢ Etepov TV OpdV 10 'EAdiov dnmtépm pev @ryariog 66ov 1€ oTodiong
TPLIKOVTA £0TL, ARUNTPOC 6& Gvipov aTodt iepov Emikinowy Melaivng. doa puev
oM ot &v Oehmovon Aéyovov &g L&y v [Tooelddvog Te Kot ANUNTPOC, Katd
TaVTA ooy ol Dryareig vopilovot... 10 8¢ dmd TovTov Aéyovot Bupud te dua &g
tov [Toceddva avtnyv kai £mi ¢ [Tepoedvng T aprayi) TéEvOel ypouévny
péAavay £o0fjta Evodval Kai £¢ 10 omAaiov Tobto EABodcav £l ypdvov ameivar
TOAOV... Méhawvay 8¢ Emovopdacol oaciv adtv, 6Tt Kai 1) 0e0¢ pélavay v
gc0fita elye.

The second mountain, Mount Elaius, is some thirty stades away from Phigalia,
and has a cave sacred to Demeter surnamed Black. The Phigalians accept the
account of the people of Thelpusa about the mating of Poseidon and Demeter...
Afterwards, they say, angry with Poseidon and grieved at the rape of Persephone,
she put on black apparel and shut herself up in this cavern for a long time... They
say that they named her Black because the goddess had black apparel.”"

Following her change of clothing in /. Cer., Demeter goes in search of her daughter
carrying lit torches:

gvvijuap pev Emerta Kot x06va motvia Anow

oTpOPdT’ oifopévag daidac Letd yepoiv Exovoa,

000¢ ToT” ApPpocing kal VEKTaPOg NOVTOTO0

TAGoAT’ AKNYEUEVT], 0VOE Xpoa BAAAETO AOVTPOIC. 50
AL Ote o1 dekdrn ol EmMAvde Tovorc Haog,

fvtetd ol ‘Exdtn célog €v xeipesov Eyovoa,

Kai pé ol dyyehéovoo Em0g PATO PMOVNGEY TE'

Then for nine days divine Deo roamed over the earth,
holding torches ablaze in her hands;

in her grief she did not once taste ambrosia

or nectar sweet-to-drink, nor bathed her skin.

But when the tenth Dawn came shining on her,
Hekate met her, holding a torch in her hands,

to give her a message. She spoke as follows:*"*

13 Description of Greece 8.42.1-5; trans. Jones.
>4 Trans. Foley.
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Scholars have interpreted Demeter’s torches in a variety of ways. N.J. Richardson argues that
they provide an actiology of the torches used in the rites at Eleusis.”’> Helene Foley connects the
torches with both the Eleusinian Mysteries and the marriage ceremony. She notes that torches
were a central part of the nighttime activities at Eleusis, and “initiates imitated the experiences of
Demeter in the rites at Eleusis, probably including a search (possibly exclusive to women) for
Kore/Persephone by torchlight... Torches may have been tossed at the conclusion of the rites to
celebrate Persephone’s return.””'® Nanci DeBloois argues that Demeter’s torches are paired with
Hecate’s torch, and that both serve dual purposes: they are “both nuptial and funereal.”'” She
argues that Demeter’s encounter with Hecate replicates the marriage procession, wherein the
bride was welcomed into her new home by the mother of the groom, also holding torches. *'®
Both Demeter’s and Hecate’s torches underscore the ambiguity of Persephone’s rape. DeBloois

notes that each of the characters in /. Cer. seems to perceive the rape differently: male figures

>13 Richardson 1974: 165—69. He writes that torches served a number of purposes in the
Eleusinian Mysteries. First, they provided light during the pannychis; second, they had a
purificatory function in the preliminary ceremony; and third, they could have been used in a
reenactment of Demeter’s search for Persephone. Richardson also discusses the torch as a
manifestation of divinity (Richardson 1974: 26). On the Dadouchos, or torch-bearer, who was
the second in command at Eleusis, see Richardson 1974: 168 and Mylonas 1961: 232.

316 Foley 1994: 38.

>'” DeBloois 1997: 253.

318 DeBloois writes, “In a traditional ancient Greek wedding, Demeter, as mother of the bride,
would accompany the nuptial procession, torch in hand, from the home of the bride’s father to
that of the groom, where she would be met by the groom’s mother, also torch in hand. In this
case, Hekate takes the place of the groom’s mother. But Demeter is not part of the nuptial
procession... her wanderings with the torch present an ironic twist of her expected role...”
(DeBloois 1997: 153-4). Mercedes Aguirre reads a similar irony in the scene between Demeter
and Hecate, noting that torches are often used in a similar way in both weddings and funerals
(Aguirre 2010: 137). In h.Cer. 48, Demeter carries one torch in each hand; James Redfield notes
that this is typical of the bride’s mother, who “follows the wedding procession with a torch in
each hand” (Redfield 1982: 189).
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view it as a legitimate marriage, while female characters like Demeter, Hecate, and even
Persephone view it as a death.

Demeter’s torches, like her dark clothing, mark her transition from benevolent to
wrathful. In her incarnation as Demeter Erinys, she carries a torch and a chest, as Pausanias
reports:

kaAobot 8¢ Epwviv ol @edmovoiol Ty 0gov... t§) 0ed o0& Epwvig yéyovev
EnikAnoig mlovopévn yop th Aquntpt, nvikae v taida €iqtet, Aéyovov Enecbal
ot tov [Moceddva émbopodvta avti prydijvar, kol v pev £g inmov
petaforodcav opod taig inmoig véuesbo taig Oykiov, [Toceddv 8¢ cuvincev
ATOTOUEVOC Kol cuyyiveTal T AunTpt dpcevt o Kol avTog eikacdeic. 10 pev
oM mopavtike TV ARuntpa €mi 1@ cvpuPdvtt Exsv Opyilms ... 10 pev [aydiua] on
¢ Epwviog v 1€ kiotnv kadlovuévny €yet kol &v T 6e&1d 0qda, péyebog o6&
gikalopev évvéa etvor Tod@Y avTAV.

The Thelpusians call the goddess Fury...the goddess has the surname Fury for the
following reason. When Demeter was wandering in search of her lost daughter,
she was followed, it is said, by Poseidon, who lusted after her. So she turned, the
story runs, into a mare, and grazed with the mares of Oncius; realising that he was
outwitted, Poseidon too changed into a stallion and enjoyed Demeter. At first,
they say, Demeter was angry at what had happened... The image of Fury holds
what is called the chest, and in her right hand a torch; her height I conjecture to be
nine feet.”"

The iconography of Demeter Erinys as reported by Pausanias is similar to that of the Erinyes,
who can also be portrayed holding torches, and who are also clad in black. >*° Both the torch-

bearing Demeter Erinys and the Erinyes represent fury, pursuit, and retribution.

19 Description of Greece 8.25.4-7; trans. Jones. Pausanias reports that this union of Demeter
and Poseidon produced two offspring, the horse Arion, and “a daughter, whose name they are not
wont to divulge to the uninitiated” (Quyatépa, N 10 Svopa &g dreléotoug Aéysv ov vopilovot,
Description of Greece 8.25.7; trans. Jones). Wilamowitz-Moellendorff connects the name
Apeiov with the verb épwvoety, since he is the son of Erinys (Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1931:
391). For further discussion of Pausanias’ accounts of Demeter Erinys/Demeter Melaina, see
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1931: 391-400.

320 See Eum. 1022-3, in which the Erinyes-Eumenides are escorted offstage by “the light of light-
bringing torches” (Tépuym 1€ PEyyel AoUTAdV ceEAAGPOP®V | €i¢ TOVG Eveple Kol KOTm ¥OoVOC
tomovg, Eum. 1022-3). Of course, this is a description of peaceful goddesses; nevertheless, it
might suggest a visual connection between the onstage Erinyes-Eumenides and those of vase-
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Pausanias also explicitly connects Persephone with Iphigeneia in his discussion of Megara,

apparently the location of a shrine to Iphigeneia. According to Pausanias, the Megarians
worshipped Iphigeneia as a heroine because she was sacrificed there; however, he also makes
note of the tradition in which Iphigeneia was saved by Artemis.”?' Immediately following this
account, Pausanias describes a rock located near Megara’s prytaneion which the people call
Anaclethris (“Recall”).”*® As an actiology of this name, Pausanias reports that Demeter stood
upon the rock when she called out for the missing Persephone.’* He then returns to discussion
of Agamemnon’s family, noting that Agamemnon’s son Hyperion was “the last king of
Megara.”** The structure of these anecdotes suggests that Iphigeneia, and indeed the family of
Agamemnon, was associated with Demeter and the story of Persephone’s disappearance in the
ancient imaginary.

Although the evidence for Demeter Erinys and Demeter Melaina is scant, what exists

suggests that Demeter transitions from benevolent to wrathful following the rape of her daughter.

painting, who are often depicted carrying torches. Aguirre hypothesizes that this is both because
the Erinyes are the daughters of Night (and so the torches represent their dark origins), and
because their vengeance includes pursuit of their victims (Aguirre 2010: 135-7). She notes that
torches seem to be associated with hunting and can be interpreted as menacing, since both
Artemis and Lyssa are occasionally depicted as huntresses brandishing torches to frighten their
prey (Aguirre 2010: 136 and 140). Aeschylus describes the Erinyes as pélowvan, “black™ (52),
which probably refers to their black robes, since this corresponds to a description of them in the
Choephori as pawoyitwveg, “dark-robed” (1049), and later in the Eumenides as peloveipoveg,
“black-robed” (370).

2! Description of Greece 1.43.1. The Megarian tradition also holds that Agamemnon built a
sanctuary to Artemis at Megara, whence Calchas apparently hailed.

>22 Trans. Jones.

3 Description of Greece 1.43.2: Avoxhndpida v nétpav dvopdlovov, dc Anunitnp, & 1o
motd, 6t TNV Taida Emhavato (ntodoa, Kai Evtadba avekaieseyv avtv (“They name [the rock]
Anaclethris [Recall], because Demeter (if the story be credible) here too called her daughter back
when she was wandering in search of her,” trans. Jones).

2% odtoc yap Meyapéwv Epacitevoey Hotatog, Description of Greece 1.43.3. He was apparently
assassinated because of his “greed and violence” (610 mAeoveEiav kai VPprv, 43.3). Megara
subsequently became a democracy. Pausanias is the only source of this myth.
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The separation of mother from daughter through a “marriage to death” and the threat posed by

the mother’s rage will be a theme that Euripides treats in /4.

6.4. REFERENCES TO THE MYTH OF DEMETER AND PERSEPHONE IN /4
In this section, I will show that Euripides strategically deploys Eleusinian-Orphic motifs in /4 in
a way that casts Clytemnestra as Demeter and Iphigeneia as Persephone.’*” I will look at
instances in which Euripides connects Clytemnestra with Demeter and Iphigeneia with
Persephone, or uses language reminiscent of the Homeric Hymn to Demeter at key points in the
play as a way of suggesting these parallels. The effect is to endow Clytemnestra with a divine
wrath at the loss of her daughter. By connecting Clytemnestra with a divine mother who is
rightfully angry at the loss of her daughter, Euripides “predicts” the events of the Oresteia,
foreshadowing her destructive rage that threatens patriarchal society.

In order to make the argument that Clytemnestra is associated with Demeter Erinys in /4,
I analyze three categories of passages: 1) those which allude to the rape of Persephone through
description of offstage scenery reminiscent of the meadow in which Persephone was abducted;
2) those in which Clytemnestra is associated with Demeter; and 3) those in which Iphigeneia is
associated with Persephone. These three categories all strongly imply Clytemnestra’s connection
with Demeter, either through direct allusion or via Iphigeneia’s association with Persephone.’”° I

will begin by analyzing the first category of passage and move into analysis of the second two

categories, since the latter two are often intertwined.

323 The characters of I4 correspond fairly neatly to characters in /.Cer.: Agamemnon is likened
to Zeus, Clytemnestra to Demeter, Iphigeneia to Persephone, and Odysseus (?) to Hades.

326 Jonah Radding argues that it is important to consider Iphigeneia’s assimilation to Persephone
as evidence for Clytemnestra’s assimilation to Demeter; evidence for Iphigeneia’s similarity to
Persephone lies in descriptions of Iphigeneia as well as in descriptions of the setting of the play
(Radding 2015: 857).
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The marriage and death of a maiden at marriageable age are often paired in both literary and
visual sources.””” On the frequent pairing of such disparate rites as a wedding and a funeral,
Rush Rehm writes,
This pairing may reflect nothing more than a poetic attraction of opposites and the
lure of the oxymoron. However, in some tragedies the juxtaposition proves so
forceful that one ritual seems to engender the other. On occasion, weddings and
funerals intermingle to such an extent that the two rites become inseparable.
Characters conceive of their deaths in terms of a marriage to a loved one already
dead, or as a union with Hades, where the god of the underworld takes the place
of a living bride or groom.’*®
Helene Foley notes several key points in /4 in which the similarities between sacrifice and
marriage are exploited, including Iphigeneia’s entrance wearing a wreath upon her head and her
arrival in a chariot (905; 1477-9), Agamemnon’s emphasis on familial separation (668-80), and
his ambiguous replies to Clytemnestra’s questions about the preparations for the ceremony (718-
36). Additionally, Iphigeneia’s sacrifice is framed as a perversion of the proteleia, or
preliminary sacrifices before a marriage ceremony: her “marriage” and her sacrifice are one and
the same.”” Foley suggests that the similarities between Iphigeneia as a bride and Iphigeneia as
a sacrificial victim would have been apparent to the audience, and that Euripides purposefully

exploits the ambiguities of each ceremony in order to increase the tension of the lead-up to

Iphigeneia’s death.

327 See Rehm 1994: 29 for an in-depth list of the “overlapping elements” in both weddings and
funerals, including cutting the hair, ritual bathing, and nighttime processions indicating transition
to a new phase of being.

725 Rehm 1994: 4.

329 Tragedy routinely depicts the sacrifice of maidens “to save family or city or nation in a
situation of social crisis (usually war),” (Foley 1985: 65). It is worth noting that, in Euripidean
tragedy, this sacrifice is voluntary: the maiden willingly agrees to die “as an act of piety in
response to a supernatural command or pronouncement voiced by an oracle, prophet, or ghost”
(Foley 1985: 65). In I4, Iphigeneia agrees to be sacrificed so that she may win honor through
Greece’s victory over the Trojans.
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Iphigeneia’s sacrifice, framed as a marriage, connects her with Persephone, whose
marriage results in her relegation to the Underworld. Euripides makes reference to this
connection in a number of instances; my primary focus will be those in which Iphigeneia’s
assimilation to Persephone casts Clytemnestra as a Demeter-figure. I will argue that by framing
Iphigeneia as a Persephone-figure, Euripides invites the association of Clytemnestra with the

wrathful incarnation of Demeter, as opposed to her benign identity.

6.4.1. Eleusinian-Orphic Framing of 1A

The setting of /4 is reminiscent of the meadow in which Persephone was abducted. Euripides
alludes to this setting at several key points in the play, ostensibly in order to call to mind the
mythical trope of the rape of a maiden playing in a pastoral space. The chorus of women from
Chalcis enters singing about their awe at seeing the Greek fleet. Their route runs through the
grove of Artemis:

moAvOvTOV 8¢ 01’ GAGog Ap-

tédoc fAvbov dpopéva, 185
powvicoovoa maptid’ Euav

aioydvor veobahel,

aomidog Epvpa Kol KAoiog

Omho@Opovg Aavadv 0élovs’ 190

imnov T dyhov idécbar.

I ran through the grove of Artemis
where many sacrifices are held,
blushing like a girl,

because I’'m embarrassed

by how much I want to see the shields,
the tents full of armor,

the throng of horses.”*"

Though the precise age of these women is unclear, Andreas Markantonatos argues that they

“serve as mirror images of Iphigenia, a young virgin unsuspicious of horrible worldly

530 Trans. Gamel.
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realities.”®' The pastoral setting, the emphasis on the chorus members’ blush, and the playful
movement of the chorus of young women call to mind Persephone’s account of her rape in
h.Cer., in which Persephone and the “chorus” of her companions are seen playing and plucking
flowers in the meadow immediately preceding her rape.”** Claude Calame has argued that the
setting of Persephone’s rape, and especially the chorus of nymphs playing with her (named in
h.Cer. 405-33), is strongly suggestive of “adolescent choruses dedicated to Artemis.”>** Calame
believes that the chorus of Oceanids present for Persephone’s rape was performing, or preparing
to perform, a ritual in honor of Artemis. Similarly, the chorus of /4, seemingly composed of
women near Iphigeneia’s age, conducts its first choral activities of the play in the grove of
Artemis. Markantonatos notes the heavy irony in the fact that the chorus’ path runs through the
grove of Artemis, who has, unbeknownst to them, recently demanded the sacrifice of their
peer.”** The fact that Artemis is the cause of the “marriage to death” of a maiden, either
indirectly as in the case of Persephone, or directly as with Iphigeneia, connects the respective
settings of the rape of Persephone and /4. Markantonatos also points out that “the scene with the

Messenger bringing news of the arrival of Clytemnestra and Iphigenia [/4 414-39] keeps in the

53! Markantonatos 2016: 231. Whereas Markantonatos believes that the chorus is made up of
virgins on the threshold of marriage, Gamel believes them to be newly married—i.e., slightly
older than Iphigeneia, and no longer virgins (Gamel 1999: 318, 456).

32 h.Cer. 414-33, esp. 417-30. In line 425, Persephone says that she was “playing and picking
lovely flowers” with her companions (nailopev 16’ dvOea dpémopey).

533 Calame 1997: 92. For information on the participation of Athena and Artemis in this chorus,
see Richardson 1974: 290-1. He notes that “this line [4.Cer. 424] has been suspected by various
critics, on the grounds that Athena and Artemis do not belong to the original version [A.Cer. 5],
which mentions only the Oceanids” (Richardson 1974: 290). However, Richardson concedes
that “it is possible that the presence of Athena and Artemis was already a traditional feature
before the Homeric Hymn,” and seems to have been part of the Orphic version of the myth
(Richardson 1974: 290). Although &.Cer. “is concerned to remove all divine or human witnesses
to the Rape, except Hecate and Helios,” Richardson argues that this may be an allusion to Orphic
tradition (Richardson 1974: 291).

>3% Markantonatos 2016: 231-2.
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foreground the notion of the tranquil grassy field enclosing the Achaean campsite.””™

Iphigeneia’s arrival at Aulis thus calls to mind the setting of Persephone’s rape.

Radding argues that an additional instance in which Iphigeneia is aligned with
Persephone through pastoral imagery is in her monody at 1294-8. He concedes that the monody
seems “only vaguely reminiscent of the Hymn... and Iphigenia’s monody—a song about Ida
nurturing Paris and, as a result, her own death—seems unrelated [to 4.Cer.],” but finds
Iphigeneia’s description of the pastoral setting to be suggestive of the meadow in which
Persephone was abducted.”® Iphigeneia performs a miniature catalogue of flowers, naming the
plants that grow in the meadow on Mount Ida:

apei To Aevkov Vowp, 601 Kpijval

Nopoeav keivtot 1295
Aelwav 17 Epvect BGA @V

YAOPOiG Kai poddevt’

avoe’ vaxivowva te Ogaic dpémev-. ..

By the shining water

where lie the springs of the Nymphs,

the meadow blossoming with tender green shoots,

with flowers of hyacinth and roses

for goddesses to cull.”’

Radding argues that Iphigeneia’s flower catalogue constitutes a “reclamation” of “a number of

words [from 4. Cer.] in her monody.””*® Crucially, he notes that “the only prior reference to

333 Markantonatos 2016: 232. 4 420-4: GAL" d¢ pokpdy Etewvov, ebputov mapd | kpRvny
avayvyovot ONAvmovy Baoty, | avtal e TdAOL T * £¢ O& AelUDdVOV YAONV | KaOETUEY aTAC, (G
Bopadg yevoaiato (“They’ve made a long journey, so they’re refreshing | themselves beside a
bubbling spring, cooling the women’s feet. | The mares too—we turned them loose | in a grassy
meadow, so they could graze,” trans. Gamel). In her note on this passage, Gamel points out that
“myth and literary tradition associated girls in meadows with rape and death,” and connects the
setting of /4 with the meadow in A.Cer.

336 Radding argues that the description of the springs of the nymphs is an intertextual image that
references both the Cypria and h.Cer.

37 Trans. Gamel.

>3% Radding 2015: 857.
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goddesses plucking (dpénm) roses and hyacinths in extant Greek literature is found in the Hymn
to Demeter.”* At h.Cer. 425-30, Persephone recounts her activity in the meadow, telling
Demeter that when she was raped, she and her friends were plucking flowers (dpémopev, 425;
Spemouny, 429), including hyacinth (décvOov, 426) and rose (podéog kéhvkag, 427).°*° Radding
notes that Euripides appropriates the language in Persephone’s story for Iphigeneia, which
ultimately “recreates the setting of violent abductions and makes it the foreground of Iphigenia’s
lament.”>*" With this flower catalogue, Euripides reminds the audience of Iphigeneia’s
connection with Persephone by having her quote Persephone’s own flower catalogue from 4. Cer.
The pastoral setting of /4, and the way the characters interact with it, foregrounds
Iphigeneia’s impending “marriage to death.” Just as the flowers in the meadow trick Persephone
into complacency, Aulis invites Iphigeneia (and Clytemnestra) to rest, concealing the threat of

death with an attractive landscape.

6.4.2. Assimilation of Clytemnestra to Demeter and Iphigeneia to Persephone
Iphigeneia’s alignment with Persephone as a “bride of death” is a theme that runs throughout the
play. Iphigeneia is described as the bride of Hades three times in the play. The first instance of
this occurs at lines 456-62:

Kol yOp W AmTmAES’ €Ml KAKOIG O Lol TAPOG

EMO0DG” dikintog. gikdtmg &’ dp’ Eometo

Buyatpi vopupevcovco Kol ta gidtota
dmcoovs’, v’ UG 6vtag eDPNGEL KAKOVC.

mv & ad téAovay mopdévov—ri mapOévovy; 460
ANG Vv, ¢ E01KE, VOUPEVLGEL TOY0—
WG OKTIC

>3% Radding 2015: 856-7.

>4 On the meadow as a “place of virginity, but also of its loss,” which is symbolized by the
plucking of flowers, see Levaniouk 2012 §140-148. Patricia A. Rosenmeyer notes that the
plucking of flowers in a meadow parallels the loss of maidenly innocence that occurs when their
“playing field is invaded by a god” (2004: 175 n. 25).

>l Radding 2015: 857.
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Her coming uninvited, on top of the problems

I have already, has destroyed me! And yet...

It’s understandable that she’d come along,

To see her daughter married, to give her all the sweetest

things...

And so she’ll find me out as the criminal [ am.

And then the poor girl... Girl?

Soon she’ll be a bride—of Death, that is!

How I pity her!**
Agamemnon’s distress at losing his daughter is twofold. First, he laments Iphigeneia’s loss of
virginity that will occur through this “marriage to death;” this is emphasized through the
repetition of TtapBévov in line 460 and the nuptial context of the passage. Second, Agamemnon
reframes the false marriage to Achilles, mentioned in 457-8, as a real marriage to Hades:
Iphigeneia will be married, but her husband will not be Achilles. The pairing of Iphigeneia’s
“marriage to death” with the pretext of the marriage to Achilles calls to mind the trick of the
flowers in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, which distract Persephone until Hades comes to
abduct her. Both the flowers in 4.Cer. and the pretext of the marriage to Achilles are tricks
engineered by the girl’s father to keep her “marriage to death” secret from both the girl and her
mother. Gaia creates the flowers in 4.Cer. specifically at Zeus’ behest to trick Persephone in
lines 8-9: pboe d0AoV kKalvkdmidr kovpn | oo Atog BovAfiot yaplopévn ITorvdékn (“Earth
grew [them] as a snare for the flower-faced maiden in order to gratify by Zeus’s design the Host-

to-Many”).”** Similarly, Agamemnon’s insistence throughout the play that the sacrifice be

carried out without Clytemnestra’s knowledge is reminiscent of Helios’ account of the rape of

42 Trans. Gamel.
> Trans. Foley.
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Persephone at A.Cer. 75-87.°** In this passage, Helios confirms that Zeus betrothed Persephone

to Hades without informing Demeter:

...000¢ TIg AAAOG
aitiog abavdatov, el un vepelnyepéta Zeig,
O¢ v Edmx’ Aldn Baiepnv kekAficOou drotty
aDTOKAGIYVATE®" 0 6” V1O OOV NepdevTa 80
apma&ag immolowv Gyev peydia idyovoav.

... No other
of the gods was to blame but cloud-gathering Zeus,
who gave her to Hades his brother to be called
his fertile wife. With his horses Hades
snatched her screaming into the misty gloom.>®
DeBloois notes that Zeus’ arrangement of a marriage for Persephone is well within his purview
as her father; however, his failure to allow Demeter to perform her role in the marriage causes

her to become wrathful. We see the beginnings of the same kind of wrath in Clytemnestra’s

lament that Agamemnon “hands you over to Hades, and runs away” (@ebyel o matnp Adn

>4 Agamemnon alludes to Iphigeneia’s “marriage to death” and the need for keeping
Clytemnestra unaware of this in /4 540:

&v not puAatov, Mevélemg, ava oTpatoOV

EMDV, Omtmg av un Kivtounotpa téoe

naon, Tpiv Adn moid’ Eunv tpocH® Aapav, 540
¢ €n’ EloyioTolg SuKpPVOIS TPAGGM KUKMG.

Do one thing for me, Menelaos: as you go among the troops

make sure Klytemnestra doesn’t learn of this

till T get hold of my child and send her to Hades,

so I can carry out this ugly deed with as few tears as possible (trans. Gamel).

Markantonatos notes that Agamemnon’s language is suggestive of the marriage ritual: “the use
of the verb mpootiOnu, a familiar term denoting the consigning of women to their future
husband, deepens the hint of mystical irony, thereby making our vision of the staged events
deliberately fraught with Eleusinian-Orphic connotations and correspondences” (Markantonatos
2016: 233).>** Agamemnon’s language thus suggests a “marriage to death” that aligns
Iphigeneia with Persephone.

> Trans. Foley.



211
nopadovc).’*® This mirrors the statement in /. Cer. that “Aidoneus seized [her]; Zeus, heavy-

thundering and mighty-voiced, gave her” (fjv Awdwveig | fpratev, ddKev 0& PapdKTumog
gvpvoma Zevg, h.Cer. 2-3). The idea that the maiden’s father secretively hands his daughter over
to Hades and then absents himself from the fallout caused by her “marriage” is a plot device
common to both 4.Cer. and /4. By making this association, Euripides invites us to align
Agamemnon with Zeus, Clytemnestra with Demeter, and Iphigeneia with Persephone.
Clytemnestra’s insistence that she fulfill the traditional functions of the mother of the
bride further aligns her with Demeter. Her preoccupation with correctly performing her role in
the marriage ceremony is evident in the first lines she speaks, and grows more obvious as she
discusses the marriage with Agamemnon. Clytemnestra opens by referring to herself as
Iphigeneia’s vopgoaywydc, “conductor of the bride,” and Gamel notes that “the procession that
59,547

brings Iphigenia to Aulis resembles that which conducted a bride to her bridegroom’s house™:

EATIO O’ Exm TV’ O¢ €m” €oBAoTov YApOIC
TOPELUL VOUPAY®YOG. . . 610

I too have some hope that I’'m coming here
conducting a bride to a good marriage...>*®

Clytemnestra’s insistence on properly performing the marriage ceremony calls to mind
Demeter’s search for Persephone: Demeter performs her role as the voppaywyog who leads her
daughter to the groom’s house through her search for her lost daughter.’* The connection
between Clytemnestra and Demeter and their respective focus on performing their motherly

duties grows more apparent as Clytemnestra questions Agamemnon about the logistics of the

>4 Trans. Gamel.

>*7 Gamel 1999: 464.

>*8 Trans. Gamel.

49 gwvijpap pév Enerta katd x06vo otV AN | oTpeedt’ aifopévag Saidag petd xepoiv
&yovoa, h.Cer. 47-8.
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wedding, insisting upon a proper ceremony despite the rushed circumstances of the marriage (/4
691-741), just as Demeter persists in performing a perverse marriage procession in her search for
Persephone (4.Cer. 40-50).

The absence of the mother from the marriage ritual constitutes a disavowal of the
mother’s role in raising the child to maturity. In A4.Cer., Demeter, deprived of her role as torch-
bearer in the marriage ceremony, uses what were supposed to be nuptial torches to light her way
as she searches for her lost daughter. Clytemnestra’s fixation on filling the traditional role of
mother of the bride mirrors Demeter’s own insistence on correctly completing the marriage
ritual, even in her daughter’s absence. As we saw above in the description of the iconography of
Demeter Erinys/Melaina, Demeter’s transition from benevolent to vengeful is marked by the
donning of black clothing, and the carrying of torches as she goes in search of her lost daughter.
The fact that the torch-bearing Demeter is met by Hecate, also carrying a torch, strengthens the
nuptial undertones of this scene. In a typical wedding ritual, the bride’s mother led the nuptial
procession, torches in hand, from the bride’s natal home to the groom’s, where the mother of the
groom, also holding torches, met the procession.”*” James Redfield notes that the exclusion of a
mother from her child’s wedding ceremony could result in her entering a period of mourning

similar to that endured by mothers whose children had died.”®' By taking up torches to seek her

>0 Redfield 1982: 189.

31 See Redfield 1982: 189 and Euripides, Phoenissae 337-49 on the consequences of a mother’s
exclusion from her child’s wedding ceremony. Redfield suggests that it is crucial for a mother to
participate in the ceremony, especially if her child is a daughter, because this participation eases
the transition for both mother and daughter. He notes that the marriage rite, wherein a daughter
transforms from parthenos to gyneé, has already been undergone by her mother: it is necessary,
therefore, for the mother to take part in the ceremony as a guide for her daughter (Redfield 1982:
187-8). Moreover, Redfield suggests that because of this, the separation of a daughter from her
natal family is less “absolute” for her mother than for her father: once a father has given away his
daughter, his duty to her is often done, while a mother’s relationship with her married daughter
may continue as she guides her daughter into life as a gyné (187-8). Thus, for Agamemnon to
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lost daughter, Demeter both fulfills her expected role in Persephone’s wedding and embodies the
mourning of a mother denied her role in her child’s nuptial ritual.

Clytemnestra, too, displays a great deal of resistance when confronted with her exclusion
from Iphigeneia’s wedding. She continues to speak of her role in the impending wedding
ceremony throughout her interrogation of Agamemnon about her new son-in-law. Clytemnestra
grants some circumstantial concessions about the role of women in the performance of
Iphigeneia’s wedding ceremony (since the wedding will take place in the army camp), but resists
when Agamemnon suggests that he will perform Clytemnestra’s role so that she may return to
Argos. In lines 731-37, they argue about Clytemnestra’s presence at the wedding, with
Agamemnon denying her right to perform the traditional role of mother of the bride. In this
scene, Clytemnestra’s concern about the correct performance of the marriage ritual is most
evident in her insistence that she be present to carry the nuptial torch for her daughter:

Ay. yopel Tpog Apyog TaphEVOLS TE TUEAEL.

KA. Mmoo moida; Tig &° avaoynoet Aoy,

Ay. &y® mapéEm MG O Voupiolg TpEmel.

KA. 00y, 6 vopoc odtoc 008& ead” fyntéa. 735

Ay. 00 koAOV v OYA® 6~ éEopieichal otpatod.

KA. kaAov texkoboav Taud p Ekdodvar Tékva.

Ag. Go back to Argos and take care of your daughters.

Cl. Leaving the child? Who will hold the wedding torch?

Ag. I will provide the light which is appropriate for the couple.

Cl. That’s not our custom! Do you think these things are so unimportant?
Ag. It’s not appropriate for you to be mixed up with a crowd of soldiers.
CL. It’s appropriate for me to give away my children. I bore them.>>*

For Agamemnon to deny Clytemnestra the right of bearing the torch at Iphigeneia’s wedding is

an affront to her labor of child-rearing and a denial of her privilege as mother; further, as we saw

sacrifice Iphigeneia denies Clytemnestra the continuation of her mother-daughter relationship as
Iphigeneia transitions from parthenos to gyné.
>>2 Trans. Gamel.
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earlier, a mother’s exclusion from her child’s wedding ceremony could result in her entering a
mourning period as if the child were dead. Rehm writes that Clytemnestra’s anger at the
possibility of being deprived of her role is echoed in similar concerns expressed by numerous
Euripidean wives and mothers.”>> He notes that Euripidean women reference the nuptial torch as
a way of discussing their duties to their children, and that the absence of the mother from the
wedding ceremony suggests that the ritual is not conducted properly or that there is something
“wrong” with the marriage.”>*

Language associated with both rape and marriage is used to describe both Persephone’s
and Iphigeneia’s “marriage to death.” In 4.Cer., this language appears in lines 19-20 to
emphasize the ambiguity of Persephone’s marriage:

apmd&ag &” aékovoay Eml YPLGEOLIGLY OYOIGY
My’ dhopupopévny idymoe & &p° dpdiol PViy.. . 20

He snatched the unwilling maid into his golden chariot
and led her off lamenting. She screamed with a shrill voice...”™

In line 19, we see that Hades takes Persephone without her consent (aprd&oc 6™ dékovcav),
which underscores the fact that the arrangement of her marriage was done in secret. However, in
line 20 we see that Hades leads her away in a way that suggests a lawful marriage ceremony.
DeBloois notes that “forms of the verb &y, usually with vouenv (nymph or bride), are
commonly used in Homer and Hesiod for marriage... this ‘leading’ of the bride is well-attested

in the vase paintings of Greek weddings, which clearly show the groom grasping his new bride

333 Rehm 1994: 102. He cites as examples Medea in Medea, Jocasta in Phoenissae,
Clytemnestra in /4, Alcestis in Alcestis, and Creusa in lon.

3% For example, the bride is being “married to death,” as in the case of Iphigeneia, or the
“marriage” is actually a rape, as in the case of Creusa.

>>> Trans. Foley.
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by the wrist.”**® DeBloois argues that Hades’ golden chariot is also reminiscent of the marriage
ceremony, in which the groom transports the bride from her home in a cart or chariot.”>’ The
ambiguity of Persephone’s rape is emphasized in 4.Cer. 19-20 through the close succession of
terms which denote abduction and terms which denote marriage.

This collapsing of the division between rape and marriage occurs once again at line 81, in
which Helios describes the rape of Persephone:

0 6’ V1o (Opov NepdevTa 80
apma&ag immolowv dyev peydia idyovoav.

With his horses Hades

led her into the misty gloom, having snatched her away as she screamed.”®
The line between rape and marriage is blurred once more with the juxtaposition of rape
(apma&oc) and Persephone’s resistance (encoded in peydla idyovcav) with the groom’s role in
the marriage ceremony (¢tyev). In his account of Persephone’s disappearance, Helios also
presents Hades as a rightful groom rather than an abductor: he recounts the agreement between
Zeus and Hades which betrothed Persephone to Hades, and refers to Hades as a yauPpog (84),
“bridegroom; son-in-law.” DeBloois notes that, for Helios, Persephone’s abduction is
unambiguously a lawful marriage, and that he “apparently considers as unimportant the violence,
Persephone’s unwillingness, and the fact that the marriage amounts to death.”>® His
presentation of Hades as a youppdc, a term reserved for male marriage-relations or bridegrooms,

emphasizes that he conceives of the abduction as a legitimate marriage.’®

3% DeBloois 1997: 250. At h.Cer. lines 20, 30, and 81, Hades is described as “leading”
Persephone away as his new bride.

>>7 DeBloois 1997: 250.

58 Trans. after Foley.

> DeBloois 1997: 257.

3601 jddell and Scott 1996 s.v. yauBpoc.
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In /4, the conflation of murder and marriage comes to a head in Clytemnestra’s
conversation with Achilles at 1345-71. Achilles reports the intention of the army, headed by
Odysseus, to sacrifice Iphigeneia despite Achilles’ vow to protect her from this fate. Odysseus is
an invisible threat throughout the play: he is one of four characters who know Agamemnon’s
true purpose in summoning Iphigeneia, and the threat that he will reveal the oracle to the army
and force Agamemnon’s hand lurks in the background of the play’s action from the beginning.’®!
In Clytemnestra’s conversation with Achilles at 1345-71, he tells her that Odysseus will come to
retrieve Iphigeneia for sacrifice, taking her by force if necessary:

KA. g1 6’ dotic Gyetat kOpNc;
Ay. popiory’, d&et 6° ‘Odvooeng.

KA. ép’ 6 Z1609ov Y6voc;
Ay. adTOG 0VTOC.

KA. 1010 mphocwv, 1 otpatod taybeig Vmo;
Ay. aipebelg Ekav.

KA. movnpav vy’ aipectv, ot@oveiv.
Ay. GAL &y®d oYNo® VIv.

KA. 6&e1 6 ovy éxodoav aprdcag;, 1365
Ay. onhadn Eavong é0sipag.

Cl. Will someone come to take my daughter?
Ach. Thousands. Odysseus will lead them.

Cl. The offspring of Sisyphos!
Ach. That very one.

Cl. On his own initiative? Or commanded by the army?
Ach. Chosen, but willing!

Cl. A wicked choice, to commit murder!
Ach. But I’ll hold him back!

Cl. Won’t he seize her and drag her off against her will?
Ach. Yes, by her golden hair!*®

The language used here echoes that used to describe the rape of Persephone in 4.Cer. In

particular, Clytemnestra’s words in line 1365 correspond chiastically to 4.Cer. 19-20: apnda&oc-

01 Sjegel 1981: 259-61.
%62 Trans. Gamel.
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déxovoav-ny’ (h.Cer. 19-20)—aEe1-ovy éxodoav-apmaoac (I4 1365). Achilles answers
Clytemnestra’s question about whether or not Iphigeneia’s consent is required for the sacrifice
with the phrase dniadn EavOijc €0eipac, “by her golden hair,” indicating that Odysseus will drag
the girl by her hair if he encounters resistance. By using language strongly associated with the
rape of Persephone to describe Odysseus, Euripides invites us to see Odysseus as a double for
Hades.

Iphigeneia, seemingly aware of the similarities between herself and Persephone,
explicitly instructs Clytemnestra not to model herself on Demeter.’®® Iphigeneia exhorts
Clytemnestra not to mourn like Demeter; this suggests her awareness that Clytemnestra could
imitate Demeter’s wrath. Iphigeneia begins by discouraging Clytemnestra from conducting the
traditional mourning ritual for her by donning black robes and cutting her hair (1437-8):

Ut 0DV YE TOV GOV TAOKALOV EKTEUNG TPLYOG,
AT AUEl odpo HELOVOG AUTIGYN TEXAOVG,.

Don’t cut off a lock of your hair.
Don’t wrap black garments around your body.

564
Reading this scene in the context of the alignment of Clytemnestra with Demeter as discussed
above suggests a further parallel with the goddess. Iphigeneia urges Clytemnestra not to mourn
her death by donning black (uélavag) peploi; later, in line 1454, she asks her mother not to
“hate” Agamemnon (Tatépa TOV AUOV pn| 6tOYeEL, ooy ye oov). In Iphigeneia’s final scene,
then, it seems that she is aware of the possibility that Clytemnestra might model herself upon

Demeter Erinys, donning black robes and expressing her devastating rage at her husband’s

actions. Although she dissuades her mother from becoming wrathful, Iphigeneia’s prediction is

363 14 1433 and following.
%4 Trans. Gamel.
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exactly correct, at least in the Oresteia’s version of events: Clytemnestra cites the sacrifice of
Iphigeneia at Agamemnon 1415-18 as one of the principal reasons for the murder of her
husband.’® Despite Iphigeneia’s protestations, Clytemnestra will model herself upon Demeter
Erinys, expressing her wrath at the premature death of her daughter by killing her husband. The
separation of mother and daughter, brought about by the father’s trickery, causes devastation for

the world in 4.Cer. and disaster for Agamemnon’s household in the Oresteia.

As I have shown in this chapter, Euripides assimilates Clytemnestra to Demeter Erinys
throughout /4 in order to presage her vengeful actions in the Oresteia. Euripides mobilizes the
structural similarities between the abduction of Persephone and the death of Iphigeneia to
characterize Clytemnestra as a mother who becomes vengeful after her daughter’s “marriage to
death.” Further, the father’s trickery which results in his daughter’s death causes the mother to
react in a way that threatens patriarchal society. For Demeter, this results in a blight of crops
which ends when Persephone returns to her. For Clytemnestra, this results in her liaison with
Aegisthus, the murder of Agamemnon and Cassandra, and the ensuing risk to Orestes, which
threatens Agamemnon’s patriarchal line. Euripides’ presentation of Clytemnestra in Iphigeneia
at Aulis predicts her transformation from good wife into wrathful avenger. It is crucial, then, that
we see Clytemnestra as a dutiful wife and mother in 74, who is adamant that she correctly
perform the social functions of mother of the bride. Similarly, Demeter is presented in 4.Cer. as
a mother who expects that she should fulfill her role as mother of the bride, despite Persephone’s

abduction. Her wrathful vengeance is incited by the denial of her role in Persephone’s marriage

365 As T have shown in Chapter 3, we also see treatment of the revenge motive (i.e, that
Clytemenstra kills Agamemnon as revenge for the sacrifice of Iphigeneia) in Stesichorus,
Simonides, and Pindar.
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ceremony. Similarly, Clytemnestra’s wrath is a direct consequence of her exclusion from the

betrothal and marriage of Iphigeneia. We observe her beginning to transform into an avenger of
Iphigeneia’s death through her assimilation to Demeter, who likewise transforms into her
wrathful iteration of Erinys or Melaina. By presenting Clytemnestra as a dutiful wife and mother
in /4, and by assimilating her to Demeter who transforms into Erinys or Melaina, Euripides
predicts her transformation into a wrathful avenger. While this does not exculpate Clytemnestra,
it does characterize her post-Aulis actions as an expected consequence of Agamemnon’s trickery
and the untimely death of Iphigeneia. Moreover, by aligning Clytemnestra with a divine force
whose rage is detrimental to humanity, Euripides shows that her wrath should not be taken
lightly: though Clytemnestra is mortal, her assimilation to Demeter in /4 implies that her rage
cannot be ignored without disastrous consequences to the fabric of male society. Despite
Clytemnestra’s mortality, aligning her with the wrathful Demeter hints at the dangerous,

destructive nature of her rage.
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CONCLUSION: CLYTEMNESTRA’S ENDURING APPEAL

Clytemnestra is both terrifying and captivating; as we have seen, she fascinates ancient authors
and artists across time and genre. The blending of the revenge motive with the lust motive in the
sources that we have examined has illuminated ancient male fears about uncontrolled women:
without proper male supervision, any woman might become a Clytemnestra. Moreover, as much
as Clytemnestra reflects these fears, she also titillates and entertains with her brazenness, making
her an enticing subject for authors to treat again and again.’®® Part of Clytemnestra’s enduring
appeal lies in the fact that her sexuality and her viciousness are inextricable from one another;
this sexualized dangerousness makes her particularly compelling, as we can see from the
numerous revisions of her character in archaic and classical Greece.

While the intrigue of Clytemnestra can provide one explanation for the Oresteia myth’s
persistent popularity, we must also recognize the viability of the myth as a tool for confirming
the validity of the patriarchy and for exploring the role of women within a patriarchal society.
The myth must always end with the vanquishing of the monstrous mother and the
reestablishment of the order of patriarchal society—a happy ending for everyone except
Clytemnestra, who in Eumenides is reduced to a literal shade of her former self. Orestes’ defeat
of his mother represents the idea that male society will always prevail, no matter how powerful
its female opponents (and no matter how milquetoast, or even morally reprehensible, its male
champions). However, as we have seen, ancient authors adapt, innovate, and question the myth

and its meaning time and again, and in every iteration of the myth we see ancient authors

3% The human propensity for morbid fascination with destructive women, especially sexually
alluring ones, is evident from both ancient and modern sources. Moreover, a quick online search
for “female murderers,” where such articles as “Hottest Women ever Accused of Murder” and
“10 Beautiful but Shockingly Brutal Female Killers” are among the top results, reveals that
interest in women who kill is heavily correlated with their performance of sexuality.
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grappling with the social contract between men and women. While Clytemnestra is never an
exemplum for wifely conduct, authors often frame her as responding to Agamemnon’s abuse of
his role as husband and paterfamilias. He repeatedly disrespects Clytemnestra and disregards
her status as legitimate wife and mother, and it is only reasonable for her to act to protect herself
and her children. Thus, the myth, while reaffirming the validity of the patriarchy, also reminds
husbands not to act like Agamemnons, lest their wives become Clytemnestras.

As I have shown in the preceding chapters, Clytemnestra reflects ancient male anxieties
about women. Her cultural relevance endures across time and genre: as we have seen, authors
and artists manipulate her character as a means of discussing the danger of the female. But as we
have also seen, the degree of sympathy with which she is portrayed varies widely, which shows
that ancient authors were interested in exploring the nuances of the Oresteia myth, particularly
the morality of vengeance. The persistent question of Clytemnestra’s motives has allowed her
character to be visited and revisited in numerous cultural contexts and with a variety of purposes,

each time revealing new insights into ancient views on women.



222
BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aguirre, Mercedes. 2010. “Erinyes as Creatures of Darkness.” In Light and Darkness in Ancient
Greek Myth and Religion. Lanham: Lexington Books.

Anderson, Graham. 1977. “Lucian and the Authorship of De Saltatione.” Greek, Roman, and
Byzantine Studies 18 (3): 275-86.

Arnott, W. Geoffrey. 1981. “Double the Vision: A Reading of Euripides’ Electra.” Greece &
Rome 28 (2): 179-92.

Arrowsmith, William. 1959. “The Criticism of Greek Tragedy.” The Tulane Drama Review 3
(3): 31-57.

Bakola, Emmanuela. 2018. “Seeing the Invisible: Interior Spaces and Uncanny Erinyes in
Aeschylus’ Oresteia.” In Gaze, Vision, and Visuality in Ancient Greek Literature, 163—
86. Berlin: De Gruyter, Inc.

Barber, Elizabeth Wayland. 1995. Women'’s Work: The First 20,000 Years. London: W. W.
Norton & Company.

Beazley, J.D. 1963. Attic Red-Figure Vase-Painters. 2nd ed. 3 vols. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Beekes, Robert. 2009. Etymological Dictionary of Greek. 2 vols. Leiden: Brill.

Berger, John. 1972. Ways of Seeing. London: Penguin Books.

Bergren, Ann. 1989. “The Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite: Translation and Rhetoric, Praise and

Blame.” Classical Antiquity 8 (1): 1-41.

. 2008. Weaving Truth: Essays on Language and the Female in Greek Thought.

Washington, DC: Center for Hellenic Studies.

Blondell, Ruby. 1999. “Medea.” In Women on the Edge: Four Plays by Euripides, edited by

Ruby Blondell, Mary-Kay Gamel, Nancy Sorkin Rabinowitz, and Bella Zweig. New

York: Routledge.

. 2009. ““Third Cheerleader from the Left’: From Homer’s Helen to Helen of Troy.”

Classical Receptions Journal 1 (1): 4-22. https://doi.org/10.1093/crj/clp003.

. 2013. Helen of Troy: Beauty, Myth, Devastation. New Y ork: Oxford University Press.

Blundell, Mary Whitlock [Ruby Blondell]. 1989. Helping Friends and Harming Enemies: A
Study in Sophocles and Greek Ethics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Blundell, Sue. 1995. Women in Ancient Greece. London: British Museum Press.

Bowra, C.M. 1936. “Pindar, Pythian X1.” The Classical Quarterly 30 (3/4): 129-41.

Bremer, Jan M. 1975. “The Meadow of Love and Two Passages in Euripides’ Hippolytus.”
Mnemosyne 28 (Fasc. 3): 268-280.

Burkert, Walter. 2013. Greek Religion: Archaic and Classical. Translated by John Raffan.
Hoboken, UNITED KINGDOM: John Wiley & Sons, Incorporated.
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/washington/detail.action?docID=1365057.

Cairns, Douglas L. 1993. 4idos. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Calame, Claude. 1992. The Poetics of Eros in Ancient Greece. Translated by Janet Lloyd.

Princeton: Princeton University Press.

. 1997. Choruses of Young Women in Ancient Greece: Their Morphology, Religious Role,

and Social Function. New York: Rowman & Littlefield.

Campbell, David A., ed. 1991. Greek Lyric 1I1: Stesichorus, Ibycus, Simonides, and Others.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.




223

Carey, Chris. 2015. “Stesichorus and the Epic Cycle.” In Stesichorus in Context, edited by P.J.
Finglass and Adrian Kelly, 45-62. Cambridge.

Carruesco, J. 2017. “The Invention of Stesichorus: Hesiod, Helen, and the Muse.” In Authorship
and Greek Song: Authority, Authenticity, and Performance, edited by Egbert J. Bakker.
Vol. 3. Leiden: Brill.

Chantraine, Pierre. 2009. Dictionnaire Etymologique de La Langue Grecque: Histoire Des Mots.
Paris: Klincksieck.

Clark, W. P. 1940. “lliad 1X. 336 and the Meaning of "ALoyoc in Homer.” Classical Philology 35
(2): 188-190.

Clarke, Michael. 1999. Flesh and Spirit in the Songs of Homer. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Clay, Jenny Strauss. 1993. “The Generation of Monsters in Hesiod.” Classical Philology 88 (2):
105—-16. https://doi.org/10.2307/269890.

Coccagna, Helene A. 2014. “Manipulating Mastoi: The Female Breast in the Sympotic Setting.”
In Approaching the Ancient Artifact: Representation, Narrative, and Function, edited by
Amalia Avramidou and Denise Demetriou, 399—412. Berlin: De Gruyter, Inc.

Combellack, Frederick M. 1982. “Two Blameless Homeric Characters.” The American Journal
of Philology 103 (4): 361-72. https://doi.org/10.2307/294517.

Cropp, M.J., ed. 2013. Euripides: Electra. Oxford: Aris & Phillips Classical Texts.

Curtius, Ernst Robert. 1948. Europdische Literatur Und Lateinisches Mittelalter. Bern: A.
Francke AG.

Dalfen, Joachim. 1984. “Ovo< "Eowke: Eine ,homerische® Art, Menschliches Verhalten Zu
Beurteilen.” Wiener Studien 97: 5-26.

Davies, Malcolm, and Patrick Finglass. 2014. Stesichorus: The Poems. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Davies, Mark 1. 1969. “Thoughts on the Oresteia before Aischylos.” Bulletin de Correspondance
Hellénique 93 (1): 214-60. https://doi.org/10.3406/bch.1969.2185.

De Lacy, Phillip H., and Benedict Einarson, eds. 1959. Plutarch: Moralia, Volume VII.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

DeBloois, Nanci. 1997. “Rape, Marriage or Death?: Gender Perspectives in the Homeric Hymn
to Demeter.” Philological Quarterly 76 (3): 245-62.

DeForest, Mary. 1993. “Clytemnestra’s Breast and the Evil Eye.” In Woman’s Power, Man’s
Game: Essays on Classical Antiquity in Honor of Joy K. King. Waconda: Bolchazy-
Carducci Publishers.

Denniston, John Dewar, and Denys Page, eds. 1957. Aeschylus: Agamemnon. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Devereux, George. 1976. Dreams in Greek Tragedy: An Ethno-Psycho-Analytical Study.
University of California Press.

Diggle, James, ed. 1994. Euripidis Fabulae. Vol. 111. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Doyle, Andrea. 2010. “Monstrous Motherhood and Its Mythological Antecedents: Clytemnestra
in Libation Bearers.” Ekklesiastikos Pharos 92 (1): 143—60.

Diiring, Ingemar. 1943. “Klutaimestra--Nning ['vvé: A Study of the Development of a Literary
Motif.” Eranos 41: 91-123.

Dyer, R. R. 1969. “The Evidence for Apolline Purification Rituals at Delphi and Athens.” The
Journal of Hellenic Studies 89: 38-56. https://doi.org/10.2307/627464.

Easterling, P. E. 1991. “Men’s KAéog and Women’s I'60¢: Female Voices in the Iliad.” Journal
of Modern Greek Studies 9 (2): 145-51. https://doi.org/10.1353/mgs.2010.0267.



224

Edwards, Anthony T. 1985. Achilles in the Odyssey. Konigstein/Ts.: A. Hain: Beitrdge zur
klassischen Philologie; Heft.

Einarson, Benedict, and Phillip H. De Lacy, eds. 1967. Plutarch: Moralia, Volume XIV.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Evelyn-White, Hugh G. 2000. “Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite.” In Hesiod, Homeric Hymns, Epic
Cycle, Homerica. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Feldman, Thalia. 1965. “Gorgo and the Origins of Fear.” Arion: A Journal of Humanities and the
Classics 4 (3): 484—494.

Ferrari, Gloria. 1990. “Figures of speech: the picture of Aidos.” Metis. Anthropologie des
mondes grecs anciens 5 (1): 185-204. https://doi.org/10.3406/metis.1990.955.

Finglass, Patrick, ed. 2007a. Pindar: Pythian Eleven. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

, €d. 2007b. Sophocles: Electra. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

. 2018. “Stesichorus and Greek Tragedy.” In Paths of Song: The Lyric Dimension of

Greek Tragedy, edited by Rosa Andtjar, Thomas R.P. Coward, and Theodora A.

Hadjimichael, 19-38. Berlin/Boston, GERMANY: De Gruyter, Inc.

Finley, M.1. 1981. Economy and Society in Ancient Greece. London: Chatto and Windus Ltd.

Foley, Helene P. 1978. “‘Reverse Similes’ and Sex Roles in the Odyssey.” Arethusa 11 (1/2): 7—

26.

. 1981. Reflections of Women in Antiquity. New York: Routledge.

. 1985. Ritual Irony: Poetry and Sacrifice in Euripides. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

. 1992. “Anodos Dramas: Euripides’ Alcestis and Helen.” In Innovations of Antiquity,

edited by Daniel L. Selden and Ralph Hexter, 133—60. London: Routledge.

. 1994. The Homeric Hymn to Demeter. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Fowler, Barbara Hughes. 1991. “The Creatures and the Blood.” I//inois Classical Studies 16
(1/2): 85-100.

Fowler, H.N., ed. 1939. Plato: Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Fraenkel, Eduard. 1950. Aeschylus: Agamemnon. 3 vols. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Franco, Cristiana. 2014. Shameless: The Canine and the Feminine in Ancient Greece. Translated
by Matthew Fox. Oakland: University of California Press.

Frazer, Sir James George, ed. 1921. Apollodorus: The Library. London: WIlliam Heinemann.

Freese, J.H. 1959. Aristotle: The “Art” of Rhetoric. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Friedman, Rachel D. 2007. “Old Stories in Euripides’ New Helen: ITadoidtng I'ap To Adyo I
"Eveoti Tig (Hel. 1056).” Phoenix 61 (3/4): 195-211.

Frontisi-Ducroux, Frangoise. 1997. “Actéon, Ses Chiens, et Leur Maitre.” In L ‘animal Dans

[’antiquité, edited by Barbara Cassin and Jean-Louis Labarriére. Paris: Librairie

Philosophique J. VRIN.

. 2007. “The Invention of the Erinyes.” In Visualizing the Tragic: Drama, Myth, and
Ritual, 165-76. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gamel, Mary-Kay. 1999. “Iphigenia at Aulis.” In Women on the Edge: Four Plays by Euripides,
edited by Ruby Blondell, Mary-Kay Gamel, Nancy Sorkin Rabinowitz, and Bella Zweig.
New York: Routledge.

Garvie, A.F. 1986. Aeschylus: Choephori. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gellie, George. 1981. “Tragedy and Euripides’ Electra.” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical
Studies 28: 1-12.




225

Godley, A.D. 1926. Herodotus, The Persian Wars. Vol. 1. 4 vols. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press.

Golann, Cecil Paige. 1945. “The Third Stasimon of Euripides’ Helena.” Transactions and
Proceedings of the American Philological Association 76: 31-46.
https://doi.org/10.2307/283323.

Gordesiani, Rismag. 1997. “Liebe Im Homerischen Epos.” Philologus 141 (2): 173-83.

Graver, Margaret. 1995. “Dog-Helen and Homeric Insult.” Classical Antiquity 14 (1): 41-61.
https://doi.org/10.2307/25000142.

Griffith, Mark, ed. 1999. Sophocles: Antigone. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Gross, Nicolas P. 1976. “Nausicaa: A Feminine Threat.” The Classical World 69 (5): 311-17.
https://doi.org/10.2307/4348437.

Gurd, Sean Alexander. 2005. Iphigenias at Aulis: Textual Multiplicity, Radical Philology. Ithaca:
Cornell University Press.

Guzman, Helena. 2009. “El Doblete Axottig/Ahloyoc En La lliada: Un Punto Oscuro Del
Vocabulario Homérico.” Myrtia 24: 15-27.

Guzzo, Victor Adrian. 2015. “Entre las sabanas de Medea: Andlisis e interpretacion de las
referencias al lecho en Medea de Euripides.” 7* Coloquio Internacional Centro de
Estudios Helénicos.

Halliwell, Stephen W., W. Hamilton Fyfe, Doreen C. Innes, and Roberts, W. Rhys, eds. 1995.
Aristotle: Poetics. Longinus: On the Sublime. Demetrius: On Style. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press.

Harder, M.A. 1995. “‘Right’ and ‘Wrong’ in the Electras.” Hermathena 159 (Winter): 15-31.

Harmon, A.M. 1925. “Lucian: Imagines.” In . Vol. 4. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Harrison, John Kent. 2003. “Helen of Troy.” Miniseries. USA.

Hawkesworth, Mary. 2006. Feminist Inquiry. New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press.

Herington, John. 1984. “Pindar’s Eleventh Pythian Ode.” In Greek Poetry and Philosophy:
Studies in Honour of Leonard Woodbury, edited by Douglas Gerber. Chico: Scholars
Press.

Higbie, Carolyn. 1995. Heroes’ Names, Homeric ldentities. New York: Garland Publishing, Inc.

Hirsch, Marianne. 1989. The Mother/Daughter Plot: Narrative, Psychoanalysis, Feminism.
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press.

Hopman, Marianne Govers. 2012. Scylla: Myth, Metaphor, Paradox. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Hornblower, Simon. 2015. Lykophron: Alexandra. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Immerwahr, Henry R. 2008. “Aspects of Literacy in the Athenian Ceramicus.” Kadmos 46 (1-2).
https://doi.org/10.1515/KADMOS.2007.009.

Jacoby, Felix. 1950. Die Fragmente Der Griechischen Historiker. Leiden: Brill.

Jebb, R.C., ed. 1907. Sophocles: Oedipus Coloneus. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

. 1962. Sophocles: Electra. Amsterdam: Adolf M. Hakkert.

Johnston, Sarah Iles. 1992. “Xanthus, Hera and the Erinyes (//iad 19.400-418).” Transactions of
the American Philological Association (1974-) 122: 85-98.
https://doi.org/10.2307/284366.

Jones, W.H.S., ed. 1959. Pausanias: Description of Greece. Cambridge: Harvard University

Press.

, €d. 1960. Pausanias: Description of Greece. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.




226

Kamerbeek, J.C. 1974. The Plays of Sophocles: Commentaries (The Electra). Vol. V. Leiden:
Brill.

Kardulias, Dianna Rhyan. 2001. “Odysseus in Ino’s Veil: Feminine Headdress and the Hero in
Odyssey 5.” Transactions of the American Philological Association 131 (1): 23-51.
https://doi.org/10.1353/apa.2001.0011.

Katz, Marylin A. 1991. Penelope’s Renown. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Konstan, David. 1985. “‘Philia’ in Euripides’ Electra.” Philologus 129: 176-85.

Kovacs, David. 2002. Euripides: Helen, Phoenician Women, Orestes. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press.

Kubo, Masaaki. 1967. “The Norm of Myth: Euripides’ Electra.” Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology 71: 15-31.

Kurke, Leslie. 2013. “Pindar’s Pythian 11 and the Oresteia: Contestatory Ritual Poetics in the
Sth c. BCE.” Classical Antiquity 32 (1): 101-75.

Larson, Jennifer. 1995. Greek Heroine Cults. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

Leaf, Walter. 1892. 4 Companion to the Iliad. London: Macmillan and Co.

Lebeck, Anne. 1971. The Oresteia: A Study in Language and Structure. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press.

Lee, Mireille M. 2004. “‘Evil Wealth of Raiment’: Deadly [1énlot in Greek Tragedy.” The
Classical Journal 99 (3): 253-79.

Levaniouk, Olga. 1999. “Penelope and the Pénelops.” In Nine Essays on Homer, edited by Olga

Levaniouk and Miriam Carlisle. Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield.

. 2011. Eve of the Festival: Making Myth in Odyssey 19. Washington, DC: Center for

Hellenic Studies. https://chs.harvard.edu/CHS/article/display/3764.

. 2012. “Sky-Blue Flower: Songs of the Bride in Modern Russia and Ancient Greece.” In
Donum Natalicium Digitaliter Confectum Gregorio Nagy Septuagenario a Discipulis
Collegis Familiaribus Oblatum: A Virtual Birthday Gift Presented to Gregory Nagy on
Turning Seventy by His Students, Colleagues, and Friends. Online: Center for Hellenic
Studies. https://chs.harvard.edu/CHS/article/display/4647.

Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae Classicae. 1981. Zurich: Artemis.

Liddell, H.G., and R. Scott, eds. 1996. Greek-English Lexicon. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lloyd-Jones, Hugh, ed. 1994a. Sophocles: Ajax, Electra, Oedipus Tyrannus. Cambridge:

Harvard University Press.

. 1994b. Sophocles: Antigone, Women of Trachis, Philoctetes, Oedipus at Colonus.

Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Loraux, Nicole. 1995. The Experiences of Tiresias: The Feminine and the Greek Man.
Translated by Paula Wissing. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Louden, Bruce. 1995. “Categories of Homeric Wordplay.” Transactions of the American
Philological Association (1974-) 125: 27-46. https://doi.org/10.2307/284344.

Lyons, Deborah. 2012. Dangerous Gifts: Gender and Exchange in Ancient Greece. Austin:

University of Texas Press.

. 2014. Gender and Immortality: Heroines in Ancient Greek Myth and Cult. Princeton:

Princeton University Press.

MacLeod, Leona. 2017. Dolos and Dike in Sophokles’ Elektra. Leiden: Brill.

Mannack, Thomas. 2001. The Late Mannerists in Athenian Vase-Painting. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.




227

Marchant, E.C., ed. 2013. Xenophon: Memorabilia, Oeconomicus, Symposium, Apology.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Marchant, E.C., and G.W. Bowersock, eds. 1968. Xenophon: Scripta Minora. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press.

Markantonatos, Andreas. 2016. “Mystical Morality and Heroic Transcendence: Eleusinian
Orphism and Political Ethics in Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis.” Trends in Classics 8 (2).
https://doi.org/10.1515/tc-2016-0013.

Marquardt, Patricia. 1985. “Penelope ‘Polutropos.” The American Journal of Philology 106 (1):

32-48. https://doi.org/10.2307/295050.

. 1992. “Clytemnestra: A Felicitous Spelling in the Odyssey.” Arethusa 25 (2): 241-53.

Matheson, Susan B. 1997. “Hounded by Furies.” Yale University Art Gallery Bulletin, 18-29.

Maxwell-Stuart, P. G. 1973. “The Appearance of Aeschylus’ Erinyes.” Greece & Rome 20 (1):
81-84.

McClure, Laura. 1996. “Clytemnestra’s Binding Spell (4g. 958-974).” The Classical Journal 92
(2): 123-40.

McWhorter, Ashton Waugh. 1910. “A Study of the So-Called Deliberative Type of Question (T1
[Tomow;) as Found in Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides.” Transactions and
Proceedings of the American Philological Association 41: 157-67.

Merkelbach, R., and M.L. West. 1967. Fragmenta Hesiodea. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Miller, Frank Justus, ed. 2004. Ovid: Metamorphoses. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Millett, Kate. 1970. Sexual Politics. New York: Columbia University Press.

Montuoro, Paola Zancani. 1938. Heraion Alla Foce Del Sele. Roma: Tipografo della R.
Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei.

Most, Glenn W., ed. 2006. Hesiod: Theogony. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

, €d. 2018. Hesiod: The Shield, Catalogue of Women, Other Fragments. Cambridge:

Harvard University Press.

Motte, André. 1973. Prairies et Jardins de La Grece Antique: De La Religion a La Philosophie.
Vol. 61. Palais des Académies.

Mulvey, Laura. 1992. “Visual Pleasure and the Narrative Cinema.” In The Sexual Subject: A
Screen Reader in Sexuality, 22-34. London: Routledge.

Murray, A.T., ed. 1995. Homer: Odyssey. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

, €d. 1999. Homer: Iliad. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Mylonas, George. 1961. Eleusis and the Eleusinian Mysteries. Princeton: Princeton University
Press.

Nagy, Gregory. 1974. Comparative Studies in Greek and Indic Meter. Cambridge: Harvard

University Press.

. 1979. The Best of the Achaeans.: Concepts of the Hero in Archaic Greek Poetry.

Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

. 1990. Pindar’s Homer: The Lyric Possession of an Epic Past. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins

University Press.

.2004. Homer’s Text and Language. Urbana: University of Illinois Press.

. 2006. “The Epic Hero.” 2006. https://chs.harvard.edu/CHS/article/display/1302.

. 2007. “Homer and Greek Myth.” In The Cambridge Companion to Greek Mythology,

edited by R.D. Woodard, 52—82. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

https://chs.harvard.edu/CHS/article/display/2486.




228

. 2008. Homer the Classic. Washington, DC: Center for Hellenic Studies.

http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:hul.ebook:CHS Nagy.Homer the Classic.2008.

. 2013. The Ancient Greek Hero in 24 Hours. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

https://chs.harvard.edu/CHS/article/display/5943.

. 2017. “Iphigeneia and Iphianassa.” Classical Inquiries. January 12, 2017.

https://classical-inquiries.chs.harvard.edu/iphigeneia-and-iphianassa/.

North, Helen F. 1977. “The Mare, the Vixen, and the Bee: ‘Sophrosyne’ as the Virtue of Women
in Antiquity.” Illinois Classical Studies 2: 35-48.

O’Donald, Megan. 2019. “Repetition and Iconicity in Homer.” Dissertation, Seattle: University
of Washington.

Olson, S. Douglas. 1990. “The Stories of Agamemnon in Homer’s Odyssey.” Transactions of the
American Philological Association (1974-) 120: 57-71. https://doi.org/10.2307/283978.

, €d. 2007. Athenaeus: The Learned Banqueters. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Ormand, Kirk. 1999. Exchange and the Maiden: Marriage in Sophoclean Tragedy. Austin:

University of Texas Press.

. 2014. The Hesiodic Catalogue of Women and Archaic Greece. New Y ork: Cambridge

University Press.

.2017. “Helen’s Phantom in Fragments.” In Poetry in Fragments: Studies on the
Hesiodic Corpus and Its Afterlife, edited by Christos C. Tsagalis. Berlin/Boston: De
Gruyter, Inc.

Page, Denys. 1934. Actors’ Interpolations in Greek Tragedy. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Palaima, Thomas G. 2006. “Wanaks and Related Power Terms in Mycenaean and Later Greek.”
In Ancient Greece from the Mycenaean Palaces to the Age of Homer, edited by Sigrid
Deger-Jalkotzy and Irene S. Lemos, 53—71. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Parker, Robert. 1991. “The ‘Hymn to Demeter’ and the ‘Homeric Hymns.”” Greece & Rome 38
(1): 1-17.

Parry, Anne Amory. 1973. Blameless Aegisthus. Leiden: Brill.

Pemberton, Elizabeth Gummey. 1966. “A Note on the Death of Aigisthos.” American Journal of
Archaeology 70 (4): 377-78.

Peradotto, John. 1990. Man in the Middle Voice: Name and Narration in the Odyssey. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Petropoulos, J.C.B. 2003. Eroticism in Ancient and Medieval Greek Poetry. London: Gerald
Duckworth & Co. Ltd.

Petrovic, Andrej. 2013. “An Epigram and a Treasury: On Sim. FGE Xxxiiib.” The Classical
Quarterly 63 (2): 885-88.

Pfeiffer, Rudolfus. 1949. Callimachus. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Pietruczuk, Katarzyna. 2012. “The Prologue of Iphigenia Aulidensis Reconsidered.” Mnemosyne
65 (4/5): 565-83.

Pomeroy, Sarah B. 1975. Goddesses, Whores, Wives, and Slaves: Women in Classical Antiquity.
New York: Schocken.

Prag, A.JN.W. 1985. The Oresteia: Iconographic and Narrative Tradition. Chicago: Bolchazy-
Carducci Publishers.

Pulleyn, Simon. 1997. “Erotic Undertones in the Language of Clytemnestra.” The Classical
Quarterly 47 (2): 565-567.

Race, William H., ed. 1997. Pindar: Olympian Odes, Pythian Odes. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press.




229

Radding, Jonah. 2015. “Clytemnestra at Aulis: Euripides and the Reconsideration of Tradition.”
Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 55 (4): 832—-862.

Raeburn, David, and Oliver Thomas, eds. 2011. The Agamemnon of Aeschylus. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Rank, Louis Philippe. 1951. Etymologiseering En Verwante Verschijnselen Bij Homerus. Assen:
Bibliotheca Classica Vangorcumiana.

Redfield, James. 1979. “The Proem of the /liad: Homer’s Art.” Classical Philology 74 (2): 95—

110.

. 1982. “Notes on the Greek Wedding.” Arethusa 15 (1/2): 181-201.

Rehm, Rush. 1994. Marriage to Death: The Conflation of Wedding and Funeral Rituals in Greek
Tragedy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Richardson, N.J. 1974. The Homeric Hymn to Demeter. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Rogers, Brett M. 2020. “Electra-Style: Reception(s) of Aeschylus’ Oresteia in Aristophanes’
Clouds.” In Greek Drama V: Studies in the Theatre of the Fifth and Fourth Centuries
BCE. London: Bloomsbury Academic, an imprint of Bloomsbury Publishing Plc.

Rojcewicz, Stephen. 2018. “How to Kill a Sphinx.” Delos: A Journal of Translation and World
Literature 33 (2): 116-34.

Rose, Gilbert P. 1969. “The Unfriendly Phaeacians.” Transactions and Proceedings of the
American Philological Association 100: 387—406. https://doi.org/10.2307/2935923.

Rosenmeyer, Patricia A. 2004. “Girls at Play in Early Greek Poetry.” The American Journal of
Philology 125 (2): 163-78.

Sartre, Jean-Paul. 1976. L Etre et Le Néant: Essai d ontologie Phénoménologique. Paris:
Gallimard.

Schein, Seth L. 1984. The Mortal Hero: An Introduction to Homer’s Iliad. University of
California Press.

Schwartz, Edward. 1887. Scholia in Euripidem. Vol. 1. Berlin: G. Reimer.

Segal, Charles Paul. 1962. “The Phaeacians and the Symbolism of Odysseus’ Return.” Arion: A
Journal of Humanities and the Classics 1 (4): 17-64.

Siegel, Herbert. 1981. “Agamemnon in Euripides’ Iphigenia at Aulis.” Hermes 109 (3): 257-65.

Simas, Anna. 2020. “Aeschylus and the Iconography of the Erinyes.” In Greek Drama V: Studies
in the Theatre of the Fifth and Fourth Centuries BCE, edited by C. W. Marshall and
Hallie Marshall, 145-59. London: Bloomsbury Academic, an imprint of Bloomsbury
Publishing Plc.

Simelidis, Christos. 2006. “Honouring the Bridegroom like God: Theodore Prodromos Carm.
Hist. 6.46.” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 46 (1): 87—100.

Solmsen, Friedrich. 1981. “The Sacrifice of Agamemnon’s Daughter in Hesiod’s Ehoeae.” The
American Journal of Philology 102 (4): 353-58.

Sommerstein, Alan H. 1980. “Notes on the Oresteia.” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical

Studies, no. 27: 63—75. https://doi.org/10.2307/43646640.

, €d. 1989. Aeschylus: Eumenides. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

, ed. 2008a. Aeschylus: Fragments. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

, €d. 2008b. Aeschylus: Oresteia. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Stanford, W.B. 1963. The Ulysses Theme. Oxford: Blackwell.

Stavrinou, Aspasia Skouroumouni. 2015. “The Opsis of Helen: Performative Intertextuality in
Euripides.” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 55: 104-32.

Steiger, Hugo. 1897. “Warum Schrieb Euripides Seine Elektra?”’ Philologus 56 (1): 561-600.




230

Steiner, Deborah. 2001. Images in Mind. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Stewart, Andrew. 1983. “Stesichoros and the Francgois Vase.” In Ancient Greek Art and
Iconography. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

Stieber, Mary. 1994. “Aeschylus’ Theoroi and Realism in Greek Art.” Transactions of the
American Philological Association (1974-) 124: 85. https://doi.org/10.2307/284287.

Storey, Ian C., and Arlene Allan. 2005. 4 Guide to Ancient Greek Drama. Malden: Blackwell.

Sullivan, Shirley Darcus. 1988. Psychological Activity in Homer: A Study of Phrén. Ottawa:
Carleton University Press.

Swift, Laura. 2015. “Stesichorus on Stage.” In Stesichorus in Context, edited by Patrick Finglass
and Adrian Kelly, 125-44. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Taplin, Oliver. 1978. Greek Tragedy in Action. Berkeley: University of California Press.

. 1983. “Sophocles in His Theatre.” Edited by Jacqueline de Romilly. Entretiens Sur

[’Antiquité Classique 29: 155-83.

. 2007. Pots and Plays. Los Angeles: The J. Paul Getty Museum.

Teevan, Colin. 1996. “A Barbarian Activity: The Process of Translation of Euripides’s The
Iphigenia in Aulis.” In Stages of Translation, edited by David Johnston, 95—-107. Bath:
Absolute.

Thury, Eva M. 1985. “Euripides’ Electra: An Analysis through Character Development.”
Rheinisches Museum Fiir Philologie 128 (1): 5-22.

Topper, Kathryn. 2007. “Perseus, the Maiden Medusa, and the Imagery of Abduction.” Hesperia
76 (1): 73-105.

Trendall, A.D., and T.B.L. Webster. 1971. lllustrations of Greek Drama. London: Phaidon.

Tsagalis, Christos C. 2003. “Odyssey 24, 191 — 202: A Reconsideration.” Wiener Studien 116:
43-56.

Tsitsibakou-Vasalos, Evanthia. 2009. “Chance or Design? Language and Plot Management in the
Odyssey.” In Narratology and Interpretation: The Content of Narrative Form in Ancient
Literature, edited by Jonas Grethlein and Antonios Rengakos, 177-212. Berlin/Boston:
De Gruyter, Inc.
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/washington/detail.action?docID=453851.

Tzanetou, Angeliki. 2002. “Something to Do with Demeter: Ritual and Performance in
Aristophanes’ Women at the Thesmophoria.” American Journal of Philology 123 (3):
329-67.

Van Keuren, Frances Dodds. 1989. The Frieze from the Hera I Temple at Foce Del Sele. Roma:
G. Bretschneider.

Vermeule, Emily. 1966. “The Boston Oresteia Krater.” American Journal of Archaeology 70 (1):

1-22. https://doi.org/10.2307/501412.

. 1979. Aspects of Death in Early Greek Art and Poetry. Berkeley: University of

California Press.

Vogler, A. 1967. Vergleichende Studien Zur Sophokleischen Und Euripideischen Elektra.
Heidelberg: C. Winter.

Von der Miihll, Peter. 1958. “Wurde Die Elfte Pythie Pindars 474 Oder 454 Gedichtet?”
Museum Helveticum 15 (3): 141-46.

Vout, Caroline. 2007. Power and Eroticism in Imperial Rome. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.




231

Waldo, Christopher J. 2019. “Emergent Genre: Innovation and Experimentation in the Victory
Odes of Pindar and Bacchylides.” ProQuest Dissertations Publishing: University of
California, Berkeley.

Warr, G.C.W. 1898. “Clytemnestra’s Weapon.” The Classical Review 12 (7): 348-50.

West, M.L. 1971. “Stesichorus.” Classical Quarterly 21 (2): 302—-14.

. 1981. “Tragica V.” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies, no. 28: 61-78.

, trans. 2003. “Homeric Hymn to Demeter.” In Homeric Hymns, Homeric Apocrypha,
Lives of Homer, 32—71. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Whallon, William. 1958. “The Serpent at the Breast.” Transactions and Proceedings of the
American Philological Association 89: 271-75. https://doi.org/10.2307/283680.

. 1980. Problem and Spectacle: Studies in the Oresteia. Heidelberg: Bibliothek der

klassischen Altertumswissenschaften.

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Ulrich von. 1883. “Die Beiden Elektren.” Hermes 18 (2): 214—63.

. 1922. Pindaros. Berlin: Weidmann.

. 1931. Der Glaube Der Hellenen. Vol. 1. 2 vols. Basel: Benno Schwabe & Co.

Wiles, David. 2000. Greek Theatre Performance: An Introduction. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Wilk, Stephen R. 2000. Medusa. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Wilson, Donna F. 2002. Ransom, Revenge, and Heroic Identity in the Iliad. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Wilson, Nigel G., ed. 1997. Aelian: Historical Miscellany. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Winnington-Ingram, R. P. 1948. “Clytemnestra and the Vote of Athena.” The Journal of
Hellenic Studies 68: 130—47. https://doi.org/10.2307/626303.

. 1980. Sophocles: An Interpretation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Young, D.C. 1968. Three Odes of Pindar: A Literary Study of Pythian 11, Pythian 3, and
Olympian 7. Leiden: Brill.

Zeitlin, Froma 1. 1965. “The Motif of the Corrupted Sacrifice in Aeschylus’ Oresteia.”
Transactions and Proceedings of the American Philological Association 96: 463—508.
https://doi.org/10.2307/283744.

Zuntz, G. 1955. The Political Plays of Euripides. Manchester: Manchester University Press.




VITA

Anna E Simas received her Bachelor of Arts in Classical Languages from the University of
California, Berkeley in 2013 and a Post-Baccalaureate Certificate in Classics from the University
of Pennsylvania in 2014. She then entered graduate school at the University of Washington,
Seattle, where she earned an M.A. in Classics in 2015, a Graduate Certificate in Feminist Studies
from the Department of Gender, Women and Sexuality Studies in 2018, and a Ph.D. in Classics

in 2020.



